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Commission Members Present: Brett Iafigliola, Peter Carpenter, Gary Pehanic, Garry 
Thompson, Brian Chitester and Michelle Hawkins.  Mr. Chaz Weber was excused. 
 
Others Present: Sam Suhail, Huma Suhail, and George Smerigan, City Planner.  
Audience: 4. 
 

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1.  Planning & Zoning Case # 13-2021 – Discussion regarding Phase 3 of Smokestack 
Trails preliminary plan option “A” and “B”. 
 
Mr. Suhail stated that he has Option A and Option B drawings, as per our last work session 
discussions.   
 
Mr. Suhail stated that during the last meeting there was a discussion regarding a clear 
access to residents of all phases who are able to walk down the public right-of-way to have 
access straight to the river; East Pierpoint now accomplishes that.  This was a main issue 
from the last meeting.  Some of the buildings were pointed towards the side windows of 
other buildings and now we have oriented those a little better. Option A and B have the 
same number and size of units; Option B accomplishes the same thing as A except no 
variance is needed as the buildings are along the riparian setback line.  Mr. Iafigliola stated 
that the main difference between B is no riparian variance and asked what changes were 
made to accomplish that.  Mr. Suhail stated that in A, we ask for the variance because 
there is a flat area behind buildings D and E which is in the riparian setback but is not 
accessible from downstairs because of the slope so it’s a dead area. If we move these two 
buildings into the riparian setback by 22 feet and 24 feet then we have open space in 
between the buildings that we can expand.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the building are labeled 
A through I.  There are no changes in A, B, C, F, G, H, or I but there are changes in 
location to D and E. So none of the buildings change in proximity to each but D and E move 
closer to I.  Mr. Suhail replied correct.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if that was the only difference.  
Mr. Suhail replied yes.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the less variances the better but like all variances there could be 
grounds for why a variance should be granted.  He stated that Mr. Suhail has presented 
drawings labeled Option A and B but neither one has been accepted; he is basically 
proposing latest drawings for Phase III for discussion.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that last time there was a discussion Phase III was different.  Mr. Suhail 
stated that it was not different, it is still the same concept, except there was no access to go 
to the river and then now we have buildings around a loop. So, it is still the same concept 
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which he took and tweaked it to be more in line with the recommendations of the last 
meeting. Mr. Iafigliola asked what he would term the houses like building E if he was a 
prospective buyer.  Mr. Suhail replied a townhouse. Mr. Iafigliola stated that if he is reading 
correctly it looks like four individual units of 30 x 7.  Mr. Suhail replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that he does not have a sense of scale he understands the math to be 2100 square 
feet and asked how that relates to the size single story or two story, which is 4,200 square 
feet per unit. Mr. Suhail replied two story.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that is bigger than his single-
family home. He asked Mr. Suhail to help him understand how he established that and 
believes he will say the whole second story may have a smaller footprint but that’s still 
50%.  Mr. Suhail stated that there would also be a deck on top to look at the river. He does 
have on any architectural plans but there will be a lot of park going into the product and 
obviously he will come back with plans. It is not going to be your normal row houses that 
come to mind when you talk about townhouses. Once we get to the point where we know 
which direction we are heading there will be investment on architectural.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that the reason he is pushing this is that he recognizes that there are some 
architectural gymnastics that will have to happen but just as a generic statement if you said 
they are not going to be 30 x 70 but rather 30 x 50 then all of a sudden you are not in the 
riparian.  Mr. Suhail asked if he meant depth wise. Mr. Iafigliola stated that he is not picking 
on the number but is saying that Mr. Suhail is making a case right off the bat that if we let 
him go 24 feet into the riparian that’s what he would want; a lot of these discussions are 
focused on being in the riparian but you kind of have to give some basis for how he even 
established the 70 because you could have easily said these are 30 x 40 foot units. Mr. 
