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

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1.  Planning & Zoning Case #16-2022 - A request by David Horvath, owner of 9175 
Lindbergh Blvd., PP# 291-28-017 for lot consolidation of PPN# 291-28-017 and 291-28-
007. 
 
Mr. Horvath stated that he just recently purchased the property next door and would like to 
consolidate his properties into one parcel.  Mr. Iafigliola asked why consolidate and not 
maintain as two separate properties.  Mr. Horvath stated that if he were to sell the property 
it would be easier to sell as one parcel.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated he and the city engineer have reviewed the request and both 
recommend that the commission grant approval.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the consolidated 
lot will be a conforming lot.  Mr. Smerigan replied yes and meets all zoning code 
requirements.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve the lot consolidation of PPN# 291-28-017 and 291-28-007 
at 9175 Lindbergh Blvd. as presented; Mr. Carpenter seconded.  Poll: 5 ayes; 0 nays. 
Motion carried.  
 
 
2.  Planning & Zoning Case #17-2022 - A request by Nicole and Doug Roth, owner of 
25680 Western Reserve Lane, PP# 281-03-055 for a variance of 4 feet to Section 
1240.09(a)(2) to permit a driveway to be 16 feet wide in lieu of the Code maximum of 12 
feet. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath.  
 
Mr. Roth stated that he kind of jump the gun when he was building his home and did not 
know that a permit was necessary in a new build or that Pulte and/or the concrete people 
would not have given him a heads up before the revision of his driveway.  The reason he 
did the revision was because we have a two-year-old and cannot put two cars side by side 
without opening the doors and standing in the mud.  It was not practical so we reached out 
to see if we could widen our driveway, they said yes, so we moved forward with it.  
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Mr. Iafigliola stated that the extension of the driveway stops on the property owners side of 
the sidewalk.  Mr. Roth replied yes.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that he believes this is a relatively minor request for a variance.  He 
understands the applicant’s issue with getting in and out of the vehicles.  He understands 
that the extension was put in unknowing that the applicant needed an approval.  He 
believes that the Commission would have granted the request for Mr. Roth if he had 
appeared.  He has spoken with the city engineer and we both have no objection to the 
granting of the variance.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there are six questions regarding variance requests (1) whether the 
variance is substantial – as the applicant has indicated the width is two feet on both sides 
for a total of four feet; (2) whether the character of the neighborhood would be substantially 
alter – again, he would argue no it is not negatively altered; (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 – no; (5) whether or not the 
variance would preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement – he believes it 
does because the amount is relatively minor and (6) whether or not substantial justice 
would be done by granting the variance – he believes it would.  He asked if anyone on the 
commission had any different opinions.  The commission members had no other opinions. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve Planning and Zoning Case #17-2022 for 25680 Western 
Reserve Lane PPN 281-03-055 for a variance of four (4) feet to allow the driveway to be 
wider than code; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Poll: 5 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
 
3.  Planning & Zoning Case #18-2022 - A request by Kyle Rote, owner of 7549 Mapleway 
Avenue, PP# 281-02-123 for a variance of 13 feet to Section 1240.09(a)(2) to permit a 
driveway to be 25 feet wide in lieu of the Code maximum of 12 feet. 
 
Mr. Rote stated that similar to Mr. Roth his driveway is narrow and he would like to widen it 
to the width of his garage and a walkway to rear of the garage.  His lot is longer than it is 
wide so a lot of houses on Mapleway have longer driveways with a parking pad and since 
he has a shorter driveway he is looking to widen.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he did not submit 
a sketch of what he is proposing with dimensions.  The existing driveway will be entirely 
replaced.  Mr. Rote replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that from the right edge of the garage 
over 25 feet is what is being proposed.  Mr. Rote replied yes.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that there 
is also an existing pull off parking area.  Mr. Rote stated that he would like to work around 
the culvert pipe area so he would not have to deal with the pipe. Mr. Iafigliola asked if Mr. 
Rote knows the dimension of the pull off parking area.  Mr. Rote stated that the area was 
previously used for a basketball hoop and is not used for parking because it is not wide 
enough for a car to park without being on the grass.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the dimension 
that is missing in the drawing, which he believes is important, is the measurement from the 
face of the garage to the street.  He asked if that would be more than 63 feet because the 
request is for 63 feet.  Mr. Rote stated that the full length of the driveway is 63 feet and that 
is from the street to the garage door.  
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Mr. Iafigliola stated that the neighbor’s garage is next to the driveway which is 
advantageous to the applicant.  Mr. Rote stated that he has spoken with his neighbors and 
there are no objections to his request.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that the issue is that this variance is very substantial.  On the other 
hand, the applicant is not exceeding the 30% front yard coverage.  The amount of parking 
that he is trying to create is fairly substantial.   
 
