Meeting Minutes of
Board of Zoning Appeals
Held October 21, 2021
Members Present:

Jack Norton, Terrance Burke, Carolyn Young, Clete Miller, Jan Saurman,
Scott Bruno

Also Present:

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

Excused:

Dan Gess

Audience:

David Bordine

*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 7:30 p.m.
Mr. Norton introduced the first item on the agenda, the approval of the minutes that were held
October 7, 2021.
Motion by Mr. Bruno, Second by Mr. Saurman, to approve the minutes as prepared and
submitted.
Motion passed
2) David Bordine
27905 Osborn

Applicant is requesting variance to section
1350.03 to construct a Utility Building that
will be 192 Sq. Ft. a 120 Sq. Ft. Utility
Building is permitted.
Mr. Norton introduced the next item on the agenda and advised that the board has had an
opportunity to review and visit the site.
Mr. Bordine remarked that they’ve lived at this location for 50 years and raised 5 kids here in
Bay. They own property that is 200’x400’ and the home and garage sit directly in the center of
that property. They’ve accumulated a snow blower, lawn tractor, utility trailer, and all the things
it takes to maintain a 200’x400’ property although half of it is woods. Storage has become a
problem. He’s recently inherited a tractor trailer that he has under a tarp and he would like
permission to build a building to accommodate that and the other equipment. The company that
he’s working with is Weaver Barns. The barn would sit on a 24’x24’ concrete slab that has
drainage which is connected to the storm sewer in the center. He does not believe this would
distract from the neighborhood. There would be two 3’ doors to access the storage and it would
be painted to match the house and the shingles will match the roof on the house.
Ms. Young confirmed if the foundation is already existing?
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Mr. Bordine replied that it is existing. It is 5” of concrete and it’s been there for 20+ years with
no fractures or deterioration
Ms. Young added that she’d like to note for the record that the house is in the middle of 3 lots.
No neighbors are easily visible in any direction.
Mr. Bruno remarked that the lots are sizable, but more importantly, regardless of the wooded
aspect, the size of the lots combined would accommodate something larger than what is allowed
by code. He would like to hear what the other board members thing and possibly meet in the
middle.
Mr. Burke commented that as he understands it there are 3 separate lots with their own parcel
numbers. He confirmed with Mr. Tuck-Macalla that they could be sold off as separate lots. The
applicant’s home is in the center lot (PP#203-05-032). He sought confirmation of which lot the
shed would be placed.
The board discussed the layout of the home and proposed shed. They identified that the
application incorrectly lists the parcel number. The homeowner confirmed the utility structure is
planned to be located on the same middle lot (PP#203-05-032) as the main structure.
Mr. Norton advised that in Mr. Tuck-Macalla’s memo he noted that a 200’ sq. ft. utility building
requires a structural foundation. Compared to this pad (5”) how much difference is there in the
construction?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla advised that the foundation would have to be 12” deep on the sides
underneath the walls and it would raise up the wooden part of the barn up 8” above grade and
there would be a curve all the way around.
Mr. Norton confirmed that it’s not the same foundation that you’d have on a house?
Mr. Tuck-Macalla replied in the affirmative.
Mr. Norton also remarked that 5” is more than the required 4” driveway.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla replied that he wouldn’t characterize this as a structural foundation. It is very
stable and a concrete pad, but he couldn’t go as far as to call it a structural foundation.
Mr. Bordine advised that the building itself will sit on 4x6 pressure treated rafters/joists on top of
the 5” of concrete and the pressure treated wood will be situation such that it maintains the
drainage.
Mr. Norton added that he saw was was shown in the contract.
Mr. Bordine remarked that he had some concerns that the water would come from the property
next door. He wants it to be able to flow freely to the storm drain.
Mr. Burke advised that on some occasion they have given a variance for a larger utility shed in
the instance where the property is very large. In this instance, he believes they have to look only
to the subject parcel which is not 200’ wide, but 65’ wide. It doesn’t seem that a lot that is 65’
wide would be similar to variances they’ve granted in the past.
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Mr. Saurman remarked that the depth is still 372’ in length. He recalled a request on Lake Rd.
where they were requesting 192’, but they came to an agreement of a smaller size. Not as large
of a variance. That is the main thing they need to look at here. They need to work on being
consistent – he also recalled a property on Crestview. Generally they’lk go up to 140’ or 160’
sq. ft.
Mr. Bruno stated that the applicant’s lot is approximately 65’ wide and confirmed that 10’x12’ is
the permitted size for a shed. He proposed that somewhere in between the applicants request and
