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CITY OF OLMSTED FALLS 
SHADE TREE COMMISSION  MINUTES 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
Tuesday, July 20, 2021 

6:30 p.m. Revised time 
26100 Bagley Road, Olmsted Falls 

 
 

Board Members present: Al Namestnik, Jessie Hawkins, Chairman Tom Shepka, Mike 

Reitz, and Rich Nemeth. and Council Liaison Jennifer Jansen. Service Director Joe 

Borczuch was excused. Audience attendance was 7. 

 

Minutes of July 8th, 2021  Shade Tree Commission.  Mr. Reitz made a motion to 

approve the July 8th, 2021minutes as presented.  Seconded by Mr. Shepka. Poll: 5 ayes, 0 

nays.  Motion carries.   

 

Tree Preservation Plan for Smokestack Trail, 8885 Columbia Rd.  

Mr. Shepka stated that everyone has done what they can to take a look and do what they 

need to do to view the property.   Mr. Reitz asked what does this board do next vs. 

Planning & Zoning (PZ).  What are we looking for tonight?  Mr. Shepka stated that PZ is 

looking for a recommendation or not.   He stated that the prime objective is to make 

decisions to benefit the residents and only the residents of Olmsted Falls, no one else.  

That is our prime objective. Mr. Shepka went on to say that they do the best they can and 

we are not perfect.  Number 2, we are a  recommendation board and that is as far as our 

capabilities go. Mr. Shepka asked for comments from the audience.  

 

Mr. Lee Fenrich, 8893 Columbia Rd.   Mr. Fenrich stated his only concern tonight is 

that if this plan is not the final plan, if it gets changed or revised, how are you going to be 

able say yes or no.  You are saying yes or no to something that may or may not be. 

Secondly, someone needs to enforce this. Mr. Fenrich stated he has walked some of the 

other properties that were recommended after the Shade Tree ok’ed plans and they 

moved fences, took down trees, cut the ground out, and put the fence back where it was 

supposed to be after they did all the damage. I’m not saying that you plan on doing that, 

I’m not accusing you of anything but he is saying that we need to safeguard.  Even if it is 

not Mr. Suhail’s fault, one of his contractors, we need someone on that job site all the 

time to maintain this and I would suggest that if you do approve a plan at any time that 
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you put a note on there that someone needs to maintain and monitor this plan that it is 

done correctly. We are not trying to stop this project we just want to see it done correctly 

and it should be beneficial to all the residents of Olmsted Falls, not just the developer.  

 

Michael Coury, 8849 Columbia.  Mr. Coury stated that he and his wife Diane have 

lived here for 32 years.  Mr. Coury stated at the last meeting he had a distinct impression 

that the plan is to raze all the trees on the property and pop a few new ones back in once 

the development is finished.  If that is the case, he strongly asks that you take a hard look 

at that.  Mr. Coury stated that he knows the mixed-use rules and regulations do require 

that some of the trees with a certain diameter stay in tact where they are so he encourages 

the board to make sure that the developer follows the rules as developed.   That is the 

only preservation, anything else isn’t preservation it is re-creation and that takes years for 

a tree to grow as we all know. So he encourages you to please follow the mixed use rules 

and enforce the developer to follow that. I think razing the entire property is a travesty. 

So I just wanted to state my opinions and ask for your strong consideration on that.  

 

Mr. Shepka stated that the ordinance that they follow is tree preservation and 

management, it is a two part ordinance.  The tree preservation is obviously idealistic, this 

is what we would like to see in preservation.  When you get the second part of 

management it enters reality.  Mr. Shepka stated he was one of the people that sat down 

for over a year and wrote this. He spent hours and hours researching and speaking with 

other cities.  He went on to say that Olmsted Falls was kind of like of the first ones 

anywhere in this area to incorporate a tree canopy and restoration.  No other city in this 

area has that.  Mr. Shepka stated that he spent a lot of time with Cuyahoga County 

because they do a tree canopy survey and with their sources of money they have the 

technology to follow tree canopies from year to year.  Mr. Shepka says that the best 

information he got is spending a lot of time with Alan Siewert from the State of Ohio.  