Mr. Thompson stated that on the drawing the existing driveway it shows a 12-foot distance, 
if he went back and maintained to the 12 feet and then widened would that make a 
difference.  The current drawing shows a curve as opposed to an apron style apron, in 
other words it goes back to 12 feet and then opens up.  He stated that he understands Mr. 
Iafigliola concerns because the dimension the commission does not have is the left side of 
the proposed driveway and believes that information is needed for a determination.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola sketched a drawing and spoke with the applicant.  He asked Mr. Smerigan his 
thoughts of the draft drawing.  Mr. Smerigan stated that it is still a large parking area and 
that is the concern.  Will you alter the residential character by creating a parking lot that is 
that big.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the previous applicant’s request was for a couple of feet 
on each side of their driveway; but the applicant’s request is substantially more.  Another 
disadvantage to the commission is we are not exactly sure what we are looking at 
dimension wise.  He stated that the commission has three options, approve, deny or table.  
He would suggest that this request be tabled to give the applicant time to make some 
measurements, take a picture of the drawing he completed and determine what exactly he 
wants.  He stated that the applicant needs to understand that the concern is that the 
request is for a large area and the commission is not in the business of creating parking 
lots in front yards.  Mr. Rote agreed to table so that he could get a better picture and gather 
more information.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to table Planning and Zoning Case #18-2022; Mr. Chitester seconded.   
 
Mr. Suhail stated that it may help, if the city would allow, some sort of other material that 
would still provide for parking but look grassy to keep the character of the neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that what Mr. Suhail is suggesting is other materials for example, 
pavers that you could park on, and grass would grow through it so it would give it more of a 
grassy appearance.   Poll:  5 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
 
4.  Planning & Zoning Case #19-2022 – A request by James Ellis for an informal 
discussion for a coffee shop/bakery/art studio to be located at 9807 Columbia Road. 
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that this request will require a conditional use permit as well as site 
plan approval and he suggested to Mr. Ellis that it would be worthwhile for him to come and 
have an informal discussion with the commission prior to sending out notices for a public 
hearing.  Mr. Chitester stated that Mr. Ellis has also appeared before ABR to discuss 
exterior remodeling.  
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James Ellis, 11300 Tinkers Creek Road, Valley View.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if he was the 
owner/operator of the shop and not the architect.  Mr. Ellis stated that was correct.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he is happy to see Mr. Ellis take on this project and before he 
purchased the property it came before the commission and there were a number of items 
approved, some of which were somewhat controversial.  He asked Mr. Ellis if he had 
access to this information.  Mr. Ellis replied that he did get a copy from 2019 when Mr. Clint 
Williams had submitted a proposed site plan.  He does not know if that was completely 
approved or not.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he believes it was as there was a house that was 
approved and an approval for a parking lot, which was the controversial portion of the 
request.  Mr. Ellis stated that he did see in the 2019 approval that Mr. Williams would 
purchase a portion of the neighboring property, he would just like to use the property he 
owns.  
 
