Meeting Minutes of
Board of Zoning Appeals
Held October 15, 2020
Members Present: Scott Bruno, Dan Gess, Clete Miller, Terrance Burke, Carolyn Young, Jack
Norton, Jan Saurman
Also Present:

Eric Tuck-Macalla (Building Director), Lauren Oley (Assistant to
Building Director), Mark Barbour (Law Director)

Audience:

Sixmo, Inc, Dennis Gach, Pamela Carson, Brian Holtz, Greg Holtz, Patti
Reni & John Augustine, Christina Schmitz, Jeffery, Jaime & Kent Krivich

*Full recording of the meeting is permanently available on the City of Bay Village website under
Government/Board of Zoning Appeals/View Most Recent Agendas and Minutes/Media
Mr. Norton called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m.
Mr. Norton introduced the first item on the agenda, the approval of the minutes that were held
October 1, 2020.
Motion by Mr. Bruno, second by Mr. Burke to approve the minutes of the meeting held October
1, 2020 as prepared and distributed.
Motion passed 7-0.

Christina Schmitz
30519 Webster Rd.

The applicant is requesting a variance to
section 1153.03 Minimum side yard, to
build a Master suite onto Manhasset side
of the home, the required set back is 32 ft.
The variance request is for 6 ft. or 18%.

Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda Christina Schmitz at 30519 Webster. He
advised the board has had an opportunity to visit the site and review the application. Inquired if
there was discussion.
Mr. Burke advised that it appears the drawing on the 6’ variance really is at the northeast corner
of the addition and that is triangle that goes down to zero at the southeast corner is that a correct
statement?
Mr. Norton confirmed that yes, the 32’ setback line is the requirement and in the one corner it
doesn’t require any variance and then it tapers down into about 6’ on the opposite corner. He
advised that he believes Mr. Burkes interpretation is correct. He then noted that the lot is a very
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unusual shape. The houses is along Manhassett going south from this lot are all at an angle. They
are not parallel to the front line of the lot they are all skewed off at an angle. The houses were
built in sort of an unusual fashion for the next 6 houses or so moving down. He noticed that at
least one of them appeared to also have a portion of the house built into the setback area.
Mr. Young concurred.
Mr. Bruno advised that based on the location of this property and the positioning of the primary
residences on the lot this doesn’t seem like a request that would be out of character with the
positioning of the other homes and especially since it’s a corner lot. The flared variance that Mr.
Bruke points out seems reasonable based upon the drawings as prepared and submitted.
Mr. Norton inquired if there was further discussion and asked if Ms. Schmitz had anything to
add?
Ms. Schmitz advised she just wanted to point out that it is an irregular shaped lot and the
orientation of the house is unique compared to the neighboring homes. It is a wide intersection so
she doesn’t think it would feel very tight there and it would be very beneficial to the home
owners to have this first floor master suite so that they can continue to stay in the home.
Mr. Norton inquired if there was further discussion of the board?
Motion by Mr. Burke, Second by Mr. Bruno, that the property at 30519 Webster Rd. be granted
a variance of 6’ at the northeast corner of the proposed addition diminishing down to zero at the
southeast corner for the construction of an addition to the home which is a variance under C.O
1153.03.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Bruno, Gess, Burke, Young, Norton, Saurman, Miller
Nays Motion Granted- 7-0

Brian Holtz
596 Lake Forest

The applicant is seeking a variance to
section 1149.06(a) – Detached garages,
to build a storage addition to an existing
garage creating a garage that is 840 sq. ft.
The sq. ft. of the house is less than 1999
sq. ft. allowing a Maximum detached
garage area of 700 sq. ft. This would be a
variance of 140 sq. ft. or 20%.

Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as Brian Holtz of 596 Lake Forest. He
advised that the board has had an opportunity to visit the site and review. Inquired if there was
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discussion. He went on to inquire of Mr. Holtz, it looks like you have a set of French doors in the
addition area. Is this to be occupied as an office? This seems fancier than storage use.
Mr. Brian Holtz advised that kind of came from the owners. They wanted to match the door that
is on the back of their house just to make the building look more like the house as if it was
supposed to be there. It is going to be used a as storage shed. So the other thought was that door
can be opened for more than just a 36” door it could be a 5’ or 60” door to move things in and
out.
Mr. Norton advised that it does seem to crowd the lot. If instead of a 20’ wide if it was, for
instance, an addition that was a 13’x20’ you wouldn’t even need a variance.
Mr. Brian Hotlz confirmed.
Mr. Norton remarked that in effect you would have the equivalent of a 3 car garage without a
variance. The way the ordinance was designed was to try to keep the scale of the buildings on the
property in check.
Mr. Brian Holtz advised that he understands that.
Mr. Norton went on that this is a small house and in effect you are asking for a 4 car garage in
size.
Mr. Brian Holtz confirmed roughly yes and advised he would agree with that statement. You
touched on a good point there at the time that these houses were built people didn’t have as many
things as they do now. So trying to find space to store things. He advised that he is a symmetrical
person so when he is building things he likes things to be centered or look the same as others. It
kind of makes the building centered on the back of the yard. The back of that yard is not used for
anything else as it is now. So he does not think it would be an eyesore if anything it would be a
nice addition. Even in the future when they go to sell the house someone would enjoy to have a
nice big storage area like that. They already have 2 cars to go in the garage it is a little tight in
there as it is. We are trying to utilize and make things look as nice as they could. He knows we
are asking for a variance and understands going to 13’ it just to me would look a little odd in the
backyard having that put next to a 7’ and you can’t do anything with that space anyway to be
quite honest.
Mr. Norton remarked that he didn’t notice, looking among the backyards in that area, any
structures that were as big as what you are proposing.
Mr. Brian Hotlz responded that he believes that a couple houses north there is a 3 car garage if
he’s not mistaken.
Mr. Norton remarked that an equivalent of a 3 car garage is the biggest that he noticed in that
area.
Mr. Brian Holtz concurred and remarked that there has to be a first for everything.
Mr. Norton advised he was right there. He advised that one of the difficulties that we have is
setting a precedent. If we don’t find something unusual to this particular property then we are
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hard pressed to do more than tinker around the edges. As soon as we do - we are re-writing the
law and council doesn’t like us to rewrite the law and set a precedent that goes against the spirit
of what they were trying to accomplish. If for some reason you said ‘could I have a 14’ instead
of 20’’ that might be tinkering around the edges. If for some reason you had a 14’ boat to put in
there. He went on to advise that he is trying to find what would be unusual about this lot and he
doesn’t find anything unusual.
Mr. Burke advised that he would concur. He thinks if the applicant was coming with just a
proposal for a whole new building of 840 sq. ft. he thinks the board would probably not look
kindly on it just simply because, as Mr. Norton pointed out, there is nothing unique there is no
hardship there is really no reason for it.
Mr. Greg Holtz introduced himself as the owner of the property and advised that he would like to
chime in. He advised that there are some things with these old houses. They have a basement
that is barely 6 ½’ high. There are projects that he wants to do around the house that take up
more power, say an air compressor or a welding machine things like that, that he doesn’t have an
opportunity to use that he does use on a daily basis. That is part of what this property is going to
build out be. It’s storage, it’s shed, you’ve got a two car garage and 3 or 4 cars at the house and
have nowhere to put them. So everything that is in your garage you can’t put in your garage. All
your outdoor furniture - all that stuff. And for him to build a small shed, at half that size, at the
price that it is going to cost to do it’s more beneficial, and cheaper, to do it on scale 20’x20’
rather than an odd 14’ or 12’x20’. That was our thought process behind that, plus the added
value to the property and we are staying off the encroachment to the other properties.
Mr. Bruno advised that he has a couple questions. One question for the applicant is, you have the
French doors on this space you want to add to the garage structure. Do you intend to plumb this
space?
Mr. Greg Holtz advised just electrical.
Mr. Bruno thanked him. One thing he’d like to point out/ask the rest of the board is, as Mr.
Chairman had mentioned, that even if the applicant was requesting a 14’x20’ additional space
that this case that would be about a 3% variance request. And, to the Chairman’s point, that
would seem a little bit more reasonable based on the character of the neighborhood and the
character of the property and the primary structure. He would certainly be agreeable to
something along those lines, but, and to the chairman’s point and Mr. Burkes point, he thinks a
20’x20’ variance is a little bit aggressive of a request.
Mr. Greg Holtz remarked that the last request was an 18% on the variance and they are at 20%.
He advised he is just trying to understand. It is unusable back there anyways. There is no usage
back there. There is over growth of property from over the fence. There is tree overhang. I just
don’t understand, I mean I get where you guys are coming from, but I just feel that this lot is big
enough. The lot is huge. So we are not taking away from the value of the property or
overcrowding the property. It’s just adding more useable space that is economical moving
forward.
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Ms. Young inquired what the size of the lot is.
Mr. Brian Holtz advised that there is a plot plan in the paperwork right off the auditor’s website.
Ms. Young remarked that it didn’t seem like that large of a lot.
Mr. Gess replied that it says 9800 sq. ft.
Mr. Brian Holtz advised that it was 50’x196’ 9800 sq. ft., but the way that the lot is set up, you
have to look at the plan. The house is more set towards the street so the backyard is very big.
Right now if we did this addition you would still have room if someone wanted to buy the house
later on and put an in ground pool in. So there is more than enough room back there. So I mean,
I don’t know. I understand all your points and I am taking them in. I mean, I guess I would have
to talk to the homeowner and see what he would want to do. From what you are saying, would
you be okay with something that was 6’ not as wide is basically what I’m (audio feedback). That
is going to take away 120 sq. ft. and put you at a more manageable point? Is that kind of what
I’m coming up with?
Mr. Burke remarked that in that regard we always hesitate to give a preapproval of anything until
we see exactly what is presented. Certainly a request that would be closer to what the
requirements of the code are would stand a better chance.
Mr. Greg Holtz remarked that we are going to cut 2’ off the extension of it and we are going to
cut it from 20% to 10%. I mean I get what you guys are saying, but we are talking about a couple
50/100 sq. ft. In the grand scheme of it I’ve got to lay all the foundation and concrete anyways.
So for me, to get more space, it’s more economical to max it to that 20’ and have it be square and
then we are on the square of the property all the way from side to side and there is walkability 4’
clearance all the way around the property.
Mr. Norton interjected to Mr. Holtz that he didn’t mean to give the impression that the decisions
are made on a percentage basis. That is one of the things that is taken into consideration. In the
previous case that was before the board the question was totally different. The question was a
side yard setback. In that case the request went from needing 0’ to needing 6’ on the other end of
this addition. It is a totally different situation. In this case, the size of storage facilities and the
size of garages the decision in the past have been more on the scale of the structure as it relates to
the scale of the house and the neighborhood. In this case, he thinks that the largest structure in
the neighborhood is about a 3 car garage. So if this was 13’ or 14’ wide instead of 20’ wide that
would be the equivalent of a 3 car garage.
Mr. Greg Holtz inquired if he looked at the house directly across the street from my property?
Mr. Norton responded that he did not go into the backyards of any other properties.
Mr. Greg Holtz advised that he believes that it is probably 40’ deep and 20’ wide with an attic
and a car lift in it. There are opportunities. There are other properties that have big back storage
areas and garages. I’m just trying to maximize my value on the property. This is somewhere we
want to live and I need space. I am trying to maximize my dollar. I am going to do it once. I want
to be able to spend that money the best way I can. The best way I can would be to maximize my
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property that I own. That I’m going to live here for probably another 20-30 years. I don’t want
to go anywhere and I only want to build once. I could do an addition on the house, but I just
think this is going to be more beneficial for the things that we need to do moving forward as a
family here in Bay Village.
Mr. Miller remarked on the rekindling on the first agenda item and you mentioned that the
percentages. They are not apples to apples when you look at the percentages. In this case, you
can talk about our neighbor’s properties, but the ordinance is based on the size of the home so if
your home is under 1999 sq. ft. you are limited to a certain size footprint. So the other properties
may be in excess of 1999 and therefore they get a percentage increase on that sq. footage. That
could lend to why there is not always the same size garage in somebodies backyard that
somebody else has. So if there is a 3 car garage down the street from you – you have to account
for the size of the home.
Mr. Greg Hotlz advised that he gets that and that lends to the Bay Village in itself. You have a
2500 sq. ft. house across from a 1200 Cape Cod house. You can’t have the same square footage
to live in, but you can all have the same things outside your property. It’s your property lot.
You’re not encroaching on someone and we are just trying to better the place that we live in so
we keep paying taxes here in Bay Village moving forward for the next 20 years. We just want to
have a place we can call home and that we can feel good about what we are doing there. I just
don’t think - 120 sq. ft. in the grand scheme I don’t see it being such a big deal. I get where the
ordinances come from and why they are there, but everyone gets variances that is why we are
here having this discussion.
Mr. Miller remarked that historically not everyone gets variances. Historically we give the
applicant the opportunity to withdraw their application for this meeting and consider making an
alteration that would be more in line with the discussion that we have had tonight and we vote on
it and the board doesn’t see that 20% is an acceptable value and you will have to reapply if you
decide to move forward with something else that is in excess of what you are permitted to do.
Mr. Greg Holtz confirmed his understanding.
Mr. Norton inquired if the owner of the property would you like for us to proceed with the
hearing tonight based on the request that you have for 140’ sq. ft.?
Mr. Greg Holtz advised that he would.
Motion by Mr. Burke, Second by Mr. Miller, that the property located at 596 Lake Forest be
granted a variance of 140 sq. ft. from the area requirements of section 1149.06(a) the codified
ordinance for the construction of an addition to an existing garage as per the application
submitted.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas –
Nays - Bruno, Gess, Miller, Burke, Saurman, Norton
Abstained – Young (due to technical difficulties)
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Motion Denied - 0-6
Mr. Norton confirmed that the matter is turned back with 6 no’s and 1 abstention. He then
advised that Mr. Holtz has the right to reapply as long as there is some substantial difference in
the request.
Mr. Greg Holtz inquired what the Chairman’s recommendation would be.
Mr. Norton advised that if you take 6” your request that isn’t a significant difference and the city
would say you can’t keep asking the question without a substantial change. He further advised
that he thinks the board indicated that 14’ type of dimension might receive some favorable
review, but the 20’, and it wasn’t just the percentage as an issue, it was the idea that for a small
home that a 3 car garage is a pretty good chunk of space and of mass in the backyard and it
seems to match the neighborhood. He can’t say what the board would do or not do, obviously,
but something along that line may be something would have a chance to help your situation.
Mr. Greg Holtz thanked the board for their time.
Patricia Rini
296 Bassett Rd.

