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Commission Members Present: Brett Iafigliola, Gary Pehanic, Chaz Weber, Garry 
Thompson, Brian Chitester, Peter Carpenter, and Michelle Hawkins.   
 
Others Present: George Smerigan, City Planner, Brandon Kronholz, and Robert 
Holschuh.  Audience: 3. 
 

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1. Planning & Zoning Case # 07-2022 - A request by Brandon & Sara Kronholz, owners of 
8424 Metropolitan, PP# 281-32-005 & 281-32-006, for a lot consolidation of PP# 281-32-
029; 281-32-030; 281-32-031; and 281-32-047 and a variance of 32 feet to Section 
1240.09(a)(1)(A)(a) to permit the construction of a shed on the property to be 18 feet from 
the side street right-of-way on a corner lot in lieu of the 50 feet as required by code. 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath to the audience.  
 
Tom Kronholz, 8444 Metropolitan, showed a framed picture of the area and paper 
streets.  As you can see Brandon’s property is far enough from the railroad and this is the 
way the property continues to look, except for the railroad.  Mr. Iafigliola indicated that the 
photo is dated April of 1926.  Mr. Kronholz stated that 12 years ago Councilwoman Garrity 
stated that she was going to solve all paper street problems.   
 
Brandon Kronholz, 8424 Metropolitan, stated that he is present for two reasons, on the 
variance form it states 18 feet off of the property and he wrote that prior to the survey being 
completed, the building will actually be closer to 25 feet off the property because his house 
is 25 feet and to make it visually pleasing it would be in line directly behind the house.  He 
stated that the other reason is the building size which is 768 square feet and is larger than 
the 140 square feet allowance for a lot under an acre.  His point is if he had one acre of 
land he would be allowed 3,000 square feet which is 7% of the total footprint and he is 
asking for a building 2 1/2% of the footprint.  He knows that 768 square feet sounds like a 
large building but not when it is on almost an acre of property.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that the applicant owns six parcels and is combining all of them.  
Currently the residence is over the boundary line on two parcels so we are cleaning up the 
fact that the house is over the property line.  We require that accessory buildings be on the 
same lot as the principle building so in order to accomplish that he is combining all of this 
lots.  The lot consolidation is very simple and straight forward and has been reviewed by 
the city engineer who has no issues.  The situation with the setback from Wilson is that the 
code requires buildings be setback 50 feet from a street right-of-way.  In this case, we have 
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a situation where this is a paper street, there is no street, the right-of-way still exists so 
technically he has to be 50 feet from the right-of-way.  But, it is kind of a bogus 
requirement, in this particular situation, because there is no street and quite frankly he does 
to believe there will ever be a street.  He cannot say that with any certainty but can say that 
the city has no plans of constructing a street in that Wilson right-of-way anytime in the 
foreseeable future.  From that standpoint staying 50 feet off that line does not accomplish 
anything because the typical idea is to keep it off the road for traffic but there will be no 
traffic as there is no road.  He sees no issues with granting the variance to permit him to be 
closer to the sideline.  
 
Mr. Weber asked if Mr. Kronholz was correct about the size limitations.  Mr. Smerigan 
stated that the size is fine, the applicant can build what he wants as he is allowed to have 
an accessory building up to a certain size, but he does need the setback variance.  Mr. 
Weber asked what is in what is supposed to be Wilson Road.  Mr. Smerigan replied just 
woods.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the code has changed recently for accessory use garage 
or barn size and the maximum size now is 880 square feet for under an acre.  At one point 
this was not the case but has been revised since then.  Mr. Smerigan stated that when he 
first began getting his application together he probably needed the variance, but, since the 
code amendment he does not a variance for the size.  
 
