
 

The Board of Zoning Appeals of the City of North Royalton 
 met on April 22, 2021 to hold a Public Hearing in  

Council Chambers at 14600 State Road.   

 
The meeting was called to order at 7:07 p.m.  
 
Present:  Board Members: Acting Chair Frank Castrovillari, Janice Sadowski, Mark Vittardi, Vince 
Weimer, Secretary Diane Veverka. Administration: Building Commissioner Dan Kulchytsky, 
Assistant Law Director Donna Vozar. 
 
The Chair Frank Castrovillari asked for a motion and a second to excuse Cheryl Hannan for cause. 
Motion carried. 

 
REGULAR ORDER OF BUSINESS 
 

Approval of the Minutes: Minutes will be voted on at the May meeting. 
 

For the benefit of those in the audience the Secretary 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 is recorded 
and available to be viewed live by the public. 
 
The Assistant Law Director stated the variances being heard are area variances. A variance 
deviates from the zoning requirements set by Council and should not be granted unless the 
applicant establishes practical difficulty as set forth in C.O. 1264.08 (e) (1) A. - J. The request has 
to comply with the purpose and intent of our zoning code and master plan and the applicant must 
demonstrate that the literal application enforcement of the code would result in practical difficulty 
and unreasonably deprive an owner of a permitted use of their property.  
 
The Chair adjourned the Regular Order of Business portion of the meeting and called to order the 
Public Hearing. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING/ OPEN MEETING 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. BZA21-10: Viktor Veremiy is seeking a variance for a proposed dwelling at 7490 Akins 
Road, also known as PPN: 487-03-012, in a dual Residential (R1-A) and Multi-family (RM-
D) 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 400 ft. more than the maximum 100 ft. front yard 
setback requirement in order to construct a dwelling. Dwelling to be located 500 ft. from 
Akins Road.  
  
Mr. Veremiy stated the parcel is an irregular lot. He said can’t use the first section of the lot 
because it is too narrow; it is 100 ft. wide. He would need to build back beyond that point 
where it gets wider. The landscape or grade of the land is a hill and does not allow him to 
build in certain sections. 
  
Jeff Zukokis 14973 Royal Ridge Lane. The Royal Ridge Lane community boarders Victor’s 
property on the east side with woods between the two properties. Nine of the condos border 
Victor’s property and enjoy the wooded views.  He asked for clarification of the intent. He 
asked for the trees to remain on the east side of his property. Victor confirmed it is a single-
family single-story home. He said it will be his primary residence. Mr. Zukokis said they 
were concerned with size of home and the dual zoning and if the home is sold in the future 
would it possibly be used for transient population, a dedicated BNB or group home.  
  
James Graf, 14781 Bennett Road, stated the applicant’s property abuts to his property. He 
said they have had a water problem for many years. He stated he is concerned with water 
drainage.  He asked if there will be a sewer out to the street. He also asked if there would 
be a business operating out of the home.  
  
Noreen Withnell, 14921 Bennett Road, said she has lived there for over 40 years and has 
spent thousands of dollars on her property due to the flooding from when the condos were 
built. She expressed her concern regarding flooding. She asked if the size of the driveway 
will be the normal residential size or be a larger drive.  
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The Building Commissioner responded to the questions and concerns. He said as to the 
configuration of the property it is split zoning. The rear portion of the parcel is zoned multi-
family. It will be rectified in our current master plan process; it will then be zoned all R1-A 
in the master plan. That resolves are single-family vs. multi-family question. The applicant 
is building the home towards the back in a private area. He said there is significant slope 
across this property as well as the adjacent properties.  It is quite a treacherous terrain in 
some areas. It has a deep slope from east to west. 
 
The Engineering Department said they will review the downspout and gutter connections 
and drainage requirements at the time a permit is being requested. The City Engineer 
confirmed their discussion that the water flows from east to west, of which it is permitted to 
do so. The downspouts will probably be released into riffraff or stone beds. There will be 
no increase in the water flow; there will be no change in the amount of water received now 
vs. in the future. The Building Commissioner said it complies with our City Ordinances and 
state laws. He said there will not be a drain to the street. The water will continue to flow to 
a ditch/stream in the northwest area where it drops significantly. He is not required by the 
City Ordinances nor the state laws to drain to the street. He said the Engineering 
Department has confirmed it will not add additional water flow.  
  
