
The Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of North Royalton 
 met on February 25, 2021 to hold a Public Hearing in  

Council Chambers at 14600 State Road.   

 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.  
 
Present:  Board Members: Chair Cheryl Hannan, Frank Castrovillari, Mark Vittardi, Vince Weimer, 
Secretary Diane Veverka.  Administration: Building Commissioner Dan Kulchytsky, Assistant Law 
Director Donna Vozar. 
 
Moved and seconded to excuse Janice Sadowski for cause. Motion carried. 

 
REGULAR ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 

The Chair introduced Frank Castrovillari as the newest member of the BZA. Paul Marnecheck, 
Council President, proceeded to swear him in to the position.  

 
Organizational Meeting: 
 

Election of 1st Vice-Chairperson: The Chair opened the floor for nominations for the election of the 
1st Vice-Chairperson to the BZA. The Chair nominated Frank Castrovillari, seconded by Mark 
Vittardi. With no additional nominations it was moved and seconded to close nominations. Motion 
carried.  Election of Frank Castrovillari as 1st Vice-Chair – Roll call: Yeas: Four (Vittardi, Weimer, 
Castrovillari, Hannan). Nays: None. Motion carried. 
 

Election of 2nd Vice-Chairperson: The Chair opened the floor for nominations for the election of 2nd 
Vice Chairperson to the BZA. Vince Weimer stated he would accept the nomination, seconded by 
Ms. Hannan. With no additional nominations it was moved and seconded to close nominations. 
Motion carried.  Election of Vince Weimer as 2nd Vice-Chair – Roll call: Yeas: Four (Vittardi, 
Weimer, Castrovillari, Hannan). Nays: None. Motion carried. 
 
The Chair continued with the Regular Meeting and asked for approval of the minutes. 
 

Approval of the Minutes:  

Moved and seconded to excuse Mr. Castrovillari from voting on the minutes. Motion carried.  
 

Moved and seconded to approve the minutes of January 28, 2021 as submitted.  Motion carried.  
 

 
The Chair adjourned the Regular Order of Business portion of the meeting and called to order the 
Public Hearing at 7:09 p.m. 

 
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 BZA meeting was being 
recorded and was available to be viewed live by the public. 
 

The Assistant Law Director stated the variances being heard are area variances; the Board will 
apply the practical difficulty standards as set forth in C.O. 1264 when evaluating the variance 
requests.  

 
NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. BZA21-03 – Andriy Stodolskiy is seeking a variance for an existing garage/structure at 
11665 W.130th Street also known as PPN: 481-25-007 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” paragraph (b) “Accessory Building Locations”. Request is for a variance to allow for 
an accessory building to project into a front yard. The new dwelling will have an attached 
garage; therefore the existing garage will be considered an accessory structure. 

Andriy Stodolskiy stated he would like to save the existing front garage. He said he will 
demolish the existing house and will rebuild towards the back of the property. The existing 
structure will match the house; he said he would add additional landscaping pine trees so 
it will not be as visible from the street. The structure will be used for storage of landscaping 
lawnmowers and equipment needed to maintain the five-acre parcel. The applicant 
displayed elevations of the proposed renovations to the structure. The Building 
Commissioner asked when the pictures were submitted. The secretary responded the 
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applicant brought the pictures in on his arrival to the meeting. In order for the Board to see 
the pictures, it was necessary for them to be held up to the camera. The Building 
Commissioner stated it looks like the applicant is making substantial changes to the exterior 
appearance including redoing the roof in its totality and removing the back addition currently 
on the structure. 

Mr. Stodolskiy stated he submitted in his application the site plan of the driveway which will 
go to the existing structure as well as back to the proposed new dwelling and attached 
garage.  

David Yeager, 11655 W.130th Street, stated his property borders the applicant’s property 
on the northern side. He said he is opposed to the granting of the variance due to the 
overall poor condition and visual rot of the structure and the failure of the Stodolskiy’s to 
make any effort to repair or correct these buildings deficiencies over the past five years. 
Several violations have been put on this property over the past five years. He said the 
property has never been owner occupied.  

Dale Gross, 11803 W.130th Street, stated the structure needs to be removed and located 
behind the house.  

James Blondin, 11893 W.130th Street, disapproves of the granting of the variance. He felt 
the 400 ft. distance from the house in the back is not reasonable for use.  