Suhail stated that he looked at products that Drees is building in Westlake.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that he wanted to hear that Mr. Suhail didn’t just make up a number and here is a 
product that we could look at as a comparison. He heard someone say that was huge, and 
that was kind of his initial reaction, but he does not own a townhome so he’s a little bit 
uneducated in what that is so if examples could be shown in Westlake then we can see if 
that is or is not out of line. It is hard to say whether 24 is substantial if he does not even 
know how 70 was established to begin with.  Mr. Suhail stated that he has seen some 
townhomes start at 18 feet and deeper so 30 feet is not unheard of. It is large for a 
townhouse but when Drees was laying this out, they asked for 30 foot for the footprint.  Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that he would like some basis for even how that dimension was established, 
he does not need engineering calculations, but some product in this market or a market 
that you would like to try because you can’t tell him it’s a hardship if you can’t tell him how it 
was established. Mr. Suhail stated that he is not saying it’s a hardship and has laid out the 
arguments in his email sent when comparing A and B together. He answered all the 
questions that relate to variances.  Mr. Smerigan stated that as you know you can get 
attached units or townhouse style units in a bunch of different widths, our regulations sort of 
push you towards wider, he’s not talking deeper he’s talking wider, and the reason for that 
is in this district the garage cannot be in the front of the building. In order to accomplish that 
you are going to have to be wider than 22 feet or you can’t get a two car garage; so our 
regulations sort of forces you to have a wider unit not necessarily a deeper unit but a wider 
unit for sure.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he is not saying either dimension is reasonable or 
not.  Mr. Smerigan stated that all he is stating is you could not do the standard little 24-foot-
wide townhouse because you would never be able to meet the code requirement to get the 
garage behind the front entrance.   Mr. Pehanic stated that price has got to be factor too; a 
4200 square foot townhouse versus a 3000 square foot townhouse, what would the market 
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accept; 4200 could be costly.  Mr. Suhail stated that you are just doubling to 4200 but does 
not think it would be that.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that it is probably 50% on the second floor if 
you have an outside deck or something but still over 3000.  Mr. Suhail stated that buildings 
C, D, E and F have a river view so half of the buildings will.  Mr. Iafigliola indicated that he 
is not saying the number is inappropriate he is just trying to understand how we came to 
that.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked Mr. Suhail to describe the parking and circulation for all the units taken 
as a whole.  Mr. Suhail stated that the parking shown is in excess of required and is 
available otherwise he believes it would be the same as any single family in terms of there 
is parking inside the garage and then there is parking in the driveway so that kind of makes 
up for the requirement of parking.  Any additional parking is there because its available.  
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would like to focus on Building C and assumes the rectangle is 
enough space to fit cars; then there is the red, which is the parking spaces basically filling 
in whatever gaps he could find. He doesn’t know if Mr. Suhail has a count but he is 
assuming that some is either required and/or convenient for guest/daily parking.  Mr. Suhail 
stated that it is convenient for guest parking and Mr. Smerigan could probably talk more 
about it but he does not believe that additional parking is required if he meets the code 
requirement if it’s being provided within the driveway and garages.  Mr. Smerigan stated 
that you want guest parking when you have these kinds of units because you can’t do any 
on street parking. In typical circumstances where you have standard lots besides parking in 
the driveway, guests can park in the front on the street and you can’t do that here because 
the driveways basically touch; so having guest parking handles that situation. He believes 
that what Mr. Suhail has in terms of guest parking is adequate.  Mr. Thompson asked how 
many cars could fit in a driveway; two in the garage and two in the driveway.  Mr. Suhail 
replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola added one deep two wide. Mr. Thompson stated that is what he 
thought.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that one thing he would suggest is if we feel that we have a 
sufficient amount of parking and he feels that what Mr. Suhail is doing is filling in all the 
gaps with parking. He believes there are some areas where its more appropriate than 
others and would like to start with where he thinks it makes sense and then where it 
doesn’t.  Mr. Suhail stated that there may be parking in the same areas in both options but 
there could be less or more. Mr. Iafigliola stated that he is looking at option A; he believes 
parking makes sense between buildings H & G and G & F, the parking lot in front of F 
makes sense because of the recreation as he thinks that is where they would presumably 
park or walk. He does not like parking between D & E and thinks that should be some sort 
of access path and not parking; if you were to add parking anywhere here it should be on 
the east face of the building which would allow you to have basically the same number of 
spots, maybe even more, and then make that whole space continuous green space.  