Mr. Veremiy said he understands his neighboring owner’s concerns. He said on his full plan 
details, he is catching the water from the east side of his property. He is building a retaining 
wall. A swale goes along his driveway and a storm manhole will catch all the water.  
 
The Building Commissioner stated the driveway is a standard residential driveway. He said 
the Fire Department has submitted requirements that the width and composition of the 
driveway be adequate to bear the load of fire safety vehicles, plus they require a turnaround 
on his plan. The applicant has agreed to comply with it.  
 
Ms. Vozar asked if there is a significant slope and will it be an issue for our fire trucks to 
get back to the dwelling. The Building Commissioner stated there is no significant slope 
where the driveway will be located.   
  
Mr. Veremiy stated he will comply with the Fire Department requirement for a 12 ft. wide 
and appropriate thickness of the driveway. It has a little slope but nothing irregular.  
  
The Assistant Law Director read into record the letter from the Fire Department. The Chair 
asked if the applicant is required to have a sprinkler system and or hydrant put up on road. 
The Building Commissioner stated the Fire Department issues this same letter as 
previously on similar applications. They talk about a sprinkler system and or a hydrant on 
the road. This is not a state requirement. They are requesting it not requiring it. We have 
yet to see an applicant implement those requests. The minimum requirement they have is 
the drive.  
  
Donna Vozar said safety criteria is one of the factors that the Board looks at. She is asking 
if the applicant has revised the plans to show the type of driveway they are installing meets 
the Fire Department’s requirements and are in compliance and that they understand what 
the consequences are if they are unable to meet one of the requirements? Mr. Veremiy 
stated the driveway on the plan meets the Fire Department code. 
 
The Building Commissioner stated in the past, the Engineering Department has copies of 
the Fire Department letter, if the applicant agrees to it, we append the requirements to 
drawings to make sure they comply. If we are changing that requirement to require the 
applicant to have those drawings in advance of the meeting, that would be a new procedure 
that would need to be made clear to the applicant. We have always worked with the Fire 
Department directly on that request.   

  
The Chair opened the floor to the Board for further discussion.   
 
Mr. Weimer stated the date of April 19th is on the letter from the Fire Department; he said it 
would not be reasonable for the applicant to be able to have changes on the drawings done 
in that short timeframe. Mr. Weimer stated he agrees with the Building Commissioner he 
could amend his drawings but the date of April 19th on the Fire Department’s letter is short 
notice; it may have been impractical to have changes on the drawings done. He said he 
has been out to the properties along Bennett Road and knows flooding is an issue. He said 
as a Councilman for that ward he will keep an eye on it to be sure we are doing everything 
we can to mitigate those risks and the water issue for adjacent properties is not worsened. 
He also mentioned the distance back from the road is not a normal request but being 
familiar with the area, he is not the only property that has a large setback. It is not something 
that is unheard of in that area.  
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The Chair stated the house is huge, 114 ft. long by 120 ft. If it were a smaller house would 
it fit where it is supposed to be located.  He said he does see a huge slope so he 
understands it would be a challenge. Is he moving the house because of the size of the 
house or is it because of the topography of the parcel?  
 
Mr. Vittardi read into record the motion to approve BZA21-10:  

Variance: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.05 “Schedule of area, yard and height 
regulations”. Request is for a variance of 400 ft. more than the maximum 100 ft. front 
yard setback requirement in order to construct a dwelling. Dwelling to be located 
500 ft. from Akins Road.  

A motion to withdraw previous vote taken in error was made and seconded. Motion to 
withdraw carried. 

The Chair stated the proposed findings of fact as presented by the applicant, a neighboring 
property owner and the Building Commissioner. The Chair then presented the proposed 
conclusion of law subject to the Board’s modification. He said he is not sure it has been 
proven to him that granting the request to go back 400 ft. should be granted.  He said with 
the size of the house there is no other place to put it. He said they have agreed to meet all 
the Fire Department requirements that may adversely affect the delivery of governmental 
services.  

Mr. Vittardi stated looking at the topography and the way the house is situated, it looks like 
up until the point where the lot expands the water looks like it heads east to west. This lot 
is significantly different from all the lots around it. It potentially alleviates an issue down the 
road of a multi-family unit in the back portion of the lot. If the retention wall is placed and 
there is proper drainage with the gutter system, this potentially could be the best use for 
this particular lot.  

The Assistant Law Director said the motion will need to be revised to include the condition 
that if the variance is granted it is contingent on the requirements imposed by the Fire 
Department and Engineering Department as it relates to fire safety and or water and 
drainage issues.   

