
 

 

The Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of North Royalton 
 met on October 22, 2020 to hold a Public Hearing in  

Council Chambers at 14600 State Road.   
 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Cheryl Hannan at 7:10 p.m.  
 
Present:  Board Members: Chair Cheryl Hannan, Janice Sadowski, Mark Vittardi, Vince Weimer, 
Secretary Diane Veverka.  Administration: Building Commissioner Dan Kulchytsky, Assistant Law 
Director Donna Vozar. 
 
Motion and second to excuse Marie DeCapite with cause. Motion carried. 

 
REGULAR ORDER OF BUSINESS 

 
MINUTES: 
 

Motion and second to approve the September 17, 2020 minutes as submitted. Roll call: Yeas: 
Four.  Nays: None.  Motion carried.  
 
The Chair adjourned the regular order of business portion of the meeting and called to order the 
Public Hearing.  

 
PUBLIC HEARING/ OPEN MEETING 
 

For the benefit of those in the audience, Madam Chair provided an overview of the BZA meeting 
process. The Secretary 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.   
 

The Assistant Law Director stated the variances being heard are area variances; the Board will 
apply the practical difficulty standards when evaluating the variance request. The secretary stated 
tonight’s BZA meeting is being recorded and is available to be viewed live by the public.  

 
NEW BUSINESS: 
 

1. BZA20-24 – Angela Borisov is seeking a variance for a proposed accessory structure at 
6442 Akins Road, also known as PPN: 487-07-015, in Residential (R1-A) District zoning. 
The variance being requested is as follows: 
 
Variance: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (b) “Yards for Accessory Buildings and 
Uses”.  Request is for a variance of 5 ft. to allow for relief from the 10 ft. minimum side yard 
setback requirement in order to have the accessory structure (gazebo) located 5 ft. off side 
property line. 
 
Angela Borisov voluntarily withdrew her application. She spoke to the Building 
Commissioner and Assistant Law Director and per their suggestion said it would be 
preferred to request the needed variances for both structures at the same time.  
 
The Assistant Law Director stated the applicant recently filed another application which will 
also require a variance. Rather than have this matter piecemealed to the Board; the Board 
will have a nice view of what they are planning to do on the property and why those 
variances may or may not be related. She anticipates the applicant will refile the 
application, including both of the variances, and be on the next meeting. The public will be 
re-notified.  

 
OLD BUSINESS: 
 

1. BZA20-21 – William, Phyllis and Brandon Balazs are seeking two variances for a proposed 
accessory structure at 6125 Akins Road, also known as PPN: 487-18-024 in Residential 
(R1-A) District zoning. This item was tabled on September 17, 2020. The variances being 
requested are as follows:  
 
Variance #1: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (a) (1) “Yards for Accessory Buildings 
and Uses” Paragraph B. for lots containing one acre or more. Request is for a variance of 
2,100 sq. ft. to allow for relief from the maximum square footage requirement of 1200 sq. ft. 
permitted for an accessory structure. Applicant is proposing to construct a 3,300 sq. ft. 
structure.  
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Variance #2: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.04 (g) “Area, Yard and Height 
Regulations”.  Request is for a variance of 3 ft. to allow for relief from the 15 ft. maximum 
height restriction for an accessory structure. 
 
William Balazs, 6147 Akins Road, property owner of 6125 Akins Road. He said he plans to 
give the house to his son, Brandon Balazs. The builder is here tonight to speak on his son’s 
behalf. Lance Hoffman of Independent Construction located in Medina Ohio said he is 
being hired to build the structure. He said they are seeking a variance for the square 
footage of the accessory building for the use of RV parking, recreation vehicles, and a boat. 
Brandon works for a construction company. He sometimes brings his vehicle home with 
tools in it as well as trailers. For security reasons, these vehicles should be locked up in an 
accessory building and not parked outside in front of the house. He sometimes leaves at 3 
or 4:00 in the morning. He said because of the Covid restriction, Brandon is not allowed to 
bring the vehicle back and forth to the work area (inaudible).  
 
