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ARC – November 2, 2020 Reviews 

 
ARC-20-16 – Michael Sapp & Anthony Umina, 1688 Pebblecreek Road/Fox Hollow Lane – Estates of 

Bath Phase II, preliminary site plan of subdivision, R-2. 

 

Zoning Comments: Property is located on the west side of N. Hametown Road, approximately 2,100’ 

south of the N. Hametown Road and Rock Ridge Lane intersection.  The property is also adjacent to the 

south end of Fox Hollow Lane.  The property is surrounded by single-family residences. The site is currently 

undeveloped.  The site slopes mainly to the south and there is a riparian setback towards the southern 

property line.  The major subdivision requires Conditional Use approval from the Board of Zoning Appeals.  

 

Mr. Anthony Umina and David Lewis (President of Lewis Land Professionals) presented to the 

Commission a proposal to subdivide the property which is known as Estates of Bath Phase II.  The 

subdivision includes the reconfiguration of an existing lot in the Estates of Bath Phase I and Parcel 0407377.  

The subdivision includes 6 lots (3 new ones being created) and the extension of Fox Hollow Lane into a 

permanent cul-de-sac. Mr. Lewis stated they looked at different scenarios to extend the cul-de-sac further 

down into property. however, they felt this was the best situation, creating the least impact to the land, to 

the neighbors, doesn’t require tree clearing as it is an open field and would create three highly desirable 

estate lots. Mr. Lewis shared that the applicant will be building his home on the larger of the three lots. 

They felt that this will be a nice addition to the neighborhood with minimal impact to any of the neighbors. 

 

Mr. Lewis mentioned that the assistant for the county engineering office suggested a possible connection 

from the cul-de-sac over to Pebblecreek drive, crossing the ravine. He said that was looked at years ago and 

the slopes are too steep, and actually fall within the severe steep range, as well as, the riparian setback. Due 

to the topography in the steep slopes that would wipe out about 100-foot swath of trees. 

 

Mr. Funk clarified that the meeting Mr. Lewis was talking about was a meeting they had today with Summit 

County Planning Commission and Summit County Engineers to do a preliminary review of this proposal. 

One of the items that came out of the meeting, as Mr. Lewis was saying, was the county was questioning 

whether there could be some type of connection from the one subdivision to the other. Mr. Funk shared that 

when Estates of Bath was originally platted that was a conversation that was brought up but ultimately it 

was decided we did not want to see a connection, so there was no sub road put in at that point in time. And 

the only reason was to provide more than one ingress and egress to the subdivision. 

 

Mr. Lewis shared, that on a previous development, he had looked at the possibility of doing this before but 

the Township, as well as the Planning Commission, came to the same conclusion that it is not an appropriate 

place to cross with the street. As for the Township should be concerned, he stated the cul-de-sac provides 

a permanent, good turnaround for any emergency vehicles, moving trucks, etc.  It terminates the street in a 

proper way rather than the little T turn that is there now. This way the Township gains very little pavement 

to maintain, as far as plowing or salting. 

 

Mr. Boltz wanted clarification on the existing conditions of the property. Mr. Lewis explained that the 

existing condition is just a large, 22 acres of vacant wooded area and meadow. The cul-de-sac shown on 

the site plan is not currently there; the road ends in a “T shape”. Mr. Lewis clarified that the three properties 

would have frontage on the cul-de-sac. Mr. Boltz asked about a road connector to Hametown and Mr. Lewis 

explained that when the property owners split it, there were three heirs to the property, and they split the 

original lot into thirds and that’s how they created the back one third of the property. Mr. Funk shared that 

was their required frontage needed per the zoning resolution. In this subdivision, there is one lot off of 

Pebblecreek that the applicant is reconfiguring into two lots, then there will be three lots on the cul-de-sac 

of Fox Hollow and the additional lot which runs along Hametown.  Mr. Chairman asked how many acres 

were on the Hametown lot and it was believed to be about three. Regarding riparian issues, Mr. Funk saw 

some wetlands there and a riparian area on the back of it. Applicant confirmed that this is not a lot that will 

be developed right now but could be in the future.   
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Mr. Chairman asked for an explanation on the reconfiguration of the lots on the site plan. Mr. Lewis stated 

that the lot on Pebblecreek is currently 6 acres and, the original 22-acre parcel where the cul-de-sac is 

proposed, actually has a portion that crosses a ravine onto those lots. Basically, they are dividing the rear 

property lines to be closer to the ravine; it is a reshuffling of land back and forth between the 2-acre parcel 

and the existing lot.  The result is the two lots being proposed on Pebblecreek and one lot on the cul-de-sac. 

