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City of Olmsted Falls 
Minutes of a Special Council Meeting 

Monday, December 6, 2021, at Olmsted Falls City Hall 

26100 Bagley Road – Council Chambers, 6:00 p.m. 
 

Council President Stibich called the meeting to order at 6:04 p.m.  Roll call was conducted.  

Councilmen Lori Jones (arrived at 6:30 p.m. and was on the phone listening to the testimony as she 

drove to tonight’s meeting), Jennifer Jansen, Cornel Munteanu (arrived at 6:10 p.m.), Jay McFadden, 

Yvonne Buchholz, and Brian Chitester were present.  Others Present: George Smerigan, City Planner.  

Audience: 8 

 

New Business 
 

An appeal of the Planning & Zoning Commission decision on November 17, 2021, by Glen Lair, 

owner of 25419 Water Street and 7769 Columbia Road, Olmsted Falls, Ohio for a lot split and 

consolidation plat to reconfigure the two existing lots into three lots which would require the 

following variances: 

 

(a) A variance of 10,914 square feet to Section 1240.04(a)(1) to permit proposed Parcel C to be 

9,086 square feet in lieu of the required 20,000 square feet; 

 

(b) A variance of 55 feet to Section 1240.04(a)(7) to permit proposed Parcel C to have a depth of 

145 feet in lieu of the required 200 feet; 

 

(c) A variance of 37.25 feet to Section 1240.04(a)(4) to permit proposed Parcel C to have a lot 

width of 62.75 feet in lieu of the required 100 feet; 

 

(d) A variance of 4.25 feet to Section 1240.04(a)(6) to permit proposed Parcel C to have frontage 

at the right-of-way of 62.75 feet in lieu of the required 67 feet; 

 

(e) A variance of 17 feet to Section 1240.04(a)(6) to permit proposed Parcel B to have frontage at 

the right-of-way of 50 feet in lieu of the required 67 feet; and 

 

(f) A variance of 14 feet to Section 1240.04(a)(7) to permit proposed Parcel A to have a depth of 

186 feet in lieu of the required 200 feet. 

 

Planning and Zoning Commission Case #21-2021 

 

Mr. Stibich indicated that the procedure for tonight is to hold a hearing and allow the interested 

parties to speak and advise Council on the appeal that was brought to these variances.  Council will 

take testimony from the appellant, the applicant and residents who wish to speak.  He would ask that 

Council members allow all the speakers to address Council without interruption, if you have 

questions write them down as you develop them, and he will then give Council an opportunity to ask 

those questions after everyone has spoken.  Mr. Smerigan, our City Planner, is here to answer any 

questions that Council may have on the zoning provisions.  Following the hearing Council will meet 
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on December 14th and will considering adopting legislation to either reverse the decision, affirm the 

decision, or modify the decision of the Planning and Zoning Commission.  He stated that there will be 

three pieces of legislation presented to Council at the next meeting. 

 

Mr. Stibich administered the oath to Ms. Ciarlillo.   

 

Dana Ciarlillo, 7872 Columbia Road, stated that her main reason for appealing the decision made 

was simply the precedent that this will set for our community.  We have large lots all across our 

community including in the historic district and allowing these variances to segregate these lots into 

smaller lots sets the precedent that any of the large landowners can do so, myself included, so she is 

shooting herself in the foot by being here tonight, if she ever wanted to further develop her land.  She 

has 2.3 acres in the middle of town and based on the variances requested she could submit a request 

to put nine or ten lots on her property and if this goes through no matter what her neighbor’s think we 

are setting the precedent that we can subdivide our large properties into much smaller lots.  There is 

multiple properties for sale around the area, she pulled a list of 10, those can be divided into 47 lots 

based on the same size that we are looking at with the variances.  What does this mean for the wide 

open lot across the street from the Harding house that the Lairs also own, are they going to be able to 

subdivide that into several smaller lots and create essentially another subdivision in our historical 

community.  This is the basis for her appeal.  

 

Mr. Stibich administer the oath to Mr. Lair.  