He brought him into reality and a lot or our goals that we think we would like to see are 

not going succeed simply because the nature of excavations and the infrastructure.  He 

said by the time we go in there everything is dead, and we have noticed that some of our 

preservation areas from the past were not having a whole lot of success and that had a lot 

to do with it, so that why the second part of this ordinance, the replenishing, is so 

important but it is a tough battle and the soil is the most important part of any type of 

preservation of any tree, shrub, & yard.   Mr. Shepka stated it is an uphill battle.  This 

was a little reality check and after spending this time with him and learning a lot about 

soil management.  Mr. Shepka stated that he has been in developments where they cut 

around a tree but this is not that kind of development, this is a clear cut,  end of subject, 

start from dead and work back up again.  Mr. Shepka stated that that is where they 

focused their attention to make sure there was enough planted. 
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Mr. Coury asked if it has to be this type of development.  Mr. Shepka stated he is not an 

engineer but he has seen it done and the most impressive is Florida.  Mr. Shepka stated 

that they are very strict down there and no one comes into an area and tells them what to 

do the county and city tell them what to do.   Mr. Coury stated he would love to see that 

in Olmsted Falls.  Mr. Shepka said that you want to preserve and that is being idealistic.  

You have to get real when it comes to the rebuilding.   It is an uphill battle and you have 

to build everything back up because once the soil is gone, its gone.  I guarantee you they 

are not bringing soil back in.  I have seen it before.  He went on to say that he has been in 

new construction for a long, long time and you wonder why street trees don’t do well, 

because they fill up the curb lawns with every kind of garbage they can find and then 

they expect a tree to grow.  Then the homeowners poison the rest with chemlawn.   Mr. 

Shepka said that what bugs him is anything encroaching on the river, that is a sensitive 

zone and he watches it all the time.  We are not engineers.   Mr. Coury stated that he feels 

that we could all agree that the density of this plan guarantees trees will be razed and a 

less dense plan would allow at least the opportunity for more preservations.  Mr. Shepka 

answered that that is out of our realm.   

 

Mr. Suhail stated that the density is one matter that you are talking about but the reality is 

there are wetlands on the property.  The reason for the wetlands, starting from the back of 

Lee’s (Fenrich) house all the way to the edge of the cliff it is pretty flat and doesn’t have 

much flow and then it drops off.  So what we have to do as part of the development is 

about 300 ft. away from the river, cut that slope down, and fill up on this side so we have 

a flow for the water.  So, if we cut on one side and fill on the other, those trees are not 

going to survive that.   You leave the tree as is and put two feet of fill around it it’s going 

to die.  Or if you take away two feet of soil, it will also die.   Mr. Suhail went on to say 

that if you had half of the houses on here, they still have to grade the site for the storm 

water and other utilities.   Mr. Reitz asked if there were trees that they intended to keep.  

Mr. Suhail referred to the plans and showed the board and the audience which sections of 

the plan had the trees to remain.  Mr. Reitz asked if any trees would be saved for the lots.  

Mr. Shepka stated no, not on the lots.  Mr. Suhail continued to go over the trees that they 

intend to save.   Mr. Reitz stated that since this was an area of greenhouses what they 

intend to do with the soil since there are a lot of things like DDT and concrete in the soil.  

Mr. Suhail stated that the soil will be tested and depending on what results come in will 

treat it accordingly.   Mr. Giancaterino asked if there was a reason why they clear cut on 

the southern end by Metropolitan extension?  Mr. Suhail stated that was just brush, they 

did not cut any trees down.  Discussion ensued between Mr. Suhail and Mr. Giancaterino.   

regarding the tree clearing.  
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Bill Synk, 9465 and 8790 Columbia.  Mr. Synk stated that he 100% agrees with kind of 

what you are saying about clearcutting everything and manage it based on this plan.  Mr. 

Synk said they are making a recommendation on this now, you are saying lets clearcut it 

and bring in new stuff. Yes, you can make that recommendation.  You can also make 

another  recommendation, and again,  you are not engineers, and your recommendation 

would be based on all the ordinances, that this does not fit with the flavor of our city, like 

a tree city.  He could develop this and save trees and he doesn’t have to clearcut 

everything and he doesn’t have to have 98 things there.   So this board could say, we 

recommend that this should be pared down so the existing trees, if they are worth saving, 

should be saved.  Mr. Synk went on to say they can with their power, are able to do that.  

Mr. Shepka stated that that is Planning & Zoning.  Mr. Synk stated that they would make 

the decision, but you can make the recommendation.  Let him develop something, but not 

this.    

 

Mr. Shepka stated that Ms. Hawkins walked the property and asked for her views.  Ms. 

Hawkins stated that there are a lot of trees who’s value is not long lived.  She stated that 

there are a few oaks and maples that are good sized and feels that according to our 

ordinance should be saved.  Ms. Hawkins stated that she would like to see some of those 

marked out on a plan and this would be a little more helpful than a verbal “we are hoping 

to save these”.  Mr. Suhail stated that there were a couple of trees that we looked at that 

could fall into these backyards and we could leave it there.  Mr. Suhail stated he has 

nothing to gain by clear cutting everything.  He stated that he could just go in and clear 

cut just the right of way and leave everything for another day.  Then we could go in a 

second time and say lets keep this, this and this. He doesn’t have to clear it all at once. 