Between buildings A and B makes sense and has advocated before for some sort of 
pedestrian walkway between parcels 32 and 33 which could continue between A and B and 
then through D and E.  Mr. Smerigan asked why he would want to encourage people to 
walk in between two houses when there is a street connection two houses away.  Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that was a good point and would rescind his comment.  Mr. Thompson 
stated that Mr. Suhail added a street that was not there before which makes sense and 
then parking which is nice too. Mr. Iafigliola stated that he still likes the idea of eliminating 
the parking north of building I and rotating it to the east side which would allow you to make 
the green space a little bigger.  Mr. Thompson stated that he added up the parking spaces 
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and there is only one space difference between the two plans. Mr. Smerigan stated that he 
doesn’t disagree with eliminating the parking between D and E.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he 
does not know what Mr. Suhail is envisioning as a water feature.  Mr. Suhail stated that at 
the last meeting Mr. Iafigliola was the one who suggested a fountain which is why he added 
one.  If you went with Option A there is more space to dig out a pond and put in a fountain if 
it doesn’t look to skinny.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that some retention ponds were added, there 
is one in the southeast corner and a new one between C and D. If he is the one who led 
him to the water feature either he said it wrong, or it was a misunderstanding. He envisions 
this being like a central meeting point of the neighborhood, maybe a gazebo where people 
can meet, his point is that you should be able to walk between D and E to get to the back 
side. Mr. Smerigan stated that if you have a gathering spot in this central common area and 
able to go back and forth between that central gathering spot and the river makes a great 
deal of sense.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would suggest eliminating the parking between 
D and E; which is two space and you’ve added at last one on the east of Building I and 
eliminate the parking on the north so you don’t have a choppy street not doing anything. He 
sees that it would be a 50 feet right-of-way which wouldn’t be needed in that location and 
then make the whole thing green.  Mr. Suhail stated this might help with circulation.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that Mr. Weber could not be in attendance and read an email sent in 
with questions and comments: “I generally prefer the site plan that has the improvements 
set back further from the river. The smokestack appears extremely close to the buildings 
especially on the site plan with improvements encroaching further into the setback; does 
that present any structural or safety concerns and how will the smokestack be protected 
during construction.”  Mr. Suhail stated that when he starts Phase III the smokestack will be 
evaluated structurally; either rehabbed entirely or if the structure violations say its not worth 
it or that it can’t be done, he will take it down. The evaluation will be done before any of the 
buildings are built and will be part of the improvements for Phase III.  Mr. Iafigliola stated 
that if the smokestack is not structurally sound and he has no choice or would cost a 
fortune to fix it will be taken down all together.  Mr. Suhail stated that based on what Ms. 
Jessie Hawkins has told him, when she had her smokestack repaired, and the costs 
associated he figured he could repair it; but if it comes to two or three times that amount 
then he would have to reevaluate.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if he thought it would be worth 
someone’s effort to have someone give him an evaluation now; he doesn’t know if that 
would change anything; but this is one of the things that has been nice about this 
development and was named after it.  Mr. Suhail stated that unless the costs are way out of 
whack he is going to do whatever it takes to keep the structure.  Mr. Carpenter stated that 
he is sure Mr. Suhail has looked it over and asked what his armchair assessment would be.  
Mr. Suhail stated that there are a couple of rings at the top that have come down so that 
needs to be fixed and there are some cracks. Some people that have looked at it have said 
it just needs to be grouted and others have said we probably need to take down and rebuild 
the brick which is what Ms. Jessie Hawkins did.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would not build 
a new smokestack. Mr. Suhail replied no, we would keep the inside of the structure the 
same and realign and rebuild some of the brick but would see how it goes.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that if you committed to spending a sizable chunk of money and it was found to be 
salvageable you would but if not then you would find some way to put other interesting 
aspects or an interpretative exhibit. All he is suggesting is that it would probably be worth 
the effort to do a little more than a binocular inspection; have someone come out and give a 
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price.  Mr. Suhail stated that he has found that jumping the gun to fast kind or starting 
something, you don’t want to right now is not good.  He has had bad experiences where 
you send plans out to contractors too early in the process and then there’s pressure from 
them about starting the project and he does not want to get into that.  He wants to do a 
proper bidding process not just get a number from one person, he wants to have send 
plans to three or four contractors and get bids so that he can move once received.  Mr. 