 

Glen Lair, 2403 Cornerstone, Westlake, Ohio, stated that he would like to ask Mr. Smerigan a 

question, were the statements made by Ms. Ciarlillo accurate in regards to her property being divided 

into six or eight parcels, you are familiar with the parcels as they have been before the Planning and 

Zoning Commission in the past, he has seen the parcels and has been around the parcels.  He does not 

see any possibility that her property could be split into eight parcels, so he questions the authenticity 

of those statements.  Mr. Smerigan stated that he has not done a review of all the parcels as to 

whether or not they could be split, if they were split they would have to split in conformance with the 

subdivision regulations in the zoning code.  In order to use this case as a precedent they would have 

to show that they have circumstances that were identical to this case.  The way variances work is that 

they are individual decisions based on the circumstances and the fact of that specific case and unless 

the circumstances and the facts were the same they won’t act as a precedent.  MR. Stibich stated that 

he believes that each case stands on its own.  We see how long the Planning and Zoning Commission 

took to review this and how many months it took to get to this point and that is because each piece of 

real estate is unique and there are many factors to look into.  If Ms. Ciarlillo wanted to subdivide her 

property she would have to go before the Planning and Zoning Commission and go through the same 

process and neighbor’s could comment.  He stated that each one is unique and Council is not here 

tonight to decide whether her property or any other property can be split, we are here tonight to hear 

testimony about MR. Lairs property.  Mr. Lair stated that he was just questioning the authenticity of 

those statements.  

 

Mr. Lair stated that he would like to start with what the designation is for Parcel A, B, and C because 

he feels it is important.  He stated that Parcel A is the legacy Harding home, the brick home on 

Columbia Road and sits above Plum Creek.  Parcel C is at 25419 Water Street which sits around the 

corner on Water and Parcel B is the new proposed parcel.  He stated that as you can see in the list of 

variances, four of the variances relate to Parcel C which is the home on Water Street.  These 

variances for the most part are designated to reflect the existence of the property that is to its 
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immediate east on Water.  The size of this parcel is being proposed to replicate that parcel, we made 

it larger to accommodate the possibility of a garage to the south in time that is why it buts out and 

does not adjoin the property on the south.  He stated that Parcel A, which is the legacy Harding 

property, that variance is existing, we are not changing the depth of that property it just happens to be 

that depth today.  He stated that Parcel B, we proposed the variance to minimize the impact of the 

frontage on Columbia Road for the new parcel.  So, instead of having a frontage of 67 feet it has a 

frontage of 50 feet so we would not carve out as much property to get frontage on Columbia Road.  

He stated this is a summary of the variances and lay of the land as it relates to his requests.  He stated 

that he has owned these parcels since January of 2021, since that time he is hired architects and 

surveyors in an attempt to determine what we are going to do with the property.  He stated that the 

property has not been consistently lived in for 10 years, it has 120 foot retaining wall that is in a state 

of disrepair and needs significant work, it is lacking a septic system that needs to be put into the 

property, and the windows are rotten.  He is looking to restore the property and bring it back to its 

original glory and we are looking to build a new home beside that property and that is the emphasize 

of what he is looking to do.  

 

Mr. Stibich asked which property had the aging septic system.  Mr. Lair replied the Harding house. 

He stated that when he purchased the property, he had to put $17,500 in escrow to deal with the septic 

system because the city or the county will never bring sanitary sewers to that location because of the 

fall in the road in that location so we have to replace the septic.  That is minor in comparison to the 

retaining wall that sits on the property now which is falling over.  There is lots to do here and we 

want to do it but we don’t want to just address this home, we want to be able to build a new home 

beside it and use this home as a guest home and that is our intention.  

 

Ms. Buchholz asked what his intention is for the Harding home once it is restored.  Mr. Lair replied 

that he intends to keep it as a guest home.  Mr. McFadden asked where the existing septic system was 

located.  Mr. Lair replied that it is to the immediate east of the home, sitting right where the stairs 

come out of the house.  Mr. Stibich asked if it was between the garage and the dwelling.  Mr. Lair 

replied yes.  He does not know exactly where it is but once we get a backhoe in they will have to 

figure it out but that is the approximate location.  

 

Mr. Chitester asked if Mr. Lair could give Council the details of how he came to this proposal 

because at first he knows that there was a proposal to remove a home from one of the properties.  Mr. 

