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Commission Members Present: Brett Iafigliola, Brian Chitester, Peter Carpenter, 
Michelle Hawkins. Chaz Weber and Garry Thompson were excused. 
 
Others Present: George Smerigan, City Planner.  Audience: 2. 
 

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1.  Planning & Zoning Case #20-2022 - The purpose of the public hearing is a request 
made by Tim Long, owner of 25700 Western Reserve Lane, PP# 281-03-053 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 to Mr. Long.  
 
Mr. Long stated that his family moved into Olmsted Falls this past June and a part of the 
new development that was built by Cook and Columbia.  He has a daughter plus new twin 
daughters and the driveway was narrow for two larger SUV’s.  Along with a few other 
houses on the street went in when the concrete company was replacing sidewalk pieces 
and had them extend his driveway on each side.  At the time he was not aware that a 
variance was needed and in forethought he should have applied for the proper variance.  
He knows that the Roth and Humbert Families have also been before the commission to 
discuss widening their driveways by two feet on each side as well.  This extension makes 
things a little easier to get in and out of the vehicles and driveway before the lawns were 
put in.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked him to describe the photographs submitted.  Mr. Long stated that his 
driveway was poured at 12 feet which lines up with the garage door.  We had the cement 
company put in two feet on each side of the driveway along with the flaring at the sidewalk 
before the apron.  This is also what has been done with the rest of the homes on his street.  
The work and extension has already been done, so he is present tonight unfortunately to 
ask for forgiveness than permission.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that since the applicant’s driveway is 12 feet at the right-of-way the 
administration has no issues with the granting of the variance.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there are six questions regarding variance requests (1) whether the 
variance is substantial – this request has two feet on each side of the driveway totaling four 
feet, one could argue that 25% is bordering on substantial but we are talking about a small 
denominator and two feet hardly seems unreasonable; (2) whether the character of the 
neighborhood would be substantially alter – again, it is relatively a small extension; (3) 
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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 would; 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 the variance request as presented for Mr. Long at 25700 
Western Reserve Lane, PP# 281-03-053; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Poll: 4 ayes; 0 nays. 
Motion carried.  
 
 
2.  Planning & Zoning Case #21-2022 - The purpose of the public hearing is a request 
made by Tyler & Hannah Sparks, owner of 7634 River Road, PP# 281-12-008 for a 
variance of 8 feet to Section 1240.09(a)(2) to permit a driveway to be 20 feet wide in lieu of 
the Code maximum of 12 feet. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath to Mr. Sparks. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola read a letter from Scott and Sandra Graham, 7655 Main Street dated October 
14, 2022, which states: “We will not be able to attend the public hearing October 19th for the 
subject variance request. As neighbor’s we want on record indicating our full support for the 
20 foot wide driveway that the Sparks are requesting.  We hope the Planning and Zoning 
approves the variance request.  Please read this letter into the official record at the public 
hearing on October 19th.”  
 
Mr. Sparks stated that he currently has a gravel driveway and is a unique driveway 
because it starts off as almost a single vehicle driveway and then flares at the garage to 
accommodate the two car garage.  His garage is 16 feet wide and he basically wants to 
bring the driveway straight out from the garage to the street and allow for a little flare at the 
apron.  The main reason is safety, recently the road was repaved after the sewer project 
and the level of the road was raised, which he benefitted from, but it also caused a drop off.  
When the kids get off the bus or walking down the driveway there is a steep drop off now 
and there have been some falls.  He would like to widen and make the driveway concrete.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked how Mr. Sparks chose the dimensions.  Mr. Sparks stated that his 
garage is 16 feet wide and he will stay with the original line on the right side and on the left 
he would take it to the edge of the garage, not the door but rather the structure, and then 
bring it straight out and flare at the apron.  The other issue that he has is that his house sits 
relatively close to the street so if he conforms to the current dimensions, it will make the 
drive look hour glass shaped and would not look good. Basically, he wants to bring the 
drive straight out from the garage and flare at the road.  
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that the Sparks have a unique situation as their house is very close to 
the street. In this instance they are requesting that the driveway be widened within the 
public right of way, both he and the city engineer have reviewed the request and are both in 
concurrence; given how close their house is to the pavement of the street it would be 