Mr. Ellis stated that his vision is for a café with an art studio.  He read the entire master 
plan and it does look as if his concept does line up perfectly with the individuals who put the 
plan together.  The church was meant as a gathering spot for people and our coffee shop 
would do the same thing, it would help to bring people back together.  He believes this 
would also help getting people back into the neighborhood and into the other businesses 
located in the vicinity.  We put together a site plan of how he would leverage the amount of 
space that he owns.  He stated that the reason he submitted two plans is because there is 
a portion of land that is currently owned by the state, which they acquired to build the 
bridge.  He has spoken to the state, and they want to keep the portion of land to the right of 
the apron off of Sprague Road to have access to the bridge; they have verbally agreed to 
let him acquire the apron and all the property to the left. It is a long process when dealing 
with the state and is approximately two years out; so we have a plan proposed showing 
what we can do today with his property; if he does acquire the additional land it would give 
him room to add three more parking spaces.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if the property was state 
owned or county.  Mr. Ellis replied ODOT owns the land.  Mr. Smerigan stated that ODOT 
purchased right-of-way in order to work on the bridge.  Mr. Ellis stated that he started 
working with the state when he purchased the property a year ago and it has taken this 
long to determine who owns the land and how he can get access to it.  He stated that it 
does require the governor’s signature so there are a lot of steps that have to happen.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked why the parking lot was angled.  Mr. Ellis stated that it helps maximize 
the use of space.  He has an architect that has been working with Mr. Smerigan who has 
been helpful showing how to best maximize the use of space.  If you put the lot at an angle, 
it allows clearance for vehicles to get in and out and more spaces.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would like to discuss traffic flow, operations, parking flow and 
then deliveries.  Mr. Ellis stated that he is proposing one way in and one way out.  You 
would enter off of Columbia Road and exit onto Sprague Road.  He stated that Columbia is 
a very busy street with approximately 10,000 to 15,000 vehicles per day and he is amazed 
at how much traffic comes through the area.  He stated that he has tested it in different 
directions, and this seems to be the best flow of traffic.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the exit has 
him concerned.  If you are exiting the parking lot and heading east on Sprague what would 
happen.  Mr. Ellis stated that he has done just that a thousand times, you wait for traffic to 
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clear and then you pull out.  If the plan is approved the area will also be regraded.  Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that he would like to see site distance both left and right, including how far 
from the intersection, measuring from the stop bar; then to the right to have some context.  
Mr. Ellis asked if he was requesting the distance from the apron on Sprague to the corner 
and then the distance from that corner to the driveway.  Mr. Iafigliola replied from the apron 
to the stop bar on Sprague; then what it looks like from that same apron back towards the 
bridge.  He stated that turning left out does have him concerned.  Mr. Ellis stated that if you 
are concerned about making a left onto Sprague you could choose to turn right and 
turnaround.  He stated that the structure use to house an antique store so there were 
people coming and going.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the previous plan included the entrance 
and exit to be off of Columbia Road and is why he would like to see what was approved last 
time and the applicant is under no obligation to follow that approval.  Mr. Smerigan stated 
that existed onto Columbia has problems as well.  The traffic coming from Sprague would 
actually be behind you so you would not see them.  He believes there are better site 
distances exiting on Sprague than exiting onto Columbia.  Mr. Chitester stated that you can 
look down and see the light at Gibbs and Columbia and judge as these lights are not timed 
equally.  Mr. Ellis stated that Mr. Chitester is correct about the light timing.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that his concern is anytime your making a left through stopped traffic or higher speed 
traffic because you are not at an intersection.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked how he came to the conclusion of how many spaces he wants and 
compare that to the code requirement.  Mr. Ellis stated that he is unsure as to what the 
code requires for a coffee shop and did not know there was an exact requirement.  What he 
did hear was the capacity of the shop was dependent on how many cars you can fit and 
believes it is three people in the shop to every parking space and that gives you 14 spaces 
for 42 people.  He believes that his capacity would be around 50 and at 17 that puts us 
closer to that capacity.  Mr. Smerigan stated that the parking requirement is one parking 
space for every three seats.  So, by having the number of spaces that he does have will 
limit his seating capacity.  Mr. Ellis stated that he believes what he is requesting is a fair 
number.  His architect has been a big help in figuring out what’s the best fit and what is 
reasonable for people to get in and out.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there are stairs at the front door on Columbia Road but his sign 
states that the front door is in the back.  Mr. Ellis stated that he wished there was more 
room for bike traffic versus vehicle traffic as people could easily come in through the front 
door.  We do plan to have a bike rack in the back of the property.  There will also be a patio 
in the back so people can sit outside.  You will come in through the back and the front 
doors will be usable so if people wanted to come in they could but its not functional.  Mr. 
Iafigliola asked about landscaping and screening to provide ambiance between the patio 
and Sprague Road.  Mr. Ellis stated that if he obtains the parcel from the state, he plans on 
planting trees.  There are a lot of horticultural places local that he would like to use.  He 
stated that the property goes down to the riverbank and he would like to find a way to use 
the flat area as well.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that off the corner of the building to the first 
handicapped spot he likes the idea of trees but they will be small to start, and you will lose 
leaves in the winter so he would suggest thinking about some sort of hardscape screening.  
He is not sure of the look Mr. Ellis is going for but some kind of fencing so if your kind of 
separated from the world but ties into the historic nature of the church.  He asked when the 
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applicant thinks of fencing what does he have in mind.  Mr. Ellis stated that he does not like 
box cut six foot high fences as it makes you feel like you’re in prison; he likes trees as he 
believes it will make it look much nicer.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he is not disagreeing just 
