
CITY OF OLMSTED FALLS 
 PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION  

MINUTES  
MAY 17, 2017 

7:30 PM 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

  
 
Commission Members Present : Brett Iafigliola, Bob Sculac, Michelle Hawkins, Gary Pehanic, 
Fran Migliorino, and Tony Budak.  
 
Others Present: George Smerigan, Santo Incorvaia, Asst. Law Director, Mayor Ann Marie 
Donegan; and Myron Borcherds representing Chagrin Valley Engineering. Audience: 5  
 
Meeting was called to order at 7:32 p.m.  
 
1. Planning & Zoning Case # 07-2017 - A request by Selmer Meland, owner of 24085 
Briarpatch, PP# 291-30-062 for a rear yard setback variance of 7.5 feet to Section 1240.09(a) 
to install a replacement swimming pool 7.5 feet from the rear lot line 

 
Mr. Incorvaia administered the oath to Mr. Meland.  Mr. Meland indicated that his back yard 
backs up to a ravine and slopes down.  Mr. Smerigan stated that Mr. Meland is replacing a 
pool that has been in the same spot for a period of time and any impact was already 
experienced by adjacent property owners.  There is a substantial open are behind the property 
and he believes the impacts are minimal.  He has no objections.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola read an email from City Engineer Don Sheehy dated May 10, 2017 which states 
that he has no objections to either of the proposed variances.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve a rear yard setback variance of 7.5 feet to Section 1240.09(a) 
to install a replacement swimming pool 7.5 feet from the rear lot line; the variance is not 
substantial and the character of the nieghborhood would not substanitally be alterted; the 
variance would not adversely affect the delivery of government services and the applicant has 
indicated a hardship with the ravine and fenced in yard that exists; the variance would 
preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement and substantial justice would be done 
by granting the variance; Mr. Budak seconded.  Poll: 6 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
2.   Planning & Zoning Case # 08-2017 - A request by Dorothy Jackson, owner of 7619 
Columbia Road, PP# 281-05-012 for a variance of 1 foot to Section1240.09(a)(2) to permit the 
driveway width to be 13 feet and to widen the flare 3 feet on each side of the existing driveway 
apron. 
 
Mr. Incorvaia administered the oath.  Ms. Jackson stated that she believes Mr. Spinello, her 
neighbor, could explain the request better than her.  Mr. Spinello stated that Ms. Jackson 
currently has a 10 foot wide driveway which flares out to 16 feet at the street.  She would like 
to add three feet on each end to 18” at the city sidewalk.  Each time someone pulls into the 
driveway they go off into the mud which then pulls the mud onto the driveway and onto 252.  
The biggest concern is when you pull out of the driveway heading north or pulling in it is 
impossible to stay on the driveway.  Ms. Jackson stated that at this point she has mud and a 
mess on the east side of the driveway.  The side of the driveway apron has been gauged out  
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which filled with water during the last heavy rain and now the dirt has been washed onto the 
sidewalk.   
 
Mr. Smerigan indicated that the existing driveway is 10 feet wide and the request is to widen it 
1 ½ feet on each side.  She is permitted a 12 foot drive which means the only variance is one 
foot.  As far as the flare is concerned, you are permitted to flare your driveway at the street.  
He stated that Mr. Sheehy has reviewed the proposal and has no concerns.  The flare is 
located within the public right-of-way, which the city controls.  The question before the 
Commission is a 1 ½ foot request for the driveway.  This is not a substantial request and will 
not have any impact on the neighbor’s or delivery of public services.  He sees no issues with 
this request.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked if Mr. Spinello believes this request will be wide enough for what is needed.  
Mr. Spinello stated that he is more concerned about Ms. Jackson’s safety pulling in and out of 
the drive.  She is currently 85 years old and still drives and he wants to make sure this is a 
safe situation for her.  He believes that three feet on each side of the driveway would make the 
drive 22 feet wide at the road, but stated that if an additional 6” could be granted that would be 
appreciated.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to approve the request by Dorothy Jackson owner of 7619 Columbia 
Road for a variance of two (2) feet pursuant to section 1240.09(a)(2) to permit the driveway 
width to be 14 feet and widen the flare three (3) feet on each of the existing driveway; the 
variance is not substantial and the character of the neighborhood will not be substantially 
altered; the delivery of government services would not negatively be affected; the variance is 
within the guidelines of the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement; substantial justice would 
be done in granting the variance; Mr. Sculac seconded.  
 