Iafigliola replied that he understands.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked Mr. Suhail to talk about storm management from the pond to the natural 
swale creek and what the current thought was.  Mr. Suhail stated that obviously if we were 
given the opportunity to increase the large one which is at the lowest and best location to 
get less water over an area.  We try to catch some in the other ponds and a chunk goes 
into the bigger one.  If the larger one was bigger, like he originally wanted to by going over 
the riparian setback then it would have sufficed, but in this spirit of not asking for another 
variance and in seeing all the resistance from the neighbors he is designing within the 
constraints and trying to make it work. Mr. Iafigliola stated that the pond is right up to the 
riparian line.  He asked what the hatching marks were for. Mr. Suhail replied the 
jurisdictional wetlands that the Army Corp identified as wetlands.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that 
his opinion, which may not be popular, the riparian setback has a lot of history and a lot of 
people try to defend it. At one time it was 300 feet and we reduced it down to 100; 
recognizing that kind of gives him a little concern if it was still 300 you would say this site is 
unbuildable, but we are 100 and now you are asking for even a little bit more. Having said 
that he understands what the point of the riparian is, how it works, why its there, and why it 
protects the river. In his opinion, if you were to put like a continuum what’s more 
objectionable is things like buildings and parking lots and what is less objectionable is more 
natural features such as recreational amenities, which don’t fall under the riparian setback, 
and a well-designed pond. He wanted to go through this exercise to make sure he 
understood where the line was because he doesn’t necessarily have a reason why this 
couldn’t be expanded beyond an arbitrary line.  Again, he is not speaking for anyone, and 
maybe there are some strong opinions otherwise, but increasing a natural feature over the 
riparian line is less objectionable to me than potentially something like this because its just 
easier to defend. So, if you were allowed to go over that line what could change for the 
better; Mr. Suhail has stated that this is the best one and yet he is hamstrung by this line, 
the property line, and the building line and this is the triangle that’s left so if it was bigger 
what could you do.  Mr. Suhail stated that if it was bigger his first attempt would be to try 
and eliminate one of the two ponds. Mr. Iafigliola asked what that would do for us; what’s 
the benefit.  Mr. Suhail stated that in terms of a benefit to either him or the commission, he 
does not know how to call it a benefit either way. It would be more of a clean cut drainage 
all going to the low point instead of trying to work between buildings and getting a pipe 
through.  From an engineering point of view, obviously we can make anything work, but this 
would be more clear cut. He does not believe it is a benefit to either one of us other than 
aesthetics and a bigger pond would probably look nicer in one location rather than two 
smaller ponds.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he knows this is schematic at best, but the pond 
between D and E the way its drawn is basically smashed against the building on both sides 
and if the larger one was expanded maybe that could be eliminated.  Mr. Smerigan stated 
that he thinks it makes drainage easier.  Mr. Suhail asked about putting a pond in a 
different location.  Mr. Smerigan stated that he would then take away the gathering place 
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by putting in that pond. He understands that Mr. Iafigliola started with that, but he is not 
terribly excited about the idea of putting a pond in the middle of the common area because 
you will then lose that common area.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he does not have a sense of 
scale so he thinks of Falls Pointe, where he lives, and there is an excessively large pond 
that’s bigger than all these ponds and there’s plenty of room around the perimeter and no 
ones ever had a movie night so it just depends on what you think the real space is.  He 
doesn’t necessarily disagree with Mr. Smerigan, all he was trying to say was he thought Mr. 
