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Commission Members Present: Brett Iafigliola, Gary Pehanic Garry Thompson, Chaz 
Weber, Brian Chitester, Peter Carpenter, and Michelle Hawkins. 
 
Others Present: George Smerigan, City Planner, Audience: 0. 
 

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1. Planning & Zoning Case # 02-2022 - A request by Glen Lair, owner of 25419 Water 
Street and 7769 Columbia Road, for approval of a lot split and consolidation plat to adjust 
the boundary line between two existing lots. 
 
Glen Lair, 2403 Cornerstone, Westlake, Ohio stated that in general you can see on the 
plat that the garage of his neighbor, who is present this evening Rose Pepoy, shows the 
existing property line and the garage is over the property line. He approached Ms. Pepoy 
and asked her if she would be willing to swap an equal amount of property to make the line 
move to the south so the garage was not encroaching and this gives additional frontage to 
the Water Street property which enables him to ultimately get access there for utilities for 
the new lot that was created as Parcel B on this plat and she agreed.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if 
Ms. Pepoy had any comments or agrees or disagrees.  
 
Rose Pepoy, 25477 Water Street, stated that Mr. Lair described it well, he is looking for 
footage on Water Street to put in utilities so we agreed to an equal square footage of land 
swap to address that and the garage encroachment as well.  Mr. Iafigliola stated to be 
clear, Ms. Pepoy is the home located on the southeast corner of Columbia and Water.  Ms. 
Pepoy replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola stated to be clear Mr. Lair owns the property due south 
and east which are both residential properties.  Mr. Lair replied yes.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that this is a simple lot split and consolidation.  This is really just a 
boundary adjustment between two adjacent properties so it’s very simple as there are no 
additional lots being created.  This complies will all the requirements of our code and both 
the city engineer and him are recommending approval.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the only question he has is as the commission is aware this 
property was before us and was a little bit controversial. We spent a lot of time talking 
about the Columbia portion of new Parcel B.  He remembers having extended discussions 
with Mr. Weber regarding how wide that should be and ultimately choose a width which he 
believes was 50. He asked Mr. Weber if he had any comments regarding this change.  Mr. 
Weber stated that the frontage on Columbia is not changing because the line will curve so 
it’s still 50 feet so he does not have any issues.   
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Mr. Iafigliola stated that from what has been presented it seems that Mr. Lair found a very 
agreeable solution to what could have been a less than friendly issue.   He is sure that both 
parties want to be good neighbors and is sure that the garage was not built over the line on 
purpose.  Ms. Pepoy indicated that she purchased the property this way.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated from the city’s perspective both parties found an agreeable solution and he thanked 
them for that.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve the lot split and consolidation plat as presented by Mr. Glen 
Lair and Ms. Rose Pepoy pursuant to Planning and Zoning Case #02-2022 as submitted; 
Mr. Carpenter seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
 
2. Planning & Zoning Case # 03-2022 – A request by Blackstone 20, LLC, owner of 7856 
Brookside Drive, PPN 281-17-016 for an internally illuminated ground sign in the MUTND 
District. 
 
Greg Farris, 7856 Brookside Drive, and Bob Kunzen with Brilliant Electric Sign Company 
4811 Van Epps Road, Brooklyn Heights, Ohio.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola indicated that there was an email from Ms. Tomasch dated March 9, 2022 and 
asked Mr. Weber to read it.  Mr. Weber stated that the email is dated March 9, 2022 at 4:22 
p.m. from Janet Tomasch addressed to Mr. George Smerigan.  The email reads “George 
Aimee Stone at your request sent information about the proposed sign for the business to 
be located at in the rehabilitated medical office on Brookside Drive. The proposed sign is to 
be internally illuminated even though the building is now located in an MUTND district 
which would suggest that the Planning and Zoning Commission has control of signage the 
building also is located in the historic district (within which ABR has control over signage) 
which I believe should take precedence. In addition, it is critical to recognize that the 
building is boarded on two sides by homes whose residents have a reasonable expectation 
that their city exercise a high level of sensitivity to the impact of the MUTND zoning on their 
lives. To that end ABR would like to recommend the following: (1) the proposed sign be 
illuminated externally as is the standard for signs in the historic district and (2) that the 
illumination of such sign whether internally or externally be set at a low level and turned off 
after a set time to minimize the impact on residents. In terms of procedure would you like 
us to forward this recommendation to the Planning and Zoning Commission directly or 
would you prefer to present it to the PZC yourself, please let me know your thoughts best 
regards Janet Tomasch Chair Architectural Board of Review.” Mr. Weber would note that 
the follow up to that email was Mr. Smerigan telling Janet to forward to us directly which 
she then did.  
 