Mr. Spinello asked if it would be reasonable to request 24 feet at the sidewalk.  Ms. Jackson 
stated that her property is within the historic district and believes that sometimes those 
requirements are stronger which she understands.  But, if nothing is done with the driveway it 
will not be in the best interest of the historic district and eventually because of her age she will 
have to sell the property.  If the driveway remains the same it could affect the selling price of 
her home.  Mr. Iafigliola stated are no curbs on 252 (Columbia Road).   
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to modify the above motion to adjust the previous dimensions which 
would not be 24” wider at the sidewalk and 4 foot wider along 252, on each side; Mr. Sculac 
seconded the modification.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that on the drawing the 18” would be stricken and replaced with 24”; the 3 
feet would be stricken and replaced with 4 feet making the total to 24 feet at 252.  Across the 
applicant’s property is would be 14 feet.    Poll:  6 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
3. Review of Ordinance 70-2016 “AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING CHAPTER 1469 OF THE 
CODIFIED ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF OLMSTED FALLS TO ESTABLISH EROSION 
AND SEDIMENT CONTROL AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY” 
(Council is requesting that Planning & Zoning Review and submit comments, if any, prior to 
their adoption) 
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Mr. Myron Borcherds introduced himself and stated that he is representing Chagrin Valley 
Engineering.  Mr. Borcherds indicated that this document is amending the current Chapter 
1469.  He stated that Olmsted Falls is part of the Ohio EPA MS-4 area.  The city’s ordinance 
has to be either the same or stronger as the permit.  The general construction permit issued by 
the EPA to any development that disturbs more than an acre of land or under storm water 
pollution prevention plan to be incorporated.  The reason this is before the city is due to a 
mandate by the EPA as part of the City’s MS-4 permit.  These rules guide the developer or any 
person disturbing more than an acre of land as to how to manage the storm water on the 
property for pre and post development and also managing the erosion, meaning the sediment 
and other pollutants that is leaving the site and entering the water way and Lake Erie, which is 
our drinking source.  
 
He stated that every five years the EPA renews its permit with every community in the State of 
Ohio and is a national permit.  Under the current permit the EPA wants communities to begin 
working towards implementing programs to address the total daily maximum load. This is a 
way for the EPA to measure the pollutants in the river.  The City drains to the Rocky River and 
the river has gone through the process with the U.S. EPA developing their total daily maximum 
load program.  It has not been endorsed by the U.S. EPA as of yet.  He has included those 
updates in the proposal amendment in order to prevent the city from having to update again 
once the endorsement is received.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola asked if the City’s amendment is different than any of the other communities Mr. 
Borcherds has updated.  Mr. Borcherds indicated that Olmsted Falls’ is all in one chapter.  
Most communities have a sediment and erosion and a comprehensive storm water chapter.  
The language is the same as it has to adhere to the construction permit.   
 
Mr. Smerigan indicated that this amendment is similar to what happens with the statewide 
building code.  The City of Olmsted Falls, under a state statute, adopts a state building code, 
we are permitted to make minor tweaks to the code.  This is the same situation, the State of 
Ohio entered into an agreement with federal EPA that they would enforce this mandate relative 
to storm water.  They then mandated that every community in the state, that holds an MS-4, 
would comply and follow a certain set of guidelines.  The City does not have a choice, we have 
to develop or we are in violation of state statutes.  You can change who is responsible for 
enforcement and those types of things within the city but for the most part you will follow the 
same set of rules as everyone else due to the fact that we are required by the state to do that.  
The proposed document presented to Council and the Planning & Zoning Commission is 
standard set of rules that we have to adopt but in a format that fits with the rest of the Olmsted 
Falls Codified Ordinances, which is why it is different than other communities.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that under 1469.10(b) states “the following activities shall submit an 
abbreviated SWP3 storm water prevention plan” (2) “additions, accessory buildings, pads, 
landscaping or driveway.”  For example, a resident requests an extension of minimal square 
footage to their driveway, would they be required to go through the above process.  Mr. 
Borcherds stated that the law states one acre of more of a disturbance, but, in this example 
there is less of an acre, the reason for the abbreviated SWP is when the applicant obtains their 
building permit for the driveway, the applicate has to draw something showing where the 
structure will be placed and show that they will seed and straw the disturbed area.  This will  
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prevent the sediment from running off into the road and down into the storm water basin and 
creek.  Mr. Iafigliola indicated that under letter (c) it does state that activities under a 10th of an 
acre are not required to submit a SWP plan or abbreviated SWP plan unless required.   
 
