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Commission Members Present: Brett Iafigliola, Gary Pehanic, Garry Thompson, 
Jennifer Jansen, Peter Carpenter, Michelle Hawkins, and John Weber. 
 
Others Present: George Smerigan, City Planner, Andy Bemer, Law Director, and 
Russell Elmore. Audience: 1. 
 

Chairman Brett Iafigliola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.   
 
1. Planning & Zoning Case # 05-2021 - A request made by Russell Elmore, owner of 
8477 Usher Road, PP# 281-29-007 and 281-29-008, for a Conditional Use Permit to 
permit the sale of firearms and ammunition via the internet with a Federal Firearms 
License approved by the U. S. Department of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms as a 
Type B Home Occupation pursuant to Sections 1240.12 and 1264.05(v). 
 
Mr. Elmore indicated that he would ask that a correction be made to the minutes from 
his first meeting before the Commission.  He stated that paragraph two states “all 
firearms and tobacco will either be secured” and that is not correct as he will not be 
handling tobacco.  He requested that tobacco be changed to “ammunition.”   
 
He stated that he is a veteran and has applied for a federal firearms license and part of 
the process with the ATF and Department of Justice is that he must have a conditional 
use permit for a Type “B” home occupation.  He does have a full time primary job, this 
will be a secondary.  His plans are to build this secondary job so that he can retire in 
approximately five to seven years and have a secondary income in addition to his 
retirement.  He stated that part of this is from generations of being a veteran as well as 
veterans in his family.  His family has served this wonderful country for 150 plus years 
dating back to the Civil War and it is a proud heritage.  He also grew up around farming 
and hunting.  He has had several individuals approach him asking for advice on what to 
purchase and how to purchase items.  While helping and consulting with them to find 
the right firearm, responsibly and correctly, he started inquiring about an internet 
business where he can interact with individuals via Skype and facetiming to help them 
get the right items, as well as responsibly owning, handling and reporting.  He plans on 
doing internet sales because he has no desire for a storefront and is not interested in 
people coming to his personal residence.  He has a home office that he will be using, if 
this permit is granted.  He may have somebody locally, for example, someone from the 
Commission who might be interested in purchasing and these individuals will be able to 
come to his residence and legally go through ATF background checks.  He appreciates 
the Commission allowing him to speak and would be happy to answer any questions to 
ease any concerns.   
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Mr. Smerigan stated that this is a request for a Type “B” home occupation.  There are 
two types of home occupations in the code, “A” and “B”.  The only thing that is making 
Mr. Elmore a type “B” is his indication that he might occasionally have someone come 
by to look at something or pick something up.  Other than that, he would have been a 
type “A” and simply gotten a permit and move forward.  We have 11 criteria in the code 
that a home occupation is required to comply with and he is complying with all of those. 
He stated that he sees no reason not to grant this conditional use permit.  
 
Mr. Bemer stated that this application was referred to Police Chief Rogers for his review 
and he has no objections to this being granted.  
 
Ms. Hawkins stated that she would like to know if there would be a public hearing. Mr. 
Smerigan replied that tonight is the public hearing.  Ms. Hawkins stated that she would 
like to hear what his neighbors have to say.  The clerk replied that there are no 
residents in attendance.  Mr. Iafigliola indicated that he paused a brief moment ago to 
provide an opportunity for residents to speak and no one spoke. Ms. Hawkins replied 
okay.  
 
Mr. Elmore stated that although there might not be any residents in attendance who is a 
neighbor, he did not speak with all of his neighbors but has spoken to seven of the 11 or 
12 neighbor’s he has, and they were all very supportive.  He personally did not hear any 
objections.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that as Mr. Smerigan indicated there are two sections of the code 
that apply and there are 11 criteria.  For the sake of completeness and to make sure the 
applicant is essentially protected in acquiring this conditional use he would like to briefly 
run through those items.   
 
