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New Albany Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting Agenda 
November 23, 2026, 6:30 p.m. 

 
Members of the public must attend the meeting in-person to participate and provide comments at 
New Albany Village Hall, 99 West Main Street. The meeting will be streamed for viewing 
purposes only via the city’s website at https://newalbanyohio.org/answers/streaming-meetings/  
 

I. Call to order 
 

II. Roll call 
 

III. Action on minutes September 28, 2026 
   

IV. Additions or corrections to the agenda 
Administer oath to all witnesses/applicants/staff who plan to speak regarding an application on 
tonight’s agenda.  “Do you swear to tell the truth and nothing but the truth.” 

 
V.  Hearing of visitors for items not on tonight's agenda 
 
VI.  Cases  
 

VAR-54-2026 4678 Cavendish Court Garage Setback Variance 
Variance from C.O. 1133.05 to allow an extension of the garage to encroach 1 foot into the 
required 10-foot side yard setback and 7.5 feet into the required 30-foot rear yard setback on an 
approximately 0.24-acre single-family residential lot at 4678 Cavendish Court (PID: 222-
001244). 
Applicant: Kyle Kocheran (Ras Construction) 
 
Motion of acceptance of staff report and related documents into the record for 
VAR-54-2026. 
 
Motion of approval for application VAR-54-2026 based on the findings in the staff report with the 
conditions listed in the staff report, subject to staff approval. 
 

 
VII.      Other business 
 
VIII. Poll members for comment 

 
IX. Adjournment 
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New Albany Board of Zoning Appeals 
September 28, 2026 Meeting Minutes - DRAFT 

 
I. Call to order 
The New Albany Board of Zoning Appeals held a regular meeting on Monday, September 28, 2026 in the 
New Albany Village Hall.  Chair LaJeunesse called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. and asked to hear 
the roll. 

 
II. Roll call 
Those answering the roll: 
 Mr. Shaun LaJeunesse  present 
 Mr. Abe Jacob   present 
 Ms. Tiana Samuels  present 
 Ms. Sarah Briggs  present 
 Mr. Jeremiah Wood  present 
 Council Member Matt Shull present 
Having all voting members present, the board had a quorum to transact business. 
 
Staff members present:  Law Director Ben Albrecht, Planner I Javon Henderson, Planner II Sierra 
Saumenig, Deputy Clerk Christina Madriguera. 

 
III. Action on minutes August 24, 2026 
Chair LaJeunesse asked if there were any corrections to the minutes from the meeting on August 24, 
2026.   
 
Hearing none, Board Member Jacob moved to approve the minutes from the meeting on August 24, 2026.  
Board Member Wood seconded the motion. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Jacob yes, Mr. Wood yes, Ms. Briggs abstained, Mr. LaJeunesse yes, Ms. Samuels 
yes.  Having four yes votes, the motion passed and the August 24, 2026 meeting minutes were approved 
as submitted. 

   
IV. Additions or corrections to the agenda 
Chair LaJeunesse asked if there were any additions or corrections to the agenda. 
 
Deputy Clerk Madriguera answered none from staff. 
 
Chair LaJeunesse administered the oath to the applicant. 
 
Thereafter, Chair LaJeunesse introduced the first and only case on the agenda and asked to hear from 
staff. 
 
VI.  Cases  
 
VAR-54-2026 4678 Cavendish Court Garage Setback Variance Reconsideration 
Reconsideration for a variance from C.O. 1133.05 to allow an extension of the garage to encroach 1 foot 
into the required 10-foot side yard setback and 7.5 feet into the required 30-foot rear yard setback on an 
approximately 0.24-acre single-family residential lot at 4678 Cavendish Court (PID: 222-001244). 
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Applicant: Kyle Kocheran (Ras Construction) 
 

Planner I Henderson delivered the staff report.   
 

Law Director Albrecht added that New Albany’s codified ordinances provide very limited circumstances 
for reconsideration, and it is rare that reconsideration is sought.  It is the applicant’s burden to clearly 
demonstrated that circumstances affecting the property have substantially changed, or that new 
information is available that could not with reasonable diligence have been presented at the previous 
hearing. 
 