Mr. Borcherds indicated that the wetlands are our own natural storm water management tool 
which is why the communities downstream are all having major flooding issues and we are 
trying to fix those with infrastructural money.  If we protect our natural resources that act as 
natural infrastructure to help manage flooding then we don’t have to build a big basin or dredge 
it every 10, 15 or 20 years.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that 1469.13(b) “single family and multi family residential development” the 
first line states “a homeowners association shall be created” as opposed to a normal street that 
each individual homeowner owns.  This seems to force a developer to create a homeowners 
association.  Mr. Borcherds stated that a homeowners association is a legal body that under 
Ohio law can disband.  The reason this has been added for a single/multi family residential 
development is because if the development has a storm water basin, either for quality or 
quantity of water, there needs to be an entity to owns the storm water infrastructure.  Also new 
is an operation and maintenance agreement. This agreement will be between an entity and the 
city. For example, if you drive around you will see ponds with cattails that have never been 
maintained.  From a municipal point of view, if this storm water infrastructure should fail it could 
become a public health and safety matter which is why we have a third entity form that will own 
the infrastructure.  For example, if the structure is a wet basin every quarter somebody will 
walk around and make sure the outlet is not clogged or the bank is not failing and once a year 
someone will walk around the basin to make sure the banks are secure.  If the third party 
disbands for some reason or maintenance is not completed then the city has legal authority, 
through and easement, to inspect the structure, make any repairs needed and work out a 
payment mechanism with the residents whom own the basin.  Mayor Donegan stated that a 
good example is the basin located in the Township that affects residents on Brentwood.  This 
basin was not maintained and there is no owner of record, trees were growing in it and over 
the years the city has had to clean out the basin but have had no recourse to collect 
maintenance reimbursements.  Mr. Iafigliola asked why form a homeowner’s association; why 
not just place ownership of the basin to the public entity?  Mr. Borcherds stated that he 
believes the people whom own the basin will maintain that basin, the agreement is in place if 
the association fails.  Mr. Incorvaia stated that this maintenance agreement and association is 
formed to remove the liability from the city.  Someone has to be responsible as part of the 
federal standards.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that regarding the cut and fill slopes language it states “the minimum final 
unreinforced soil slope with have a horizontal to vertical ration of 2:1;” and believes that the 2:1 
is pretty flat of an area and would suggest 3:1.  Mr. Borcherds indicated that he would make 
that change and does prefer the 3:1.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the storm water basin’s pool geometry states that the minimal length to 
width ratio for a pond is 3:1 and would like to know why the dimensions could not be changed 
if the property allows.  Mr. Borcherds replied flow path, the reason for the minimum of 3:1 
because you want the stream to run through the basin and drop out the pollutants. Mr. Iafigliola  
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suggested adding the reason for the ratio is the flow path.  Mr. Borcherds suggested adding 
the language “per the Ohio Rainwater and Land Use Manual.”   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that under the “emergency spillway” section there is language about it 
passing the 25 year design storm flow and he is assuming that is a standard, which strikes him 
as low.  If there is a spillway and an emergency spillway shouldn’t the emergency be more 
than the principal.  Mr. Borcherds indicated that the emergency spillway should be 100 year 
storm water and indicated that he would make that change.  
 
Willis Boyer, 10 Fairwood Drive, Moreland Hills, Ohio stated that he owns Kids First 
Learning Center which is attached to the administration building.  He stated that he owns 
detention ponds and have built them and the state EPA has specific rules on how detention 
basins are to be built, why would the City need to have its own.  Mr. Borcherds stated because 
the state relies on the city to enforce their rules, the EPA does not have inspectors in each 
community inspecting basins.  That is why the city’s rules, per the permit that the city owns, 
have to be the same or better that the Ohio EPA.  Mr. Boyer asked why the city would need to 
have rules at all.  Mr. Smerigan indicated that the city is mandated by the state. Instead of 
enforcing these regulations the state has mandated that every community adopt these 
regulations so the community can enforce them.  For example, if a developer does something 
wrong rather than go after the developer the EPA would come to the city and inform them that 
the city would need to go after the developer.    
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to recommend adoption of Ordinance 70-2016, which amends Chapter 
1469 as it pertains to Erosion and Sediment Control with the following modifications:  

(1) Under cut and fills slopes the minimum shall be 3:1 a change from 2:1; 
(2) Under letter W, storm water basins, item one pool geometry should read “per the Ohio 

Rainwater and Land Use Manual,” which governs the design of the flow path; 
(3) Item #6, titled Emergency Spillway should read “the emergency spillway shall have a 

100 year design storm capacity” striking “25 year design”; Mr. Pehanic seconded.  
 