Mr. Kunzen stated that this is an internally illuminated sign but believes he can alleviate the 
concern of excessive lighting. This illumination would actually be much less ambient light 
than if it were externally illuminated.  The face of the sign is aluminum, of course that is 
opaque, all the copy on there is what we call push through acrylic so it sticks out from the 
aluminum ever so slightly. The lights are on the inside so all the color you see on the 
outside is opaque vinyl. So, you will have a red opaque vinyl on the face of that acrylic and 
the only light is the edges of the letters and characters glowing out softly onto the aluminum 
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which is a lot less intrusive light than any external lighting. This sign was designed this way 
because of our customers concern for the neighbors and to fit into the character as best as 
possible.   
 
Mr. Ferris stated this was an issue they discussed because we realize there are residential 
homes.  He grew up in Olmsted Falls and knows some of the neighbors in this area. The 
sign company stated that based on their professional opinion internal would be less 
intrusive than exterior because it would be almost unnoticeable, other than driving by and 
seeing it.  Mr. Kunzen stated that during the nighttime you will mainly see a halo glow 
around the letters.  Mr. Ferris asked Mr. Kunzen if the sign could be placed on a timer.  Mr. 
Kunzen indicated that a timer could be added.  Mr. Ferris stated that he would have no 
problem turning the sign off around 10:00 p.m.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked him to comment on the masonry look and why this size was chosen.  
Mr. Kunzen stated that as you can see on the site plan with the building being 37 feet to the 
curb, on the Elm side, this size seemed to fit the property rather than look like it didn’t 
belong or was miniscule, it is not a very large sign.  The masonry along the edge will be a 
faux brick to match or compliment, as closely as possible, to what’s been done on the 
building.  There will be landscaping around the edge so no one will hit it with a 
weedwhacker.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if the sample was foam all the way through.  Mr. Kunzen 
stated it is foam and has an aggregate covering. In fact, there are some what he considers 
expensive foams for businesses where they have pillars in the front.  This will be molded as 
one piece.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the numbers look like stand off numbers what are the numbers.  
Mr. Kunzen stated that they are painted acrylic numbers they are made on a router and as 
the drawing indicates all visible surfaces are painted white and they will mount right to the 
pillar.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if they were illuminated.  Mr. Kunzen replied they are not 
illuminated.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that they are laser cut acrylic with a pin in the back so they 
stand off of the faux brick.  Mr. Kunzen stated that they are epoxied into it and will be as 
flush as they can be.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked what the company did.  Mr. Ferris replied that they sell flexible 
packaging.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated to get everyone up to speed Section 1260.07(q), in the MUTND, 
provides that signs in the MUTND are authorized and approved by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. This section “the commission shall have sole authority to establish the size, 
design, character, height, number style, location of signs within the MUTND.” This is similar 
to what was done for the senior housing project and the Commission set the sign criteria for 
that project which was also in the MUTND district. You have the authority to set those 
because of the design nature of the district the code further states “signs in the MUTND 
district are not subject to the provisions of 1272” which is the chapter that gives signs in the 
historic district to the ABR. In essence ABR does not have sign authority for this.  He sent 
the design to ABR and Ms. Tomasch because he wanted them to at least have the 
opportunity to be aware and comment. He also asked her to send her comments directly to 
the Commission through the Clerk rather than representing their comments because he 
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has a slightly different approach to it. He believes that it is easier to control the impacts of 
the lighting when you do it internally and you limit the design approval to the nature of the 
product that they are proposing as opposed to having spotlights that are shining up on the 
sign.  Inevitably when you’re doing landscaping something hits the spotlights and they end 
up shining all over the place. He thinks the lighting level is much easier to control with the 
internal illumination rather than external illumination, that’s his personal opinion. He would 
note that the actual sign area is about 18 square feet which is a relatively small sign face 
and the rest obviously is the faux stone to create the appropriate look for the sign He thinks 
that the design is consistent with the kind of thing the commission did with the senior 
housing project; you designed it in the same sort of way so he thinks this will fit and makes 
sense.  He understands the concern of the ABR board but thinks from an illumination 
standpoint this will be better controlled. The applicant has also indicated they are willing to 
turn the sign off in the evenings which was another concern and thinks that is certainly a 
valid one.  
 