The applicant stated he will comply with one of the recommendations from the Fire 
Department and any requirements of the Engineering Department regarding water and 
drainage issues.  

Mr. Weimer stated the neighboring association may want to reach out to the City to help 
mitigate some of the water issues in the area through a financial assistance funding 
program for the community of homes in that area. He asked that they contact him if they 
are interested in pursuing the program.  

A motion was made to adopt the findings of fact and conclusions of law to the variance. 

Roll call.  Motion to adopt carried.  

 

Mr. Vittardi asked to amend approval of the variance contingent on the applicant 

being in compliance with one of the requirements proposed by the Fire Department 

and any requirements of the Engineering Department regarding water and drainage 

issues. Motion to Amend seconded by Ms. Sadowski. Roll call: Yeas: Four 

(Weimer, Castrovillari, Vittardi, Sadowski) Nays: None. Motion to amend variance 

granted.  

 

Motion to approve the variance with the contingency as set forth in the motion. Roll 

call: Yeas: Four (Weimer, Castrovillari, Vittardi, Sadowski) Nays: None. Motion to 

approve variance granted. 
 

2. BZA21-11 – Konstantinos and Eumorphia Stavrou are seeking two variances for a 
proposed accessory structure at 8680 Greenwood Road, also known as PPN: 489-27-
007, in Residential (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 relief from the requirement that only one 
accessory structure be permitted. Applicant recently built a treehouse in addition to an 
existing shed. 

Variance #2: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (b) “Yards for Accessory Buildings and 
Uses”.  Request is for a variance of 6 ft. 6 in. to allow for relief from the 10 ft. minimum rear 
yard setback requirement in order to have the accessory structure (treehouse) located 3 ft. 
6 in. from rear property line. 
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Konstantinos and Eumorphia Stavrou stated their treehouse is located on the two strongest 
trees in the backyard. She said Konstantinos has been in the construction trade for 25 
years and is very skilled.  It is suspended with cables. The reason they built the treehouse 
was for their son who has suffered depression over the last few years.  They were looking 
for something to bring him joy. They would like a play area for him, his brother and the 
neighborhood kids.  Mr. Stavrou said he called the City and asked if a permit was needed. 
He was told no a permit was not need. He said he was probably 70 percent done building 
it when the Building Commissioner said he was going to mail some stuff. He said he 
received an email from him but was not sure what it meant.  She said she does not feel 
they are breaking a law for a treehouse.  
  
The Assistant Law Director stated the code exists for a reason. Even though you are 
building on your property, you are encroaching on your neighbor’s property. It is not meant 
to make everyone's life more difficult. Everyone has rights and according to our code; if 
they are encroaching on their property then they have the opportunity to be heard.  

  
Don Langshaw, 4848 Dublin Drive, stated he has looked at it broadly. He said he is a retired 
construction claims consultant. He said he reviewed the Building Department’s file for this 
address. He spoke of documents in the file pertaining to the secondary treehouse structure.  
He said there are solutions to bring the structure more in line with the code. The Assistant 
Law Director advised Mr. Langshaw to limit his comments to what is actually before the 
Board. The letter the Building Commissioner sent to the applicant is not before the Board. 
There are two variances before the Board: a second accessory structure and a request for 
a rear yard setback. That is all this Board has jurisdiction over. Mr. Langshaw summarized 
by saying there is a process the homeowner needs to follow. The BZA should disapprove 
the application for a variance. 
 
Peter and Tracy Gallagher, 4813 Dublin Drive, live behind the applicant. They stated they 
have lived in the house for 30 years. Exhibit 1 picture from their back deck of the treehouse. 
The structure is approximately one-foot off of their property line and is an eyesore. It is not 
a structure that should be in the middle of a subdivision. It is very visible even from their 
front yard.  The treehouse includes a zipline; they stated they are worried about liability if 
someone falls into their yard. He said the structure dwarfs their shed in size. It creates a 
lack of privacy.  It will affect the sale of their house to perspective buyers. There is no 
remedy; they can't put up a fence to make it go away. They said it is further away from the 
applicant’s house then it is to their own house. 
 
Linda Barath, Ward 2 Councilperson, stated permits are a part of life. There is a purpose 
and a reason behind acquiring a permit. They need to follow the process per City Code.  
 
Timothy Finn, 4741 Bunker Road, addressed the variance request. He said the structure 
can be seen from a 360 because of its height. He said he lives 300 ft. away and can see if 
from his property. It is grossly out of place in the Royal Valley Development. Its elevation 
makes it an eyesore and lends to site and sound privacy violation for the surrounding 
neighbors.  
  