Poll: 6 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
COUNCIL LIAISON REPORT:  Mr. Sculac stated that the administration building is in the 
process of getting a roof replacement.  Council is looking into a couple of different ways to 
purchase two new police vehicles.  The basement area is being remodeled as the Christians in 
Action Foodbank will be moving in.  He asked Mayor Donegan if the library agreement had 
been signed.  Mayor Donegan indicated that the library property will be applying for a lot 
split/consolidation within the next couple of weeks.  She indicated that there is a lot of 
developing that will be happening besides Mr. Boyer’s property, there could be a development 
across from the fire station, and the last part of Falls Pointe will be under development.  Mr. 
Sculac stated that the Equalization Board for the Phase V sewer project will meet on May 31st 
to hear the objections that were filed.  
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

1.   Correspondence from Olmsted Industrial Park, LLC requesting reconsideration of 
Planning & Zoning Case # 06-2017 
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Mr. Iafigliola stated that he would like Mr. Incorvaia to give the Commission options.  Mr. 
Incorvaia stated that the options are to make note that the correspondence has been received 
and move on to the next agenda item; the second there can be a discussion among the 
members; the third option is to give the public the opportunity to speak regarding 
correspondence; the fourth option is if the Commission wants to make a decision or put the 
item on the next Planning & Zoning Commission’s agenda, you would need a motion to move 
forward.  Lack of a motion would mean a presumption that the item would not be on the next 
agenda.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the reason the applicant is coming back, according to the 
correspondence he received, is that he has taken some issues with the motion and action 
taken at the last meeting.  Mr. Incorvaia agreed.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the Commission has received correspondence from Mr. Boyer’s 
attorney.  There is also an email addressed to him dated Thursday, May 11, 2017 and for the 
record Mr. Boyer’s letter dated May 11, 2017, is addressed to Ms. Mancini.  Mr. Boyer 
indicated that he sent his original letter the same time as his attorney.  Mr. Iafigliola indicated 
that he would permit Mr. Boyer to speak as to the correspondence and then move forward with 
the Commission’s options.  
 
Mr. Boyer indicated that his letter addresses the issues that concern him.  Clearly, if he and 
Mr. Smerigan would have realized there was going to be discussion he would have been 
present.  He has been trying to get this property development for 17 years and it has been one 
road block after another, some of it coming from the neighbors who haven’t been paying the 
taxes and sewer assessments or the hundreds of thousands of dollars he has spent on 
engineering feasibility studies, market studies, and legal studies.  Nonetheless, they seem to 
take a proprietary interest in his property as if it were there’s and dictate what he can and 
cannot do.  It was most embarrassing for him to discover that Mr. Eichenberg, who was on the 
Planning Commission recently, wanted nothing more than just to buy some of the land next to 
his property and sent him numerous letters, which he did disclose and nothing improper was 
done.  But, it made it difficult for him to present to the Planning Commission when one of the 
members recused himself because he wanted to buy purchase some property.   
 
Mr. Eichenberg indicated that sent the letters, which he has copies of, were sent in March 
when he was no longer on Planning Commission. He indicated that he would give the 
Commission copies.  Mr. Iafigliola stated with all due respect, that he understands but would 
like Mr. Boyer to finish, and then Mr. Eichenberg could comment.   
 