Mr. Pehanic that it sounds to him the way the sign has been described is at night it’s going 
to glow rather than be brilliant.  Mr. Kunzen replied yes, glowing around the letters only.  
Mr. Pehanic stated that satisfies one of the elements from ABR as far as a low level of 
lighting, which is a good thing.   
 
Mr. Thompson stated that the background area on the sign is aluminum.  Mr. Kunzen 
replied yes.  It will be painted to look like brushed aluminum.  The letters are routed out of 
the aluminum and punched through the holes, so it sticks out ever so slightly. The ¼ inch 
around the edge of the letter is where the light will come out.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that if you 
were to look at it dead on you would say there was no light other than it has a little 
escaping around the edge.  Mr. Kunzen replied that was exactly correct, it’s a halo effect.  
Mr. Thompson stated that it’s not an acrylic face with lights inside that are blaring through 
the whole thing.  Mr. Kunzen replied no; where you see the blue and red that is opaque 
vinyl which does not let the light through.  Mr. Ferris stated that it will be a very nice glow, 
something elegant and soft.  Mr. Thompson stated that he agrees with Mr. Smerigan if we 
were putting external lights on this it would actually be brighter than if its internally lite, in 
this case, because of the type of sign. Mr. Kunzen stated that his company does a lot of 
high end signs like this and projecting signs downtown with push through letters.  Mr. 
Chitester stated that if you walk down the sidewalk will the light bleed onto it.  Mr. Ferris 
replied no; you will see more lighting from the overhead light shining into the parking lot.  
Mr. Thompson stated that he does know its not a big deal to put on a timer.  Mr. Ferris 
replied they could do that.  Mr. Thompson stated that he believes anything after 10:00 
would be appropriate.  
 
Mr. Carpenter asked how long brilliant had been in business. Mr. Kunzen replied over 90 
years.  Mr. Carpenter stated that it would be safe to say they own the business.  Mr. 
Kunzen stated that the big red key on top of the Keytower is the company he works for and 
all the Guardian signs.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the drawing shows on the end of the masonry pillar itself 1’4” the 
aluminum sign itself is something less than that or does it come to the face.  Mr. Kunzen 
stated that he believes it would be six or eight inches but he is not the guy who builds it but 
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we do have standard extrusions. Mr. Iafigliola stated that the reason he is asking is that he 
thinks it would be a nicer look if the column was somewhat wider but if that wasn’t the case 
then he would say they should make the column fit in the sign and thinks that is the plan 
already.  Mr. Kunzen stated that he would make a note to make sure.  Mr. Iafigliola stated 
that he recognizes what ABR is saying and that this is the historic district within Olmsted 
Falls but he also recognizes that the actual street the company is on, whether its Brookside 
or Elm is a little off of Columbia. Now having said, he thinks there is something to be said 
about the historic nature of an externally illuminated sign, it has kind of a classic look which 
may or may not be the look we are going for in Olmsted Falls. Having said that, he believes 
that the applicant has absolutely proposed a very classy first rate sign and its in an area 
that you could say its historic because it’s within the district but its not within Grand Pacific 
Junction or other areas that may or may not be as appropriate.  One thing the commission 
is always concerned about is setting a precedent so if and when this company comes back 
with their next client with a great idea he agrees that this is a premium product and believes 
the city would be doing well if we had more of these. Also, he is not particularly worried 
about the timing but does sound like others may be.  He thinks this is a residential area so 
it is probably wise to be sensitive to them and Mr. Thompson stated 10 PM. He asked Mr. 
Ferris if he felt that was reasonable. Mr. Ferris replied that was more than acceptable.  Mr. 
Iafigliola asked about the mornings.  Mr. Ferris suggested 6:30 or 7 AM.  Mr. Iafigliola 
suggested 6AM because then you would have the morning rush and people are generally 
getting up by then; you can turn it on anytime you want that way there is some flexibility. 
Mr. Chitester stated that he believes there was another business on Columbia that had the 
same situation and asked if anyone remembered that time frame.  Mr. Iafigliola replied that 
he believes it was an hour after they close and an hour before they opened that way if they 
changed their hours of operation no further actions would be needed. Mr. Smerigan stated 
that he was correct, Dollar General had to turn the sign off an hour after the store closed 
and on an hour before opening.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that was also an internally illuminated 
sign for the monument sign at the street and the signs on the building were externally 
illuminated.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve Planning and Zoning Case #03-2022 a request by 
Blackstone 20, LLC, owner of 7856 Brookside Drive, PPN #281-17-016 for an internally 
illuminated ground sign in the MUTND district with the following stipulation (1) the sign be 
turned off for external illumination between the hours of 10:00 PM and 6:00 AM, every day 
of the week; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Poll:  7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried. 
 