Section 1240.12 home occupations Type B means that a home occupation is an 
accessory use in which the home is used by those residing therein as a place of work 
and of which customers and not more than one non-resident come to the home.  He 
asked if this was the applicant’s primary residence. Mr. Elmore replied yes.  Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that not more than one non-resident employee will come to the home 
and/or not more than one customer at a given moment. Mr. Elmore replied correct. Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that the home occupation shall be clearly incidental and secondary in 
the importance of the use of the home. Mr. Elmore correct.  Mr. Iafigliola stated the 
home occupation shall not occupy more than area equal to 15% of the dwelling unit. Mr. 
Elmore correct. Mr. Iafigliola stated that any activity, material goods, or equipment shall 
be carried on utilized or stored within the dwelling unit and should not be visible from 
any public way or adjacent property. Mr. Elmore correct. Mr. Iafigliola stated that the 
home occupation shall not create a nuisance by generating noise, odor, dust, vibrations, 
fumes, smoke, electromagnetic interference outside of the home. Mr. Elmore correct. 
Mr. Iafigliola stated to be clear on this particular criteria item, the applicant will be selling 
firearms but not discharging, there is no shooting range in the home.  Mr. Elmore replied 
that is correct he does not have a range.  Mr. Iafigliola stated nor does the applicant 
intend to have one.  Mr. Elmore replied nor does he want one. He also does not believe 
he can have one in Olmsted Falls.  Mr. Iafigliola continued with the 11 criteria items; 
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there is no structural alteration necessary, elevations, parking spaces, etc. Mr. Elmore 
replied none are needed.  Mr. Iafigliola stated you shall not interfere with off street 
parking.  Mr. Elmore that is correct he will not. Mr. Iafigliola stated that there is no 
variance required to the building code.  Mr. Elmore replied correct. Mr. Iafigliola stated 
the home occupation shall not constitute a fire hazard, there shall not be storage of 
hazardous combustible or flammable matter, accumulation of rubber or paper waste 
cartons, boxes, etc., such that they could be combined with use of public utilities … 
basically the home occupation shall not constitute a fire hazard.  He asked Mr. Elmore 
to explain how he would be storing these materials to eliminate this concern.  Mr. 
Elmore replied that he has a cellar 7 ft. x 3 ft. which is a cool dry area and will have 
limited amounts of ammunition.  He will have some for an individual who purchases a 
firearm to have one or two boxes available for them. The ammunition will be separate 
from any firearms. There is a smoke detector in this area in case there is any kind of 
incidents, as well as a carbon monoxide detector for immediate responses.  Mr. 
Iafigliola stated that the home occupation shall not cause an increase of public utilities, 
water, sewer, electric, sanitation, etc.  Mr. Elmore that is correct.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated the next topic states goods shall not be displayed or picked up by 
the customer at the site of the home occupation.  Mr. Smerigan replied that is the 
difference between Type “A” and Type “B.” In type “A” customers never come to the 
residence, with a Type “B” a customer can come to the residence which is why Mr. 
Elmore is a Type “B.”  Mr. Iafigliola stated that it is intrigant to his business to be able to 
have someone pick up goods that the customer is buying.  Mr. Smerigan replied that 
you can’t very well distribute a product without someone taking the product. The 
difference between a Type “A” and Type “B” is that “A” prohibits them from coming to 
the property and with a Type “B” they can.  The applicant is limited to how frequently 
that happens. Mr. Iafigliola continued with the 11 criteria and stated that the number of 
automobiles or trucks attracted to the premises shall not be greater than what is 
normally associated with residential uses.  Mr. Elmore replied correct.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola indicated that were the 11 topics of 1240.12 and we will now briefly go 
through 1264.05 titled Home Occupation Type “B” and states may be permitted as a 
conditional use such conditional use may be allowed provided that: 
 

(a) Type B home occupation can be conducted only in a single family or two family 
dwelling and does not interfere with the residential use by any non-applicant; Mr. 
Elmore replied that is correct.  