Mr. Boyer replied that he also has letters and it made it a very embarrassing situation, which 
he did disclose to the law director.  He stated that Mrs. Nicki Sackman spent a lot of time 
talking about wanting a much bigger buffer along the north property line.  The new code the 
city has enacted, 1218, requires any property owner to deliver a tree preservation and 
management plan that indicates a tree canopy area of a certain percentage and in his case it 
would be 25%.  He submitted a plan that conformed with the understanding that that was what 
was necessary.  In its conduct of the last meeting the Planning Commission raised the 
minimum from 25% to 40% by requiring the 100 foot buffer.  Our position is the Planning 
Commission, under the code, should either approve or disapprove his plan.  We believe our  
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plan conformed to the code and therefore should be approved.  We do not believe the 
Planning Commission, at this stage, has the authority to amend our plan given that he was not 
present and apologized for not being in attendance but, had he known there was going to be 
any discussion he would have been present.  Secondly, this property is a certified state forest. 
He met with the state forester last week and had the property re-certified.  The state forester is 
somewhat amazed by the city’s tree ordinance preventing owners of certified forests from 
harvesting their trees.  There are three other communities in this area that do it, North 
Royalton, Walton Hills and Gates Mills, and as he understands it there may be brewing a class 
action from the various property owners that are affected by this throughout northeast Ohio 
against these restrictive ordinances that prevent property owners from harvesting trees in a 
state forest.  We have sold the trees on our property, which we have the right to do. The trees 
will be harvested by a recognized reputable firm.  After harvesting, we will plow the land, plant 
hay, and prepare it to be an agricultural field until we develop the property.  We submitted a 
development plan on July 22, of 2015, which was well received, a Planning Commission 
meeting was held on September 9, of 2015, however, the city never acted.  In the meantime 
the property was rezoned to MUTND.  Mr. Iafigliola asked what the city did not act on and the 
date.  Mr. Boyer replied September 9, 2015 a public hearing was held but the Planning 
Commission never acted despite our keen interest in proceeding under a draft ordinance that 
Mr. Smerigan prepared which ultimately was passed last May in a different format.  
Nonetheless, our development plan remains more or less the same and so our tree 
management plan conformed to that in generalities.  We understand that there will be a great 
deal of additional tree canopy property once the final development plans are done and the 
landscape plans are done.  This plan includes a little over the minimum in the 25% tree canopy 
area.  Now, it works a real hardship for us to try and harvest the trees in stages. The company 
he is using does a very professional job, and have upwards of a million dollars worth of 
equipment. We have entered into a contract with them but was postponed. We do not want to 
get into a lawsuit with the city over whether we have the right to harvest trees on our state 
forest, that is not where we are headed by any means, but there is a conflict between the city’s 
ordinances and the state forestry laws.  We would request that the Planning Commission 
reconsider this request and give consideration to the following: the property owners who are 
concerned about wanting an additional buffer and suggesting that we put a thinner buffer on 
the south and a wider buffer on the north are not the property owners of this property; they 
should not have the right to tell him what to do with his property particularly after 17 years of 
paying taxes and sewer assessments. Now is a good time to think about development, we 
have cleared a lot of the obstacles out of the way and spent 12 years in a lawsuit. He 
respectfully requests that the Commission reconsider the request.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola indicated that his intent is not to take any further testimony or comments tonight, 
in his opinion, or to address or reverse any decision without it properly being published.  If Mr. 
Eichenberg would like to address specifically what Mr. Boyer stated he will give him the 
opportunity to speak. Now, his first question for Mr. Boyer is why does he want to appeal to 
Planning Commission to reconsider and not directly to Council.  Mr. Boyer replied that it was 
Planning Commission’s decision and we think that is the appropriate way; if Planning doesn’t 
want to reconsider then of course he will go to Council.  Mr. Iafigliola indicated that he is within 
his right to do either option; the only reason he is asking is that Planning Commission vetted 
the issue and asked if Mr. Boyer feels that he would present additional evidence that would 
change the course as it might be in Mr. Boyer’s interest to just appeal directly to Council, both  