Mike Schwarzwalder, 4803 Dublin Drive, said he sympathizes with the applicants. He said 
his remedy is to put up evergreens to block the view, but the other neighbors do not have 
that luxury. He said they need to follow the rules and get permits.  
  
Brock Vollweiler, 4818 Dublin Drive, spoke against the variance request.  
  
The Secretary read into the record affidavits from: 
  
Janet Lavdis, 8720 Greenwood Road, stating her concerns with the openness of their yards 
and a possible hazard of the treehouse. The structure may be a hazard for her young 
grandchildren or any other children that would be visiting and possibly straying into the 
applicant’s yard. She requested they put up a fence for her privacy as well as the applicant’s 
privacy. She expressed concern regarding a potential buyer and if they would be hesitant 
in buying their house because the treehouse may be considered a hazard if there is no 
fence.  (The complete letter is on file.) 
 
Michael Mendoza, 8840 Greenwood Road, stated he is in favor of the structure noting it is 
aesthetically pleasing and would help with neighbor and family bonding.  
   
The Building Commissioner gave a brief statement of what occurred per our Building 
Department’s documented records. He stated in November of 2020 the Building 
Department received a complaint that a structure was being erected at the Stavrou’s 
property.  He visited the site and met with Mr. Gallagher and looked at the structure being 
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constructed. He said he spoke with an individual at the property and spoke with 
Mrs. Stavrou that afternoon. They were told to stop the work and come to the Building 
Department and get permits. By November 30th they submitted an application for permits. 
He followed up with a letter stating how it is in violation of our ordinances by e-mail which 
he did receive and confirmed that he received it. It was also mailed to him; he did not 
confirm receipt of the mailed letter. It stated no further work is allowed until variances were 
secured with the BZA. He said he also spoke to his Mrs. Stavrou. Both acknowledged an 
understanding of it. The Building Commissioner stated in March he posted a stop work 
order on it because they did not head the requirement to stop the work nor did they make 
an application to BZA. That is a brief narrative. 
 
The Building Commissioner said it is visible from Bunker and two other adjoining streets. It 
does exceed our code and it is outside of our Code requirements. The Building Department 
does not view this as play equipment; we do not normally regulate play equipment. It is 
built larger and heavier than most garages. This enters into the Residential Code of Ohio. 
This is no longer even regulated by City Ordinances, since it is so high off the ground it 
goes to the level of being regulated under Ohio Building Code state law. There are a 
number of issues in addition to the variances that are locally mandated.  
 
The Chair asked if the Building Commissioner could determine where on the property line 
it is located. The Building Commissioner responded the applicant is saying it is 2 ft. 3 in. 
The Building Commissioner said he eyeballed it; it could be 2 ft., could be less. The state 
of Ohio requires if you are erecting a structure near a property line you need to have a 
property survey done correctly if there is any question. Anything built within this distance 
has to be fire rated per state law. If this Board should choose to approve the variance, we 
would have to meet with the Stavrous to see how they are going to fire rate the structure 
and request they have a survey done to show that it is the correct distance from the property 
line. 
 
The Chair opened the floor up to the Board for questions and comments. 
  
Mr. Weimer questioned C.O. 1466.29 accessory structures used for human habitation and 
asked does it apply to this structure. The Building Commissioner stated human habitation 
would mean full-time residency. Mr. Weimer asked what is the permitted maximum size of 
the shed. The Building Commissioner stated the allowable size of a structure varies 
depending on the of the size of the lot. For a quarter acre lot, 500-600 sq. ft.; they are within 
the allowable square footage between the shed and their tree house. He said there are a 
number of variances here including a second accessory structure, the distance to the 
property line and the height. The applicant did not make the application for the height.   
 
Mr. Weimer asked what would need to be done to not require variances. The Building 
Commissioner stated if they reduced the height and relocated it, they would still need to 
appear before the BZA for a variance for a second accessory structure.  
  
Mr. Stavrou stated the existing shed, which was built prior to him moving in, is located 8 
inches to a foot off the property line. He said when he was told he did not need a permit, 
he didn’t thing he would need to apply for variances. The one corner of the treehouse is 2 
ft. 8 in. from the property line, the other side is almost 11 feet away from property line. Even 
if he put up a privacy fence, it would be within his backyard.  
 