(b) One resident may only come to the home between the hours of 8AM and 9PM 
Monday – Saturday and 12 noon to 6PM on Sunday by pre-arrangement only; 
Mr. Elmore replied correct.   

(c) Off street parking meets the needs; Mr. Elmore replied that is correct. 
(d) Type “B” home occupation does not generate substantially more pedestrian or 

vehicular traffic than is generated by a residential use; Mr. Elmore replied yes.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve the Conditional Use of Planning & Zoning Case #05-
2021 a request made by Russell Elmore at 8477 Usher Road as submitted, on the 
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condition that the approval is subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal ATF and those 
rules and regulations as they may impose; Mr. Thompson seconded.   
 
During polling Ms. Hawkins stated that she is struggling with this. She understands what 
he wants to do but does not understand why there is not a storefront. She is just not a 
fan of arms and she has some concerns regarding firearms in a home because of the 
history of people being killed and children.  Poll: 6 ayes; 1 nay (Hawkins).  Motion 
carried.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that regarding Ms. Hawkins concerns he asked Mr. Elmore to give 
some assurance. Although Ms. Hawkins made some excellent points, basically the rules 
and regulations that Mr. Elmore is forced to comply with are much stricter than the 
average guy who either does not follow those rules or does not plan on having any 
transactional business so he senses that Mr. Elmore’s set up is quite frankly safer than 
maybe his neighbors.  Mr. Elmore stated that he appreciates that comment and is one 
of the reasons he got into this was education. He wants people to have access and 
possess any of these items but if they are going to possess them, he wants them to do 
it responsibly and be cautious and how to store one for the safety of everyone. This is 
one of his big concerns and is one of the reasons he started this so he does appreciate 
Ms. Hawkins voicing her concerns because that is also a big concern in our country.  
 
Ms. Jansen stated that her step-grandparents had an FFL and is wondering if it is still 
the same, at any time the applicant can get a knock at the door from the ATF and he 
has to let them in to inspect the property.  Mr. Elmore replied she was correct. The ATF 
can stop at any time, and they will go through every piece of paperwork he has, so he 
has to dot every “i” and cross every “t”.  The ATF will inspect everything that he has on 
site.  Ms. Jansen stated that she feels more comfortable and safer with this being in his 
home than a storefront because a storefront is usually left unmanned during the night 
hours so she actually feels like they are safer with him.   
 
COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT – Ms. Jansen stated that she finished going through all the 
pictures she took of the property files.  She also made a public records request for the 
agreements that the city has in place for the parking with the Community Church, 
Moosehead and Grand Pacific Junction and was told that we do not have any, which she 
was surprised to hear.  The clerk was able to give her the real estate purchase agreement 
that we have with the steakhouse and there is no reference to parking in that either.  From 
the street files she was able to find a warranty deed between the Community Church and 
the City from 1956. The church gave a portion of their land to the city with the stipulation 
that if it was not used as free parking or it was abandoned for a year or more it would revert 
back to the church, and that was all she found as far as agreements in place.   
 
She stated that Service Director Borczuch informed her that parking lots are resealed and 
marked about every three years. The cost for the lot between the church and Moosehead is 
between $2,500 and $3,100 each time; the lot behind the Junction is between $500 and 
$750; and the lot next to the steakhouse was last done in 2015 and was also part of a 
reconstruction and that cost was over $200,000. This gives you an idea of the costs for 
maintenance and upkeep.   
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In the street files she also found the permit when Mill River Plaza resurfaced their parking 
lot in 2004 and that was at a cost of $75,000.  
 