The applicant is seeking a variance to
section 1163.05 (h) (3) to install 64 feet
of a six foot privacy screen where 32 feet
is permitted This would be a 32 ft.
variance or 100%. 10% of the total
perimeter is 40 ft.

Mr. Norton went on to introduce the next item on the agenda Patricia Rini at 296 Bassett Rd. He
then advised that the board has had an opportunity to visit the site and review the application.
Inquired if there was discussion.
Mr. Norton went on to explain that on a regular basis the board get requests for additional
fencing to the 32’ requirement. And on occasion we have taken and allowed transition sections.
Where a fence tapers from the 6’ down to the 4’ rule and so that the total effect of the privacy
screen area is extended some usually in an 8’ section on one end or even on both ends. We have
a situation where there is nothing unique on this lot from other lots and we have to be very
careful about setting precedents. The only time, in my memory, that we have used quite a bit
extra, like this is, is where there is a commercial application. The one that comes to mind is
across from the deli. Utility trucks park there and go to the deli and grab a sandwich and they
leave the engine running and it is right next to the woman’s patio so it is almost like a
commercial interference with the residential use of the property. He doesn’t see anything
unusual in this type of a case. Is there discussion or other comments?
Mr. Augustine introduced himself as Patricia’s husband. We had a 64’ row of arborvitaes that
were overgrown and they were taking over the backyard so we wanted to beautify our lot a little
bit by taking them down. Our neighbor has a 4’ chain link fence, at the property line, and he has
3 dogs and it works well for them. We were just simply asking for that variance. I know that is
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100%. The fence basically replaces these shrubs that were there for a number of years. It
provided the privacy that we needed between our neighbors. It is a custom built fence by myself
and it is quite a bit nicer than the over grown shrubs that were there.
Mr. Gess remarked that if everyone recalls there was a somewhat similar conversation last
meeting on Osborn where the one neighboring property had concerns about the other properties
condition and in that case they were only asking for an additional 8’, if you recall, we struggled
and unfortunately, there was disappointment, but again there was nothing unique about that
property. To think about a small 8’ exception and this one for me would be a non-starter at 100%
ask.
Mr. Norton it appeared that the one 8’ section past the 32’, he assumes the part that is already at
6’ is 32’, and one more section heading west would get you to the neighbors garage or there
about. It would provide privacy from that standpoint and that may be more reasonable than an
additional 32’. He doesn’t know whether the board would consider that the style of fence that
you’re building, and it is attractive, it would be a little difficult to taper it down because its
horizontal boards and it wouldn’t work too good.
Ms. Young remarked that if that neighbors is agreeable to the fence. Looking for 64’ then 32’
and 32’ is 64’ without needing a variance right? It seemed like the kind of fence that was
symmetrical on both sides there wasn’t a good or bad side do that fence.
Mr. Norton responded that the only difficulty would be the additional 32’ the neighbor would be
allowed to have that would be on their property. We have even had cases, in this case, you pay
for the construction, but you constructed it on their property, with their permission of course, and
then you simply offset the part that was on your property and set it over a foot onto their property
another 32’. Technically you can do that and not need a variance, but that would require
agreement with your neighbor.
Mr. Augustine inquired if they could ask, or would we have to resubmit a request, for a variance
for an additional 8’ or could we ask for that tonight?
Mr. Norton advised that they can change your request tonight.
Mr. Augustine advised that an additional 8’ would be tremendous and it would get us to the
garage.
Mr. Norton remarked that he didn’t want to indicate that would definitely get approved. He was
just throwing it out there.
Mr. Augustine advised that would accomplish most of what we really want and the privacy that
we really desire.
Mr. Bruno posed a question to the applicant, one of the things that we often bring up, and is
something that you actually mentioned previously earlier on in our discussion of your application
was that you had arborvitae I believe? Some Arborvitaes along that line of property and have you
considered making up the difference of 32’, which you’re requesting, with replanting some arbs
or some evergreen.
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Mr. Augustine responded that they definitely were thinking along those lines as well.
Mr. Bruno responded that based on their precedence they typically appreciate that type of
accommodation much like, Ms. Young and Mr. Norton remarked, along with some cooperation
with your neighbor so that you can ultimately get the end result that you’re looking for.
Aesthetically it’s much better, he advised that he has arbs on his east property line that he planted
a couple years ago for this purpose and it’s much nicer than fencing, but that is his opinion. Still
the board would be much more agreeable to consider some type of variance, even the Chairman
had suggested, but yet still we have a tough time with granting a variance based upon the tone of
fences the reactions to the fence code in the City. Hopefully you understand our position.
Mr. Augustine remarked that this is why Bay Village is Bay Village.
Mr. Bruno confirmed. We often speak to the fact that we are trying to foster community. We, the
community, through our council and the code that has been passed and the ordinances that we
have. I know that you understand that obviously being a resident and based on your comment
just now. I just offer that. We still have a struggle with granting any type of variance. We are
agreeable to step downs, but as the Chairman pointed out in your application this is a horizontal
type of fencing, an attractive fencing in my opinion, yet it would be tough to do a step down
accordingly. Just wanted to point out year round evergreens as an option.
Mr. Augustine advised that he appreciates that.
Mr. Norton requested that it would be noted that if the request was changed to 8’ from the 32’
then it would meet the 10% rule. The 10% rule on this lot is 40’ so adding one 8’ section would
keep it within that. They would only need the one variance not two.
Mr. Augustine advised that they we would like to change that if they could.
Mr. Norton requested that we note in the minutes that the request has changed to 40’ total in one
direction from the previous request. Is there further discussion?
Motion by Mr. Bruno, Second by Mr. Burke, to grant the property at 296 Bassett Rd. a variance
per C.O. 1163.05 (h) (3) to install a 40’ fence per the application which would grant an 8’
variance in respect to the ordinance. It would meet the 10% of total perimeter based on the 40’ if
the variance were to be granted
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Bruno, Burke, Young, Norton, Saurman
Nays – Gess, Miller
Motion Passed – 5-2
Mr. Augustine thanked the board for their time.
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Jeff Kaltenstein
23817 Cliff Dr.