saying that something has to happen and it does not have to happen from a site plan 
approval basis but rather user enjoyment.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that when the Commission had a project across the street a lot of 
people talked about how the delivery truck would block everything.  What is drawn does not 
have a spot for a truck to go if your close to capacity and a car has to get through.  Mr. Ellis 
stated that the shop will be mainly breakfast and lunch so he would schedule deliveries in 
the evening when there is less traffic. The kitchen is very tiny so this is not going to have a 
lot of products coming and going and could be delivered in vans.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that 
he wanted him to be aware just from an operational standpoint as to how a car could get by 
when something is in the way.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that when Mr. Ellis comes back with a formal plan he would like 
comments from the fire department regarding getting a fire truck back there.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked what was being proposed for the parking lot.  Mr. Ellis stated that the 
previous owner had approval for gravel but Mr. Smerigan is recommending that we pave it.  
The problem is that it is late in the year for asphalt so we would have to figure that out. If it 
is more expensive, then he would consider concrete.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the applicant 
is present tonight for an informal then he has to submit site plans for approval and there is 
a process for that, even if everything went well, he thinks that the lot could be built in the 
spring.  Mr. Ellis stated that he also has a lot of indoor work to do as well. Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that the reason he asked was because it was approved for gravel which was 
controversial but the previous owner wanted gravel for various reasons.  Mr. Ellis stated 
that Mr. Smerigan made good points because this is fairly tight parking and people are 
more complaint in a paved marked lot. Mr. Smerigan stated that Mr. Williams was talking 
about an office building which is different when you have the same people coming every 
day than a commercial operation such as Mr. Ellis is proposing, with different people 
coming and going. Plus, he thinks it’s going to be difficult in bad weather because its tight 
and he can’t afford to lose spaces which he will do if its gravel. While it is more expensive, 
he thinks it’s in his best interest to pave it and the code requires paving unless the 
commission feels they would want to grant a variance.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he has no 
issues with paving.  Mr. Ellis stated that his future plan basically reuses what is already 
paved with another section being added on so its not an issue.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there is a bell tower and asked if that was an upstairs or storage.  
Mr. Ellis stated that there is a room there that he will use as an office, but not public as the 
stairs are narrow.  They actually relocated the bell to the new church so there is no bell in 
the tower.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he sees that there are some signs indicating no entrance and 
asked what Mr. Ellis was thinking about signage either on the building or monument signs. 
Mr. Ellis stated that he believes he has to go back to ABR for that.  Mr. Chitester asked 
what the process for ABR was to get involved.  Mr. Smerigan stated that we can meet with 
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the applicant to show what he is permitted to do with signage. Obviously, you will have to 
be very careful with that corner in terms of the visibility; and he does not know if he was 
anticipating putting any signage on the building.  He thinks there are a couple of other 
issues that are coming up; he has an outdoor dining area and then we get into the issue of 
sound and if there will be music out there. The other issue is that the code requires 
screening for adjacent residential property which is immediately to the north; given the 
tightness of the site it is very difficult to get that accomplished. This is something we need 
to be thinking about as well.  He understands his preference to do vegetation as opposed 
to fencing but given the distance between the building and the north property line along 
with the fact that where the driveway is located he does not know if he is going to be able to 
get a lot in there, unless something cooperative happens with the neighbor.  He thinks it is 
important for the applicant to get some direction from the commission as to what you might 
want to see so he is prepared when he comes back for the formal hearing.  Mr. Ellis stated 
that he was going to propose to the neighbor that he would cover the cost to plant trees 
along the open area; the trees would be on their property but he would cover those costs. 
He has not approached the neighbor as of yet.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he thinks he would 
be well within his rights and a wise to talk to the neighbor and explain what he is trying to 
do.  Mr. Ellis stated that it would be good to know the requirement because his architect 
tried to find the requirement in the code but he could not find anything definite.  Mr. 
Smerigan stated that the language is in the code states a solid continuance visual screen 
six feet in height.  So, it can be vegetation, a masonry wall, or a solid or decorative fence. It 
is what the commission decides to approve based on what is presented to them.  Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that he thinks the default position, especially in a case like this where there 
is only a single neighbor, if you can work out an arrangement with that neighbor regardless 
of what the code says, finding something agreeable to the neighbor and it seems 
reasonable to the commission that would be the good starting point.  Mr. Ellis stated that 
Mr. Williams plan included a little fence.  Mr. Smerigan stated that Mr. Williams proposed 
fencing. Mr. Iafigliola stated board on board fencing six feet tall and 16 feet long; basically 
from the garage back.  The other thing he would like Mr. Ellis to think about is a dumpster 
because he has no dumpster provision and will need that to go somewhere.  He would 
rather not see it right next to the neighbor’s driveway.  In the future plan there is an area by 
number 1 spot that you might be tempted to put the dumpster but that might have some 
other issues with the neighbor not wanting the dumpster next to his garage.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that something to consider about signage is site distance concerns The 
signs that say no entrance and exit are fine but he is thinking more like the name of the 
place. He thinks what would seem appropriate for the area because it really is the entrance 
to town and a historic building; we allowed a lite monument sign for Dollar General but the 
compromise was the sign on the building had to have downlighting so its not really 
internally illuminated. He thinks something like that might look nice on the Sprague facing 
side and Columbia facing. Mr. Ellis stated that he would look at the dollar store.  There is 
an old awning on the front windows that raises and lowers with a type of rope that he could 
put a vinyl sign on.   
 
