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Commission Members Present: Brett Iafigliola, Garry Thompson, Brian Chitester, Peter 
Carpenter, Michelle Hawkins, Chaz Weber and Gary Pehanic.  
 
Others Present: George Smerigan, City Planner.  Audience: 5. 
 

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1.  Planning & Zoning Case #12-2022 - A request made by Jacob Humbert, owner of 
25701 Western Reserve Lane, PP# 281-03-045 for a variance of four (4) feet to Section 
1240.09(a)(2) to permit the driveway width to be 16 feet in lieu of the Code maximum of 12 
feet. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath.  
 
Mr. Humbert stated that his family just moved into the new Pulte development on Columbia.  
We have two SUV’s and a three year old and a four month old and when parking in the 
driveway we can’t get out of our cars without stepping in the mud and dirt as the yard is not 
in as of yet. They are looking for two additional feet on each side of the driveway so that the 
cars can be parked next to each other and not step in mud when exiting the vehicles.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked him to explain the photo’s submitted.  Mr. Humbert stated that you can 
see in the pictures where the two feet was added to the driveway since they are different 
colors.  When he moved into his home his driveway was not in it was just gravel.  When 
they were laying concrete, we requested from the concrete company if we could get it wider 
and they did; obviously we failed the city inspection.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that again, this is a situation where it is already in place and frankly 
since the wings that were added onto the driveway do not extent into the right-of-way he is 
not as concerned as he would be if it went and widened the apron at the street.  He thinks 
this is a minor change and given the language that he knows the Commission will be 
considering later tonight on the agenda he does not see this as an issue.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there is a flare at the end of the extension before the sidewalk and 
asked why that was done.  Mr. Humbert stated that this is what the company came up with 
when he asked for the two additional feet.  He believes that maybe the company knew if 
you went all the way to the sidewalk, it would be a violation.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there are six questions regarding the variance request (1) whether 
the variance is substantial - two feet does not seem to be substantial; (2) whether the 
character of the neighborhood would be substantially alter – again, he would suggest no; 
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(3) whether granting the variance would adversely affect the delivery of government 
services – no; (4) could the problem be resolved by other means other than a variance – as 
indicated the driveway is relatively skinny for the cars and getting in and out and the only 
other way you could do it is some other unpreferred method; (5) whether or not the 
variance would preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement – again, he believes 
granting the variance is within the intent and spirit of the requirement as it is relatively 
minimal; and (6) whether or not substantial justice would be done by granting the variance 
– obviously, the options are that the city could make the addition be removed but that is not 
welcoming to a new resident so he believe substantial justice would be done by granting 
the variance.  He asked if anyone on the commission had any different opinions.  The 
commission members had no other opinions.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve the variance as requested in Planning and Zoning Case 
#12-2022 for Mr. Humbert, owner of 25701 Western Reserve Lane, for four (4) feet to 
permit the driveway width to be 16 feet in lieu of the Code maximum of 12 feet; Mr. 
Chitester seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
 
2. Planning & Zoning Case #13-2022 - A request made by Melissa and Matthew 
Hansford, owners of 9696 Grist Mill Run, PP# 291-33-134 for a variance to Section 
1240.10(b) to permit two (2) basement window wells to project three (3.0) feet into a 
required side yard. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath to Ms. Hansford.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that an email from Emily Zosak, which is Ms. Hansford’s neighbor, 
which states: “Dear Ms. Stone, I am writing to you in regards to approval for construction of 
an egress window, a slider window for the basement of our neighbors Matthew and Melissa 
Hansford at 9696 Grist Mill Run. The project has been explained to me All Basement 
Windows has submitted permits and I see this construction creating no conflict to our 
personal privacy or infringing on our property.  If any additional information is needed 
please feel free to contact me.”  
 