The applicant is seeking a variance to
section 1359.01 Location of Air
Conditioning Equipment. To place an
Air Conditioning Condenser on the west
side of his garage less than 10 feet from
the property line, the Condenser is 14.5
inches deep and would be 3.5 inches from
the property line.

Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda as Jeff Kaltenstein at 23817 Cliff Dr. He
advised that the board has had an opportunity to visit the site and review the application.
Inquired if there was discussion.
Mr. Bruno remarked that based on the application the representation on the condenser unit itself
has a 52 decibel rating, which is quite good, yet he does have reservations about the placement
based on the application as prepared and submitted.
Mr. Miller inquired if the applicant on the call?
Mr. Kaltenstein advised that he was present.
Mr. Miller inquired if there was cause to have it on that side of the garage instead of the other
side.
Mr. Kaltenstein remarked that he assumed that they had a chance to review the plan and the
property. Basically we are replacing our existing garage. Two years ago, the neighbor to the
south, a large portion of their tree fell on the old garage essentially totaling it with the insurance
company. At that time, we took that opportunity to have plans drawn up for a new garage, which
was larger than the previous in that it has a room above the garage, basically a bonus room. Last
year we had a few variances approved for the plans which including moving it 18” off the
property line to the west and maintaining its clearance of 18” off the south property line.
Our lot is somewhat unique. We are second from the corner so we have the back of the garage to
the west of us and then basically to southwest is the back of the garage of the property to the
south, which is a side load off of Fordham Parkway. Basically the location that I am requesting is
the most practical, not only for us, but I believe also for the neighboring properties. First and
foremost it is not visible to the home next to us or the home behind us. Secondly from a noise
standpoint, it is isolated in the back area between the backs of those three garages that come
together in that area. On our end accessibility and serviceability - it is easily accessed in that area
vs. the east side of our garage which has existing mature landscaping. There are some evergreen
trees that provides privacy between us and the property to the South. We would probably have to
cut a tree down to create some more space. Our yard is also uniquely small. All the lots on our
side of the street are pretty small. It’s only 50’ wide and the backyard area is only approximately
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a 15’x20’ area of grass and then you’ve got the landscaped around the perimeter with existing
trees that provide privacy between us and the property to the east and the property to the south.
So pretty much the three points: it’s the least visible location to us and the neighbors, same goes
for the noise – although it is very efficient and has a low decibel level it wouldn’t disrupt anyone
because it faces the backs of the two neighboring garages, and lastly accessibility and
serviceability of the location would be the most practical.
Mr. Norton remarked that he notes that the property to the west where this is proposed to be
mounted would have the right to put a fence up on their side of the property. If they did that the
fence would be 3.5” from this unit. It would make it almost impossible to service this unit. You
were already granted a variance from the 3’ rule. Because of the circumstances of the lot and so
on. You’re then left with an 18” corridor of your property and so now a service technician is
going to go down between the side of your garage, and what could be, a solid wood fence. Going
down an 18” corridor and if it’s got an access on the side of the condenser you’ve got to use a
little tiny screwdriver you’ve only got 3.5”. He went on to advise that it is impractical because
the neighbor retains the right to be able to put a fence there. He doesn’t see a pressing need, not
to put it on the other side, you’ve got plenty of yard over there. And, as Mr. Bruno noted, it is a
very quiet unit. So even if you’re using the yard for patio function or something the sound is well
below what air conditioners normally are. So he would have a hard time with this because of that
access question.
Mr. Bruno advised that he wanted to point out to the applicant that their garage may exist in the
position that screens from the street and yet still with the variance living with your property, if it
were granted, the property to the west they could end up placing structures, primary or secondary
structure or attached garage, the existing structures may not exist at some point. In addition to the
chairman’s point about the fencing this would require year round screening even if we were to
grant this variance. It would be almost impossible, for you, to place year round screening around
this unit and have it be serviced as well in the future. If the property to the west were to
reposition/renovate or whatever the case may be the structure is on that property. In addition to
the current situation practical considerations for servicing the unit and the fact that you have
plenty of other space in your yard. He has a hard time with this application as it’s been
submitted.
Mr. Miller advised he has a question. Is this a variable refrigerant unit?
Mr. Kaltenstein responded that it is an electric mini split. There is an outdoor condensing unit
and then an indoor unit.
Mr. Norton remarked that it is a little unusual to have an AC for a garage or storage use. Is there
thought to be able to have an office structure there or something like that?
Mr. Kaltenstein responded that it’s just a finished area above the garage. Not necessarily an
office, but just a play area or some additional space.
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Mr. Burke noted that previous variances were granted. That motion that passed limited the 2 nd
floor space to storage purposes. He advised that he also questions the need for an air
conditioning unit for storage space.
Mr. Norton inquired if there was further discussion? Motion?
Motion by Mr. Burke, Second by Mr. Bruno, to grant the property at 23817 Cliff Dr. a variance
for the installation of an outside air conditioning unit on the west side of the new garage which
would be 3.5” from the property line as per the application as prepared and submitted.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas –
Nays – Bruno, Gess, Miller, Burke, Young, Norton, Saurman
Motion Denied – 0-7
Mr. Kaltenstein advised that he appreciated the consideration.
Ms. Young advised that she thinks that the fence was a good issue.
Mr. Kaltenstein advised that he never considered the fence or the future. He advised he only
thought of it in the existing configuration as it is now. It makes sense the way that you’ve spelled
it out. He understands.
Mr. Norton remarked that variances live with the land not with the use. So it’s like forever.
Mr. Bruno remarked that he appreciated the applicants understanding.