Eric Latosky, 12731 Woodridge Drive, expressed his concern for the location of the house. 
The Building Commissioner stated the proposed house will be 300-400 ft. away from rear 
neighbor house.  

The Secretary stated no additional affidavits were submitted regarding the variance 
request.  

  
2. BZA21-04 – Brandon and Krista Feikle are seeking a variance for a proposed dwelling 

at PPN: 486-25-044 S/L #63 Glenbrook Circle in Residential (R1-A) District zoning. The 
variance being requested is as follows:  
 
Variance: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.05 “Schedule of area, yard and height 
regulations”. Request is for a variance of 11 ft. less than the minimum 45 ft. front yard 
setback requirement in order to construct a dwelling. 

Brandon and Krista Feikle were present to speak on the variance. Mr. Feikle stated they 
are looking to build a house on their recently purchased lot. He said they currently live in 
Ph.1 of Pinehill Development. He said the proposed dwelling will require an 11 ft. variance 
setback. The northeast corner only requires a 4 ft. variance. They are looking to build a 
small covered patio structure behind the home on the south side of the building. He said 
they have tried to flip the structure in the other direction but then ran into other setback 
issues. He said there are a lot of precedents on the street for other variances similar to the 
one he is seeking. The variance will not change the appearance of the neighborhood.  

Mr. Feikle asked that his builder who is present be allowed to speak to the precedence of 
the variances granted in the development.  

Mike Kandra, 5222 Brookhaven Drive, stated there are at least seven residents who have 
received deck variances over rear build lines and front build lines. 5181 Brookhaven 
(S/L11) and 5420 (S/L2) Brookhaven both received front and rear setback variances. The 
house across the street or next door to the Feikle’s current house also received variances. 
He said there are others that received deck variances.  

The Chair stated a letter from the HOA has been submitted. The applicant stated that is 
correct; they have no objections to the setback. 

The Assistant Law Director asked the builder if those other variances were granted as part 
of the subdivision approval through PC or were the variances individually granted? Mr. 
Kandra responded they were individually granted as petition to the BZA by each 
homeowner or himself on behalf of the homeowner.  

The Chair asked the Builder when was he before the BZA Board. Mr. Kandra responded in 
2017 or 2018. 

The Secretary stated no affidavits were received from neighboring properties.  

The Chair adjourned the Public Hearing portion of the meeting.  
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The Chair asked to have the first variance read into the record for discussion purposes.  

1. BZA21-03 – Andriy Stodolskiy: Mr. Weimer made a motion to approve a variance to 
Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12(b) “Yards for Accessory Buildings and uses” 
paragraph (b) “Accessory Building Locations”. Request is for a variance to allow for 
an accessory building to project into a front yard. The new dwelling will have an 
attached garage; therefore the existing garage will be considered an accessory 
structure. 

The Chair opened the floor for discussion from the Board and Administration.  

The Building Commissioner stated the existing structure under consideration is concrete 
so it can be repaired, renovated and rebuilt. He said it is his understanding the roof is going 
to be removed in its entirety and replaced with a new roof to match the existing roof of the 
proposed house and the back lean-to construction will be removed in its entirety. He added 
that all the elevations will be reclad, redone, new garage door, new windows, new siding. 
It will match the character of the proposed house. The applicant confirmed that is all correct.  

The Building Commissioner asked the applicant if he is currently residing in that residence. 
The Applicant responded no he lives in Parma. He said he rents the property and pays the 
City an annual rental registration fee. The Building Commissioner confirmed he is on the 
rental registration. The applicant said once he removes the renters and builds the new 
dwelling he will live at that location. He said the purpose when buying the property was to 
have the property vacant for two years. He said he has done a lot of clean up on that parcel. 

The Building Commissioner said he has no further comments since the structure will be 
fully renovated and that he intends to live on the property after he builds his new residence.  

The Assistant Law Director asked for clarification regarding the concerns by other residents 
that there were violations posted and complaints regarding condition of the property. She 
asked if he was the owner at the time when those were issued and if so, did he comply with 
the violations and if he is complying with our ordinances.  

Mr. Stodolskiy stated he did not receive any violations when he received possession of this 
residence. He said he purchased the property five years ago.  