Mr. Vittardi read into record the motion to approve BZA21-11 Variance #1:  

Variance #1: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (a) “Yards for Accessory Buildings 
and Uses”.  Request is for a variance to allow for relief from the requirement that 
only one accessory structure be permitted. Applicant recently built a tree-house in 
addition to an existing shed. 

The Chair stated the proposed findings of fact as presented by the applicant, neighboring 
property owners and the Building Commissioner. The Chair then presented the proposed 
conclusion of law subject to the Board’s modification. He said it has been stated that it be 
done by the book and not built first and ask for forgiveness later. He said under this 
circumstance the issue is that it affects other people and the neighboring properties. The 
other concern is safety and the close proximity to neighboring properties. He stated there 
is no evidence to support continuing construction without going through the proper 
channels. Mr. Weimer said he is in agreement with the Chair. He said he was unaware of 
how long it had been going on without Council’s attention; he said that is a concern to him. 
With no further discussion the Chair adopted the findings of fact and conclusion of law on 
behalf of the Board. 
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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. Vittardi, Ms. Sadowski seconded the motion for 

approval of Variance #2. Roll call: Yeas: None. Nays: Four (Weimer, Castrovillari, 

Vittardi, Sadowski).  Motion to approve variance denied. 

Mr. Vittardi read into record the motion to approve BZA21-11 Variance #2:  

Variance #2: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (b) “Yards for Accessory Buildings 
and Uses”.  Request is for a variance of 6 ft. 6 in. to allow for relief from the 10 ft. 
minimum rear yard setback requirement in order to have the accessory structure 
(treehouse) located 3 ft. 6 in. from rear property line. 

The Chair stated the proposed findings of fact as presented by the applicant, neighboring 
property owners and the Building Commissioner. The Chair then presented the proposed 
conclusion of law subject to the Board’s modification. He said he is incorporating the 
findings of fact and conclusion of law from Variance #1 but added the granting of the 
variance will create a non-conforming lot pursuant to Section 1270.6 of the zoning code. 
With no further discussion or amendments, the Chair adopted the findings of fact and 
conclusion of law 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. Vittardi, Mr. Weimer seconded the motion for the 

approval of Variance #2. Roll call: Yeas: None. Nays: Four (Weimer, Castrovillari, 

Vittardi, Sadowski).  Motion to approve variance denied. 

  
3. BZA21-12:  Christopher Moryan is seeking a variance for a proposed accessory structure 

at 9430 Potomac Drive, also known as PPN: 482-03-077, in Residential (R1-A) District 
zoning. The variance being requested is as follows: 
  
Variance: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (a) “Yards for Accessory Buildings and 
Uses”. Request is for a variance to allow for relief from the requirement that only one 
accessory structure be permitted. Applicant is proposing to construct a shed in addition to 
an existing gazebo.  
  
Christopher Moryan stated he has an existing gazebo which is part of this deck; the deck 
was installed approximately 27 years ago. He said he has a pool and would like to put a 
10x14 shed in the northeast corner of the property for storage. 
 
The Building Commissioner stated if the as the applicant agrees to not enclosed his gazebo 
to turn it into storage, he has no issues. They are two separate structure for two very 
separate and distinct functions. He added that anytime a structure has a roof it is 
considered an accessory structure. The applicant responded he agrees to the stipulation 
that the gazebo will not be enclosed.  
 
Mr. Vittardi read into record the motion to approve BZA21-12:  

Variance: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.12 (a) “Yards for Accessory Buildings 
and Uses”. Request is for a variance to allow for relief from the requirement that only 
one accessory structure be permitted. Applicant is proposing to construct a shed in 
addition to an existing gazebo.  
 
The Chair stated the proposed findings of fact as presented by the applicant, neighboring 
property owners and the Building Commissioner. The Chair then presented the proposed 
conclusion of law subject to the Board’s modification. With no further discussion or 
amendments, the Chair adopted the findings of fact and conclusion of law 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. Vittardi, Mr. Weimer seconded the motion for 

approval of Variance with contingency the gazebo will not be enclosed and used for 

storage. Roll call: Yeas: Four (Weimer, Castrovillari, Vittardi, Sadowski).  Nays: 

None.  Motion to approve variance granted. 
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4. BZA21-13 – Danny and Amelia Duganiero are seeking a variance for a proposed dwelling 
at 4211 Royalton Road, also known as PPN: 487-12-013, in Residential (R1-A) District 
zoning. The variance being requested is as follows: 
  
Variance:  Codified Ordinance Section 1270.05(e) “Schedule of Area, Yard and Height 
Regulations” and 1270.08 “Front Yards of Developed Blocks”. Request is for a variance of 
300 ft. more than the maximum 100 ft. front yard setback requirement in order to construct 
a dwelling. Dwelling to be located 400 ft. from Royalton Road. 
  