Suhail was saying that he is doing his best to stay out of the riparian and he is asking what 
happens if he is allowed to go beyond the riparian with the pond. This is a work session so 
tell him what happens if you could make this pond bigger.  Mr. Pehanic asked what the 
primary function of these ponds was. Mr. Suhail stated to hold water back for a period of 
time after a storm before it goes to the river. Mr. Pehanic stated that if you begin eliminating 
and making one bigger based on his comments, does that minimize the function of the 
ponds.  Again, they are there for a reason establish what is the best reasoning to have four 
or three ponds.  Mr. Suhail stated that the ponds have to be in a location that works with 
the natural line of the topography. For example, the reason for the existing creek is that this 
water naturally flows in a direction and all going down to the river; we are trying to make it 
follow the natural flow rather than changing it or pushing water into another area. That is 
essentially what is happening, and the discharge points are not changing.  Mr. Pehanic 
stated that based on his comments the ponds are located where they should be. Mr. Suhail 
stated true but if it was larger it would help with grading and will look better aesthetically. As 
engineers we have to, in decimal point numbers, make it fit so if there was a little bit more 
wiggle room it would be an easy design. Mr. Pehanic stated that he would agree that 
maybe this one could be bigger.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the ponds are necessary, and 
their location is not arbitrary but it is also not necessarily fixed as they will do some grading 
to the site where they have the ability to change that.  He stated that when this 
development is built who will maintain the ponds. Mr. Suhail stated that depends on what 
happens with the open space. There was a proposal to give it to the city and if that is still 
on the table and council accepts it then all the ponds, which are in the open space, will be 
maintained by the city; if not and this open space remains with the HOA then the ponds will 
be maintained by the HOA. Mr. Iafigliola added or a third party that accepts the land.  He 
stated that whomever maintains the ponds he would rather have fewer ponds because if 
we are talking about total area the more you have the more maintenance because they 
have outflow structures so he would want less.  Mr. Suhail stated that from a developer’s 
perspective the less ponds the better because for each pond we need to have an outlet 
structure on the downside and an inlet headwall and pipe on the upstream side. Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that he is well aware of that and is why he said it sounded like Mr. Suhail 
was limiting himself so he didn’t need another variance and is why he was only pressing to 
say if a variance were to be granted then tell us why you want it. Mr. Suhail stated that if a 
variance was granted and designing started and if he could make this bigger we will be 
looking very hard at trying to eliminate a pond even though he knows Mrs. Suhail said no 
he would ask why unless she could convince him that was absolutely needed. Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that we need to move on he just wanted to put some thoughts into Mr. Suhail’s mind 
to think about later.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked if there was anything else important that Mr. Suhail wanted to discuss.  
Mr. Suhail stated that he knows there was discussion about Option B being more 
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acceptable than A because it doesn’t encroach over the riparian line but if you look at the 
points you consider when granting a variance which he answered in his email. One of the 
biggest points is can the problem be resolved by other means other than granting a 
variance; his answer to this question is arrived by first defining and agreeing on what the 
problem is. The size and number of units in both options are the same, therefore financial 
feasibility or profitability is not the issue; the street configuration is the same for both 
options so accessibility is not a problem; so a more desirable project with more open space 
in the center that would be both aesthetically pleasing and enhance the residents 
enjoyment of the property is not possible without granting the variance. If this is recognized 
as the problem, then the answer is no you cannot resolve that problem without granting the 
variance.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that is one way of making the argument and is why he went 
back to the dimensions in the beginning.  The same way you make that argument you 
cannot make a financial argument and say you have to have a 70-foot building in order to 
make this work when there are 66 foot units drawn; maybe you have some flexibility and 
take it from 70 down to 60 and then say that your under 25%. Mr. Iafigliola stated that there 
is no doubt to some extent that the 100 foot riparian setback is an arbitrary line and it 
doesn’t really take into account a whole lot of natural features but at the same time it is 
what our code is so that’s the starting point.  
 
Ms. Weiland stated that she appreciates the options and the opening up in the center she 
thinks that looks attractive. She would like to request that planning and zoning actually look 
at the code and determine what the riparian setback is because the code that she 
downloaded says 120 feet not 100 feet; and the wetland setbacks category 2 is 75 feet and 
category 3 is 150 feet so having a 100 foot slide on that drawing may not be in compliance 
with code as she downloaded from the website and as was reviewed by Ms. Meg 
Hennessey and the deputy director of the Cuyahoga Soil and Water Conservation District 
that she forwarded an email she received in March to Mr. Iafigliola, Mr. Thompson and Ms. 