Mr. Lewis stated this will clean all the lots up nicely because you can’t really utilize the property on the 

other side of the ravine. When lot 36 is reconfigured, the lots are proposed at 2.5 acres and the one above 

will be 2.9 acres. He also explained that this configuration would allow future lot owners to put their septic 

systems on the moderate sloping ground the steep slope in the back would not be disturbed and would have 

a view of the ravine. 

 

Mr. Weber commented that he sees a lot of moving parts and recommended additional presentation(s) that 

identify the riparian and steep slope. He also suggested that the reconfigured lots be identified as an overlay 

to it. Lastly, with regard to the Summit County comment of earlier, maybe an aerial photograph showing 

the amount of impact that a road from Fox Hollow across to Pebblecreek is going to create, would help in 

the presentation.   With regard to storm water, Mr. Funk shared they did have some preliminary conversation 

earlier. It seems it is up in the air whether they do some type of central stormwater system for the whole 

development or if they do stormwater on an individual, home by home, basis. Mr. Chairman asked when 

they would have Summit County’s approval and Mr. Funk stated the county will probably have it ironed 

out prior to the Commissions’ approval. 

 

Mr. Chairman stated we will treat this like a work session, where you get the Commissions input, because 

you really don’t have everything completed, but are working towards it.  Mr. Umina shared that they will 

work together on and agree on the detention basin issue.  Mr. Lewis said they would be fine either way it 

is decided. Mr. Leppo suggested that they do one central stormwater pond with the contours and Mr. Umina 

stated he agreed and that is why he made the comment to Stephanie from the County.  Mr. Leppo also stated 

that extending the Lane over to Pebblecreek would be such a disruption to everything; this is a rural area 

and not a suburb. Mr. Smock was in agreement as was Mr. Weber and Mrs. Smith.  The Commission 

members were good with the applicant tying up the loose ends, to provide further clarification, prior to a 

vote being taken.  Mr. Umina interjected, stating he appreciates everything the Commission has said. He is 

simply trying to get this project done in a timely manner and asked what it means for him if the Commission 

does not vote today. 

 

Mr. Chairman explained today will be considered a planning meeting. Overall, the Commission is, in 

general, in agreement with the approach.  He asked for Mr. Umina to bring back we would like to see a 

correct re-plat of the lots and the answers from Summit County; knowing that we all agree there’s no reason 

to have a bridge or to connect. Mr. Chairman stated that the sooner the applicant gets back to the 

Commission, the sooner a vote can be taken.  In addition, Mr. Boltz recommended to clearly delineate the 

riparian setback.  Mr. Umina asked, with regards to Summit County asking him to hook up the two 

developments by a road, is the Commission not in agreement?  Mr. Chairman clarified that this Commission 

does not deem it necessary to put in the connection from subdivision to subdivision.   

 

Applicant agreed to table and return with the necessary documents. 

 

November 9, 2020 – Mr. Jason Brenner, Lewis Land Professionals, forwarded the necessary documents 

for the Commission’s review. Votes received via email. Roll Call: Mr. Smock, Mr. Leppo, Mr. Weber and 

Mr. Boltz.  Vote 4 – 0 to approve the subdivision site plan. 

 

ARC-20-18 – Amy Noble of Ellet Sign, for DSW Shoes, 3893 Medina Road, sign review, B-2. 

 

Zoning Comments: The site contains a multi-tenant building known as West Market Plaza and the 

replacement sign conforms to the Board of Zoning Appeals approval. 
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Ms. Amy Noble presented to the Commission a proposal to replace the existing wall sign for DSW.  The 

new sign is 15’ 8” x 6’ 5.75” – 101.5 square foot and is internally illuminated.  Ms. Noble stated that it is a 

replacement sign and modifications are being done to the façade. They will be installing new, internally 

illuminated LED channel letters - “DSW” and the tagline “Designer Shoe Warehouse”. Ms. Noble stated 

there will be perforated vinyl behind the faces so they will be white at night and black during the day.  

 

The Commission members thought the sign looked cleaner and they were fine with it.  Ms. Noble shared 

that the old sign has been removed, façade work has begun and all surfaces are being repainted. 

 

Motion to approve as presented, by Mr. Smock; seconded by Mr. Boltz.  Roll Call: Mr. Weber, Mr. Smock, 

Mr. Leppo and Mr. Boltz. Vote 4 – 0 to approve. 

 

ARC-20-19 – Mr. Louie Zavarelli, Faith Family Church, 4200 Granger Road, site plan review, R-2. 

 
Zoning Comments: Property is located on the southwest corner of the Granger Road and Crystal Lake 

Road intersection.  The property is surrounded by single-family homes and is currently used as a church.  

The site is relatively flat and there is a flood plain with a riparian setback to the south of the existing church.  