Mr. Thompson stated that parking spaces 6, 7, & 8 are parallel and especially because of 
the tightness he thinks it would be better if it was paved, especially with plowing. It will be to 
Mr. Ellis’ benefit because if these spaces are not marked properly, he can say with his 
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parking lot with marked spaces it doesn’t mean a lot because they park where they want.  
Mr. Smerigan stated that is what happens if they are not delineated, you lose spaces, and 
given the tightness in terms of seating capacity he can’t afford to lose spaces. Mr. 
Thompson stated that he will lose customers if they can’t park.  He hopes he can obtain the 
property from the state and understands the difficulties and two years is probably optimistic 
unless they want to do it.   
 
Mr. Chitester stated any concerns where ABR might fall into this and be able to help or 
assist because he knows they were involved with the exterior.  This is a historic building so 
that is his only concern as we work through this.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that from the Dollar 
General we learned that it is not a historic district. Mr. Chitester replied no, but this property 
is historic. Mr. Iafigliola asked when he says its historic does it have any designation.  Mr. 
Chitester stated that the building is on the registry, which basically means anything he does 
exterior wise has to follow the guidelines. When we discussed the parking at ABR Chair 
Tomasch mentioned something to the effect of wanting to review it as well, but he is not 
sure if that is something that must be done. He is not sure of the steps moving forward 
which is why he wanted everyone to be aware that this is a registered property.  
 