Ms. Hansford stated that she and her husband are interested in having two windows in our 
basement installed to replace two smaller hopper windows.  One of the windows is an 
egress window that will be used for fire escape purposes for safety.  The other window is a 
slider window that will provide some more light and ventilation into the basement area.  We 
are having two identical window wells installed outside of both of the windows they are both 
on the same side of the house.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked if the neighbor who sent the email was on the affected side of the 
property.  Mr. Hansford replied yes.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that this case is a little different than what the commission is used 
because it is not a situation of the number of feet. The situation is that there is a section in 
the code that allows projections into required side yards, which lists a number of things that 
are permitted and those include bay windows, balconies, unenclosed porches, chimneys, 
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awnings, canopies, eves, etc. There is a whole list of things that can go into the side yard 
and the standard is that they can extend up to three feet into the side yard. The applicants 
want to extend three feet into the side yard but they want to extend window wells and of all 
the things listed in the code window wells is not one of them. We believe that the net impact 
is the same as a number of things that are listed. The variance being requested is for the 
Commission to make the determination that essentially the window wells are the same as 
the other things that are permitted and therefore that they would be in conformance. The 
three feet is what the code permits and the applicants are essentially asking that the 
Commission add window wells to the list. 
 
Mr. Thompson asked how deep the wells were.  Mr. Hansford stated that the depth is 
different for both the windows.  The egress window she cannot remember the depth but we 
want it to be up to Ohio code for an egress window.  There is a thick cover that goes over 
the top of the well for safety so no one can fall into the well.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that the projection is not the whole side of the house, one is 54” wide 
and the other is 42” wide so they are relatively small areas that project into the side yard.  
Ms. Hansford stated that she also has landscaping on that side so it will be in the flower 
bed area.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that the drawing shows that a ladder is required if its more than 44”.  
Mr. Smerigan replied that there are steps, it’s an emergency egress out of the basement, 
and the opening has to be a certain size. They are below grade and occupants need to be 
able to get out so they go into the window well and up the stairs.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there are six questions regarding the variance request (1) whether 
the variance is substantial – he believes based on Mr. Smerigan’s testimony that there are 
a number of items allowable within this section of the code and all those are up to three and 
this is three feet, it certainly seems that the variance is not even questionable whether its 
substantial; (2) whether the character of the neighborhood would be substantially alter – 
again, his reading of the code’s intent is that you do not have a bunch of debris along the 
side of the house, and its below ground; (3) whether granting the variance would adversely 
affect the delivery of government services – he would argue this enhances the delivery, via 
a situation arises and the firefighters have the opportunity; (4) could the problem be 
resolved by other means other than a variance – he would suggest no, the property owners 
are trying to stay within code; (5) whether or not the variance would preserve the spirit and 
intent of the zoning requirement – he stated yes; and (6) whether or not substantial justice 
would be done by granting the variance – again, he believes granting the variance would 
be substantial justice.  He asked if anyone on the commission had any different opinions.  
The commission members had no other opinions. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve Planning & Zoning Case #13-2022, A request made by 
Melissa Hansford at owners of 9696 Grist Mill Run to install two (2) basement window wells 
projecting three (3.0) feet into the required side yard as presented; Mr. Carpenter 
seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
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3.  Planning & Zoning Case #14-2022 - A request by Christine Lair Trustee, owner of 
7769 Columbia Road, also known as PPN 281-18-006, and David & Jillian Doering, owners 
of 7784 Columbia Road, also known as PPN 281-18-032 for approval of a lot split and 
consolidation plat to subdivide two (2) existing parcels into a total of four (4) lots. 
 
Glen Lair, 2043 Cornerstone, Westlake, Ohio, stated that the aerial photo is the current 
state of the lot. The larger section with the orange dot is the land owned by him and his 
wife; the smaller lot to the south is Mr. Doering’s property.  The next picture shows the lot 
split and consolidation of the proposed modification.  He thinks its important to understand 
that there is a water line easement that exists presently on this lot and you can see how it 
runs across the property and into the home across the street at 7769 Columbia Road and 
into Mr. Doering’s home.  There is only water there no sanitary sewer but there is sanitary 
sewer at Brookside Road to the west. We are proposing to split the properties up the water 
line easement, five feet on either side, and then combine Mr. Doering’s parcel with the 
remainder of the one parcel along that split to equate ultimately four lots that are 
approximately of equal size. They cannot be equal size because the way the water line 
easement runs through the property.  The lots proposed would all be within the required 
specifications of Olmsted Falls with over 100 feet of frontage and 200 feet of depth.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked if Mr. Doering would like to speak.  
 