She stated that she has all of this typed up and semi-organized along with a lot of problems 
and solutions. What she keeps seeing over and over again in the meeting notes is that it 
sounds like this has been an issue for over 10years. Prior planning commission’s and 
building chiefs that we have had throughout the last decade have always said we need a 
comprehensive parking analysis done. She knows this is taking a long time to do but she is 
trying to be as comprehensive as possible so this does not have to be looked at again 
years from now and is something that we can add to and change as we go along and the 
years progress.  Researching other cities, she came across what is referred to as a 
determination of required parking spaces formula; so, she created an excel sheet using the 
building code for the different businesses that we have just downtown and how many 
spaces they would be required, if it was square footage or seats or employees per shift and 
you can have shared parking if your different hours or the historic stuff. There are lots of 
little asterisks where something could change. She believes the next step which she knows 
is going to be lengthy, we need to apply this formula to each business downtown so we 
know exactly how many parking spaces they are supposed to have, how many have been 
waived, how many are shared, and then get a total amount of all the parking spaces 
available downtown and assign them to each. Then we will know what parking spaces 
specifically were supposed to be shared between which two businesses. She stated that 
when she is looking at blueprints, the number of parking spaces she sees on a blueprint is 
different than the ones she can count on Google maps so there is the need to physically go 
and count the spaces. Another issue regarding how many spaces is available are the 
gravel parking lots without any markings. You only have those parking spaces when people 
are parking the right way. She went to the gravel lots about two weeks ago and with the 
way that the snow was plowed the gravel is pushed to the end of the lot and now there are 
mounds so those parking spaces are now lost. We definitely have room for improvement 
and organization and then after that is complete, we need to deal with the signage. She 
knows the Commission recently allowed Gibbs to share parking with the Wedding Garden 
but the sign says parking for Wedding Gardens and she thinks that is causing confusion 
too. People at Gibbs are being pointed around the corner and the sign says Wedding 
Gardens so they probably think they can’t park there. There is definitely stuff we can 
correct and address.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that it actually sounds like it goes back to 1956 when Ms. Jansen found 
the shared parking agreement obviously, they would not done it for any other reason.   
 
Ms. Jansen stated that she was not at the last Council meeting because she was on 
vacation, but did get to view the video. The two things that stuck out is, in case you haven’t 
heard the City is having a Memorial Day Parade this year so there is a lot of excitement 
and the other thing she thinks is ironic and funny is that a question was posed to Service 
Director Borczuch as to whether or not the snow plows were still attached to any of the 
trucks and he said there was one.   
 
OTHER BUSINESS:  Mr. Thompson stated that when he was first on the Commission the 
city had a building department and Mr. McLaughlin who was a certified building 
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administrator, he had no vote on the commission, but his comment to us was that the 
commission was the interpreter of the code. When we would get into discussions, he would 
say that the Commission has to decide what that code is; how you read it; how you 
interpret it and how you want to apply it. He brings this up because our job is not to try to 
get everyone to fit the code; our job is for them to apply and if they need a variance and it 
makes sense we say yes because it makes sense. He sat through meetings where they 
talked about percentages and square footage and if it makes sense we certainly try to 
accommodate the applicant and he has no issues with that.  But, if something is really far 
fetched the applicant needs to either make it fit our code we are not here to try and make it 
fit our code. If the code needs to be changed that is up to Council or we can make 
references to Council and say what isn’t working well and we need to make some changes. 
This is what the process has been over the 15 or 20 years that he has been involved with 
the city. We are not trying to ratify every applicant that makes an application and he does 
not think that has changed; our job is to know what the code is, understand the code, and 
see how the applicant fits or does not fit that code and vote accordingly which is what Ms. 
Hawkins did tonight and he appreciates her comments and understanding.   
 