Lair stated that he has been before the Planning and Zoning Commission at least three and possibly 

four times; the ABR he has appeared before twice.  In the last meeting before the ABR Board he 

proposed removing the home on Water Street, they were not amenable to that consideration and one 

of the members of the ABR, Ken Martin.  Mr. Chitester stated that Mr. Martin is the consultant 

architect for the board and not a member of the board.  Mr. Lair replied that Mr. Martin is the one 

who suggested thinking about this proposal as an alternative to saving the home and put forth the idea 

of a lot split.  Mr. Chitester stated that he wanted to make Council aware that Mr. Lair did consider 

other alternatives before making the request for the lot split.  

 

Mr. Stibich asked Mr. Lair if he was aware that once he has plans to build a home those will need to 

be presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission as well as ABR.  Mr. Lair replied yes, he is 

well aware.  Ultimately, assuming he receives the lot split the next step will be to put together a plan 

and a plot and then appear before the ABR for consideration of the home and design and the location 

of the home.  Mr. Stibich replied that the only consideration for tonight is the variances approved 

with the intent of completing a lot split.  
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Mr. McFadden asked if the new home would also have to have a septic system.  Mr. Lair replied no, 

he would be able to obtain access off of Water Street.  Mr. Stibich stated that he would go through 

Parcel C to tie into the existing sewer system.  Mr. Stibich stated that with the proposed lot split there 

is a zig zag line between the 50-foot frontage.  Mr. Smerigan replied that would be one large lot, so 

there would be an “L” shaped lot, Parcel B.  Mr. Stibich replied including the 50-foot driveway and 

Parcel A would legally have an easement to use the driveway, in other words they would share that 

driveway.  MR. Smerigan replied yes, he would grant an easement to Parcel A to share the driveway.  

 

Mr. Smerigan indicated that Council has a long list of variances but some of those variances are 

simply a matter of making legal the conditions that exist today.  For instance, you have a variance for 

the lot width for Parcel C, but that parcel is currently that width, so technically it is a non-conforming 

lot in terms of lot width and by granting this variance we make the parcel legal.  Currently since this 

is a non-conforming lot it can create issues in terms of financing, etc., by granting the variance we 

remove the stigma on the property.  All you are really doing is cleaning that parcel up.  The same 

thing is true with the lot depth variance for Parcel A, that is what exists today, all we are again doing 

is making it legal.  Since we are completing a lot split we are cleaning up some of the existing 

conditions by granting them variances for what already exists.  Mr. Stibich stated that when the 

zoning laws were passed by the city indicating the size of lots this lot was grandfathered in.  Mr. 

Smerigan replied that was correct, this is an existing legal non-conforming lot and all we are doing is 

making it conforming by granting the variance.  Mr. Stibich stated that as Mr. Lair pointed out the 

neighbor, Mrs. Richards next door to Parcel C, has a 61-foot frontage.  Mr. Smerigan replied that 

Mrs. Richards is actually slightly smaller in narrower as are a number of lots in that vicinity.  Mr. 

Stibich stated that what is being proposed for Parcel C is similar to his neighbor.  Mr. Smerigan 

replied and not out of character of the neighborhood.   Mr. Lair stated that he feels that is an 

important point to make, this proposal does not change the character of the neighborhood.  The 

vantage point of this area from Columbia Road and Water Street does not change.   

 

Mr. Stibich indicated to Councilman Munteanu that there will be three pieces of legislation to 

consider at the next council meeting as Council will have 15 days to act on this appeal. Mr. Smerigan 

indicated that if Council fails to act it will be an automatic approval of the Commission’s decision.  

He also indicated that a motion to modify or overturn the Commission’s action requires a two/thirds 

vote of Council.   

 

Mr. Chitester stated that he understands that Mr. Lair owns all three parcels currently but 

hypothetically, if he were to sell all three of the properties his concern would there what happens if 

these lots were owned by three different individuals.  Mr. Smerigan stated that this issue came up 

during the Commission meeting; the only real issue is the shared driveway and as he explained to Mr. 

Lair he would need to have a recorded easement for the shared driveway. If at some point in the 

future those two property owners could not get along, they would both have frontage so they could 

have their own driveway. Obviously, we would end up with two curb cuts on Columbia, which is 

probably not the most desirable thing in the world, but it is not the end of the world either. Mr. 