The parking lot requires variance approval for a reduction in the riparian setback and to exceed the permitted 

impervious surface area in the front yard. 

 

Mr. Louie Zavarelli presented to the Commission a proposal to construct a new parking lot to the east of 

the church building adjacent to Crystal Lake Road, with a portion of the parking lot being located within 

the riparian setback.  He then introduced Mike Vale, the engineer from Hammond Tree and Associates, to 

discuss the new parking lot layout. Mr. Vale informed the Commission that there is currently 92 parking 

space on the west and the north of the church, with a seating capacity of 200 seats within. Pre-COVID, the 

church was exceeding their available parking and had to bus people in. They are proposing to expand the 

handicap parking on the north side of the building from two spaces to six spaces. They will add 58 new 

parking spaces on the east side of the building, and south of that parking they will add a little bit more 

asphalt to make an existing area viable for parking for another 10 spaces. That will bring the total spaces 

164 spaces.  

 

Mr. Vale presented that the new parking area is not in the riparian setback, but that it is actually outside of 

the 75-foot riparian setback, but it is within the 100-foot floodplain. Mr. Funk informed Mr. Vale, that per 

the zoning code, when you have that floodplain, our riparian setback extends to the edge of the floodplain. 

Mr. Vale stated about the lower third of the new parking would be within 100-year floodplain. He presented 

the interior landscaping, per the requirements, and the streetscape buffers along the edges of the new parking 

on the east and on the handicap expansion on the north.  Mr. Vale shared that currently there is no site 

lighting within the parking lot and they are proposing to add some within the existing parking lot and the 

new parking lot.  The light poles are a maximum of 15 feet in height, meeting the requirements. 

 

Discussion ensued from the Commission members with Mr. Weber asking many questions, stating that our 

code calls for one space per four seats in the sanctuary.  He felt that this was a huge footprint of parking in 

a Residential District and doesn’t understand why so much is needed. Secondly, off street lighting within 

this sets an uncalled-for precedent.  In summary, he doesn’t agree with the quantity of the parking 

calculations and feels the amount of asphalt is completely off base.  Mr. Boltz and Mr. Smock agreed with 

Mr. Weber. 

 

Mr. Boltz asked what the percentage of open space is to impervious surface area in this proposal and Mr. 

Vale stated for the new area they’re proposing 16.5% of the area as green space. He did not do a calculation 

for the entire site. Mr. Leppo noted that the western edge falls into a little cliff and inquired if they planned 

to build a retaining wall to keep it in. Mr. Vale stated that they are not expanding the footprint on the western 

edge, they are just resurfacing.  Mr. Leppo noted that the top left edge is currently falling into the stream. 
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Mr. Vale replied that they will be fixing that rip rap there to stabilize the area.  Mr. Funk shared that as far 

as green space, this is residential so the only requirement is that the front yard cannot be more than 30% for 

parking and driveways. Mr. Funk stated it is closer to 40% in parking in the front yard setback.  

 

Mr. Boltz asked if the church had looked at alternatives scheduling or services to alleviate some of the 

parking issues. Mr. Vale shared that they have two services on Sunday, one at 9:00 and 11:00.  Currently, 

because of COVID a have 75 to 80 in each service. Pre-COVID it was about 150 to 130. 

 

Discussion continued on the possibility of landscaping to deter from the sea of asphalt and Mr. Vale stated 

they could add potentially additional islands to break it up. Mr. Boltz asked if there was any type of data 

that substantiates the increase in parking being requested. Conversation went back and forth on how to 

soften this up and/or how to reconfigure the proposal.  This led to questions on stormwater and Mr. Vale 

stated it will be going into detention basins within both of the islands, on both the north and south ends. 

They will be depressed down, detention basins with outlet down to Yellow Creek.  Mr. Vale shared that 

they are waiting for Summit County’s review.  He noted that the majority of the drive off of Granger Road 

is about 6% slope, being pretty steep and the doors would be shutting back on the people’s cars.  Mr. Boltz 

recommended, if they really intend on the expansion, to provide the numbers and the rationale for the 

proposed parking count compared to the sanctuary seating. The members were in agreement with Mr. Boltz 

and emphasis was on the east side being too sensitive and the massive amount of asphalt.  

 

Mr. Chairman asked Mr. Vale when they expected to hear from Summit County and Mr. Vale said he is 

anticipating probably next week. Mr. Chairman stated that this evening will be considered a “Work Session” 

and the applicant has heard our concerns, and will come back with alternatives and/or justifications for 

spaces and the report from Summit County on how it will impact the proposed design. Mr. Vale shared that 

the septic is on the south side so they cannot build over top of that area.   