The Commission will be diving into a new development plan and since we have not done 
any for quite a while and since it has changed since he was on planning, he would like to 
ask some questions.  Mr. Suhail had an informal discussion last meeting he has questions 
regarding Chapter 1260.07 because he does not understand a part of the code. He stated 
that in Section 1260.07(e) where it talks about minimum separation between buildings, 
there are three different sections and he does not understand what the difference is 
necessarily between the three. The minimum separation between buildings which Mr. 
Bemer referenced this last time, he has been studying it and read this section several times 
but all of them start out the same way. The section states in order to ensure reasonable 
privacy and separation of buildings individual buildings located with the MUTND shall be 
separated by the minimum distance as specified below: (1) single family detached 
dwellings shall be separated form each other by a minimum of 10 feet; (2) single family 
detached dwellings shall be a minimum of 30 feet from attached single family dwellings; he 
asked what is an attached single family dwelling.  Mr. Smerigan replied that would be a 
duplex, townhouse, anything where there is more than one dwelling unit in a building but 
each dwelling unit has a separate entrance directly to the exterior.  Mr. Thompson replied a 
duplex or townhouse.  Mr. Bemer replied anything with common wall.  Mr. Thompson 
stated it also states 40 feet from other habitable buildings does that mean any other type of 
building.  Mr. Smerigan stated for example, a multi-family building, a building where you 
have units stacking above each other, like an apartment building, instead of each unit 
having its own separate entrance and a common wall they share hallways and entrances. 
What we are saying is you have to be so far from another detached single family and so far 
from an attached single family and then so far from any type of multifamily building. Mr. 
Thompson replied that is what he thought but its better for the whole commission to hear 
this.  He stated that Mr. Suhail is proposing is 50-foot lots and buildings 10 feet apart but 
we don’t know for sure because he only presented a plat no information on the building, on 
50 foot lots you can’t build a very big building.  Mr. Smerigan stated that he is talking about 
single family detached units and would need to be in compliance with the separation 
between single family detached. He also has an obligation as part of his submission to give 
the Commission at least preliminary building plans and elevations so that we understand 
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what he intends to build. Mr. Thompson stated that he wants to make sure that everyone 
understands that which is why he was reading over the code. He believes that either Mr. 
Smerigan or Mr. Bemer mentioned that the Commission can decide what size the lot are 
but did not see that in the section.  Mr. Smerigan stated that there is no minimum lot size. 
Essentially the lot size is whatever the Commission sets. There is density and the way this 
code section is set up we allow all these different styles of dwelling units and even allow 
mixed use in a building; so, you could have a building with a coffee shop on the first floor 
and residences above it. That is why we do not have a minimum lot size.  The Commission 
approves a development plan and once that development plan is set that locks everything 
in; the Commission has a lot of flexibility in this district.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that he knows we are dealing with riparian setbacks but this did not 
mention riparian setbacks but does mention the river being 100 feet from the edge of the 
bank with an exception that 30% of that can be 50% from the bank. Mr. Smerigan replied 
correct. Mr. Thompson stated that the applicant would he need a variance for the 50%.  Mr. 
Smerigan replied that he needed a riparian setback variance, which is in different code 
section. Mr. Thompson stated that he wanted to make that clarification. Mr. Smerigan 
stated that the applicant was suggesting that if we are letting him go closer for a portion of 
the river frontage then it would make sense to match that with the riparian setback. 
Basically, he was trying to make a logic argument that it would make sense to match the 
two. Whether or not you agree with that is up to the Commission but that was what his 
approach was.  
 