Regarding variance #2, Mr. Hoffman said they were seeking the 18 ft. height for the 
building because of the square footage snow load and the pitch of the roof.  He said he was 
aware the code was changing regarding the height limitation and would like to withdrawn 
the request for a height variance since it is no longer applicable.  
 
The Assistant Law Director stated the Board will be looking at the factors listed under 
Section 1264 in determining practical difficulty. One of the factors to be considered is 
Section I which states “Whether special conditions or circumstances exist as a result of 
actions of the owner, including but not limited to, owner’s willful failure to comply the 
relevant building or zoning codes”. She felt that section is important in reviewing the facts of 
this case. She said this is a substantial size structure, almost three times the size of the 
home. The code which was written by City Council was enacted for a purpose to avoid 
large commercial buildings being put onto residential structures. That is why they limited 
the size of the accessory structures so they would not be twice as large as the residence. 
She added there are rental facilities for people to park their recreational and other vehicles. 
The applicant had indicated his son was intending on bringing his vehicle home because of 
Covid. To build and grant such a large variance on the premise that he needs to bring his 
vehicle temporarily home with him. If he is working for a construction company they should 
keep their commercial vehicles at the construction site that is owned by the business. This 
is a residential area.  
 
Mr. Hoffman made a correction stating the vehicle is actually a personal vehicle that is used 
for work but it holds his tools as well.  
 
The Asst. Law Director stated, in the September minutes, it reflected he is being required 
by his employer that he must park his work vehicles on the property because of the Covid 
work restriction; the owner can take the vehicles back and forth to work. 
 
Mr. Hoffman stated the truck is both his personal and work vehicle which he drives back 
and forth to work. It is registered to him not to the company. The Building Commissioner 
asked how big the vehicle is. Mr. Hoffman responded the personal work truck is a full size 
GMC Denali 3500. It does not fit in a regular size garage. He said yes it would fit in an 
oversized 24-26 ft. deep garage. At times he pulls a trailer behind it.  
 
The Building Commissioner asked the Assistant Law Director if he could ask the owner 
about other properties he owns within the City. The Assistant Law Director responded 
Section (1) I. indicates “Whether special conditions or circumstances exist as a result of 

actions of the owner, including but not limited to, owner’s willful failure to comply the 
relevant building or zoning codes”. The fact that work which occurred on the property was 
done without a permit are relevant to what is happening. For this variance it should be 
looked at as what has occurred here in this time and the fact digging was done on the 
property. Mr. Hoffman stated that issue has nothing to do with the accessory building. The 
Assistant Law Director stated it still happened as part of this project. Mr. Hoffman then 
stated that has nothing to do with this project under consideration for the variance request.  
The Assistant Law Director stated it happened on this property which is the subject of a 
variance. The property owner’s willful failure to comply with relevant building or zoning code 
happened on that property and happened within a short proximity to the time when they are 
seeking to put this garage up. She asked if that is correct. Mr. Hoffman stated he was 
unaware of the digging until the last meeting. The Building Commissioner asked if this 
happened within the last three months. Mr. Hoffman responded yes. The Building 
Commissioner stated so it was within reasonable proximity of this application. Mr. Hoffman 
responded yes. The Assistant Law Director stated when land is being developed and 
projects are happening on property, if you don’t get a permit for one project but you say you 
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are willing to get a permit for other parts it’s the property as a whole. That is the concern. 
That is something that the Board can consider in the variance request.   
 
The Assistant Law Director stated variances are something that should be limited. It is a 
variance of the Code. By deviating from the code the applicant has to establish practical 
difficulty. The Board needs to go through all of these factors. Section B. of the code is 
whether the variance is substantial. She asked if the person who is going to buy this 
property is here to testify his need and his use for the structure.  Mr. Hoffman said no, that 
is why they came to speak for Brandon. 
 
The Building Commissioner stated he is in agreement that the spirit and intent of the code 
is rather important and should be taken under consideration in this matter. He added he 
believes the variance of 2,100 sq. feet is substantial. He said in the past eight years with 
the City he is unaware of any variance which comes anywhere near that amount. 
Mr. Hoffman asked if the request is denied, can he downsize to accommodate a smaller 
variance.  He asked how old the code is. The Building Commissioner stated the code was 
recently modified within the last year to increase the size allowed. He said the variance 
request is for significantly more than the additional amount already added into the code.  
 