Mr. Weber stated that one of the findings the Commission needs to make for a variance is 
that there is some sort of hardship and asked the applicant to explain why the barn needs 
to be on this side of the property and not more towards the center of the property.  Mr. 
Kronholz stated that it would take up the entire back yard and would not be pleasing to the 
neighbors.  Also, for drainage if placed in the back corner he could drain the water 
eastbound off the property.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the application has a request for a lot consolidation of four parcels.  
Mr. Smerigan stated that was incorrect it would be six parcels.  Mr. Weber stated that the 
way the agenda is stated two lots do not appear to be being consolidated.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that the drawing does show very clearly that all six lots are being consolidate, which 
include 281-32-005; 006; 029; 030; 031 and 047.  The second request is a variance of 32 
feet to permit the construction of a shed on the property to be 18 feet but the applicant has 
indicated 25 feet, in lieu of 50 feet.  He stated that generally a variance of over 50% would 
qualify as a substantial request, however in this case, Wilson Drive is a non-issue but is 
driving the variance request.    
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve part one of Planning and Zoning Case #07-2022 for a lot 
consolidation of PPNs #281-32-005; 006; 029; 030; 031 and 047, as presented in the plot 
survey dated April, 2022; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Poll:  7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve Planning and Zoning Case #07-2022, part two, for a 
variance of 32 feet to Section 1240.09(a)(1)(A)(a) to permit the construction of an 
accessory use shed/barn on the property to be 18 feet from the side street right-of-way on 
a corner lot in lieu of the 50 feet as required by code.  
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Mr. Iafigliola stated that the applicant indicated that the structure will be essentially in linen 
with the house which is 25 feet, he believes that makes sense, but that is not how the 
agenda is written and he does not want to hamstring the applicant but believes the motion 
could indicate 25 feet or the sideline of the house, whichever makes sense.  Mr. Smerigan 
agreed.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to amend his motion to state: the side of the shed should be the same 
offset to the south as the house; Mr. Chitester seconded.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that it is generally understood to be 25 feet but if it happens to be 24 ½ 
that would be within the intent of the variance and the applicant has indicated he is okay 
with the amendment.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the findings questions are: (1) whether or not the variance is 
substantial; in his opinion as, he stated a moment ago he believes that it is arguably 
substantial but this is somewhat of a special case of a non-exist paper street and therefore 
the distance from the nearest neighbor well exceeds the spirit and intent of the zoning code 
and therefore would argue that it is not substantial.  (2) whether or not the character of the 
neighborhood be substantially altered; again, in his opinion, the applicant is proposing a 
relatively modest sized barn; (3) whether or not it would adversely affect the delivery of 
government services; he does not see an issue; (4) if there’s a means other than a 
variance that the issue could be resolved; he stated Mr. Weber’s question addressed that 
as to this is the most logical spot as opposed to somewhere else since we are dealing with 
a paper street issue; (5) if it would preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement; 
he believes that is the strongest case and we are certainly doing that; (6) whether 
substantial justice would be done by granting the variance; again, in his opinion, we are by 
approving the variance.  
 
Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
2. Planning & Zoning Case # 08-2022 – A request by Robert Holschuh, owner of 26649 
Cook Road, PP# 281-01-055, for a variance of 15 feet to Section 1240.09(a)(1)(A)(b) to 
permit the construction of a 2 car detached garage exceeding 880 square feet in area to be 
5 feet from the property line in lieu of the 20 feet required by Code. 
 
Mr. Holschuh stated that he would like to make some improvements to his property and 
wants a parkable/workable garage that is semi in the same area as the original garage but 
would be set back a little further.  The original garage was 12x20 and was less than four 
feet from the property line and does not know if that was the code or an error back in the 
day when it was erected.  He received an earful from the neighbor which he is rectifying 
currently, he did not erect the original garage that was done prior to his purchase of the 
property.  He is requesting a 15 foot variance which places the garage five feet of the 
property line for the aesthetics of the back yard and its relationship to the existing home 
and driveway.  To move the garage 20 feet would place it in the middle of his backyard 
which is 75 feet wide and almost 900 feet deep, this would remove the aesthetic and view 
of the back yard.  He believes that this would appreciate the resalable of the property and 
add to the privacy.  His request would conform to the design of the existing neighborhood 
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as there are other houses in the general vicinity with garages not quite as big, but are as 
close as five feet, or even closer to the property line.   
 
Mr. Holschuh stated that he has a long asphalt driveway and he would like to make it 
concrete and add a pad, along with an extra pad on the back of the garage.  Mr. Weber 
indicated that the site plan shows where the existing garage was, which has been taken 
down, and where the new garage will be located.  
 