Chitester stated that there are multiple properties around the city that could end up like this and that is 

a concern he has because obviously at some point Mr. Lair will sell the properties or a family member 

will.  

 

Ms. Jansen asked if Mr. Lair if he could speak to the hardship because she knows that is what we 

base these variances on and what hardship he feels this will cause if not approved.  Mr. Lair replied 
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that he has not suggested that he would have a hardship.  We are seeking a lot split because in general 

the average price of the average home in Olmsted Falls is $250,000; we paid $375,000 for the 

Harding home. If we improve the Harding home and do what we would like to do to a house in a field 

we would put hundreds of thousands of dollars more into it and it would overprice the property for 

the community of Olmsted Falls; rather than doing that we propose to build a new smaller home that 

fits within the community. Alternatively improving this property would require substantially 

enlarging the home, from our perspective, and we don’t want to do that because we don’t think it is 

appropriate and fitting for the neighborhood. In general, that is the reasoning we have behind doing 

this and he does not know if you would define that as a hardship because for him its logic.   

 

Mr. Iafigliola stated that he is the chairman of the Planning and Zoning Commission and is with 

Garry Thompson who is the Vice-Chairman.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he appreciates Council hearing 

this appeal and, in some ways, feels every time an appeal has to come before Council on behalf of the 

Commission, to some extent, like maybe we could have done a better job in one way or another. He 

has learned over time that it is not necessarily that we could or could not have done a better job just 

that people may have felt differently about the decision that we reached.  He encouraged the applicant 

when she attended the Commission meeting and advised everyone of their appeal rights and quite 

frankly is happy that they exercised them as it shows they were listening.  A couple things Council 

needs to understand the minutes Council has for November 17th is our most recent meeting and 

should be considered unapproved minutes.  He would like to state some of the reasons for our 

decision, at the time the applicant, and he would tend to agree, was given a little bit of run around he 

had to go to ABR, then Planning, and his request was its like “a chicken and egg” situation indicating 

that he needed to get some clarity so that he could move forward.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he did not 

totally agree with that argument but did agree with the fact that you need to provide an applicant with 

some sort of a decision. He does feel that the applicant could have done some things but also 

recognizes that those things cost money and that is not always the fairest thing to do to an applicant 

regardless of how many times he has come or gone. He also believes that what really needs to be said 

and Mr. Smerigan pointed this out on several occasions, there are six variances that were requested 

which sounds at its onset excessive but when you go through each one at least four of them were 

essentially non-factors and considered not controversial.  He stated that a lot of them deal with 

matching the a, b, c lots and the fact that this one ties into the backyard and this one would be non-

conforming and he does not think anyone had heartburn about any of those. For his vote, and he 

should clarify that he only speaks for himself and is not speaking on the behalf of the Commission 

but in his opinion, Planning was limited in its approach to the code and variances as they were 

requested as being reasonable. We are talking about some of these being relatively small amounts of 

footage and if you say that seems like a lot you have to look at a plot map which is why he read that 

into the record because it matches the Water Street property; it’s 10 feet to the south and the applicant 

indicated it was for a future garage. The Commission has had many cases in which people want to 

build structures but they are too close to the property line so a 10 foot addition made sense. When you 

go through it with that logic all of them quite frankly made sense. The multiple times the residents 

were at meetings they were very disappointed because they feel it is changing the character of the 

neighborhood which is one of the six tests that the Commission has to apply before all decisions. He 

may have said too much in that he disagreed that it may or may not change the quality of the 

neighborhood but we are only asked to verify the variances as best we can.  He thinks an important 

factor in his decision was the recognition that the applicant will need to return to the Commission in 

order to build a house that is within the style and conformance of the zoning code and that is going to 

be very difficult. He believes Council should be aware that the applicant had originally requested a 

riparian setback variance and at his discretion the applicant withdrew that. When the applicant 
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withdrew that request that forced the future structure to be further from Plum Creek.  By moving that 

off of the riparian setback, which is 100 feet, he now has to be back at least that far. Then we get into 

a question of how far is that what is visible and does that change the character of the neighborhood 

and that was an important factor in his decision.  Also, he wants Council to know that if for any 

reason they feel the need to reverse the decision he does not take it personal, and if Council believes 

that is best, he encourages them to do that.  He knows that sometimes we don’t want to create any 

“bad blood” by making our Commissions upset but he wanted to be very clear that Council is not 

hurting his feelings.  The other thing to keep in mind as he previously indicated there were six 

variance requests one is what we call substantial and that is the sublot that will be 50 feet or 67 as part 

of Parcel B.  A conforming lot, without a variance request, would be 67 feet wide and then there 

would be nothing to discuss, and no variance would be needed. However, by making this 67 feet to 

have two conforming lots it would be hard to argue that this would be a better situation for the city. 