 
5.  Planning & Zoning Case #13-2021 - A request by Ehtesham Suhail of Suhail Land 
Development, LLC, owner of vacant land on Columbia Road, PP# 291-20-001, for 
preliminary plat approval pursuant to Section 1232.05, for Phase III. 
 
Ehtesham Suhail, 18405 May Court, Chagrin Falls, Ohio.  Mr. Iafigliola stated as he recalls 
Phase I & II have been approved and will only discuss Phase III tonight.   
 
Mr. Suhail stated he would like to give a little background, the plan with all three phases 
was submitted in February and was approved for Phases I & II. Phase III at that time was 
not to everyone’s satisfaction and everyone thought, him included, that we could do better. 
Since then we had two informal discussions with the commission and he took the input 
from both of those meetings and created this third layout. When it was submitted, he got 
some comments from Mr. Iafigliola which he tried to include on the drawing. At that time 
one of the biggest concerns was the height of the smokestack and you wanted to see a 
diameter around the smokestack based on the height. The height itself is 90 feet. He also 
had an expert, Frost Architectural Renovations, who did the smokestack at Uncle John’s, 
come out to look at it. The top part is cracked and will take a substantial effort to rebuild the 
whole thing; an easier and safer solution would be to take off the top 30 or 40 feet of the 
smokestack and then tuck and point the rest so we are going to reduce the height of the 
smokestack.  There is a big crack at the top, so we are going to take that crack out all 
together and rebuild the bottom portion.  The circle shown on the drawing is the diameter of 
what is going to be remaining.  The other comment was about the dry detention basin and 
how it was going to look. The basin is in the middle of the open space and could be dry or 
wet. He is proposing dry because when if it is wet its dedicated space that is wet all the 
time; if its dry it could be utilized and walked on.  He then handed out some renderings and 
indicated not to look at the buildings as the were just used as place holders.  The 
commission members reviewed the renderings.   
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Mr. Iafigliola asked about the placement and size of the buildings.  Mr. Suhail stated that 
the buildings B and E he has shown he will be asking for a variance. This height, from his 
point of view, was a happy compromise because we didn’t really want to push E any further 
closer towards the smokestack. With E being where it is we put D at the same level so they 
kind of line up.  The reason we want the variances for these two buildings as you can see 
from the renderings there is a big open space in the middle which would be compromised if 
we pull the buildings in. We could pull them in but it will decrease the open space and he 
thinks it would be doing the future residents a disservice if we do something like that; which 
is his thought for asking for the variances. At one point during the informal session he 
presented plan A and B with essentially the same buildings and layout but one was without 
variances and the other was not and that was just to show that the building could be pulled 
in; he made the argument that by pushing them out it would serve the overall community 
better.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked to talk about the schedule. Mr. Suhail stated that he finished 
engineering on Phase I and wants to start that in the fall and work through winter in order to 
be ready to pave right after spring. The reason he has not submitted the plans to the city 
engineer for review is that Phase I is tied in to Phase III. The site needs to be balanced as 
far as dirt work so we need to know where we are digging, where we are putting dirt in, 
where our holes are, which roadways need to be lifted up and which need to be brought 
down; it’s all a tantum process.  We have not submitted these plans because that would be 
too far down the road getting comments and approvals from the engineer if we don’t know 
for sure this is how we are doing Phase III. The plans he has done are based on this plan 
for Phase III.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that Mr. Suhail is present tonight for preliminary plat approval.  Mr. 
Suhail replied yes. Mr. Iafigliola stated that one thing he has communicated is that this is a 
big development for the city and there has been a lot of resident interest. Mr. Suhail may 
disagree, but he would like to think that the commission has tried to hard to work with him 
on Phase I and II to move it along and we were looking for improvement on Phase III which 
brings us too today. He wants Mr. Suhail to be aware that we will discuss Phase III, but it 
may take a few weeks to get it to where we need it to be and wants to get that on the table 
early.  He does not know if the plan will be approved tonight but wants Mr. Suhail to 
understand that we are not pushing for approval but rather pushing to improve and then we 
can approve at the appropriate time. Mr. Suhail stated that he understood.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that we have had several work sessions and the commission made 
suggestions to Mr. Suhail and he moved forward in that direction. The plan being presented 
tonight the Commission could not approve tonight because variances are needed and we 
need to make a determination which, if any, of those variances the commission intends to 
move forward with as we would need to advertise those. We are in the situation where we 
sort of need some concept approval in order to do the formal advertising and approval. He 
thinks everyone is comfortable with the fact that the density is well within the density that is 
permitted within the code and Mr. Suhail is well under what is allowed. He meets the open 
space requirement.  The Commission has basically signed off on the layout for Phases I 
and II so this is the piece that is left. He believes based on the work sessions that the 
commission has indicated that they are comfortable with the single family attached units or 
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townhouse units as the principal units in Phase III. The key issues as Mr. Suhail pointed out 
are some minor encroachments into the riparian setback and he believes that we need to 
get some direction on those. The commission has wet versus dry basin and he thinks at 
some point, depending on whether or not you have a preference, we can get some 
feedback from the city engineer. The basic comment from the city engineer, up to now, is 
that he can make either one work so part of it has to do with what the commission wants to 
see in terms of the final image. On this plan Mr. Suhail provided guest parking and in his 
opinion he is fine in terms of the guest parking; he also has driveway parking for each of 
the units so the guest parking is simply that guest parking and the applicant is not relying 
on that to meet the code requirements for parking and exceeds the minimum requirement. 
There was some concern about the smokestack and the commission heard tonight that it 
would have to be reduced in height because of structural difficulties at the top. For him, 
before we can move this forward for final review and approval, we need to get through the 
concept of whether or not the commission intends to consider the riparian setback. In 
addition to that he also is requesting a reduction in the minimum space between the 
buildings and whether or not the commission is comfortable with that request.  There is no 
sense advertising these variances and getting into the detail review if the commission is not 
interested in going in that direction. He thinks that we are here tonight as kind of general 
discussion and concept of where we go next.   
 