Mr. Holschuh stated that he has put a lot of time in phases and affordability into upgrading 
his property and adding additional privacy for his neighbor’s.  He is attempting to upgrade 
his property without removing the view from his back yard which was an important 
purchasing feature for him and his wife.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that the way the code is written it pushes larger buildings further from 
the side lot line in order to protect the neighbors.  In this instance because the intent is to 
utilize the structure as a garage and his lot is only 75 feet wide, the problem is that even if 
he moved it over 20 feet it will make getting in and out of the garage difficult for vehicles.  
He would either have to place it back on the property, which means he would have to pave 
more and is not necessarily a positive thing, or he would have to spin it 90 degrees and 
then it would be closer to the other neighbor.  The way proposed is the only realistic way 
from a functional standpoint.  He does have a practical difficulty that would warrant some 
relief, obviously whether that’s all the way to five feet is the Commission’s determination, 
but in his opinion, there is a practical difficulty that does warrant some relief.  
 
Mr. Weber stated that the garage that was removed the applicant mentioned in his opening 
remarks that it was subject some of concern from his neighbor.  Is the new garage taller 
than the original garage.  Mr. Holschuh replied no, the garage is only 12 feet.  Mr. Weber 
asked if he discussed the new garage with the neighbor and what were their thoughts.  Mr. 
Holschuh stated that he did in the past and it seemed that she did not want to discuss it.  
Mrs. Holschuh stated that when they removed shrubs and had a couple of trees cut down 
that were encroaching on the foundation the neighbor had issues with the work.  There has 
been an issue since they moved into the home because the home use to belong to the 
neighbor’s daughter and there has been issues with that.  But, we have always tried to be 
neighborly to her and make it easier on her.  Mr. Holschuh stated that they are trying to be 
good neighbors.  Mrs. Holschuh stated that every time they attempt to speak with her about 
an improvement, she will not speak to them.  Mr. Carpenter asked how many years the 
fence had been in place and is it on the property line.  Mrs. Holschuh replied two years and 
is about one inch off the property line.  Mr. Holschuh stated that the neighbor did not object 
to the fence and even let him on her property to stain and preserve the fence.   
 
Mr. Thompson stated that obviously the neighbor was notified as well as everyone within 
500 feet and he takes that into account.  If there were 50 people or everyone that lives 
within 500 feet then we would know there is a problem and there is no one here.   
 
Mr. Pehanic stated that there are nine-foot side walls and asked what the height was to the 
peak.  Mr. Holschuh stated that it has a 12-foot peak.  Mr. Pehanic asked if this was 
significantly higher than the original garage.  Mr. Holschuh replied no, he believes that was 
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13 or 14 feet.  Mr. Pehanic stated that the request is for a metal building, and you do not 
find a lot of metal buildings within a residential area is there any concern with that.  Mr. 
Holschuh stated that the garage is appealing and is colorized.   
 