Mr. Castrovillari stated the applicant has indicated he is going to store lawn equipment; he 
asked if this is for this property only or is the lawn equipment for a business. The applicant 
responded the equipment is only for this house. He added that since he will have such a 
long driveway and a large yard, he will need a larger snow plow for the tractor. He said 
there is not going to be enough room behind the house to put a shed because it is a ranch-
style house. He said he is also limited in space because of the creek in the back. Mr. 
Castrovillari said if we have a snow storm is it practical to walk all the way to the front of 
the property for the plow. The applicant stated for the winter time he can move it to the 
house garage but not year-round. Mr. Castrovillari questioned if there is another location 
to put this structure. He also expressed his concern that the garage has been like that for 
five years and now finally will be dressed up.  

Mr. Weimer asked the applicant when he purchased the house. He was asking this 
because that would give a timeline to whether the applicant had ownership of the property 
at the time of the violations. He said he looked back at his email history through previous 
Council and noticed there were quite a few emails for that property; the e-mail chain stops 
in August of 2017. 

The Assistant Law Director stated we have the option of tabling the matter so the Board 
can have an opportunity to look into it. The Building Department can report back at the next 
meeting. The Building Commissioner stated this may give the applicant an opportunity to 
meet with the neighbors to discuss how he plans to clean up the property and maintain it 
and satisfy all of their concerns. Mr. Weimer, Councilperson for this ward, agreed. He said 
the neighbors need to know that this property will be brought up to standards. The Chair 
stated once the garage is renovated, the neighbors may feel differently.  

The Applicant responded he is not sure what tabling means. Mr. Castrovillari responded it 
means the application is being postponed for one more meeting in order for the applicant 
to gather more information and also the Board and then come back and present any new 
information. The applicant stated he would like to table his application.  

Mr. Castrovillari stated the applicant may want to enlarge the garage instead of keeping 
the existing structure. The applicant responded it will not look right; it will stick out too much. 

Move by Mr. Castrovillari, seconded by Mr. Weimer to Table the application. Roll call: 
Yeas: Four (Castrovillari, Vittardi, Hannan, Weimer). Motion to table carried. 
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The Chair asked to have the second variance read into the record for discussion purposes.  

1. BZA21-04 – Brandon and Krista Feikle:  Mr. Weimer made a motion to approve a 
variance to Codified Ordinance Section 1270.05 “Schedule of area, yard and height 
regulations”. Request is for a variance of 11 ft. less than the minimum 45 ft. front 
yard setback requirement in order to construct a dwelling. 
 
The Chair opened the floor for discussion from the Board and Administration.  

The Building Commissioner stated over his last eight years there has been quiet a few 
variances that have come before us from this development. They were not handled during 
the PC phase of the development. He said the site is unique in the respect that it is on a 
cul-de-sac which are always somewhat problematic with a sideloading garage. He asked 
the applicant if a sideloading garage is required for this development. The applicant 
responded yes. The Building Commissioner said the applicant has rules he must comply 
with placed on him by the HOA in addition to having the difficulty of a cul-de-sac. He added 
he is not averse to the Board considering this variance.  
 
The Assistant Law Director stated she too is not averse to the variance being considered 
based on what has previously happened in this subdivision. She added she is still of the 
opinion that these types of variances should happen in the planning stage. Sometime 
houses are too big for the lot; the house needs to be designed to fit the correct lot, not 
redesign the code to fit the house design.  
 
Mr. Castrovillari stated he feels there may be other ways of designing the house to fit on 
the property; possibly by rotating it or reducing the size of the garage or the covered patio. 
He said he does not think this is a hardship or a very difficult solution to resolve. 
 
Mr. Feikle responded because of his growing family the house was designed larger than 
his previous house. He said he likes the neighborhood and would like to remain here in 
North Royalton. He said his engineers told him it was the best location in order to fit the 
home. He said there is a precedence in the development for variances that have been 
approved. 
 
The Assistant Law Director clarified that the BZA does not look at hardship; it is practical 
difficulty that needs to be established. Mr. Castrovillari stated that is what he meant.  
 
Mr. Vittardi asked the Chair if the builder could speak to why any of the recommendations 
given are not possible. The builder stated if the house is rotated counter-clockwise, it 
pushes the right part of that porch over the rear build line which would then require a front 
and rear build line variance or possibly the left side. He said this proposed plan is the best 
plot plan that they could come up with in asking for the least intrusive amount of variance 
where it benefits the homeowner and looks normal on the cul-de-sac. Mr. Castrovillari 
stated his concerns are regarding it being a patio which is throwing it off towards the front; 
if it were a livable space and enclosed, he said he would feel differently.  He reiterated 
there are other solutions to build within the means of what were established as boundaries.  
 