3 

 

virtually impossible to have a 12 foot wide driveway at the street and still be able to get into 
the garage in any kind of reasonable or safe fashion. Because of the unique circumstance 
of their existing house setback we believe that this variance is justified and makes sense 
not only in terms of granting relief to them but in terms of public safety on how they would 
get into and out of their garage. We are fully in support of the variance.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that in order to make sure he understands the application states 20 feet 
wide but the drawing shows 21 feet wide in two places; he asked which number the 
applicant was discussing.  Mr. Sparks stated that he believes 20 for the driveway itself will 
be plenty but obviously also the flares.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the garage door is 16 feet 
and he is requesting 20 wide drive which makes sense with two cars in the driveway.  Mr. 
Smerigan stated that he thinks part of the issue in this case is how close his garage is to 
the street. If you have a 50 foot long driveway there is plenty of room to maneuver to get a 
car lined up but the Sparks do not have that luxury, when they turn off the street they are at 
the garage door. Also, as they are backing out they need room to maneuver into the street 
and thinks in their case the 20 feet makes more sense.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that he also 
thinks that 10 feet for car parking is reasonable.  Mr. Smerigan stated that the application 
was for 20 feet.  The code permits the taper so that is not an issue, but rather the actual 
width of the drive at the public right of way. In this instance what they have drawn and put 
in the application is 20 feet and that is what he and the city engineer reviewed and are both 
comfortable with granting the variance for 20 feet.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that the plans 
mention adding a small amount of pavement in front of the mailbox which he has no issues 
with and believes it makes it a little bit safer for the mailman.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there are six questions regarding variance requests (1) whether the 
variance is substantial – he believes it is not; (2) whether the character of the neighborhood 
would be substantially alter – no, the applicant is proposing concrete and currently the 
driveway is graveled and believes the applicant is bringing his driveway into compliance; 
(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 – 
the applicant could be less wide but the geometry of this particular property, the size of the 
driveway, location, there is also a drop off that the applicant was not in control of, it does 
seem that there is no other reasonable way to resolve the variance; (5) whether or not the 
variance would preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement – he believes it 
would; 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 the variance for Planning & Zoning Case #21-2022 at 7634 
River Road, PP# 281-12-008 for a variance of 8 feet to permit a driveway to be 20 feet wide 
in lieu of the Code maximum of 12 feet, plus additional width for an appropriate flare at the 
driveway and for the mailbox; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Poll: 4 ayes; 0 nays. Motion 
carried. 
 
 
3.  Planning & Zoning Case #22-2022 - The purpose of the public hearing is a request 
made by Michael Hughes, owner of 8632 Columbia Road, PP# 281-12-009 for a variance 
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to Section 1240.09(a)(1)(A) regarding the location of accessory buildings and a variance to 
Section 1280.04(a) regarding nonconforming buildings in order to permit an existing 
nonconforming accessory building located in a front yard to be expanded. 
 
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath to Mr. Hughes. 
 
Mr. Hughes stated that he would like to put an addition onto his garage.  He was under the 
impression that it was a square footage issue that the garage cannot be over 1,000 square 
feet and did not realize there was a non-conformity because nothing in his yard conforms.  
He is under the impression that he can build a 3500 square foot building without a variance 
but to add an addition to his garage he does.  The reason he wants the addition is because 
he already has pavement that leads around to the back and would only have to build three 
sides of a building rather than four.  The addition will store his travel trailer and his house 
has no basement, very little attic, so the garage has become a catch all for everything that 
does not fit in the house and because of that he can no longer use his wood shop which 
was what the garage was originally for.   
 
Daniel Thompson, 8600 Columbia Road.  Mr. Iafigliola asked where he was located 
relative to the subject property.  Mr. Thompson stated that he is one property to the north.  
Mr. Iafigliola administered the oath.  Mr. Thompson stated that in his opinion you never put 
anyone out that is attempting to add to his wood shop.  He stated that Mr. Hughes has 
been a good neighbor and friend for years and he sees what he wants to do and agrees 
with the addition to the existing building and is in support of it.  He stated that Mr. Hughes 
property use to be a green house and the coal used to be piled next to his garage, back in 
the day.   
 
Mr. Smerigan stated that Mr. Hughes has a unique situation in that his house sits back 130 
and some feet from the street, he has an accessory building that is approximately 80 or 90 
feet from the street and sits in front of the house.  The code states that accessory buildings 
have to be located in the rear yard, but this building already exists, so it is an existing non-
conforming accessory building.  He stated that the applicant wants an addition, but the 
code does not permit anyone to expand non-conforming structures, but what the applicant 
wants to do makes sense and the structure is existing and it makes sense to utilize.  The 
applicant is not going to put another structure in the rear yard because that does not make 
sense.  What the applicant is doing is reasonable and appropriate.  This property has been 
like this for many years and is not harming the neighborhood at all.  He believes that 
expanding the existing accessory building makes sense but he needs a variance because 
the structure is located in front of the house as opposed to being in the rear yard.  The 
commission will approve the construction of an addition to an accessory building in the front 
yard as opposed to the rear yard and the expansion of the expansion of an existing non-
conforming structure.  He believes that this request is reasonable and appropriate, and he 
recommends that the commission grant the variances.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked for Mr. Smerigan to discuss the side lot distance.  Mr. Smerigan stated 
that Mr. Hughes meets the code requirement in terms of side yard setback.  Due to the size 
of his lot his also meets the code requirement in terms of the size of the building.  The 
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structure is okay in terms of size, setback, but what it does not meet is the fact that it is not 
behind the house.  
 