Mr. Suhail is willing to work with everyone until everyone is comfortable with this, we 

can all go out there once the right of way is cleared.  Mr. Suhail went on to say that this is 

a preliminary plan so when the final tree preservation plan comes in front of you then we 

can actually take a look and see if there are trees to save.   He also stated that he won’t 

count them towards the canopy and still plant the trees that he needs to plant.  If those 

trees survive, good for everyone.  If they fail, we would still be covered with the trees 

being planted, the tree canopy.  Ms. Hawkins stated that what she is hearing is that 

everyone here is looking for a thoughtful layout to enhance and preserve what can be 

preserved.  Ms. Hawkins stated that an existing plan or a tree survey would be helpful.  

Ms. Jansen asked Mr. Suhail if there was a detailed tree survey available.   Mr. Suhail 

referred to the plan and showed the board which areas were going to be saved.  Mr. 

Suhail stated that any clusters within the site would probably not be able to be saved due 

to infrastructure, but if the trees are at the backyards that would try to preserve.  Mr. 

Suhail stated that they would not be going to the backyards in the beginning all they 

would be doing is working in the front at the right of way so they can clear at the street 
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which is 60 ft. and a 25 ft. setback, that 110 ft. and 50 ft. for the depth of the houses so 

that is 210 ft.   If we could clear swath of 210 ft. because no tree is going to survive that. 

That could be made a condition of the recommendation and leave the rest alone. Then 

have a secondary clearing looked at a later stage. Ms. Hawkins feels that this is a little 

premature since the plan has not been approved. Mr. Shepka stated that this board should 

be looking at the final development plan and that this is a premature.  Ms. Hawkins stated 

that his is unfair to everyone because the density has not yet been approved By Planning 

& Zoning.   

 

Bill Synk, 9465 and 8790 Columbia. Rd. Mr. Synk stated that instead of clear cutting 

everything, the 200 swath first and then looking at the trees, you could also mark them 

first and go in before you actually bring the machines in and tape it off with caution tape 

or what ever individual trees could be marked.  That could be the recommendation before 

work that’s in there.  Also what Mr. Shepka said that is true and correct, they are killing 

the dirt and everything whether it is Mr. Giancaterino’s property or Mr. Coury’s property, 

there are trees on their property that are close to the development, what if they start 

dying.  It should be taken into consideration.  Mr. Shepka stated that it is in the plan.  We 

covered that based on the critical root zone of the trees and that means adjoining 

properties plus there is supposed to be a buffer to adjoining properties which is a 

Planning & Zoning issue.   

 

Mr. Lee Fenrich, 8893 Columbia Rd.  Mr. Fenrich stated that he understands what you 

are saying about elevations and so on and so forth which probably will come up when we 

talk about water drainage but that is not this committee.  The code does say that in the 

MUTND that you can only take trees down where the road is or the building is actually 

going to be and everything has to be saved along the riparian setback except for a paved 

walkway or bicycle path.  That is definite along the river.  The others as he said will 

probably end up dying as your raise or lower the grade. However, those along the outside 

edges, and I see no buffer along Welands house, those trees around the edges belong to 

the neighbors or right on the line, those are the ones he is most concerned about because 

those are the ones that got destroyed over on Main St. after they were told not to take 

them down.  This is what is the big concern because you get in there and they are in the 

way and bam they are gone.   He said Google Earth is a great thing.  You can go on 

Google Earth and actually see the fence in one spot and two weeks later you see the fence 

gone and the trees are gone and then the fence is back.  It also gives you the tree canopy.  

You can see the tree canopy depending on the season, you can take it from 2010 to 2021 

every week they photograph this.  You can zoom back and forth and it is right there, very 

easy to see what is going on.  If I could take you at your word, I should give you my 

blessing but to be honest, I don’t trust him.  
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Ms. Hawkins stated that that is another point that this is premature.  There is a variance 

being requested for the riparian corridor she does not feel we can vote until those have 

been addressed.  Mr. Shepka stated what haunts him and he does not want to see it, and 

that is Mapleway.  We were promised and told turned out to be all lies and we went to bat 

for the residents.  If we give a premature ok, that the same thing is going to happen.   Mr. 