Mr. Bemer stated that the MUTND zoning district is a modern phenomenon; it gives this 
Planning Commission huge discretion. There is a minimum of 15 acres but the Commission 
can waive that requirement and the standards are quite slight in terms of the Commission’s 
discretion. If you review 1260.02 it talks about the intent and the intent is one of greater 
density in residential living, but throughout the code you can see this also incorporates the 
mixed-use concept. This goes back to the old neighborhoods of having a drug store, candy 
store or butcher shop on the corner and is for future development.  As Mr. Smerigan stated 
this follows a planned development process and this should not be looked upon as 
individual lots but rather looked at as a planned development. He thinks the city is very 
fortunate with the model they have in terms of how these cases and applications are 
handled. The significant part is having Mr. Smerigan who is an expert in this field and had a 
significant hand in creating Chapter 1260. He stated that the Commission does not have to 
figure this out on their own, you have a City Planner who can explain things as to the why’s 
or wherefores of code provisions and a law director to help identify and maybe rationalize 
some of the paragraphs. One, example is what Mr. Iafigliola picked up on, in the section for 
home occupations there are 11 factors of Type B home occupation which clearly states 
there is not to be any customers. He believes that is a mistake and should say in Type A no 
customers, and when you have these problems where maybe something is not clear or 
contradictory you must look at all the paragraphs that are related all together and attempt to 
apply the language and make sense of the provisions. You do not just use one or the other 
you have to make sense of it and what you makes sense is exactly what Mr. Smerigan 
stated, we are only talking about Type B home occupations because you have to read the 
section above so you can see the distinction between the two of them. He stated that 
number 10 of those criteria items is not clear and frankly its contradictory, but when you 
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look at the preamble it is clear that they are only talking about Type A because the essence 
of Type B is allowing a customer to come to the home.  In the model that we have here 
which was changed by Charter provision in 2016 which eliminated the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. Traditionally a Board of Zoning Appeals is the last administrative appeal process 
before going to the Court of Common Pleas and without that you eliminate that 
administrative process but you have City Council. He is not a big fan of City Council being 
in that ultimate arbitrator position before it goes to Court because City Council does not do 
this. We have for example, Mr. Thompson who has been on the board for 10 years to get a 
handle on these issues, to tell City Council once every three years that they are going to 
get a case it becomes very difficult. Throughout all these issues the biggest thing isn’t so 
much that you have to interpret the code provisions because you have Mr. Smerigan but 
the biggest thing Planning Commission does is apply the standards and look at these 11 
factors exactly what Mr. Iafigliola goes through at meetings because you create a record. If 
someone wants to appeal and the court is looking into it and asked on what findings of fact 
did the Commission decide you can’t say you don’t know because they didn’t talk about 
anything the record is right there. These things maybe redundant but you have to do it. He 
stated that this is always a fascinating process and the more he looks he sees how this 
works and loves the fact that when you have variance request you have the same land use 
commission addressing both a project and a variance because they absolutely go hand in 
hand and from that standpoint, he thinks this is great.  
 
Mr. Thompson stated that this is kind of a big deal and a lot of the members on this 
Commission have not been through this process. He remembers sitting through the 
DiBenedetto project and most of it was approved in 2007 but then the economy changed 
and nothing happened and they lost their approvals. He remembers the Commission going 
through the planned development in great detail and there was a lot of discussion. The 
Commission reviewed the entire plan, the tree preservation plan, all the grading and the 
wetlands but it is up to the EPA and Army Corp of Engineers to determine what he can and 
can’t do but it does have a bearing on this project. We have a lot more latitude in 1260 now 
then when they proposed the DiBenedetto project, but he thinks we need to do our due 
diligence and not rush this through to make sure that we get a project that is going to reflect 
the neighborhood. He stated that the code states the MUTND needs 10% commercial or 
more and he does not know how that will work because a Starbucks isn’t going to locate on 
Columbia Road or a Panera because we do not allow drive thru’s, unless a variance is 
approved to allow a drive thru but that is not what Mr. Suhail is proposing. There was a 
reason our code does not allow drive thrus and that was to keep out a lot of the Burger 
King’s, McDonalds, Starbucks, and Panera’s, which were not around back when this was 
created by the early founders in the 70’s.  He wants to make sure that that the Commission 
does our due diligence.  He stated that Mr. Suhail is an architect and now developer, and 
from his experience most developer’s will give you as little as possible and try to get away 
with as much as they can and put in as many units as they can so they can be as profitable 
as they can because they are business people. We need to make sure that we get a project 
that our residents can live with and it reflects the neighborhood or the area. He does not 
have any great oppositions to the plans that were submitted other than up on Columbia 
Road which we talked about and believes we will discuss that further.  He is concerned 
about the density he is proposing and thinks we can work with that and thinks we can be 
flexible. The residents around that area are certainly familiar with this and they are not 
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opposed to the development but they do not have a whole lot of say but they do have 
concerns with the density. He knows that no one wants it in their backyard, but they had the 
opportunity to purchase the land for 20 years.  This Commission needs to make sure we do 
our due diligence and get a project that is going to reflect the city because this is in our 
downtown area and that is an important part of the city. He stated that nothing will happen 
until the construction begins, like the DiBenedetto project that has been out there for 15 
years and then all of a sudden everyone wants to know what is going on because someone 
broke ground and the bulldozers start coming in. 
 