The Assistant Law Director said practical difficulty has to be established by the applicant 
who would be under oath; that person who allegedly is going to be living there needs to be 
present to testify that he will not be running a commercial business when he moves in that 
house. Mr. Hoffman stated he and Brandon work on construction projects together. He said 
because Brandon isn’t the property owner, that was possibly an issue why he shouldn’t 
have been here. William Balazs name is the owner of the property and that is why he is 
also here.  The Assistant Law Director stated the burden is on the applicant to establish 
practical difficulty and the Board will consider the factors.  
 
The Building Commissioner stated to bring this to closure, he considers this variance to be 
significant, and furthermore the one vehicle that really could be on the property should be 
stored in a garage. The property does not have any unique features that would require a 
variance to allow for ten RV’s. He said a 55 ft. x 60 ft. garage can hold 10 of the vehicles he 
is describing. He does not see the logic of such a large structure in a residential area where 
it is almost three times the size of the residence. He said he is not comfortable with the size 
of the variance and he said it does not follow the spirit and intent of the code. It will be 
significantly out of character with the neighborhood.  
 
Mr. Hoffman stated the original use of this accessory structure is for one RV, one boat, a 
trailer containing jet skis, one commercial/personal vehicle plus other vehicles. 
 
The Chair stated the applicant has the opportunity to move forward or withdraw and 
consider modifying the size of the building so it would fit in better on a residential property. 
She said Brandon Balazs is not here to say you can speak on his behalf.  
 
Mr. Hoffman asked if they can table the application for the next meeting. The Assistant Law 
Director stated we cannot because it has already been tabled for one meeting; we are out 
of time because we have to rule within a certain period of time. Therefore the Board will 
need to go forward tonight.  She said if the Board moves forward on the vote, the code has 
a provision in it that states you cannot bring the same variance request to the Board within 
six months unless the variance request has been substantially changed. If withdrawn, there 
is no time frame to return for a variance.  
 
William Balazs requested to withdraw variance #1 and variance #2.  

 
NEW BUSINESS: 
 

1. BZA20-23 – Bennett and Robin Pierce are seeking a variance for a second accessory 
structure and a variance for a detached garage addition at 16678 State Road, also known 
as PPN: 487-22-003, in Residential (RRZ) 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 1270.19 (d) “Dwelling Unit Area Requirements”.  
Request is for a variance of 752 sq. ft. to allow for relief from the 800 sq. ft. maximum 
permitted for a detached garage. The applicant is proposing to construct a 1,152 sq. ft. 
garage addition to their existing 400 sq. ft. garage for a total of 1,552 sq. ft. 
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Ben Pierce stated they own six acres on State Road just south of the second wooded lot 
next to the new elementary school. He said the property is unusual; it is in the shape of an 
“L”. He said they raise chicken, rabbits, and turkeys every year for the Cuyahoga County 
Fair. They are seeking to consolidate all the animals into one building for ease of 
maintenance. When they bought the house there was a two-car detached garage, an 
accessory building and a gazebo. The gazebo was built in the 50’s or the 60’s. They did not 
realize the code required a variance for the gazebo. He said to the right is the first 
accessory building with a single 8 ft. wide one-car garage door. He said the walls pinch in 
so a larger car cannot be parked in there.  
 
He said they are seeking variance #2 to enable them to build an addition onto the existing 
20 ft. x 20 ft. 2-car detached garage. He said they would like to attach a 24 x 48 ft. structure 
14 ft. tall single story with a 24 ft. door which would allow him to park his truck inside. It will 
also allow him to park their newly acquired boat inside. The boat is 28 ft. with the trailer. He 
added they have been trying to clean up this property from the previous owner; parking the 
vehicles inside would enhance the curb appeal of the house.  
 
The secretary read into the record a signed affidavit from Irene Sopko, 16453 State Road, 
stating she is in favor of the variance request.  
 