Mr. Hughes stated that he also has no neighbors across the street, there is only one house 
catacorner that can actually see this building from their house.  Mr. Smerigan stated that 
based on the drawing the garage is 88 feet from the street.  Our standard setback back in 
the D district is 50 feet so his garage is actually further back than a garage would be if it 
were in the rear yard, it just happens that his house is further back.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that Mr. Hughes driveway is 25 at the road and narrows down to 12.6 
and is about 130 feet long.  Then there is a relatively big driveway in front of the garage.  
The drawing shows the existing garage is 20x30 and an existing 20x20 pad, he is 
assuming a concrete slab.  He indicated that the applicant previously stated that he has 
pavement to where the addition will be located, but based on the drawing he has pavement 
to the front garage and is not proposing adding any additional pavement to the addition.  
Mr. Hughes stated that the area from the existing 20x20 pad is about 34 feet of gravel and 
has been there since he moved into the home.   He stated that he reduced the size of the 
addition by two feet when he realized that he needed to be 20 feet off the side property line.  
Mr. Iafigliola asked if that was size the applicant’s wants because if he turned the addition 
the other way he could probably get more width.  Mr. Hughes stated that there is a big 
beautiful Maple tree that he will not cut down to turn the garage.   
 
Bill Synk, 8790 Columbia, which is three of four properties south of the subject property 
and 9465 Columbia which is further down Columbia Road on the other side of the street.  
Mr. Synk stated that he walked the property with Mr. Hughes and the side setback is within 
code.  He stated that Mr. Hughes also has a fence so you will hardly see anything with the 
building.  The main thing is this area is Westview so it is not like the ordinances with cul-de-
sacs in other parts of Olmsted Falls, everything down Columbia Road is very unique.  He 
stated that Mr. Hughes property is wider than a lot of the lots, so it makes sense to have 
the building where it is with the addition.  He believes it will be a nice addition not only to his 
property but it will also not harm anything as far as the neighborhood is concerned and he 
is in full agreement with the request.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that there are six questions regarding variance requests (1) whether the 
variance is substantial – as Mr. Smerigan indicated before the applicant is 88 feet from the 
street and is further back than if the applicant were to build a conforming house in a D 
district; (2) whether the character of the neighborhood would be substantially alter – this is 
more of a rural section of the city and the addition will look like the existing garage and is 
allowed to build a bigger building in the back, but is not, and believes it would be hard 
pressed to say the anything would be substantially 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 – yes, but is not reasonable in 
the case; (5) whether or not the variance would preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning 
requirement – he believes it would; 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. 
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Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve Planning & Zoning Case #22-2022 for Michael Hughes at 
8632 Columbia Road, PP# 281-12-009 for a variance to Section 1240.09(a)(1)(A) regarding 
the location of accessory buildings and a variance to Section 1280.04(a) regarding 
nonconforming buildings in order to permit an existing nonconforming accessory building 
located in a front yard to be expanded; Mr. Chitester seconded.  Poll: 4 ayes; 0 nays. 
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 asked that this issue be placed on the next agenda when Mr. Thompson would 
be present.  All members agreed.  
 
COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT – Mr. Chitester stated that he informed ABR that Mr. Ellis 
appeared before planning regarding his coffee shop proposal and that he would keep them 
informed in terms of aesthetics to the exterior of the property.   This way they are aware if 
anything comes up regarding exterior proposals that fall under ABR’s purview, and they 
were excited to help.   
 
He also mentioned the Lair lo split since it is in the historic district so they are aware if 
anything were to come up in the future.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS – Mr. Iafigliola indicated that he regrets to inform the Commission that 
Mr. Pehanic has submitted his resignation due to health reasons. He did speak with him 
today and Mr. Pehanic made it clear that it had nothing do it with the Commission or 
anyone else.  He would like to publicly thank him Mr. Pehanic who served on the Board of 
Zoning Appeals and when the Planning Commission and BZA were combined, and he is 
not sure how many years that has been.  He believes that it would be appropriate due to 
his length of service, if council did a resolution thanking him for his service.  Mr. Chitester 
replied that he would get that completed.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Mr. Chitester moved to approve the meeting minutes of 
September 21, 2022, as presented; Mr. Carpenter seconded.  Poll: 4 ayes; 0 nays. Motion 
carried.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Iafigliola moved to adjourn; Mr. Carpenter seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 4 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.     Meeting adjourned at 8:17p.m.  

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