 
3. Planning & Zoning Case #04-2022 - A request by William Atherton, owner of 26424 
Cranage Road, PPNs: 281-01-026, 281-01-027 & 281-01-028, for approval of a lot split and 
consolidation plat to reconfigure three existing lots into two lots. 
 
William Atherton, 4460 Broadview Road, Cleveland, Ohio stated that he owns three parcels 
for a number of years.  He would like to split them into two parcels with the first parcel 
being 87 feet wide to accommodate the plan for a house to be built on the lot.  The second 
parcel would be 240 feet wide, he plans to rebuild a home on Parcel B.  Mr. Iafigliola asked 
if he would explain what is drawn on the site plan.  Mr. Atherton stated that he plans to split 
the lots and quick claim the first parcel to his fiancé who is well under way planning to build 
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the house indicated on the site plan.  Mr. Iafigliola asked what the dash line means that 
encircles the home.  Mr. Atherton replied that is a silt fence.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that this is 
being shown to explain how you would get around on the parcel.  Mr. Atherton stated that 
Wayne Builders have been out to the site and they indicated that the lot was wide enough 
but they could not get their equipment around the 15 foot side on the west and still retain 
the tree line that’s on the property and is agreeable by him.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that this request will take three existing lots and create two lots.  The 
lots being created comply with all the minimum area and frontage requirements of the code 
and both he and the city engineer are recommending approval.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that Parcel A is 251 feet deep and proposed to be 87 feet wide, is that 
correct.  Mr. Atherton replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that Parcel B is 250 feet deep and 
240 feet wide.  Mr. Atherton replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the drawing indicates 153 
feet and asked what that number represented.  Mr. Smerigan replied that 153 is the width 
of Parcel B; the 240 feet is the two parcels together.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that is what he 
believed and asked if that could be corrected for the record.  The three parcels add up to 
240 feet; the proposed two parcels are 87 feet wide followed by 153 feet wide.  Mr. 
Atherton replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if there was enough room on both parcels to build 
the proposed homes and that they meet all the requirements as he is showing a 10 foot 
side yard.  Mr. Smerigan replied that was adequate for the district.  He stated that Parcel is 
B is over ¾ of an acre so he has plenty of room.  Mr. Atherton stated that he is planning to 
build a passive solar house so a lot of south facing area.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve a request by William Atherton owner of 26424 Cranage 
Road, PPN 281-01-026, 281-01-027, and 281-01-028 of a lot split and consolidation plat to 
reconfigure the three existing lots as presented in the undated documents; Mr. Thompson 
seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT – Mr. Iafigliola asked about the fence legislation. Mr. 
Chitester indicated it was approved by Council.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if there was any 
discussion.  Mr. Chitester replied that there were no concerns and all the amendments the 
commission recommended were approved.  He is also the liaison to the ABR and knows 
that Ms. Janet Tomasch reached out to Mr. Iafigliola regarding the conditional use permit 
approval for Gibbs Butcher and Brew. He also spoke with Mr. Smerigan and believes we 
are at an understanding about what is going on with the rear storage building he currently 
has and believes it should be approved in April by ABR.  He stated that Mr. Dixon was 
present at the meeting at the beginning of this month but ABR had concerns about the 
conditional use and after discussions with Mr. Smerigan it seems clear that they can 
approve it without any concerns.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that as Mr. Chitester is new to the commission from time to time there 
are elements that come before planning, for example, the garage and fence ordinance and 
he would like to ask an open ended question, not really for discussion tonight but maybe for 
everyone to think about, and that is are there other elements of the code that we want to 
make some sort of pro-active recommendation to council about. He does not necessarily 