Ms. Jansen asked if the Commission was limited to how many meetings we could have to 
come to a decision. Mr. Smerigan replied no.  Ms. Jansen asked if it would be a 
continuance or would we break it down into categories and then plan them that way. Mr. 
Smerigan stated that the Commission is going to take whatever time needed to get this 
development right and grant approval. Obviously, we cannot be unreasonable and say we 
are not going to hear this again for a year, but as long as we are moving forward and 
making progress to getting it resolved you can take whatever time is needed. He stated that 
Mr. Thompson makes an excellent point, we need to get these things right, if we make a 
mistake and it gets put into concrete it stays there for a long time. He knows that everyone 
gets focused on Columbia Road, but remember the city has a right-of-way in the back that 
connects to Eastern Star and connects to the north up to Metropolitan, that was put in a 
long time ago to be the parallel road to Columbia, it is closer to the river front and creates 
some opportunities and that is where the sanitary sewer was installed. If you remember 
when Ameriprint was before the Commission, the applicant wanted to put a driveway in and 
we said no because that connection is part of the Master Plan so it needs to be done right. 
Essentially, we are putting together a jigsaw puzzle, these are early pieces but they have to 
relate to the future pieces, and that is kind of an important thing. The Commission should 
not feel like rushed or pressured to do this quickly, you need to take your time and do a 
complete and thorough job.  
 
Mr. Bemer stated that in another community he represents it is not uncommon to have 
three or four informal discussions or pre-preliminary reviews because you have a lot of 
questions and clearly it is not going to be ready to go to a public hearing. It is not 
uncommon to indicate that you want certain issues addressed and then set the project for 
another informal review, that way when your ready for a public hearing the applicant has a 
thorough and complete project with a lot of the questions and issues already out of the way. 
The Commission members are the experts and can address a number of the questions that 
a normal citizen is going to present in a one time shot because you are processing the 
whole project.  He believes there were still a lot of questions for Mr. Suhail and he probably 
should come back for another informal discussion. For example, every time you want more 
information, they have to get their site drawings a little more exacting and they are going to 
have to start doing some meats and bounds because we need to see the 10 foot minimum 
separation, all the setbacks and the heights because those are important factors. This way 
there is not a three-day process with the public because the Commission has already 
processed a lot of it and gotten all those critical questions answered. 
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Mr. Iafigliola stated that he appreciates all of the discussion but believes we are getting 
close to the line.  The applicant came before the Commission for an informal discussion 
and is not present tonight, so when he comes back, we can pick this discussion up again.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that tonight’s applicant raised a concern about the meeting minutes that 
were previously approved and believes it would be appropriate to modify those to make 
them more accurately reflect what he said at the time.  Mr. Bemer stated that he has no 
issues with making that modification.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – Mr. Thompson moved to approve the minutes of April 7, 
2021; Ms. Jansen seconded.  Poll: 6 ayes; 0 nays; 1 abstain (Weber). Motion carried.  
 
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to modify the meeting minutes of March 17, 2021 to replace the word 
“tobacco” and replace with “ammunition” to make them more accurate; Mr. Weber 
seconded.  Poll: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: Mr. Iafigliola moved to adjourn; Mr. Thompson seconded.  Voice 
Vote: 7 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.    
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:33 p.m.  

              
Planning & Zoning Commission Clerk      Date 
 