Kent Kirvich
24227 Russell Rd.

The applicant is requesting the following
variances:
1149.01 Location of accessory
structures, this variance is for a pavilion
built in the back yard that has been built
up to the property line, the permitted
distance is 3 ft. This is a 100% variance.
1149.02 Area limitations for accessory
uses, this variance is for the above
referenced pavilion and the back yard
deck. The accessory uses including the
existing garage covers 984 sq. ft., the rear
yard is 2000 sq. ft. The permitted area for
this yard is 30% which would be 600 sq.
Ft. The variance requested is for 384 sq.
ft. or 64%.
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1153.02 Minimum front yard (building
line), this variance is for a front porch.
The building line for this street is 30 ft.
from the right of way. The porch
encroaches into that space 8 feet, the
applicant is requesting an 8 ft. variance or
a 26 % variance.
1153.03 Minimum side yard, this
variance is for the above referenced front
porch and the proposed side deck. The
side yard at this property which is listed as
being 50 ft. wide is 15 ft. with one side
yard required to be 6 feet. Both the porch
and the side deck are built or proposed to
be built up to the property lin. This is a
variance of 6 feet or 100%.

Mr. Norton introduced the last item on the agenda Kent Kirvich at 24227 Russell Rd and advised
that the applicant is requesting 4 variances. He believes they are intertwined, in a sense, but he
thinks we should address them one at a time.
Mr. Barbour interrupted to inquire if Ms. Young was able to hear us.
Mr. Norton confirmed that her picture has dropped off.
Mr. Bruno confirmed that Ms. Young texted him regarding her connection issues.
Mr. Norton advised that we cannot see her.
Ms. Young by way of Mr. Bruno advised that she can hear us.
Mr. Norton inquired if Mr. Bruno could relay her vote?
Mr. Barbour advised that she needs to be seen and heard to cast a vote.
Mr. Norton suggested that we proceed and if she’s heard us and the technical difficulty is
overcome then she can vote otherwise she will abstain and this case would be heard by 6
members instead of 7 members. Is that reasonable?
Mr. Barbour confirmed that is reasonable. He then advised that the record should reflect that if
the technical difficulty persists then it is an abstention due to a technical difficulty. As was done
in the prior case. He advised that the board can continue with the discussion if she is not able to
have her full connection she cannot vote.
Mr. Norton went on to say if she hears discussion and the technical problem is over then she can
still vote even though we cannot see her. As long we can see her at the time the vote is case.
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Mr. Barbour as long as she can confirm that she heard the discussion.
Mr. Norton introduced the first applicants request per C.O 1149.01 for the location of an
accessory structures. This is for a pavilion built in the backyard that has been built up to the
property line. The permitted distance for this type of structure is 3’ from the property line so this
is a 100% variance. The board has had an opportunity to visit the site and review the application.
Inquired if there was discussion.
Mr. Burke inquired how is it that all of these structures on the property were built, or partially
built, without permit.
Mr. Krivich apologized and advised that him and his wife, Jamie, are first time
homeowners/home buyers and we just didn’t understand or recognize the need or importance of
pulling permits. Totally at fault there and he does apologize it is never going to happen again,
obviously. He, his father, and two of his friends over the course of the summer, a couple weeks
at a time, built everything.
Mr. Burke inquired if Mr. Krivich has a background in construction.
Mr. Krivich responded that he does with roofing and sales, but not with this type of construction
that is mostly his father. He has been building his entire life.
Mr. Burke inquired if he has been part of this construction?
Mr. Krivich responded yes.
Mr. Burke went on to explain that he noticed that the plans submitted showed 2 doors on the
front of the property.
Mr. Krivich responded that he would actually like to move the front door over from where it’s at
right now on the far right side of the house. It’s never used by anybody so ideally it would be slid
to the center of the house and eventually turn the old front door to a window and close that off.
Mr. Burke inquired who will be living in this property.
Mr. Krivich responded that yes, him and his wife and hopefully children in the near future will
live in the home.
Mr. Norton remarked, for the record, the City has received a communication from Dennis Dash
at 24212 Russell Road and it is in favor of granting the various requests so we will enter that into
the record [See multiple neighbor letters at bottom of minutes]. It is also to be noted that the
house immediately to the west of this one has a structure, I’ll call it a trellis that is also built right
up to the property line it appears. He then inquired to Mr. Tuck-Macalla if he knows offhand…
Mr. Tuck-Macalla jumped in to advise that was built without a permit also. He advised that they
have been sent a letter in that regard.
Mr. Norton inquired if the communication with that house was it to remove the structure, move
to a legal position, or request variance.
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Mr. Tuck-Macalla responded that it was to remove the structure. In this case, for this job at
24227 Russell Rd, the job was stopped when he noticed that the front porch was being built. And
subsequent to that he saw there were structures in the backyard that were built without permits.
So he requested a plan and saw that variances were required. Yes, you’re right I could have
written a letter that said remove all these structures and gone in that direction, but I just decided
to give them an opportunity to request variances.
Mr. Krivich remarked that they do appreciate that definitely. As a note, if I could, there was an
existing front porch on the house (showed picture). With the new front porch coming off the
house the old one came off 8’ the new one is as well. The old front porch was very
dilapidated/rundown/rotted. I’ve even talked with the mailman about it. He commented that he
was excited about the new front porch because it just wasn’t safe. It wasn’t a safe structure it
needed rebuilt. That was our only intention with all this was to make it safe and make it nicer and
we haven’t come off any further, from the house, than the old structure was.
Mr. Norton responded that as it relates to your 3rd request which is the minimum front yard the
board has considered favorably granting variances to allow for a stoop. He thinks they have
allowed 5’, or 6’ is the biggest encroachment, so you can open a screen/storm door and safely
stay on the stoop and then steps in front of that. And we’ve allowed it to have some sort of a
covering some sort of a roof structure over that, but we have kept it where it was a way to safely
be out of the weather and access a door. The few of the cases that he recalls it has been allowed
to be as wide as 10’, maybe 12’ at the most, so that you could put a little chair on each side or
flower pots whatever. In this case, you went across the whole front of the house, and again, the
way it’s built you went right over to one of the property lines. So that is actually a request, the 3 rd
one, and we can take that a separate issue. We don’t necessarily need take these in the order that
they happen to be on the agenda. He doesn’t know how the board feels about trying to discuss all
of them. We have to vote on them individually. They are five totally different requests. If we stay
for the moment, and the board can direct how they want to approach this, if we stay for the
moment on the first one which is the location of an accessory structure which would involve the
pavilion being up to the property line.
Mr. Bruno responded that he thinks that would be great. He advised that he had question in
regards to the pavilion and Mr. Tuck-Macalla’s inspection of that relative to the property line.
Does the pavilion and its roofline, knowing that it peaks and fades north and south, does any of
that roofline encroach upon the property to the west?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla responded that it appears to go over the top of the fence by about 6”. He
advised that he has just looked at this property from the street and has not been invited into the
backyard.
Mr. Bruno confirmed his view was the same. That is why he asked. The view from street side it
is tough to tell.
Mr. Krivich remarked that he is happy to cut that back if that is actually the case and it goes over
the fence. It can be recessed back to the line.
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Mr. Tuck-Macalla responded that as we are talking about it on the property line we’ve got to go
back to the air conditioner in the last item. In that the neighbor next door can build up to 3’ from
their property line. So now you have 2 structures 3’ apart owned by two different individuals.
The whole point with the 3’ from the property line is to keep it a safe fire distance between
buildings. That is one of the biggest reasons to not be able to build right up to the property line.
Mr. Norton inquired if the board has any other discussion on this particular topic?
Mr. Burke inquired if the means the very first one?
Mr. Norton responded yes, just the location/the fact that this is less than 3’ from the property
line. Maybe we should just discuss each of these and then come back to them.