have anything off the top of his head and thinks the commission would be wise to learn 
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from the MUTND experience, what we like and what we don’t like. For example, tonight 
ABR sent a note indicating that they should be involved in the signage discussion, Mr. 
Smerigan disagreed but that’s neither here nor there. He believes what the applicant 
proposed was a very good sign which he said publicly and still feels the same.  He thinks 
the commission may be wise to say we could add language to the MUTND code not only to 
focus on signs but there might be other things as we move forward and learn so before an 
applicant shows up and are grandfathered under the old one, that we might want to talk 
about.  If you recall he made a kind of public request, to some extent, although they never 
followed up with it quite frankly, to say to all the people who pack these corridors when we 
have a tense issue to make a list and tell us what they don’t like and what we should think 
about because now would be the time as you can’t show up after an applicant wants to 
build a retail business in a historic district only to find out it’s not a historic district. He will 
issue that public call again and say all of us have an important role with the city to provide 
some feedback where council he is sure would like to do a good job but they are pulled in a 
thousand other directions. Mr. Carpenter stated that if nothing else the change in 
technology often creates a situation where we might need a little more flexibility. The signs 
as mentioned is another thing because this is not 1926 anymore where you have to have a 
bare bulb pointing at a sign there are other ways.  Mr. Chitester stated that ABR had to 
review and update their guidelines for solar panels so that they could figure out what’s 
appropriate or not appropriate. He has been trying to figure out a way that planning could 
have ABR as a reference body for situations in the future like in MUTND areas where 
historic district falls into account like Ms. Tomasch did for the sign. To say that planning is 
solely responsible is kind of difficult on the body as a whole because that could create an 
issue where the commission gets stacked with cases and if cases could be pushed off, like 
signs, and ask another body for input would help alleviate some of the work. Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that it would also make them feel involved in the process which partly is what they 
are looking for and rightfully. Mr. Chitester stated that there are times when ABR has felt 
that way and the reason why he wanted to be the liaison to both boards. Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that he is not making a derogatory remark because ABR is interested and we may 
be focused on different things. He thinks it would probably be appropriate, at times, that we 
could ask for an advisory recommendation which planning does to council and maybe the 
next time ABR has a concern we should probably ask ABR to provide some sort of written 
comment if they feel particularly strong about an issue.  Mr. Chitester stated that ABR 
meets the beginning of every month generally unless cases get stacked up.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that is also a challenge because if you wanted to move a case along you can’t say 
that we don’t meet for 30 days but does imagine ABR has the ability to schedule other 
meetings.  Mr. Chitester stated that ABR can also meet on the 3rd Thursday if necessary. 
He indicated that it would be nice to try and get ABR involved with these things more often.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS - None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Mr. Iafigliola stated that we have the February 16th minutes.  
The Clerk indicated that the commission also needs to approve January’s minutes.  
Members indicated that they did not have them.  The clerk reminded them that they were 
sent to the members in their last packet and should still have them.   
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Mr. Chitester moved to approve the minutes of February 16, 2022 as written; Mr. Pehanic 
seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola indicated that the January minutes would be distributed again and approved at 
the next meeting.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Iafigliola moved to adjourn; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.    
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:21 p.m.  

              
Planning & Zoning Commission Clerk      Date 
 
 
              
Planning & Zoning Chairman       Date 