Mr. Thompson asked why there was a change from a dry basin versus a wet and can it still 
accommodate the water; they are all marked as dry basin areas instead of being retention 
basins; the previous drawings were all retention basins.  Mr. Suhail stated that just to have 
a wet basin for the sake of having a wet basin it will just be a small pool of water and could 
be stagnate without a fountain or having some kind of oxygenation. He thinks it would be a 
bad idea to have a wet basin because it’s not a big area.  He is not envisioning a big pool 
because that area itself is small so the bottom of that pond where the permanent water 
surface would be pretty small so its would be like looking down at a puddle. Having a dry 
basin would be better in this one situation in the middle because of where it is located.  It is 
just one alternative but we could also look at putting in a fountain and spending some 
resources on making this worthwhile because of its location. Mr. Thompson stated that he 
is not an engineer but can you handle the water flow with a dry basin because you still have 
retain the water and control the flow into the river.  Mr. Suhail stated that either way the wet 
or dry will work.  Mr. Thompson asked that he explain a dry basin because all he is seeing 
is a low spot with rocks that nobody could mow or maintain.  Mr. Suhail stated that the dry 
area with the rocks is the bottom of the basin and that is equivalent to the top of the water 
surface in the wet basin; that’s not where the storage capacity is, the storage capacity is 
above the dry rocks and above the water so when it rains it will actually kind of fill up.  Mr. 
Thompson stated it will fill up and go down.  Mr. Suhail replied yes.  Mr. Thompson stated it 
is not dry all the time.  Mr. Suhail replied no.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that they are identical the 
only difference is on a normal dry summer day is there water in there or not. The main 
difference, in his experience, is either you have water which is generally more pleasing, but 
you need to have some movement or a dry bottom. The dry is like a swamp you’re not 
going have the kids play in there; it may be pleasing to the eye from a distance but its not a 
recreation place.  Mr. Smerigan stated that the bottom of the dry basin in some fashion has 
to have something other than just grass because it will be mud flat all the time and he is 
proposing doing that with stone, people do different things. If you don’t do something the 



11 

 

bottom of the dry basin will eventually look very poor because it keeps getting inundated 
and the vegetation gets killed. As Mr. Iafigliola pointed out if you have a wet basin you need 
something like an aerator to move the water or it gets scummy in the hot days of summer.  
Mr. Iafigliola stated there was not a great solution engineering wise as they both work.  Mr. 
Thompson stated that he understands this was just a change from the previous plan. Mr. 
Suhail stated that basically it’s a detention basin.  Mr. Thompson stated that it was not 
labeled dry before and he understood it to be some kind of retention area so he figured 
holding water.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that if you look between buildings A & B; H & G; G & F you have 
parking spots but not between D & E is there a reason why.  Mr. Suhail stated that he was 
asked to remove them at previous meetings.  Mr. Thompson stated that he thought that 
was for a walkway for access to the riverbank and he does not see anything referencing a 
walkway.  Mr. Suhail stated that it was not for a walkway but does not recall why he was 
asked to remove them.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that a variance of four feet for building F is being requested and there 
is some room next to building H so is there any way that could be slide down and then a 
variance would not be needed.  Mr. Suhail stated that we could but when we designed F 
not all of these buildings are going to have uniform monotony to them; we are going to 
architecturally design these buildings so there is a uniformity overall but also a unique ness.  
Mr. Thompson stated that is one of the questions we always ask, is there another way to do 
this without having to get a variance.  Mr. Suhail stated that by the configuration of the units 
itself in that building we could probably get rid of it, the drawing just shows a rectangle and 
that’s why we asked for it but we could slide H over, but he doesn’t really want to because 
we want it to be as far away from the street as possible.  Mr. Thompson stated that it might 
not have to be four feet just asking if it was a possibility.   
 