Mr. Buke advised that in fairness to the applicant he thinks they should discuss each one
separately so they have the benefit of what the boards thinking is.
Mr. Norton welcomed Ms. Young back.
Ms. Young responded that she logged back in and out and is now on an IPad. She then went on
to inquire if the pavilion post were set in cement or is there any kind of pad that it’s put on.
Mr. Krivich confirmed that the posts are set in cement with proper footers for each post.
Mr. Norton remarked that the next area that there is a request is for the backyard deck and
pavilion as accessory structures, including the existing garage, covers 980 sq. ft. and the rear
yard is 2000 sq. ft. The permitted area for the yard is 30% which would be 600 sq. ft. so the
variance request in that regard would be 384 sq. ft. or 64%. Including the backyard deck. Are we
including the part of the deck that is only about 6’ above grade in our calculation? It looked like
there were two different levels of deck. There was some deck that was patio/just on grade/stone
pavers sort of. Then it looked like there was some part of the wood deck that is only about 6”
high and other parts of the wood deck that were 3’ or 4’ high.
Mr. Krivich confirmed that was correct. That was included in that calculation. He then deferred
to Mr. Tuck-Macalla as he found that the math was a little bit off. The rear yard is 2800 sq. ft.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla confirmed that was correct. He advised that he sent an email to the board
giving a synopsis of how his math was wrong because the width of the lot is 60’ the approximate
size of the backyard is 2850 sq. ft. and with all the garage, pavilion, and the deck we are around
1300 sq. ft. It will need a 50% variance for that 30%.
Mr. Krivich inquired if the lower deck portion is included in that math?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla confirmed that it was.
Mr. Krivich advised that he would like to note, and he does apologize/my fault for not pulling a
permit, that he did call down to the city and he did talk to somebody about this and they told him
about the 30% rule and he specifically asked about the garage at that time and they said that
wouldn’t count towards the 30%. He advised that he didn’t know if something got mixed up in
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translation there, but that is kind of the way that he was gearing up my math when we were
designing the backyard to begin with.
Mr. Norton responded that one of things that we are going to have difficulty with tonight, is for
instance, that part of the raised deck that runs along the West property line. If that is trimmed
down, because that strip it is right up to the property line, it changes the calculations of the area
allowed. And if the pavilion is turned down and the pavilion has to be 3’ from property line then
changes the calculations for area. We are not going to, on the fly, say well okay we turned down
this part so now your request is 80’ less or whatever. So we are going to have to be a little careful
on deciding that #2 request for area of structures. Is there any other discussion on that part of the
conversation?
Mr. Burke responded that he thinks, in general, he thinks many of us are going to have difficulty
with all of these request. He wonders if it would be appropriate to table this and give the
applicants the opportunities to revise the request here. Certainly you folks can see where the
board is coming from on some of the previous agenda items tonight. He knows for example, the
3’from the property line he would have difficulty granting much, if any variance, on those
whether it is the front porch or pavilion or whatever. He thinks you’ve seen in one of the
previous ones where we were coming from on privacy fences and just wondering, and any
further discussion tonight would be welcome, but he is wondering if it would be appropriate to
give these folks a chance to propose/modify things to come, if not within the code on some or all
of them, at least very close to code.
Mr. Miller responded that about a year ago, maybe it was later in the winter, we had an
application for a front porch. He thinks we kept that to 7’. He doesn’t recall ever granting an 8’
front porch especially when it is inside the setback. It is in partial construction you haven’t
completely framed it out/decked it out so it is something that could be modified.
Mr. Bruno advised that he supports Mr. Miller’s comments. Since you are already had 4’ depth
that slightly encroached upon the front set back. I think we would be agreeable to consider
something that would be reasonable from a door opening, etc. to the Chairman points earlier.
Something in the 4’-6’, but we certainly haven’t granted anything, to Mr. Miller’s comments,
that approaches anything beyond 6’ that I recall.
Mr. Krivich advised that he would like to point out that the existing was 8’ off. He thinks in your
comment he just heard him say existing 4’ and just wants to clear that up.
Mr. Miller responded that our notes show that existing porch, whether it was built and granted a
variance at the time or built without a permits, it currently extends into the setback by 4’. The
suggestion is to reduce the depth, to which it would be a minor variance, but still give you the
ability to have a front porch and to open a door/step in as Mr. Norton summarized a stoop. Then
your whole front porch would be considered at that point.
Mr. Krivich responded so you’re saying 4’ of currently what I have is okay. Basically I have it
built off 8’ right now, like the old one was, and only 4’ of that is outside of code. So if I were to
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step in maybe another 2’ and bring it down to 6’ or 6 ½’ somewhere in that area – is that more
reasonable?
Mr. Bruno confirmed that yes, they would view that more reasonably.
Mr. Krivich continued even continuing on with the plan of extending it across the front of the
house?
Mr. Bruno replied that, to Mr. Burke’s comments, he too would have trouble with anything that
comes up to the property line.
Mr. Saurman advised that he has a question about the representation has been made that the old
porch, on the north side of the house, was 8’ depth. This might be for Mr. Barbour or Mr. TuckMacalla, but is there any provision to grandfathering that in if that was existing for years or
decades?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla replied only if it was left untouched. Once it’s been demolished then there is
no more grandfathering. The only other case would be if there was/if it was put in with a
variance and that variance would go with the land and it could stay.
Mr. Saurman thanked him for his reply.
Mr. Krivich replied that if he hadn’t demolished it then I would have been able to, I’m not sure I
understand, I would have been able to rebuild it if I hadn’t torn it down?
Mr. Norton advised that then it would be considered that you’re repairing an existing condition.
It would be a repair rather than a replacement.
Mr. Krivich advised that is ultimately what he wanted to do, but when he went to repair it and I
took that lattice off the bottom of it (showed photograph), the lattice on the bottom. He noticed
there were no footers for it. It was sitting upon cinderblocks literally. Very unsafe. Which is why
it ultimately it ended up coming all the way down. It was originally just going to be a repair and
modification to it.
Mr. Miller remarked that if you’re keeping in/if you have the center portion that projects ever so
little into the setback, but the rest of your porch is within the setback he thinks the board would
agree to that. What we don’t want is a 2’ or 3’ variance of the whole frontage. We ask you to
step a portion back so the covered porch could have a v shape entry that might project a little bit,
but then the rest is of that is within the setback.
Mr. Krivich concurred that he thinks that would look nice.
Mr. Miller went on to remark that it may alter the framing that you’ve already got in place and
the footings you’ve already got.
Mr. Krivich responded that he appreciates the cooperation.
Mr. Miller then referred to that deck on the east side. One of the images that was submitted with
our packet shows a partial framing plan and it appears that there is a center beam which the 2x6’s
sit upon - is that correct?
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Mr. Krivich asked for him to elaborate which one was the east side deck.
Mr. Norton interjected that Mr. Miller was referring to the west side deck.
Mr. Miller thanked him for the correction. The west side deck runs the entire length along the
property line. If I’m mistaken correct me, but I believe the whole thing needs to sit back from the
property line.
Mr. Krivich confirmed that the deck along the side of the house is not yet built yet. He was
asking for a variance to build that deck.
Mr. Miller advised that even the portion that is in the back yard that too goes right up to the
property line. So in the conversation about the pavilion being 3’ back the deck needs to be 3’
back. Is that correct Mr. Tuck-Macalla?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla advised that is correct.
Mr. Krivich inquired if we were to table this and I revise the variances that I’m requesting is
there any wiggle room there. Is there any way I can the deck portion back, cut the roof and the
pavilion back so it’s not over the fencing there, which it shouldn’t have been to begin with, but
leave the pavilion since the footers are already sunk into the ground and just kind of bring the
deck back 3’?
Mr. Bruno advised he has a question for him. The posts that are secured with those footers on
along that West property line, what is the distance between those posts and the property line?
