
 

 

The Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of North Royalton 
 met on March 21, 2019 to hold a Public Hearing in  

the Council Chambers at 14600 State Road   

 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Dan Kasaris at 7:00 p.m.  
 
Present:  Board Members:  Chair Dan Kasaris, Marie DeCapite, Janice Sadowski, Secretary 
Diane Veverka.  Administration: Building Commissioner Dan Kulchytsky, Assistant Law Director 
Donna Vozar. 
 

Moved and seconded to excuse Tim Miller and Christine Ragone for cause. Motion carried. 

 
REGULAR ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 

MINUTES: 
 

Moved by Mr. Kasaris, seconded by Ms. Sadowski to approve the minutes of February 21, 2019 
as submitted.  Roll call: Yeas: Three.  Nays: None.  Motion carried. 
 
Approval of the November 29, 2018 meeting minutes will be voted on at a future meeting. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING/ OPEN MEETING 
 

For the benefit of those in the audience, the Chair provided an overview of the BZA meeting 
process. The Clerk stated public hearing notices were sent to property owners within 500 feet of 
the property in question and posted for the required period of time.    

 
OLD BUSINESS: 
 

a) BZA19-07 – Daniel Pajestka will be heard on the question of granting two variances for a 
proposed accessory structure at 4311 Wiltshire Road, also known as PPN: 486-29-001, 
RRZ District zoning. The variances being requested are as follows: 
 
Variance #1: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (a) (1) B. “Yards for Accessory Buildings 
and Uses”. Request is for a variance of 340 sq. ft. to allow for relief from the 1,100 sq. ft. 
maximum permitted for an accessory structure.  
 
Variance #2: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.04 “Area Yard and Height Regulations” 
Paragraph (g).  Request is for a variance of 10 ft. to allow for relief from the 15 ft. maximum 
height restriction for an accessory structure.  
 
The Chair stated this application was continued at last month’s meeting so items could be 
worked out between the applicant and the Building Commissioner. He read into record an 
affidavit signed by the neighboring property owners at 4287 Wiltshire Road, Bill and Kathy 
Schweda, dated March 18, 2019. The letter states they have reached a verbal agreement 
with the neighbors Dan and Kelly based upon the attached sketch that was shared with 
them on March 16, 2019 and the agreement the structure will be moved back closer to the 
tree line. 
 
The applicant stated he has improved the design making the sides lower. The Building 
Commissioner stated he met with the applicant and the applicant understands the 
neighbor’s concerns. The height of the building wasn’t necessarily the issue; it was, in part, 
the appearance. On the original plans, the sidewalls were 16 ft. tall. The current plan drops 
it down to approximately 12 ft. or less. He has removed four feet from the sidewalls so it 
has the appearance of being a shorter structure by having a gambrel style barn look. On 
the original plan it showed the structure to be 30 to 40 ft. away from the house. The revised 
plan shows it to be about 80 feet away from the house; an increase of 40 feet thereby 
giving them better site lines. The applicant displayed his site plan. He said he will have 
access to the structure from a driveway which will be extended. He said initially it may be 
stone, but plans on eventually making it concrete. The applicant displayed other structures 
on Wiltshire: Exhibit A: 4872 Wiltshire, Exhibit B: 4650 Wiltshire, Exhibit C: 4384 and 4362 
Wiltshire, Exhibit D: 4986 Wiltshire, Exhibit E: 4800 Wiltshire, and Exhibit F: 4600 Wiltshire.   
 
The Building Commissioner asked the applicant if the ornamental framing on the front of 
the building will occur. The applicant responded yes it will be made of wood; the plan is 
accurate.  
 
The Chair stated this is a rural street with a lot of barns. The proposed structure is not out 
of character with the neighborhood. The character of the neighborhood will not be 
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substantially altered and adjoining property owners are not going to suffer substantial 
detriment as a result of the variances; the applicant has agreed to go with the same design 
as the plan shared with the neighbors. The variances will not affect the delivery of 
governmental services. With no further discussion the Chair adopted his findings as the 
findings for the Board.  