David Doering, 7784 Columbia Road, stated that he does not have nothing to add. He and 
Mr. Lair have talked and everything seems good to him. This makes perfect sense as Mr. 
Lair gets nice lots and he gets to add a little bit to his lot, so everyone is happy.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that both he and the city engineer have reviewed the plat as presented 
and find the plat to be acceptable.  He would note that the lots as proposed meet all the 
zoning code requirements in terms of minimum acreage and frontages so there are no 
issues from a zoning standpoint.  He and the city engineer are recommending approval.  
 
Mr. Weber stated that he would like to make sure he is understanding this correctly. He 
asked Mr. Doering if the idea is that his lot line would be expanded to the midline of the 
water easement to the north and then 50 feet further west.  Mr. Doering replied yes. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he went back and looked at the historical aerial of this site, going 
back to 1950. He asked Mr. Lair if he was aware that the lot has been vacant since 1950 
and if he was aware of anything ever happening on this parcel in 70 some years.  Mr. Lair 
replied no.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if he could say what prompted the split and what he was 
looking to do next.  Mr. Lair replied that ultimately the objective would be to sell the parcels.  
Mr. Iafigliola stated that obviously Mr. Doering gets a portion and then he will sell the other 
ones.  What he found interesting, and he is not sure he has a better suggestion, this is one 
of the, if not the largest one, most obviously because it is cleared, there could be larger 
wooded parcels that he is not aware of, very close to the central downtown district of 
Olmsted Falls which is why he partially went back to the historic aerial to see if anything 
has ever been here. He then went back to the master plan, and for the record he is 
referring to map 14 and 22, map 14 is existing zoning and map 22 is future land use, as far 
as he can tell the property is currently zoned D-3 single family. For discussion purposes Mr. 
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Lair indicated that the subdivided lots meet the minimum requirements and asked what 
those minimum requirements were.  Mr. Smerigan stated that in the D-3 district the 
minimum lot size is 12,000 square feet, the minimum lot width is 75 feet, and the minimum 
depth is 150 feet.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that acknowledging that there is another impediment 
if you wanted to make them smaller lots you could not fit three 75 foot lots.  Mr. Smerigan 
stated that you could not fit three 75 foot lots and even if you could the center lot would 
have the water line easement down the middle of the lot and would make it unbuildable.  
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there is a water line easement issue and a minimum lot width 
issue, map 22 shows future land use. They do not use the same language that we have in 
our code, is classified as traditional neighborhood, he believes that includes the same 
zoning classification that we call the MUTND. His first reaction was that this is a large 
parcel in the area of downtown and if there was an area that would be ripe for an 
opportunity for walkable neighborhoods, houses close to the street and maybe a slightly 
increased density or at least match the density of the parcels to the north and south, this 
might be a good candidate. He knows nothing of the long history of this parcel but he would 
imagine that various developers probably planned on building something here sometime 
over the years.  
 
Mr. Chitester stated that while discussing this with Council members Munteanu and 
Buchholz this property was purchased by Mr. Harding and used to watch the sunset from 
his home. There is a historic aspect to this property and has been passed down.  The 
lineage of the Harding family has since left the community, but the history has not so this is 
part of his property that he purchased to watch the sunset.  Now obviously he has passed 
but a lot of people have watched the sunset over those 70 years.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that as he stated his first instinct was it seemed like on the north and to 
the south the properties are of much smaller size and a smaller sized property would make 
sense to match the neighbors. He does agree that the applicant is limited in what he could 
do based on the overall parcel not being wide enough and having an easement.  Although 
he is not necessarily thrilled with large lots that look a little out of place in the center of 
town, he is coming to the conclusion that it probably is the best scenario given the parcel.  
Mr. Lair indicated that the easement creates a major impediment. 
 