Mancini and Ms. Hennessey contacted the city engineer and as of today has not received a 
response from him. She thinks that needs to be clarified before any evaluation of the 
options.  Mr. Iafigliola asked when she sent the email. Ms. Weiland stated that she sent it 
yesterday about 3:00. Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would look into it. Ms. Weiland stated that 
she just wanted the Commission to be aware of that. 
 
Mr. Pehanic asked if the Commission did anything this evening that would allow Mr. Suhail 
to take a step forward. Mr. Suhail stated that it seems that a variance might be looked upon 
more favorably if he were to expand the ponds. When he comes back to the Commission 
with his plans he will probably have the improvement plans for Phase I because those 
plans will take the whole development into consideration.  Mr. Iafigliola asked what he was 
referring to as improvement plans. Mr. Suhail stated the construction plans so he can go to 
bid to start construction and the plat. To give the Commission an update, we were not 
doing anything at the site as he was waiting on the wetlands fill permit because they will be 
bringing in tractor equipment and heavy machinery to remove the logs. Now that he has his 
permit, he sent a copy to the city and the Commission, he can start taking the logs out. Mr. 
Iafigliola stated to Mr. Pehanic’s question, was there anything useful to Mr. Suhail at this 
meeting.  Mr. Suhail stated that the question about the riparian setback and the comments 
from the audience there is Ordinance 33-2019 where the riparian was changed and is on 
the city website. He does not believe that the deputy director of Cuyahoga Soil and Water 
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has any jurisdiction but they did look at it but were looking at the wrong information. 
Obviously the information was not updated and uploaded.  Mr. Smerigan indicated that the 
information is not constantly updated but rather periodically.  We did amend the setback to 
100 feet.   
 
Mr. Carpenter asked if we established a preference for plan A or B.  Mr. Iafigliola stated 
that in his mind A and B are essentially identical. The only difference is whether or not they 
are slightly in the riparian or not.  Mr. Thompson stated that basically he can build Option B 
without any variances which is why we are discussing A because A would require some 
type of variance; what type of variance do we want; do we want it to be in the ponds or do 
we want to see the building moved forward which is why we wanted to see the topography 
because you can have the best design plan in the world but if its hanging off a cliff its not 
going to work.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that it is kind of hanging off but Mr. Suhail stated that he 
would have walk out basements to accommodate that and he appreciates that.  To Mr. 
Carpenter’s question the difference between A and B is they are really similar. We had a lot 
of questions on how Phase III would be laid out and whether Mr. Suhail did this intentionally 
or not he does not think it was malicious but he kind of said which one of these two options 
do you want. We really didn’t say we liked the way Phase III was laid out and is why we are 
having this discussion.  Mr. Suhail state that he was not trying to come up with a bunch of 
options so malicious he was not. Mr. Iafigliola stated that he did not mean it in that way and 
has no ill will towards Mr. Suhail. Mr. Suhail stated that he first came up with a layout that fit 
the spirit of the discussions from the last meeting and modified the plan without variances 
and called it Option B at that time.  He then looked at it to see how it could be made better 
and came up with a plan he liked better and called it Option A.  His original thought which 
he put in an email to Ms. Mancini was here are Options A and B and wanted planning 
commission to look at this and formally give him some comments; he was going to come in 
and let the commission pick which one they liked better. He stated that Mr. Smerigan also 
gave him some advice that he should have an informal discussion to work out things ahead 
of time. The idea was if this could be worked out he would come back with just one option 
and maybe a bigger pond and ask for those variances and let planning decide. Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that tonight we talked about moving parking around and he would like to see some 
dimensions because if you move this building back, he stated that it would shrink the 
common area.  Without dimensions it’s hard to say its shrinking by any amount. Mr. 