Moved by Mr. Kasaris, seconded by Ms. Sadowski to approve Variance #1 for a variance 

of 340 sq. ft. to allow for relief from the 1,100 sq. ft. maximum permitted for an 

accessory structure.  Roll call: Yeas: Three (Sadowski, Kasaris, DeCapite).  Nays: None. 

Variance granted. 

Moved by Mr. Kasaris, seconded by Ms. Sadowski to approve Variance #2 for a variance 

of 10 ft. to allow for relief from the 15 ft. maximum height restriction for an accessory 

structure.  Roll call: Yeas: Three (Sadowski, Kasaris, DeCapite).  Nays: None. Variance 

granted. 
 
 

NEW BUSINESS: 
 

a) BZA19-09 – Josh Anglin will be heard on the question of granting three variances for a 
proposed accessory structure at 8051 Lakeview Court, also known as PPN: 482-01-073, 
R1-A District zoning.  The variances being requested are as follows:  

Variance #1: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (a) “Yards for Accessory Buildings and 

Uses”. Request is for a variance to allow for a second accessory structure in addition to the 

existing accessory structure.  

Variance #2: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (b) “Yards for Accessory Buildings and 

Uses”. Request is for a variance of 16 ft. to allow for relief from the minimum 20 ft. distance 

to dwelling requirement for an accessory structure. The applicant is proposing to erect the 

accessory structure 4 ft. from the dwelling.  

Variance #3: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.04 “Area Yard and Height Regulations” 
Paragraph (g). Request is for a variance of 5 ft. to allow for relief from the 15 ft. maximum 
height restriction for an accessory structure. 

Josh Anglin stated the first variance is because he has an 8 ft. x 12 ft. shed already on the 

property in the back which he would like to keep in addition to the proposed accessory 

structure. He said he has an attached garage that is not large enough for his van and is 

limited in size for his wife’s vehicle.  He is seeking to build on the side of the garage a 

second two car garage, 32 ft. x 28 ft. to house the vehicles. It will be set back 16 ft. The 

distance from the existing garage is four feet which he said will have a wrought iron gate 

entrance leading to the back patio area.  It has a pass through door on the back of the 

garage, an 8 ft. x 8 ft. garage door for access to the backyard for garden tractor, etc. The 

driveway is being redone with cement. He said he is seeking a 16 ft. variance because the 

back property area drops approximately 8 to 10 ft. He said he is seeking variance #3 for 

architectural reasons; to make the roof line the same as the current roof line with a dormer 

to match the dormers on the house. The left side of the garage will be brick to match his 

home. The shingled area will match the shingles on the house. The side of the existing 

garage is currently sided; it will be removed and they will be adding brick to match the 

current garage going in.  

Paul Consiglio, 9470 Yvonne Drive, is a member of the HOA committee that reviews the 

plans. He stated he went to the City to view the submitted documents; he said there is a 

discrepancy on the front elevation.  

The Building Commissioner asked Mr. Consiglio if the drawing he showed was the drawing 

originally proposed to the HOA. Mr. Anglin said the elevation he is showing today is the 

updated version which includes changes suggested by the City. The plan being shown by 

Mr. Consiglio is outdated. The Building Commissioner asked Mr. Anglin if he submitted the 

revised plans to the HOA. He responded he does not remember. Mr. Consiglio asked if this 

would be a non-business purpose only garage. 

Marcia Holstein, 8100 Valleyview Court, stated she lives on the cul-de-sac behind where 

the applicant lives. She said her backyard comes to a point behind this property. She 

expressed her concern regarding the size and height of the structure. She said the 

applicant stated it is a 2-car garage; the 896 sq. ft. structure is a 2 ½ car garage with two 

large high doors. She said there are no windows on the side and will look like a barn. She 
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asked if the applicant can stake the property so the neighboring properties can envision the 

size. The size of this garage does not belong on a cul-de-sac.   

Gary Holstein, 8100 Valleyview Court also expressed his concern regarding the size of the 

garage. He stated they paid an additional $5,000 for the lot they have because of the view 

of the valley.  