The problem is then you have a skinny lot for a driveway and a second skinny lot and the city would 

end up with two driveways. He wants to highlight that the Commission could have eliminated a 

variance and one of our goals as a Commission is to find compromise and/or eliminate variances if 

we can. However, he felt it was not necessarily the better situation to eliminate the variance.  It 

should also be noted that ABR agreed to demolition the ancillary structure which the applicant refers 

to as the tea house.  

 

Mr. Iafigliola stated that Mr. Lair mentioned the restoration of the septic system and asked if he could 

not tie into sewers.  Mr. Lair stated that he spent extensive time calling Cuyahoga County and they 

informed him that they would never bring sewers down to that depth because they would need a 

pump station which would only serve a few properties.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that Mr. Lair indicated a 

couple of times that he intends to use the Harding home as a guest home and asked exactly what a 

guest house was.  Mr. Lair indicated that he has a number of children and family and if we build a 

smaller home to the east this home would be used when guests are in town. Mr. Iafigliola stated that 

the reason he is asking is because a lot of times the Commission receives comments that essentially 

have no affect on our decisions such as a developer is going to make a fortune, or a developer is only 

in it for the money.  He indicated that the Commission has always we hope that a developer does well 

but its not really our call whether they make a fortune or loose it; we are not here for business advice 

we are here for planning and zoning advice. When the applicant used the word guest home he was 

very adamant that it would not be used for anything but his family and since he brought it up he 

thinks it is fair to understand what his intentions are.  

 

Mr. Thompson stated that the Commission voted separately on the driveway.  There was discussion if 

it should be 67 feet so no variance would be required. If the properties end up becoming two separate 

owners we knew that an easement would have to be granted. If we kept it narrow at 50 foot another 

person who would ultimately own the property would be able to put in their own driveway. If we kept 

it at the 67 the only way you could go would be to the south and that would take another 17 feet and 

would detract from the Harding property itself. We took all of this into consideration during our 

discussion about the what ifs and ultimately with a unanimous vote we decided to keep it at the 50 

feet. As Mr. Iafigliola referenced we look at these variances sometimes in percentages is it 5% or 

50% and that makes a big difference. With the riparian setback withdraw that does not preclude Mr. 

Lair from coming back and requesting it again but at this point it was off the table and he sent that 

request in writing. With all of this information and until such time as we have a site plan of what he is 

proposing to build all we had before us were the variances that you have before you. He believes the 

key part was probably the driveway and how we could handle that because we didn’t want to see two 

different driveways on Columbia Road if we could help it. Mr. Iafigliola stated that another board 
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member suggested a setback restriction so a house wouldn’t be built on the strip in the future but that 

was ultimately not accepted, and he withdrew his motion. Mr. Thompson stated that the motion was 

withdrawn because you cannot have two homes on the same parcel; the only way that could happen is 

if someone came back with a lot split request and split that piece off it which would not be allowed 

because then you would not have an entrance to Parcel B without tearing down the house on Water 

Street.  

 

Mr. Stibich state that he is unsure if Mr. Lair is familiar with Mr. Thompson who was a former 

Council President and is now serving on Planning and Zoning. He stated that Mr. Iafigliola and the 

other members of Planning and Zoning are all volunteers and as you can see just from this case how 

much time they put in trying to resolve these matters. He thanked both Mr. Iafigliola and Mr. 

Thompson as well as the entire Commission for their time and work they have done on this case and 

everything else on Planning.  

 

Adjournment 
Ms. Buchholz moved to adjourn; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Voice Vote: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion 

carried.  

 

 

The meeting adjourned at 6:47 p.m. 

 

 

               ____________________________ 

Paul Stibich, Council President  Angela Mancini, Clerk of Council 