The Assistant Law Director stated because the Board is not aware of other variances 
granted in this development, such as the size of the variance or what the reason and 
circumstances were for those variances. Individual variances are specific to the land, the 
topography and to all the other factors; not just because other people received variances 
so they feel they should also be allowed to build a bigger house that does not meet the 
code. The code is set for a reason. She recommended that this matter be tabled.  
 
The homeowner expressed his frustration. He said there is a restricted area in the back 
south side of the lot that is partially a nature preserve and is unbuildable. The actual rear 
setback of this specific lot has to be further in than other lots in this development. The 
Building Commissioner stated he is familiar with this development. The PC approved this 
development. The homes that were built are comparable in size to the one being proposed 
by the applicant; it would be contrary for him to go smaller if he was in the neighborhood. 
He also reminded the Board that this is somewhat of a unique lot. The other parcels before 
the BZA for variances were for both the front and the back, or one or the other, in order to 
get the houses onto the parcel with regular rectangular lots. To add onto the problem this 
is on a cul-de-sac. Cul-de-sacs are notoriously difficult to fit larger structures on. The 
rotation of the building would ultimately make the parking in to the sideloading garage more 
difficult than is necessary for the homeowner creating a long-term problem for them. He 
said he hopes the Board will take that into consideration when reviewing the request. He 
affirmed there is an easement in the back which is a restricted area where the property 
owner is unable to build as well as a large portion of his property being taken up by a front 
yard setback.  
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The Assistant Law Director stated based on what the Building Commissioner and the 
applicant stated about the easement, she withdrew her previous comment.  
 
Mr. Castrovillari stated he would be more inclined to give a variance for the rear and push 
it back 11 ft and have the porch/patio sticking back past the rear setback. The Building 
Commissioner stated the grade of his back yard is pretty steep possibly causing a problem 
for the topography. He cannot do any grading in the restricted area.  
 
The Chair presented her finding of fact which were established by the evidence provided 
to the variance. The applicant’s testimony was consistent with his application. The builder 
offered personal knowledge of variances he has secured in this development. The Building 
Commissioner spoke in favor of the variance request and also provided input regarding the 
unique nature of this lot and the requirement for building a side-loading garage. The 
Assistant Law Director withdrew her objections. Based on those facts the Chair reached 
the proposed conclusion of law for the Board’s modification, if any, and final determination 
for this variance. The variance complies with the purpose and intent of the zoning code and 
the Master Plan. The applicant has shown that the literal enforcement of the code would 
result in practical difficulty. While the evidence clearly establishes that there can be 
beneficial use of their property without the variance, due to the property elevation and the 
unique nature of the lot the variance is the minimum necessary to make necessary the 
reasonable use of the property. The essential character of the neighborhood will not be 
substantially altered and adjoining properties will not suffer substantial detriment as a result 
of this variance. The HOA has no objection to the variance request. Other neighbors are 
not impacted because they too have had to come before the Board for variances. Granting 
of this variance will not adversely affect the delivery of governmental services. Due to the 
shallowness of the property, special conditions and circumstances exists that are peculiar 
to the land. The spirit and intent behind the zoning requirement would be observed and 
substantial injustice done by not granting the variance. 

The Chair asked if there were any modifications to the findings of fact and conclusion of 
law. Hearing none, the Chair adopted them on behalf of the Board.  

A motion was made to adopt the findings of fact and conclusions of law to the 
variance. Roll call.  Motion to adopt carried.  

Based on the motion made by Mr. Weimer, Mr. Vittardi seconded the motion for the 
Variance. Roll call: Yeas: Three (Vittardi, Hannan, Weimer) Nays: One (Castrovillari). 
Motion to approve variance granted.  

 

MISCELLANEOUS:   

The next BZA meeting is scheduled for March 25, 2021. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:   

Moved and seconded to adjourn the February 25, 2021 meeting. Motion carried. Meeting 
adjourned at 8:45 p.m.  

 

 

APPROVED:  /s/ Cheryl Hannan                             DATE APPROVED:    March 25, 2021    .        
                              Chairperson 
                            
ATTEST:       /s/ Diane Veverka                    .   
                            B.Z.A. Secretary 
  