Smerigan stated that he agrees and thinks it needs to be cleaned up with dimensions but 
before he can do that we have another problem; unlike the lots you approved with the style 
of the houses the Commission also has to approve the style of the townhouses and what 
you approve, in terms of the townhouses, will drive the dimensions for these buildings.  You 
have a building that is driving the dimensions so when you put four of these together 
there’s a certain distance and depth, etc and we need to move Drees forward in terms of 
what units they are going to be. Mr. Iafigliola stated that comes back to his first question of 
why they are the size they are. Mr. Smerigan stated this will be necessary to get resolved 
before Mr. Suhail can do final dimensioning and give the commission the details they want. 
Mr. Suhail stated that there are two issues with that comment, first his contract with Drees 
excludes Phase III because that is too much of a premium to talk about. He informed them 
to do a good job with Phase I and II and then they would discuss III.  He did take into 
consideration what they have in terms of their product but without him actually committing 
and signing on the dotted line so they will not invest in architecture so this is kind of like 
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what comes first the chicken or the egg situation. He was hoping to set the boundaries of 
this building being 70 feet in depth but might be 66 feet or 65 feet. Mr. Smerigan stated that 
the commission has the ability to deal with the variance issue but what they can’t give is 
plan approval with the way the code is written without approving the units.  Mr. Suhail 
stated that he is looking for plan approval for his engineering stuff.  Mr. Smerigan stated 
that the commission can give preliminary plan approval and deal with the variances. All he 
is trying to say is that he should receive final plan approval and subdivision plat very quickly 
on Phase I because we are approving lots and have already approved concept design 
drawings for the buildings and as those come in one at a time they will get reviewed against 
those approved concept plans and we will have to get to that same point before he can get 
any final approvals on Phase III, he wants to make sure Mr. Suhail understands that.  So 
this will be done in steps, he thinks the commission can give him preliminary conceptual 
plan approval with the understanding that the units are going to be a certain dimension and 
then he will have to work within that dimension. We can answer the riparian setback 
variance but don’t loose site of the fact that Phase III will be a little tighter than I and II 
because the Commission is not just approving lots. Mr. Suhail stated that from a platting 
perspective he thinks it will be one building at a time, depending on how sales go, its not 
going to be here is a plat for Phase I with 32 lots.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if Mr. Suhail 
envisions the road being done first and then build each building; so basically, the roadway, 
infrastructure, storm water, obviously all has to be done with building one.  Mr. Suhail 
stated that he will have it all prepared and as each building gets sold, we will carve that out 
with a separate plat for approval. Mr. Smerigan replied exactly.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that, in his opinion, he thinks that the commission has given Mr. Suhail 
hopefully some ideas on how he could clean this up a little bit maybe still have an A and B. 
Hopefully he has taken some notes on how he could do it; before coming back he would 
also like see a kind of like this cleaned up drawing and he could send an email if he wanted 
or meet for another work session showing the next attempt. He would prefer this be 
handled up front so either send an email or another work session would be the next step.  
Mr. Suhail stated that he will get the plans cleaned up and then send to Ms. Mancini and 
ask that she distribute it to the Commission members.  
 
Mr. Suhail stated that regarding the wetlands setbacks at the last meeting we talked about 
what needed to be done and his thought was because he is still restricted by the three acre 
max which he does not want to exceed. He pointed out where he wanted to keep the 
wetlands and a setback variance rather than eliminating the wetlands. He was going to 
seek a setback variance of five feet instead of 25 feet from an area of wetlands and the rest 
of the wetlands would all go.  If that was not acceptable then the remaining wetlands could 
also go eventually down the road but not as part of his application this time because with 
his current application limits him to three acres. He would need to move forward with the 
three acres to get his roads in and everything and then apply for an individual permit for 
each one of the lots, at a later time, to get rid of each lot it’s the same acreage its just a 
longer process. Mr. Iafigliola indicated that all the Commission can do is tell him to submit it 
officially and we will take it under advisement.   
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ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Iafigliola moved to adjourn; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 6 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  the meeting adjourned at 8:41 p.m.  

              
Planning & Zoning Commission Clerk      Date 
 
 
              
Planning & Zoning Chairman       Date 