Mr. Thompson stated he was thinking why such big lots as most developers want to cut up 
the property into little pieces and squeeze as much in as they can. Then he noticed the 
water easement which puts an impediment in the whole plan.  Since there are only sewers 
on Brookside and in order to develop the other parcels does the applicant plan on using the 
easement to bring sewers over to the other properties. Mr. Lair stated that would be the 
expectation.  Mr. Thompson asked if Mr. Doering would benefit from that because the 
health department, if there is a sewer within a certain distance of your home, will strongly 
encourage and eventually force you to tie in. Mr. Smerigan stated that if his system were to 
fail the health department would require that he hook up instead of replacing the system. 
Quite frankly that would probably be advantageous because the hook up would cost less 
than replacing the system with today’s onsite requirements.  Mr. Lair stated assuming the 
purchaser of the lot will run down the line. Mr. Thompson asked if Mr. Lair was planning to 
bring the line to the middle of the property and whoever has the lot can determine what to 
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do next.  Mr. Lair stated that it would depend on circumstances; there are no specific plans 
right now.   
 
Mr. Thompson stated that since this is a lot split none of the neighbors were notified.  Mr. 
Smerigan replied no.  Mr. Thompson stated if this is approved since these are all 
conforming lots he could build on them and unless he needs a variance there would not be 
any neighbor notification. Mr. Smerigan stated that this would be like any other lot in the 
city, we do not send notices when people get building permits. This is essentially an 
administrative approval as long as he meets the minimum requirements of the code. The 
applicant does not require any variances for this approval so there is no notice requirement.  
Mr. Thompson stated that he wanted to be clear because people will ask questions and he 
will get phone calls.   
 
Mr. Chitester stated that in his opinion and under the tradition of this community, he is not 
comfortable with this and will be voting no. He does not feel comfortable splitting these lots 
and there will be an uproar in this community. He agrees and recognizes that the 
requirements are met, but he thinks there are going to be a lot of people with concerns 
about and he is not comfortable with this request.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve Planning & Zoning Case #14-2022 a request by Mr. and 
Mrs. Lair, owner of 7769 Columbia Road, and also David & Jillian Doering owners of 7784 
Columbia Road, for approval of a lot split and consolidation plat to subdivide two (2) 
existing parcels into a total of four (4) lots, Parcels 281-18-006 & 281-18-032 as shown in 
the lot split and consolidation drawing presented to us by Hoffman Metzger, dated August 
29, 2022; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Poll: 6 ayes; 1 nay (Chitester). Motion carried.  
 
 
4.  Planning & Zoning Case #15-2022 – Discussion and recommendation to City Council 
for an amendment to Section 1240.09(2) –Front yard coverage. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the commission has had several agenda items that involve front 
yard driveway coverage so we asked Mr. Smerigan to review the section and provide a 
revision to the commission.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that the way the code is written currently requires that driveways 
cannot be more than 12 feet wide except to expand to go into or out of the garage. This 
always ends up being an interpretation of how much can they widen the driveway in front of 
the garage and still be legal.  There is also a provision that states they can have it slightly 
wider than the garage but only right at the garage. There is no description of how far right in 
front of the garage is so we end up with these interpretations all the time. We get people 
who want to either widen it to either create a parking pad. For example, they have two 
spaces in their garage and now their kid is driving and they want the kid to be able to park 
the car in the driveway but no one wants to get up in the morning so they want to get the 
car off to the side.  The other issue is they do a pull out with the car, that can either be a 
turn around so they go into the road frontwards instead of backwards or use that as a pull 
off to park and that doesn’t technically meet the code. We are constantly dealing with this 
and people find 12 feet to be very narrow and difficult if they are backing out of the garage 
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and they have a long driveway all the way to the street. We try to resolve as many as we 
can administratively without them coming to the commission but as you can see you are 
getting a bunch of them anyways and we have three more coming.  
 