Mr. Thompson asked if the foundation would be removed.  Mr. Holschuh stated that when 
the asphalt comes out that will be removed, all the excavation will be done by his concrete 
company.  Mr. Thompson asked if the driveway would be done at the same time.  Mr. 
Holschuh indicated that the driveway would be done first, then the garage company comes 
out after its cured.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked what the size of the proposed garage would be.  Mr. Holschuh replied 
that it will be 880 square feet and 24 x 40.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that this is a big building.  
Mr. Holschuh stated that he does have a lot of yard equipment and wants to keep it out of 
the weather and eyesight of the neighborhood.  He would also like to have a workbench.  
Mr. Iafigliola stated the applicant is within his rights to have a garage with 880 square feet, 
but the 40 feet x 24 is a big garage on a relatively small property.  The applicant has 
indicated that he understands that the applicant does not want to place the garage in the 
middle of his yard, but at the same time he does not have to build that large of a building. 
He stated that with the size of the applicant’s property he would be entitled to a 3,000 
square foot building.  Mr. Smerigan replied that was correct.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the original garage has been removed and there is a shed already 
further back on the property so the applicant does have an accessory building and now he 
will built a second accessory building and asked Mr. Smerigan if there were any issues.  
Mr. Smerigan replied no, the applicant is permitted to have a detached garage and an 
accessory shed and once he receives the permit that is what he will have.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the findings questions are: (1) whether or not the variance is 
substantial; again, what is being requested from the variance is not the size of the garage 
it’s the five feet from the property line in lieu of 20 feet as required by code, and would like 
to come back to this question; (2) whether or not the character of the neighborhood be 
substantially altered; he wants to come back to this question as well because we are talking 
about a metal building (3) whether or not it would adversely affect the delivery of 
government services; he does not see an issue; (4) whether the problem could be resolved 
by means other than a variance; this is related to questions 1 and 2, so he will come back 
to those; (5) whether or not the variance would preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning 
requirement; he could argue that it is within the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement, 
pending conversations regarding 1 and 2; (6) whether substantial justice would be done by 
granting the variance.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked the applicant to restate why he feels the variance is not substantial and 
why the metal building of that size.  Mr. Holschuh stated that the code was probably 
updated for a good reason to residents stay within the boundaries of what looks good in the 
neighborhood.  There are buildings within the general vicinity of his home that are five feet 
or closer to the property line that were probably within the code at the time they were built. 
Not quite as big, but two car garages with a workshop on the back but probably not quite a 
40 foot deep building but it is not that much different.  In order to move the building or 
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redesign it will cause an absorbent amounts of concrete and put him in a financial position.  
Mrs. Holschuh stated that there are other metal buildings on her street that are garages 
and it looks like a regular wood garage, it actually looks like slab wood.  There are also 
other garages on her street that are taller than what she is proposing, there are some that 
are 25 feet high.  There is one that is 40 feet long as she has seen it, so there is more than 
one garage of that size and taller.  She stated that one of the reasons they went with a 
metal building is that you do not have to worry about it catching on fire so if they are five 
feet off the property line her neighbor would not have to worry.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he believes there is one very important consideration that no one 
has mentioned which is the distance of the setback of the applicant’s home relative to the 
neighbor’s setback.  He stated that the applicant’s setback is 120 feet from the roadway 
and the neighbor to the east that would be affected is substantially less than that; basically, 
their back door is at the applicant’s front door on an offset basis.  He believes that it is 
important to note that the location of the proposed garage is well behind the neighbor’s 
home.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve Planning and Zoning Case #08-2022 for a variance of 15 
feet pursuant to Section 1240.09(a)(1)(A)(b) to permit the construction of a two-car 
detached garage exceeding 880 square feet to be five (5) feet from the property in lieu of 
the 20 feet required by code as shown on Page 9 of the application, which shows that the 
rear setback of the garage will exceed the setback of the existing house; Mr. Pehanic 
seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT – Mr. Chitester stated that the rezoning public hearing for 
the Terlep property on Lewis and Bagley will be held on June 27th at 7:30 p.m.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS – Mr. Iafigliola stated that the work session for the Suhail property is 
set for June 7th.  He would ask that Mr. Suhail bring a full-size print of each option he is 
proposing.  He asked if he could take the plan and superimpose it onto an aerial photo.   
 
Mr. Weber asked what the goal of the work session.  Mr. Smerigan stated that he 
suggested it might make more sense to hold a work session.  We talked about Phase I and 
II but kicked Phase III down the road and asked that he re-evaluate it and come back with 
something new, which he has done and brought forward two proposals.  He thought it 
would be worthwhile to informally discuss it before we start public meetings and track all 
the comments.  If there is a preference for one or the other or want to see changes made it 
would make it easier to move forward in one direction and then hold hearings.  He just 
thought it would be easier to do as an informal work session and suggested to him that it 
would be the next appropriate step.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Mr. Iafigliola stated that during the last meeting Mr. Chitester 
had stated that Gibbs would be before ABR and asked what the results of that meeting.  
Mr. Chitester stated that ABR approved the designs.  There was a mention of a new roof 
for the existing structure and they indicated that they would stay in line with the roofing for 
the new structure so the material would match.  
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Mr. Thompson moved to approve the minutes of May 4, 2022 as written; Mr. Chitester 
seconded.  Poll: 6 ayes; 0 nays; 1 abstain (Weber). Motion carried.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Iafigliola moved to adjourn; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.    
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m.  

              
Planning & Zoning Commission Clerk      Date 
 
 
              
Planning & Zoning Chairman       Date 