Mr. Krivich sought clarification on which posts.
Mr. Bruno advised that he was referring to the post on the pavilion that are on the west property
line side of that pavilion. How far are those posts to the property line?
Mr. Krivich replied that they are about 8-10”. They are next to the property line. Could be up to a
foot.
Mr. Miller inquired if the beams of the pavilion they sit up on the post?
Mr. Krivich replied that yes they do. Well the beams the way it’s framed is that there is one on
either side.
Mr. Miller remarked that he could reposition the two columns, or posts, that are closest to the
property line. You could reposition those on the beams of the pavilion. You would have to put in
new ones, but you’d only have to sheer off the ones that are already there because that is still
considered part of the structure.
Mr. Krivich advised it would be possible to do that and bring the pavilion back. The reason why
he is asking for the variance, as a special consideration, is that he’s actually poured a concrete
pad down there to put the kitchen on top of the stainless steel kitchen that I have out there, L
Shaped. So that would also have to be pulled out and moved and I have all those pavers set in
place as well.
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Mr. Norton advised that the concrete pad would not have to be removed. You have a driveway
for instance that is right up to the property line. The structure though would have to be removed.
So if you cut the roof off by 3’, reposition the last 2 columns back to support the shortened roof,
the fact that there is a concrete pad that extends beyond that would not be a problem.
Mr. Krivich responded that he just means because it would need to be pulled 3’ forward to fit
underneath the roof if that makes sense.
Mr. Bruno remarked that he understood, but you can sense some of the tone and the fact that the
permits weren’t pulled, drawings weren’t submitted, etc. We are trying to consider your
situation. We, too, hope that you respect what we are thinking through this to find some sort of
cooperation and some middle ground here with you and some of the guidance we are discussing
amongst us board members.
Mr. Krivich remarked that he absolutely does.
Mr. Norton inquired if Mr. Bruno had anything else?
Mr. Bruno advised that was all he had.
Mr. Gess chimed in that from his standpoint all of that collective structure along the west side - it
would be difficult for me to try to rationalize anything extending beyond or into the 3’ setback
along the property line. I guess with the one exception being if the pavilion posts were at the 3’
line and in for some reason the gable extended/floated off the structure 6” into the 3’ setback for
the extension of the roof that would be one thing, but I would certainly be looking to get the
main structure itself those foundations outside of that setback. I can appreciate what it might take
to do that, but it is difficult for me to consider anything different. Especially if we are going to
try to be considerate on the front of the house and maybe the overall area. But I think the west
side definitely needs to be respecting of that setback.
Mr. Burke concurred.
Mr. Norton advised that we’ve covered location of accessory structure, limitations of sq. ft, of
the accessory structures, minimum front yard setback, the need for a stoop and steps, and now
minimum side yard. The last item is the addition of 40’ of 6’ privacy fence. Any comment?
Mr. Bruno remarked that you’ve been in attendance and listening to this entire meeting/board
applicants and in particular the applicant that requested a variance for additional 6’ privacy fence
– correct?
Mr. Krivich confirmed.
Mr. Bruno went on so you’re aware sort of our perspective then and the representation that we
have made with regards to privacy 6’ fence beyond the allowed fence based on the circumstances
of the property and the measurements of the property correct?
Mr. Krivich confirmed.
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Mr. Bruno remarked given that he thinks that your ask, which has been noted to us would be an
80% variance, again percentages being what they are, an additional 40’ beyond what would be
allowed is a significant request.
Mr. Krivich remarked that he did not ask for that variance. He advised that fence is a fence that
he split with his neighbor. Half of that is hers and half is mine and we did it in a way so that it
actually crosses the building line. So he doesn’t know how that variance got on there. It wasn’t
on his list of variances of tonight’s meeting.
Ms. Young remarked that someone added it in different hand writing to the application.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla advised that he added that on. When he was looking at the rest of the property
he noticed the fence was built on his property and there were no permits. So while we are here
going over all the variance rather than having to do this again down the road he added the fence
into it.
Mr. Norton inquired of Mr. Tuck-Macalla if he normally request permission to go into a
backyard?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla remarked that he is not allowed to go in the backyard unless there is a permit
and even at that he has to notify someone.
Mr. Norton advised that Mr. Krivich may want to grant our Building Director sort of an open
invitation because he thinks that the board and the building department are trying to help this
situation. It would be easy to say ‘just do it according to code’, but you’re pretty far down the
road. The building department is trying to help you recover some of the effort that you’ve done
and even on the fence issue it’s important that the building department be able to accurately
measure things so they request is properly worded, the dimensions are proper, and so on. That
might be one thought. The second thought is that we may be at a point where we need to stop
and regroup. He thinks you’ve got the flavor of what and where the board is leaning. Maybe take
it back to the drawing board and come back with modified request.
Mr. Krivich concurred.
Mr. Bruno advised that what we would do is table this request pending revisions to your
application. Does that make sense? Along with the working partnership with the Building
Director and department for getting appropriate measurements and so forth if we were to
consider any variances that may be needed.
Mr. Krivich advised that he has been more than willing to let anyone come back and take
measurements that has requested permission. He doesn’t know if we have his contact
information he believes he put it on the sheet. Anyone is welcome to give him a call and come
take measurements.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla advised that we can set up an appointment sometime next week and we can go
over everything that has been discussed here and we can give you a hand drawn something else.
Mr. Krivich remarked that would be great.
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Mr. Tuck-Macalla advised that he can call the building department and talk to one of his
assistants to set that up.
Mr. Krivich inquired if he’d like to meet on site?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla confirmed that yes, it would be at his home.
Mr. Krivich advised that he’ll do that.
Mr. Norton inquired if there was a motion.
Motion by Mr. Bruno, Second by Mr. Burke, to table the application for the property at 24227
Russell Rd. for a period of time, no more than 60 days, to allow the applicant time to meet with
the building department and obtain appropriate measurements as well as appropriate time for the
applicant to revise their application.
Mr. Norton advised that 60 days sounds reasonable and that they don’t want this simply floating
forever. Right now half way through construction it’s a little unsightly and so 60 days probably
is fair.
Mr. Krivich remarked that he may be able to do this quicker than that since this is his top priority
and he agrees it is unsightly. As quickly as we can get together and get these measurements done
he can then revise everything very quickly and modify what he has already build pretty quickly.
Mr. Burke advised that it would be better if he could submit it for an earlier meeting.
Roll Call Vote:
Yeas – Bruno, Gess, Burke, Young, Norton, Saurman, Miller
Nays Motion Granted- 7-0
Ms. Young advised that she just wanted to remark that he is doing very nice work and neighbors
are appreciative and we just have to get it pulled into the code a little better.
Mr. Norton made a note to Ms. Oley regarding calling role. Start alphabetical and then drop
down one name so that the order of votes is constantly changing. It makes it a more fair way
since sometimes the first vote sets a trend. This way each person becomes the first vote if there
are enough cases.
Ms. Oley confirmed understanding.
Mr. Barbour advised that he wanted to advise that the authority to conduct business by
teleconference or zoom expires December 1st. There is a bill pending in the Ohio legislature to
extend it 30 more days, just FYI.
Mr. Norton advised that their consensus is that they even have a combination if they can so that
people on vacation or business trips are not absent.
Mr. Barbour advised that if the authority is not extended it will have a sunset provision and they
will have to go back to meeting in person. Those of you who vote will have to be in person.
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People, applicants, Mr. Tuck-Macalla, Myself, the public can attend via zoom, but anyone who
votes will have to vote in person unless they make a further change.
There being no further business to discuss the meeting adjourned at 9:12 p.m.