the 120’ would be reasonable. Granting something for a 65’ wide lot would be a pretty sizable
structure – especially if they were to sell off the other parcels and those are buildable lots.
Maybe 10-20% is reasonable?
Mr. Norton stated that a 12’x14’ would be 168’ sq. ft. 12’x12’ would be 144’ sq. ft. He added
that 144’ would be the smallest increment up from 120’.
Mr. Bordine commented that this property has been in the family for almost 100 years. It is
willed to his children who are planning on, hopefully, building and maintaining the property.
There is no intention of selling off this property. He confirmed that the neighboring lot is 72’
wide and is where his wife’s family summered at from 1922. His son, who is recently deceased,
was planning to build there. The applicants will states that the property will be consolidated into
one property to maintain the property.
Mr. Bruno inquired if Mr. Bordine had those documents with him.
Mr. Bordine replied in the negative.
The board discussed the fact that if the lots were consolidated they wouldn’t be permitted to
build another home on the property, but they would be more inclined to permit a 192’ sq. ft.
shed. As it stands, they, in effect, would be granting the variance to the single parcel.
Mr. Bordine remarked that they’ve not taken steps to consolidate.
Mr. Norton remarked that one of the difficulties is that a variance lives with the property forever
and not the current owner. They are very careful about setting precedence. This parcel still
represents a pretty large lot. They have made some accommodations in the past.
The board discussed, at Mr. Saurman’s request, if a Special Permit would be appropriate. They
determined that there is no enforcement mechanism build into a special permit and in the past
those have been used to capture buildings/work that is not covered/addressed in the code such as
pergolas or gazebos. It’s difficult to enforce when properties change hands. In a case such as
this, a special permit might be inappropriate when there are specific limitations listed in the code.
Mr. Bruno inquired if a 12’x12’ shed would be sufficient? He advised that the applicant is
welcome to table and discuss with the contractor, but he would be more comfortable with that
size.
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Mr. Bordine remarked that he has been in this process for several months. He realized that he has
to do something because he can’t leave these things sitting outside when the weather turns. He is
disappointed. He has three seats for his van that he can’t put anywhere, snow blower, the
tractor…
Mr. Norton stated that the board could approve 144’ sq. ft. so that would include anything up to
that – if a different configuration worked for his storage needs. They’re not approving a certain
size, but rather a square footage.
Mr. Bordine remarked that the trailer is 9’ long.
Ms. Young stated that, with the lot being as deep as it is, the location he’s selected is almost an
addition to the garage. In a 400’ deep lot, he’s not putting it on the side and trying to get a side
lot variance…she understands the precedence and the fact that this single lot is 65’ wide, but he’s
not trying to get wider in the lot – he’s just going back in a rather deep lot. It’s butted up to the
garage on an existing pad. It would almost look like an extension of the house. In fact, it might
be easier to attach it to the house and call it an addition.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla remarked that there wouldn’t be size restrictions to the addition beyond the
setbacks, but the foundation requirements would stay the same.
Mr. Bordine and Mr. Tuck-Macalla discussed valuations of additions and sheds from a county
auditor perspective.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla commented that there is no issue with multiple structures on the property as
one would be an accessory structure whereas the other is a garage. There really isn’t anything in
the code that states you can’t have more than one accessory structure. You can’t have more than
one shed/utility building, but this would be an accessory building.
Mr. Bordine remarked that the possibility of adding another garage is significantly more
expensive than buying a shed.
Ms. Young recalled an instance where they permitted a pergola attached to the home.
Mr. Bordine remarked that it’s his understanding that a foundation is required for a structure over
200’?
Mr. Norton confirmed that was correct. He advised that if it has a foundation there wouldn’t be
an issue he could build it at 192’ sq. ft.
Mr. Tuck-Macalla advised that then they’d call it an accessory structure, rather than a utility
building, and they wouldn’t be before the board – it wouldn’t require a variance. Anything over
200’ sq. ft. is an accessory building and needs to have a structural foundation, but you can do
something smaller (less than 200’, but larger than 120’ if you have the structural foundation).
Mr. Norton summarized to build this, without needing the board, the applicant would need to cut
a 12” slip in the concrete and go down 12” and put that in as a foundation and bring it up 8”
above grade and that would quality as a foundation.
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