Page -8- 
PC Minutes (Approved) 
May 17, 2017  
 
 
are within his rights and he is not trying to sway him either way just trying to understand.  Mr. 
Boyer replied that we think errors were made at the Planning Commission and would like the 
Planning Commission to reconsider for that reason. If Planning Commission sticks to its 
decision and wants to add 15% to the canopy area by holding back on what we can clear then 
we think that is out of bounds and we will go to Council.  He thinks that is not in the code and 
not provided for and not at this stage. We don’t think what the Planning Commission did is 
legal at this stage; it might be legal under a BZA action but not at the initial application stage.  
Mr. Iafigliola stated that the Commission will not address or debate Mr. Boyer’s comments 
tonight because we know his opinion but we have paid experts that evidently have a different 
opinion.  Mr. Iafigliola stated that along the property are posted no trespassing signs and 
asked Mr. Boyer if he would give written permission for the Commission members to walk the 
property on the northern edge.  Mr. Boyer replied that he would give consent.  Mr. Iafigliola 
stated that Mr. Boyer provided written correspondence, in terms of the two letters one more 
detailed than the other, and tonight has made specific mention of a few items that he felt were 
in error.  He is not opposed to the Planning Commission reconsidering the item on a separate 
agenda.  The reason he is leaning in that direction is because if Mr. Boyer did appeal to 
Council and perhaps as the Chairman he would be summoned to speak and then he would 
essentially represent the Commission without the other members being present.  Having said 
that, it makes more sense to have the Commission hear the arguments at the next meeting 
and then make the decision to modify, accept Mr. Boyer’s arguments 100%, or take no action.   
 
Mr. Incorvaia stated that there is no right for reconsideration under Planning Commission it is 
an option, the Planning & Zoning Commission can agree to reconsider or not.  There is a right 
to an appeal and certainly the applicant can appeal to Council.  Finally, he would say that it is 
not a requirement of the Planning Commission Chair to appear before Council to explain 
Planning Commission’s decision the record will speak for itself.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated if the Commission was to move forward with a reconsideration we are 
under no obligation to change our original decision.  Mr. Incorvaia replied that was correct.  He 
did suggest that the applicant consider filing the appeal as he is concerned that the appeal 
time may run out by the time the reconsideration is heard by Planning Commission.  There 
could be an argument made that the reconsideration on the agenda of the Planning & Zoning 
Commission holds that time but that’s a legal argument.  
 
Mr. Iafigliola stated that Mr. Boyer may wish to consider clarifying, in writing, exactly what he 
feels was in error as he made several of those verbal arguments so the commission can 
address the written comments only.   
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to place the docket item 06-2017 on the next regularly scheduled 
Planning & Zoning Commission agenda which will be June 7, 2017; the purpose of that will be 
to review written comments provided by the applicant as such received in time to be included 
in our packet; these comments are necessary to be in time so that Mr. Incorvaia, Mr. Smerigan 
and Mr. Sheehy all have proper time to respond to those comments and if we do not have 
those comments he would suggest that the Planning Commission does not place the item on 
the agenda; Ms. Hawkins seconded.  
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Mr. Iafigliola stated that if the comments are not received in writing we will delay the meeting.  
He stated that Mr. Boyer needs to enunciate why he believes the Commission was in error.   
 
William Eichenberg, 26549 Cranage Road stated that the Chairman, Ms. Migliorino, Mr. 
Pehanic and Mr. Budak knows that each time this issue was on an agenda he would recuse 
himself because he has been writing to the property owners from Dairy Pak, Champion up 
through Mr. Boyer and left the room. There was a sign that stated land for sale so he called the 
number on the sign and met Mr. Boyer at Clementine’s. Again, each time this was on a 
Planning or BZA agenda he would recuse himself.  Mr. Iafigliola replied that he did.  Mr. 
Eichenberg continued indicating that he told everyone he had been writing to the owners.  He 
has two receipts for those letters and Mr. Boyer just whispered to him that he has letters as 
well. The first place he called regarding the property said that he represented the city.  Mr. 
Iafigliola indicated that he does not think it is appropriate to discuss at tonight’s meeting, as we 
will have another meeting.  Mr. Eichenberg stated that wrote the letters after he was off the 
board and did recuse himself. He stated if someone has a for sale sign up you write letters to 
determine if you could purchase property. 
 
Mary Ann Dybol – Mr. Eichenberg is her brother.  She stated that she is a long time resident of 
Olmsted Falls but now lives in Fairview.  She grew up on Cranage Road and her family has 
owned property there since 1910.  She heard her brother’s name being dismerged this evening 
and she would like to say if there is a person in this room with more upright, moral, 
outstanding, interested in Olmsted Falls she would like that person to stand up.   
 
Poll: 6 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  Mr. Sculac moved to approve the Planning & Zoning 
Commission minutes of May 3, 2017, as amended; Mr. Budak seconded.  Poll: 6 ayes; 0 
nays.  Motion carried. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mr. Iafigliola moved to adjourn; Mr. Budak seconded.  Poll: 6 ayes; 0 nays. Motion carried.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:38 p.m.  
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