Danny and Amelia Duganiero stated they were interested in downsizing to a ranch home. 
The 11-acre parcel is on a busy road. He met with the City Engineer and Assistant City 
Engineer and stated they wanted to build two houses one for himself and one for his son.  
He said he was not told during any of his visits up to the Building Department and 
Engineering Department that he could not put a house farther back off the road.  He said 
many houses are located way off the road. He said they are looking for the setback for 
privacy and to alleviate the noise off the road. He said he met with the Fire Department and 
said he is willing to do what is necessary regarding the 12 ft. driveway to handle all the fire 
apparatus. He said it is a straight driveway with no turns and will include a cement 
turnaround. He said he has two to three acres in the front yard and the rest are all woods. 
It will not affect neighboring properties.   
  
The Building Commissioner had no additional comments.  
 
The Assistant Law Director stated the applicant obviously heard and saw the Fire 
Department comments and understand and agree the variance will be contingent upon the 
applicant complying with one of the three options to be in compliant with the Fire 
Department’s requirements. In addition to that any water and drainage issues that may be 
imposed by the Engineer; as the applicant indicated there is a stream by the property.  
 
The Applicant responded that he agrees the variance will be contingent on those factors. 
He stated the stream will not be an issue. He said he will be burying his downspouts which 
will drain into the sewer system. The Building Commissioner stated that will be handled by 
the Engineer Department to review the water drainage and stormwater issues. 
 
The Chair stated a correction of the location of the turn-around drive will need to be made 
to the drawings.  
  
Mr. Weimer read into record the motion to approve BZA21-13:   
 
Variance: Codified Ordinance Section 1270.05(e) “Schedule of Area, Yard and Height 
Regulations” and 1270.08 “Front Yards of Developed Blocks”. Request is for a 
variance of 300 ft. more than the maximum 100 ft. front yard setback requirement in 
order to construct a dwelling. Dwelling to be located 400 ft. from Royalton Road with 
the contingency the applicant complies with one of the three options to be in 
compliant with the Fire Department’s requirements in addition to agreeing to any 
requirements imposed by the Engineering Department for drainage or stormwater 
issues. 
 
The Chair opened the floor up to questions or comments from the Board.  
 
The Chair stated he does not see why this cannot be built in compliance to the 100 ft. 
setback other than the noise issue. He said there are not topography issues but he 
understands the noise issue.  
 
Ms. Duganiero stated they are outside people and are concerned with the noise from the 
semi-truck traffic. 
 
The Chair stated the proposed findings of fact as presented by the applicant and the 
Building Commissioner. The Chair then presented the proposed conclusion of law subject 
to the Board’s modification. He said the noise issue is the only reason it is being pushed 
back. Mr. Vittardi stated the essential character of the neighborhood would not be 
substantially altered and adjoining properties will not suffer substantial detriment. He added 
the neighboring property stated it would enhance his property value as well. He said he 
feels it is the best use of the property and supports the variance. Mr. Weimer added it is 
not unusual in North Royalton to have a home set back that far from the road. He said he 
has received many calls from residents stating the road noise has gotten worse with more 
trucks. He said it is a potential benefit to the City to have the house set back that far 
because it presents an opportunity for better home value and return on investment. Based 
on the input from the Board it seems that practical difficulty consensus has been 
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established by three of the four Board members and will be added to the conclusion of law. 
With no further discussion or amendments, the Chair adopted the findings of fact and the 
amended conclusion of law 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 

approval of Variance. Roll call: Yeas: Three (Weimer, Vittardi, Sadowski).  Nays: One 

(Castrovillari).  Motion to approve variance granted. 

 
 

MISCELLANEOUS:   

The next BZA meeting is scheduled for May 22, 2021. 
 
ADJOURNMENT:   

Moved and seconded to adjourn the April 22, 2021 meeting. Motion carried. Meeting adjourned at 
9:30 p.m.  
 
 
APPROVED:  /s/ Cheryl Hannan                                        DATE APPROVED:    May 27, 2021    .        
                              Chairperson 
                            
ATTEST:       /s/ Diane Veverka                          .   
                            B.Z.A. Secretary 
  

 

 