The Building Commissioner stated the applicant has quite a few items on the site. He 
asked the applicant if he secures a variance from the BZA, will he be removing the tarped-
over temporary structure because that is illegal in our city, in addition to removal of the 
outdoor materials, an RV and a boat. Mr. Pierce responded, yes that is his intent. He said 
building an addition to his structure to house his materials is a good idea and the right 
method to achieve compliance. Though the applicant is permitted to store a boat or a 
recreational vehicle outdoor so long as it is behind their house; in this particular instance, 
the applicant is trying to hide it which is even better for the neighbors, site lines and visibility 
and the general appearance of the neighborhood. He said he is for the method by which he 
is trying to get his yard in order. Mr. Pierce stated the animals will be in the back part of the 
new structure which will also house the boat and the car.  He said the RV and the 8 ½ ft. 
wide landscaping trailer will still be stored outside because it cannot fit through the current 
garage door. The Building Commissioner stated that is a significant step in the right 
direction. 
 
The Chair asked the Building Commissioner for clarification on variance #1 for the gazebo. 
He responded they have two structures on the site not including the detached garage (an 
accessory structure and a gazebo. The applicant stated the gazebo is not attached, it is 4 
ft. apart. The Building Commissioner clarified the first variance is for an additional 
accessory structure in excess of what is permitted. He is building a substantial addition to 
his two car garage that would make it legitimate with our current zoning. He is allowed to 
have one attached or detached garage and one accessory structure. The applicant can 
simply attach a breezeway from the gazebo to the accessory structure and that would solve 
the need for the first variance. He recommended the Board move forward with reviewing 
the variance and he would discuss the details of joining the two structures with the 
applicant at a later time through his building permit. He would then be in compliance with 
our code.  
 
The Chair asked the members of the Board if they had any questions. Mr. Vittardi asked 
the applicant if he planned on using either space for a business of any sort. The applicant 
responded no. The animals are for hobby purposes for his son’s 4-H projects and 
community functions in which they participate.  
 
The Chair stated the gazebo which has special circumstances because it has been in 
existence on the property for 50 years is being brought into code with the variance request. 
She said the essential character of the neighborhood is not altered or adversely affecting 
neighboring properties, it does not affect the delivery of governmental services and it 
complies with the spirit and intent of the zoning requirements. Based on those findings she 
recommended approval of variance #1.  
 
Variance #1: Moved by Mr. Vittardi, seconded by Ms. Sadowski to adopt the Chair’s 

finding of fact and conclusion of law for a variance to allow for a second accessory 

structure in addition to the existing accessory structure. Roll call: Yeas: Four (Weimer, 

Vittardi, Sadowski, Hannan). Nays: None.  Motion carried. 

 

Variance #2: The Chair stated the Building Commissioner said this is the right method to 

ensure compliance with our code. The temporary structures will be removed. The applicant 

stated this is for residential purposes only and no business will be conducted on the 
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property. The variance is the minimum necessary to make it possible to have reasonable 

use of the property. The character of the neighborhood will not be substantially altered and 

the neighbors will not be adversely impacted. One of the neighbors spoke in favor of the 

variance. Delivery of governmental services will not be affected. Special conditions which 

includes the large lot size allows for a structure of that size without being out of place. She 

added they are complying with the spirit and intent of our zoning codes.  

 

Variance #2: Moved by Mr. Vittardi, seconded by Ms. Sadowski to adopt the Chair’s 

finding of fact and conclusion of law for a variance of 752 sq. ft. to allow for relief from 

the 800 sq. ft. maximum permitted for a detached garage. Roll call: Yeas: Four 

(Weimer, Vittardi, Sadowski, Hannan). Nays: None.  Motion carried. 

 

MISCELLANEOUS:   

The next BZA meeting is scheduled for November 19, 2020. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:   

Moved and seconded to adjourn the BZA meeting of October 22, 2020. Motion carried. Meeting 
adjourned at 7:55 p.m.  
 

 

 

APPROVED:  /s/ Cheryl Hannan                             DATE APPROVED:    November 19, 2020    .        
                              Chairperson 
                            
ATTEST:       /s/ Diane Veverka                    .   
                          B.Z.A. Secretary 
  

 

 