____________________
Jack Norton, Chairman

_____________________
Lauren Oley, Secretary
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Lauren Oley
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dennis Gach <dennis.gach@gmail.com>
Thursday, October 15, 2020 10:30 AM
Lauren Oley
dennis.gach@gmail.com
Oct 15 2020 Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting Comments

Categories:

BZA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.
Dear City of Bay Village Board of Zoning Appeals,
RE: 24227 Russell Road Variance Application
My wife and I own the home across the street from the home referenced above. We did not receive a notice
from the City of Bay Village, but Mr. Kent Krivich contacted me about the matter. Mr. Krivich stated that this
Board was reviewing his variance application. I wanted to express as a homeowner that I support the
improvements that Mr. Krivich is making to his property. Generally, I support the Bay Village setback
requirements, but I am not opposed to a variance in this situation.
I will be joining the Zoom meeting this evening. If you have any additional questions, I can be available for
comment.
Sincerely,

Dennis M. Gach
24212 Russell Road
Bay Village OH 44140
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Lauren Oley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

chass0508 <chass0508@gmail.com>
Wednesday, October 14, 2020 4:31 PM
Lauren Oley
Appeal for Kent Krivich

Categories:

BZA

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Chris Hass
24209 Russell Road
Bay Village, Ohio 44140
440.465.8200
chass0505@gmail.com

12th October 2020
To: City of Bay Village, Ohio
I would like to express my support for my next door neighbor, Kent Krivich, living at 24227
Russell Road. The improvements he has been doing to his home, specifically his recently
installed front porch, have been a much welcome addition to his home, the neighborhood, and
the community. His commitment to quality as well as his sensitivity to me as a neighbor,
reinforces his ability to not only enhance his home and investment, but it’s a welcome
regeneration to the neighborhood. Please consider his efforts as a well thought out and much
improved asset. Thank you for your kind consideration. Please feel free to contact me for
more detailed information.
Regards,

Chris Hass
Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S9+.
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Lauren Oley
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Anne Walsh <aamwalsh@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:52 AM
Lauren Oley
kentkrivich@gmail.com Neighbor
Fwd: Home upgrades

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Anne Walsh <aamwalsh@sbcglobal.net>
Date: October 12, 2020 at 9:19:09 PM EDT
To: "kentkrivich@gmail.com Neighbor" <kentkrivich@gmail.com>
Subject: Home upgrades
Hi Kent,
Wanted to tell you how much I like all of the upgrades you have done to the house. It looks
fabulous and has really increased the curb appeal in the neighborhood.
So happy you chose to upgrade the existing structure and not sell to a builder who would have
put another 3 story cookie cutter home up next to me that would be towering over my property
and giving me zero privacy.
Glad to have you as a neighbor!
Anne Marie Walsh
Sent from my iPhone

1