Donald Groves, 8050 Valleyview Court, is the HOA President. He said the Timber Ridge 

development has 87 homes. Mr. Kasaris asked if this application came before the HOA for 

approval. Mr. Groves responded yes it did; it was not approved. He said they had the initial 

plans; they have not seen the revised plans. The Building Commissioner stated the 

application with the requested variances is the same, but the design has changed. What 

was submitted to the HOA is different from what was submitted to the BZA. 

The Assistant Law Director stated while the City does not enforce HOA bi-laws, one of the 

things this Board has historically required is HOA approval and review so the Board is not 

granting a variance to one of our codes which will be found to be in violation of the HOA 

rules and regs. We have always required that as part of the process. We have a letter from 

the HOA Board denying it. That is certainly a factor that the BZA Board would consider. 

Based on the fact you haven’t reviewed what was submitted to the BZA to review, the 

denial route really does not apply. She said her recommendation is that it be tabled and the 

revised plans resubmitted to the HOA for their review. Without it, it is troublesome for the 

Board to grant a variance when it may or may not be in violation of your HOA bylaws.  

The Chair stated the HOA’s first letter to the BZA is irrelevant because the HOA Board has 

not seen what is before us. In the past, we have not granted a variance request when an 

HOA was against it. Mr. Groves stated this will slow him down on his project; that was not 

their intent.  

The Chair asked the applicant if he would consent to continuing his application to the April 

meeting or May meeting if necessary. The applicant stated he has been trying to get a vote 

from HOA board for eight months. He said before he spends more money on a revised 

drawing, he would like to know if the City is okay with his drawing. The Chair stated we 

cannot give an advisory opinion; we can’t tell you yes or no until we hear all the evidence. 

We can’t hear all the evidence until the HOA considers what he is actually going to be 

doing. She suggested the applicant present to the HOA the same thing you are presenting 

to the BZA.  

Mr. Anglin stated according to the HOA documents and covenants, it stipulates all he 

needs is proper permits pulled from the City allowing him to build his structure. In his 

opinion and per his attorney, he wouldn’t need HOA approval as long as he has proper 

permits. He continued, by coming to the BZA if he gets the variance he has the proper 

permits. He said he doesn’t feel anyone would have an issue. The Chair responded the 

applicant needs to go to the HOA and have them decide and notify the BZA how they 

voted. The BZA will then take the matter up again.  

The Assistant Law Director stated the applicant is free to submit whatever application he 

wants. Her advice to the Board is: when we receive an application and there is an HOA, a 

letter from the HOA should be included with the application. If the HOA determines they do 

not need to review it because the rules and regs don’t require it, all we need is a letter 

indicating that. If the HOA does require HOA review, the letter would state whether they 

have the HOA’s approval or denial. The Board will take all of that evidence and consider if 

they are going to move forward. She said one of the factors that they must consider and 

weigh is whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered 

or whether adjoining properties would suffer substantial detriment as a result of the 

variance. That needs to be considered by the BZA Board to determine that factor.  If you 

live in a HOA you agree to those rules and regs and bylaws.  

The Chair asked the applicant if he is giving his consent to continue this to our April 18th 

meeting. The Applicant responded yes. The Assistant Law Director suggested the BZA 

move forward on this at the April 18th meeting and if at that time it doesn’t happen, the BZA 

would move forward on it and the applicant can resubmit after that.  

The Chair moved to continue BZA19-09 to the April 2019 meeting, seconded by 

Ms. Sadowski. Roll call: Yeas: Three (Sadowski, Kasaris, DeCapite). Nays: None. 

Variance request has been continued until the April 18, 2019 meeting. Notices will not 

be resent.  

 
 



Board of Zoning Appeals 4                                    March 21, 2019 

 

 

 

MISCELLANEOUS:  
 

The next BZA meeting will be held on April 18, 2019. 

 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 

Moved by Mr. Kasaris, seconded by Ms. DeCapite to adjourn the BZA meeting of March 21, 2019. 
Motion carried.  
 

Meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m.  
 

 

APPROVED:  /s/ Dan Kasaris                                       DATE APPROVED:   April 18, 2019   .        

                           Chairman 

                            

ATTEST:       /s/ Diane Veverka                    .   

                          B.Z.A. Secretary 

  