Suhail stated that he is the developer, engineer and financer so he is not answerable to 

anyone that is paying him.  Mr. Shepka stated there are variance that need to be answered 

and he doesn’t like encroaching on the river and he is asking for 50 ft. and that is one of 

the variances.  Mr. Shepka stated they don’t know what Planning and Zoning is going to 

do whether he will get the narrowing of the streets or keep it wide, just too many factors.   

Mr. Shepka would like to wait and see what Planning & Zoning decides.   Mr. Suhail 

stated that Planning & Zinging are looking to get from Shade Tree some kind of 

recommendation or approval.  For example, for what he is proposing is this sufficient, are 

they meeting the code requirements.  Mr. Shepka does not feel that this is final enough 

and there are too may factors.   His huge concern also is enforcement.  We have no one 

who enforces, period.  I have not gotten any answers.  Ms. Jansen stated that she agrees 

14 days out, 30 days out depending on what point the construction is how often 

something should be checked.  Ms. Hawkins stated that she understands what Mr. Suhail 

saying that it is based on a map of, its purely numbers, you take this down and put this 

percentage up and it is pretty cut and dry.  But there are also things that need to be looked 

at first.  The variance issues that are not part of this board are first and foremost.  Mr. 

Shepka stated that enforcement is a big thing.  We used to have it under control years ago 

before the prior administration changed the ball game.  We used to have a Building 

Administrator, he was on sight for us and an inspector and he kept us up to date.  

 

Michael Coury, 8849 Columbia Rd.   Mr. Coury stated that the thought the comments 

made that the plan is not specific as to what trees are there so he wanted to ask is it in 

your purview to request the plan you are talking about and if so he urges you to do this.  

If it is a Planning & Zoning issue, he would be happy to bring up tomorrow.  He feels this 

needs to happen whether it is your decision or Planning & Zoning’s.   Ms. Hawkins stated 

that she does not want to increase his burden because there were quite a few trees that 

were not quality but there were a number that were.   Mr. Coury stated he does not want 

to create undo burden either but he understands that there is a company that can do this.   

Mr. Suhail stated that he followed the code in terms of if it is a cluster of undisturbed 

trees we show the cluster.  If there was an existing tree to remain on our property we 

would have shown it.  Mr. Suhail went over the plan and explained the trees that were 

remaining that were listed on the plan. The trees that are outside his property we showed 

those as being in the critical root zone.   Mr. Suhail stated that his point he is trying to 
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make is they did not show trees that they were taking out. He feels that the board wants 

him to show the trees that they are taking out.  Ms. Hawkins stated that there may be a 

thoughtful way to design to work some of those trees to be saved.  Mr. Shepka stated that 

it depends on the grading specs.  Mr. Shepka stated that he is not an engineer and doesn’t 

know what they are required to do because you have streets.  Ms. Hawkins asked so in 

the plan where the hashmarks are it is not possible to save anything in those areas other 

than the preservation areas.  Mr. Suhail stated that is unlikely.  So, we can still leave the 

pin oak alone by the backyard but it is unlikely it will survive.  Mr. Suhail reiterated that 

that 210 ft. swath, regardless if there is a big tree in there or not, he has to clear this area 

at the entrance.  Mr. Suhail stated that he is not sure what is expected from this board for 

Planning & Zoning.  He understands that the plan is not approved, but does this plan meet 

the code?  Ms. Hawkins stated from a numbers standpoint but that is based on a number 

of variances that have not been done yet.  

 

Mr. Reitz asked the board if it would be worth while to walk the property again.  Ms. 

Hawkins stated that most of the trees were around the perimeter.  Ms. Hawkins stated we 

should wait and see what happens tomorrow at Planning & Zoning.  Mr. Shepka stated 

that we are looking at an imaginary plan since there have been no approvals. Mr. Shepka 

also stated that he wants enforcement on paper, clearly and someone in charge and then 

Planning & Zoning will have to deal with it.  Mr. Shepka stated that is the old method 

and the new method is coming up with numbers based on a final set of plans and this is 

not a final set of plans.  Discussion ensued among the board members as to what the 

recommendation should be worded.   

 

Mr. Shepka made a motion to TABLE agenda item pending final development plan 

approval and documentation of enforcement by the Planning and Zoning Commission.  

Seconded by Mr. Namestnik.   Poll: 5 ayes, 0 nays.   Moton carried. 

 

Mr. Shepka stated that once this is done we can meet again and get this done.  Planning & 

Zoning should have all done their work before this was sent to us.  

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:55 pm.  

 

 

 

Aimee Stone       Approved by  

Shade Tree Commission Secretary   Shade Tree Commission  09.14.21 

 