 

Mr. Zavarelli interjected to state that they were looking for approval on the proposed lighting for the current 

parking lot in the rear/west, now, because they are going to pave.  They would like to be able to go ahead 

and get the underground in so they can put in a new parking lot in the back, the side and around to the front; 

but they need to that with the trenching prior to putting in the new asphalt. Mr. Zavarelli clarified he is 

talking about the west side and putting and overlay from Granger all the way down around, on the perimeter 

of the facility. That was their “phase 1”, but they also would like to get the light poles put in and he noted 

that they would be on timers. Mr. Chairman inquired if the light fixtures had cutoffs so the light is directed 

downward; it did not appear they did.  The Commission expressed concern on how much light will be 

shining in a residential neighborhood.  Mr. Boltz mentioned that our code requires the submittal of point 

calcs for the lighting and asked what the purpose of the lighting – security, after hours operations. 

Discussion ensued on separating the proposal of a “phase 1” and “phase 2.”   

 

Mr. Chairman stated that the Commission knows the asphalt plants are going be closing in about three 

weeks, and asked if they would like to look at the existing parking lot and new lighting for only the existing 

parking lot as phase 1, and phase 2, if there is one, and to what degree would be down the road when the 

applicant comes back. If so, for phase 1 the applicant would need to come back with the answers regarding 

lighting, cut offs and specific times when the lights will be on. The majority of the Commission members 

were okay with the phase 1 and phase 2. 

 

Mr. Chairman advised the applicant to provide the questions about lighting, cut offs and hours in the 

existing parking lot and entrance way only, and to provide occupancy calculations.  Mr. Funk confirmed 

that we would work via email to gather the additional information and the Commission’s comments to work 

through phase 1. Upon thorough review, a vote will be taken on phase 1 only. 

 

ARC-20-20 – Edie Victor, of Gardner Signs, Inc., for ProMedica Arden Courts, 171 N. Cleveland-

Massillon Road, sign review, B-4. 
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Zoning Comments: The applicant meets the requirements of the Zoning Resolution. 

 

Mr. Jeff Prymas, representing Gardner Signs, was not available.  Mr. Funk presented to the Commission a 

proposal to install a 6’ 3” x 2’ 10.5” – 20 square foot sign that is 3’ 7.5” in height.  The sign is externally 

illuminated and is proposed to be constructed where the previously approved sign was placed. ProMedica 

has acquired Arden Courts and this is the corporate logo change as a result of the rebranding of the property. 

Mr. Funk referred to the photo submitted and noted the existing sign in relationship to the newly proposed 

sign. 

The Commission members were in agreement that the sign looked good. 

 

Motion to approve, as presented, by Mr. Weber; seconded by Mr. Smock.  Roll Call: Mr. Boltz, Mr. Leppo, 

Mr. Smock and Mr. Weber.  Vote 4 – 0 to approve. 

 

ARC-20-03 – Revised Sign: Kenn Wietecha, D.O., for Silver Eagle Commons, 537 N. Cleveland-

Massillon Road, sign review, B-1.  Applicant was not in attendance. 

 

Mr. Funk presented to the Commission that the BZA heard the case in October, tabled it and recommended 

the applicant to reconfigure the sign to closer meet the zoning resolution. Mr. Funk showed an exhibit 

demonstrating the outline of where the sign would be cut down and then mounted on two posts, similar to 

the existing posts. The revised sign is to be 4 foot in height and would meet the 20 square foot requirement 

per our sign regulations.  It was clarified that this revision includes cutting the “Silver Eagle Commons” 

portion off and putting the sign back up.  

 

Mr. Chairman remarked on all of the bands of white.  He felt that if it was all more the cream color and no 

white bands, with just the names of the businesses, it may look cleaner. Discussion ensued on the readability 

of the sign and Mr. Weber recommended a different or a darker font as the other fonts get lost. The 

Commission questioned the portion of the sign that said “a Trillium School of Music”, guessing it is a tag 

line and suggested it become smaller and subservient to the “Fairlawn School of Music”.  The way it is 

presented it appears there are two schools of music. Mr. Chairman noted that this is a very prominent sign 

in a very heavily traveled road.  A suggestion was to take the white strips out and the colors match the 

lettering of “Silver Eagle Commons”, and to reduce the “a Trillium School of Music” by 50%.  

 

In summary, the Commission agreed to forward this review to the applicant and that a new sign application 

be submitted. 

 

Miscellaneous:  Mr. Chairman, that because of the COVID-19 situation, we have often continued reviews 

via email.  Going forward, when comments are made, please put in writing “yes as presented” or “no” for 

the record.  Additionally, if you have a no vote, please bullet point the reasons why. 

 

 

  

  