The idea with this amendment is twofold, to begin with the city engineer and service 
director want to limit the width of aprons that are on the roadway so that we don’t have 
people pulling in and off the street everywhere so they can control the turning movements 
and where the conflict points are. The 12 feet from that standpoint makes sense so we will 
not change between the edge of the right-of-way and the back of the curb. The reason to 
control it on the property is storm drainage and appearance; if someone paves their entire 
front yard then we have runoff that we never anticipated when we were designing the storm 
sewer systems and that creates issues down the road. Quite frankly if the entire front yard 
is paved it would not look the greatest in the neighborhood because now you are out of 
character with the rest of the neighborhood.  We have a provision in the code about 30% 
coverage in the front yard so by using that and the driveway width, if we give them flexibility 
beyond that everyone who wants to create a parking pad for their kids or turnaround would 
be eliminating from coming to the commission.  We can then review the 30% ground 
coverage administratively and either issue or deny the permit, this should seriously change 
the number of applications the commission receives. Basically, we are trying to simplify the 
system but still accomplish what the original intent was.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he has not seen that many of these requests and nothing has 
changed so what has prompted so many recently.  Mr. Smerigan stated that the city has 
had a lot of home construction; Falls Pointe had a whole new section added and we had 
the construction of Western Reserve.  As new families come in they get new driveways and 
that is when they tend to do stuff so we are getting a lot of requests in those places. We 
have a provision in the code that requires driveways to be paved and we have properties 
that have old gravel driveways and the city requires that they upgrade the driveway, which 
is also a provision in the code, when that happens we have some long driveways and 
people do not want to back all the way out to the street so they want a turn around. So, we 
are enforcing the code and that is why the commission is starting to see these issues.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the amendment includes the language 30% of the required front 
yard and asked what required means.  Mr. Smerigan stated that it is the area between the 
minimum front set back and the right-of-way; if you have a 50 foot setback it would be from 
the edge of the right-of-way back 50 feet so that’s the area that they can only cover with 
30% impervious area. If you have a lot that is 900 feet deep and the house is back 500 feet 
it does not mean you can’t put anything anywhere between the house and the street it 
means you can’t put it within the required setback.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the required is 
referring to the minimum setback.  Mr. Smerigan replied yes; what we are saying is that 
minimum setback area can only be covered with 30% pavement. If you look at one of Mr. 
Lair’s lots if he set the house back on one of those lots as they are exceptionally deep, it 
doesn’t mean he can’t pave anything in front of that house it’s the required setback that the 
code is requiring. Mr. Iafigliola asked if the word “setback” could be included so it would say 
“30% of the required setback of the front yard area.”  Mr. Smerigan agreed.   
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Mr. Weber stated that isn’t the concern just the width, you are not worried about a square 
footage being paved necessarily.  Mr. Smerigan replied it’s not just width, people want to 
put in a circular driveway and someone recently came in for a variance for a patio in the 
front yard. The idea is to limit the amount of impervious area in that front yard area so just 
the width doesn’t do it; a circular driveway might be 12 foot wide but its taking a lot more 
distance from the street to the garage because its circling back to the roadway.  When you 
try to do width if we have a “t” driveway where would we measure the width at the stub or 
does that stub make the whole thing more than 12 feet wide.  Mr. Weber asked if there was 
a circumstance where 30% would leave you with less than a 12-foot driveway.  Mr. 
Smerigan stated the code also has minimums for driveways so there is no place where the 
30% is going to force someone to violate something else.  Mr. Weber stated that he knows 
five people on his street that have widened their driveways without asking, are we creating 
faults because people don’t even know this provision is in the code.  Mr. Smerigan stated 
that we are trying to get on with the concrete contractors to make sure they understand our 
requirements. What happens is the homeowner comes out when they are pouring and ask 
them to make it wider and they do not realize they are creating this issue that is found 
during final inspection.  It’s a lot easier if we can communicate what they can and can’t do 
upfront.  There is also the issue with 12 feet but it can be wider at the garage and no one 
can figure out what that means so he has to communicate with everyone and explain what 
they can and can’t do and how soon they can flare.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated let’s say there is a 200-foot wide 30% of that is an awful lot of that front 
yard are we concerned about people putting parking lots in front of their home because 
there is no maximum.  Mr. Smerigan replied let’s say I have 300 feet of frontage what is the 
difference if I have three 100 foot lots and cover 30% or one big lot that’s 300 feet wide and 
cover 30% because your still covering 30% of the same area. Mr. Iafigliola replied from a 
storm water perspective its all the same but he was thinking more an aesthetic perspective.   
 