Mr. Thompson stated that he knows we mentioned this before and he does not see any 
topo’s on the drawing. He knows that H,G, and F have differences in elevation but does not 
see any topo markings.  Mr. Suhail stated that during another meeting he did have the 
topo’s and he mentioned that F would be a building that would be stepped down. Mr. 
Thompson replied that was right, but he is not seeing that so it just looks like its all on one 
level.  Mr. Smerigan stated that he thinks that is a good point, the distance to the top of the 
slope is an important because we have the 100 foot riparian setback which is to protect the 
river but that 100 feet does not tell you what the relationship is to the slope. He thinks 
where the top of that slope will be is critical for the commission and it would be difficult to 
make a decision without that information.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the commission is beholden to this 100 foot natural area corridor 
the riparian, which use to be 300 feet at one time, and was also zero feet at one time 
because people built wherever they wanted. Although we have to follow the code and that’s 
what we are going to follow, he thinks there is some common sense that could be applied 
for example, where is the top of bank and let’s move back from that line some reasonable 
distance because we don’t want to be right on the edge. Having that topo is probably just 
as useful, if not more, from a practical standpoint than the 100-foot riparian setback and 
thinks showing where the topo’s are would be really important.   



12 

 

Mr. Iafigliola stated he would like to discuss wet versus dry basin. The main one is this 
main triangle piece which is kind of the center of this new community; its public and people 
can go there.  The rendering he likes the best is the mixed concept in a sense that some of 
it is wet and some is not. In his opinion he likes the rendering with the sidewalk, trees, 
historic streetlights, and benches. The dry one as we talked about before will be considered 
a dry bottom basin and he can point out a number of them that are not well and are not 
suitable for the main focus of what he presumes will be high end housing.  He thinks having 
some kind of fountain feature would be a nice focal point and serves the purpose of 
aerating the water, everybody in the triangle can see it, which is pleasing, and serves the 
engineering purpose of holding storm water.  The only thing he wants to be careful of is the 
side slopes and what Mr. Suhail thinks the max side slope will be.  Mr. Suhail stated five to 
one and three to one.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that would be pretty flat which is good.  Mr. 
Suhail stated that this would be additional detention space in the previous layout there was 
a building now we have more than enough detention area. If we wanted a total wet pond 
then we would need to steeper slopes.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he does not like steep 
slopes because then it requires fencing. He likes the fountain and that it doesn’t take up the 
entirety of the space.  What he is thinking is a lower basin that’s wet, then maybe a second 
tier that if and when it comes up it spills up, then if it really spills up you could keep going to 
almost a third tier so most of the time it would not be a mud hole. He doesn’t know if that is 
how Mr. Suhail wants to design it but what he likes is the wet with a fountain, that’s the 
feature, and a good portion could be long grass.  He stated that he does not know if the 
drawing is showing it in the middle or more like in the corner but he thinks it should in the 
middle, so you have more capacity and have little bit of grass around it  You could have tier 
1 wet, tier 2 dry, and if you really needed it you still have a little more room around the 
periphery plus the whole full height volume that you could use in a very rare occasion.  Mr. 
Suhail stated that he could move it over more towards the center.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that 
what is shown in the plans looks different than in the renderings and he likes the picture 
version better.   Mr. Suhail stated that this is more based on how it will fit and is two 
dimensional.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would like to make a site visit and walk the property as most 
developments we can see from the street but not this one.  He asked Mr. Suhail if he was 
agreeable to that.  Mr. Suhail replied yes, and he would get some areas marked.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the variance between the buildings seems relatively minor, if he 
understands correctly 25 is required and Mr. Suhail is asking for 20. It would be helpful to 
know how tall the buildings are and how the roofline will function.  The riparian might be 
trivial and building F looks like its only four feet into the riparian and wonders if there is any 
other means to move it over in order to eliminate that variance. Otherwise, he will have to 
explain why he needs four feet and why he thinks that is minimal.  The 21 footers which are 
both D & E sound significant and the commission would need to determine if D & E are 
basically at the water’s edge. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would like to discuss the smokestack. He sees that Mr. Suhail is 
proposing to remove about half of it; his concern and is why he asked for the radius, if 
something horrible were to happen and that structure were to fall you wouldn’t want a 90 
foot structure hanging over the roof of a house and only 50 feet away.  Taking off the 
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structurally unstable portion so if it were to fall at least it wouldn’t land on a structure. The 
problem is your still right on the edge; having some sense of what those elevations are 
because he knows the smokestack is way back and he doesn’t want to see it fall.  Mr. 
Suhail stated that it is not way back as you can see it from Columbia Road; by taking out 
the top 30 to 40 feet it will be more in line with the height of the smokestack that Uncle 
John’s has. The remaining smokestack will be tied down with steel belts and strapped 
every five feet and tuck pointed. He had professionals look at this and indicate that would 
make it secure and installing a lightning rod on it.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that was not 
documented on the plan and is happy to hear.  When Mr. Suhail first came to talk to the 
commission he had a lot of great ideas about the recreational amenities along the river and 
his favorite thing was gazebo; he would like some more information about what he wants to 
there. We are getting to the point where we are moving away from conceptual and Phase I 
& II are done, again once we are on site maybe it will make more sense and asked if he 
was going to put a park like area around the smokestack.  Mr. Suhail stated that with more 
time he could get some more detailed renderings done. As he said in the initial drawings 
regarding the smokestack obviously, we want to make it secure making sure its not a safety 
hazard and do some hardscaping around it, with pavers and clean up the area with some 
low voltage lighting. He is proposing two gazebos in the open space with some benches.  
Mr. Iafigliola stated that what was described with the smokestack is a good start and he 
would encourage him to draw up some more details.  There are pink lines that are walking 
trails and he would like more detail with those as well.  Mr. Suhail stated that he is thinking 
wood chips that will be maintained by whomever maintains the open space. Obviously, we 
do not want to inject a hard surface he would rather blend it in especially through the 
wetlands as he wants to do minimal work through the trees.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that between buildings D & E there was to be access and maybe that is 
just a wood chip walking trail to get you to the river. He does not have a great sense of the 
topo but that would be a good spot to make it look like you could walk down maybe a split 
rail fence to be more inviting.  Mr. Suhail stated that he does not believe that is a good area 
to walk through and the site visit will show more.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would like 
more details showing walking paths through the development.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked what is being proposed for the mailboxes.  Mr. Suhail stated that he 
was told that the post office wants cluster mailboxes and if that is the case they will be 
somewhere in the open space.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that wherever those mailboxes are 
installed he would like to see the area enhanced rather than just having a gang of 
mailboxes. For example, like a pocket park because this will be where everyone goes every 
day to get their mail and maybe a bench or two.  He would rather see mailboxes for each 
home in Phase I and II.  Mr. Smerigan stated that would not be allowed as the post office 
will require a gang box.  Mr. Iafigliola asked if that was the new standard.  Mr. Smerigan 
replied yes, they are not going to do door to door or individual mailboxes at the end of your 
driveway, it’s just not happening anymore.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated asked Mr. Suhail if he could cut some cross sections through, relatively 
long lengths, a line between building E and the smokestack and building H,G, & F through 
the dry retention basin because he does not have a good mental imagine of what is 
happening or where all these things are vertically. Again, because he does not have a topo 
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but can kind of see stepping for H,G, & F but still has a hard time understanding how a dry 
basin could be done on the downhill side of F.  Mr. Suhail stated that he could do that and 
maybe a video to show everyone.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that he knows Mr. Suhail wants to push the building façade back 
because it gives him more time for design, but we have to approve it as part of this overall 
approval. The only concern he has is that he thinks the building facades are going to relate 
to the separation between the buildings because of the height. He does not want to get 
locked into something in terms of the building widths and the garage setback issue or that 
this 24 x 66 is going to work; he does not want to get down the road and then have issues.  
Mr. Iafigliola asked him for suggestions. Mr. Smerigan stated that we are not in a position 
tonight to grant plat approval as we have variances to deal with and a site visit; but at some 
point we have to at least focus on what the buildings are going to look like in order to better 
understand how these variances are going to work and what this layout is going to look like. 
As you come down this street you will have a view of the whole thing and he does not want 
to lock into something but at the same time we need to understand how its going to 
function.  Mr. Iafigliola asked Mr. Suhail to work on that as well.  Mr. Suhail stated that as 
he mentioned he wants these buildings to be unique yet still tied in. He will work on one 
building and put it all together to see how they look.  Mr. Smerigan stated that he was fine 
with that and thinks something that helps us visualize how this is going to look.  The 
applicant is talking about how the buildings on one side of the pond relate to the buildings 
on the other side of the pond; what will the 20 foot separation look like depending on the 
height of the buildings. If we can get at some kind of base building to work with he thinks it 
will help us understand how that is going to work. He is not asking the applicant to design 
every building because he knows that he wants some that are unique and custom which he 
is totally in favor of, but just something that gives the commission a little bit of flavor so they 
understand what it will look like and how it will fit together.  Mr. Suhail stated that he 
actually has people working on the floor plans too.  Mr. Smerigan stated that he is not trying 
to get ahead but thinks this may help us understand the setbacks into the riparian as well; 
he thinks if you understand what it is going to look like it may make a big difference.   
 
Mr. Fenrich asked what the difference was between the dry bed and wetlands.  Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that there is an alphabet soup agency that monitors one.  Mr. Fenrich 
stated that basically it’s the same thing, it will dry up and go away.  Mr. Suhail stated that 
the basin is not what Mr. Fenrich’s is thinking of it is not an evaporation basin that is 
different there is no outlet for the water; these actually have an outlet in both the wet and 
dry at the bottom.  Mr. Fenrich asked if it would turn into a mosquito land.  Mr. Suhail 
replied no it will be within 24 hours and it will all dissipate.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola is recommending that the commission table this issue until Mr. Suhail provides 
additional information to the questions asked most notably scheduling a site visit; he will 
also email the clerk a few other comments. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to table Planning and Zoning Case #13-2021 for the Suhail Land 
Development on Columbia Road PPN 291-20-001; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Poll: 5 ayes; 
0 nays. Motion carried.  
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COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT – No Report 
 
 
OTHER BUSINESS – Mr. Thompson stated that he will not be present at the next 
meeting as he will be out of town.  
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – None 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Chitester moved to adjourn; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 5 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.      
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:58 p.m.  

             
Planning & Zoning Commission Clerk     Date 
 
 
             
Planning & Zoning Vice-Chairman     Date 