Mr. Weber stated if you have a 200 foot lot and build a 50 foot wide driveway because they 
can is there a limitation on the size of the apron. Mr. Smerigan replied when you get to the 
right-of-way you have to go down to 12 feet; from the back edge of the right-of-way to the 
back of the curb you are limited to 12 feet plus the little flare at the street itself. This is 
regulated in our design regulations and the city engineer and service director control the 
public right-of-way.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated he is still concerned about the aesthetics if you have a large lot you 
could put in a very large driveway that would look totally out of character and it would be 
purely an administrative decision.  Mr. Carpenter stated that the Commission has turned 
down people who wanted to convert their whole front yard into a parking lot and at some 
point common sense will have to avail and aesthetics is a big part.  
 
Mr. Pehanic stated that why can’t the potential homeowner have the option of sticking with 
12 feet or right away going wider.  Mr. Smerigan stated that the developer makes the apron 
12 feet but what happens is they do a 12 foot driveway and we review and approve those 
plans but then when its being constructed the homeowner, concrete guy or whoever makes 
it bigger and they do not come back and ask for permission that’s why we catch it on final 
inspection. Mr. Iafigliola stated that the builder will do the least expensive option which is 12 
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feet; and when a homeowner looks at their site plan they have no concept of how wide 12 
feet is then its formed and they realize it’s not big enough and they make it wider.  
 
Mr. Weber stated that he still does not understand how we are calculating the 30%. If you 
have 1,000 square feet of set back and between where the setback ends and the house 
there’s another 1,000 square feet you have 2,000 square feet of front yard what are you 
measuring the 30% off of the 1,000 or the 2,000.  Mr. Smerigan replied the 1,000.  Mr. 
Weber replied what’s behind the setback.  Mr. Smerigan stated what is between the 
setback line and the street.  For example, you have a 50 foot setback between the edge of 
the right-of-way and that 50 feet for the whole width of that lot you can’t cover more than 
30%; if the house is at 60 feet that extra 10 feet is not getting counted into that.  Mr. Weber 
asked if we could use the language “30% of the square footage of the area between the 
required setback line and the front line of the house.” He wants to be very specific because 
as if you just read 30% of the required setback people do not know what that is.  Mr. 
Iafigliola asked what would keep the max from being to gaudy.  Mr. Weber stated that at 
some point you have to trust people not to make their property look ridiculous because we 
can’t police everyone.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that is his concern and trying to make sure we 
don’t end up with unintended consequences.  Mr. Smerigan stated that the Commission 
and council set the policies all he is trying to do is provide language if you think 30% is too 
much then we can look at changing the standard. He used 30% because that’s been in the 
code for some time and in the communities he is familiar with that is a common number.  
Over the years that is what the engineers have used when they calculate the storm runoff 
they have to use something to determine the runoff factor and they use it for the intended 
impervious area, other than the roof, so we are being consistent with the way they are 
designing storm water facilities.  
 
COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT – Mr. Chitester stated that he informed council about the 
exciting deliberations regarding driveways, with Mr. Thompson’s help, so they are aware of 
what will be before them.  He will also inform the ABR about the Lair property being split 
because that property is in the historic district and ABR will review any homes that will be 
built.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS – None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Mr. Thompson moved to approve the minutes of September 
7, 2022, as written; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Voice Vote: 6 ayes; 0 nays; 1 abstain 
(Weber). Motion carried.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Pehanic moved to adjourn; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.     Meeting adjourned at 8:51 p.m.  
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