Board Member Samuels moved to admit the staff reports and related documents into the record.  Board 
Member Wood seconded the motion.   
 
Upon roll call:  Ms. Samuels yes, Mr. Wood yes, Mr. LaJeunesse yes, Mr. Jacob yes, Ms. Briggs yes.  
Having five yes votes the motion passed and the documents were admitted to the record. 
 
Board Member Wood clarified the standard for reconsideration. 
 
Law Director Albrecht explained that it is the applicant’s burden to show a substantial change in the 
property or that there is evidence that could not with reasonable diligence have been presented at the prior 
hearing. 
 
Board Member Briggs confirmed that the neighbors were notified prior to the last hearing. 
 
Planner I Henderson replied that the neighbors were notified and that one phone call was received.  The 
caller wanted general information about the project. 
 
Applicant Michael Evans, 4678 Cavendish Court, explained that he and Applicant Kimberly Evans are 
seeking reconsideration under the second prong of the ordinance.  They believe there is information that 
was not known at the last meeting, he further stated that neighbors are on board with the variance.  The 
new information is the medical necessity for the variance.  Mrs. Evans had an aneurism in 2017 and was 
not comfortable driving. However they have recently purchased a partially autonomous vehicle and the 
larger garage is needed to accommodate the charging station for the vehicle. 
 
Board Member Samuels confirmed with staff that medical necessity was the basis for the original request, 
and that medical necessity was included in the staff report.  She further confirmed that there were 
alternatives that would allow the charging station to fit. 
 
Mr. Evans stated that he did not have drawings for that. 
 
Board Member Wood asked the applicant to explain how he intended to meet the reasonable diligence 
prong. 
 
Mr. Evans replied that neither he, his wife, or the project architect were present. 
 
Council Member Shull asked staff to discuss the two alternatives. 
 
Planner I Henderson explained the two alternatives, purchase a shed for storage or park the car in the 
driveway. 
 
Chair LaJeunesse remarked that the applicant was not at the prior hearing to defend their proposal, and 
further, he does not understand the alternatives. 
 
Mr. Evans thanked Chair LaJeunesse stated that he did not understand them either.  He further stated that 
he had serious concerns surrounding parking outside - there have been break ins on the street, and due to 
the slope in the driveway, he has fallen outside in the winter. 
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Chair LaJeunesse remarked that he hated to penalize the applicants for not being at the prior hearing. 
 
Applicant and Architect Kyle Kocheran of RAS Construction explained that it was his fault, there was a 
miscommunication regarding who and whether attendance at the hearing was required.   
 
Mr. Evans explained that he was out of town and was under the impression that the contractor was going 
to appear. 
 
Council Member Shull asked the applicant a question about the substance of the proposal.  
 
Law Director Albrecht clarified that a review of the substance of the application was not appropriate for 
review.  The board’s review at this hearing was limited to whether or not to grant reconsideration.  If the 
board granted reconsideration, the substance of the proposal would be reviewed at the next regularly 
scheduled meeting.  This delay was necessary to allow for required neighbor notification. 
 
Chair LaJeunesse moved for approval for reconsideration of application VAR-54-2026 based on the 
findings in the staff report.  Ms. Briggs seconded the motion. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. LaJeunesse yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Jacob no, Ms. Samuels no, Mr. Wood yes.  
Having three yes votes and two no votes, the motion passed and reconsideration was granted. 
 
Mr. Jacob explained that he voted no because he could not find that there was a substantial change in the 
property, and because he could not find that there was new information that could not have been 
presented with reasonable diligence at the prior hearing. 
 
Ms. Samuels concurred and further explained that looking at the factors in the ordinance, the applicant 
had not met their burden.  She further stated that she was concerned that the board was adding failure to 
be present as a factor for reconsideration. 
 
Board Member Jacob moved to table VAR-54-2026 until the next regularly scheduled meeting.  Chair 
LaJeunesse seconded the motion. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Jacob yes, Mr. LaJeunesse yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Ms. Samuels yes, Mr. Wood yes.  
Having five yes votes the motion passed and the application was laid upon the table. 

 
VIII. Adjournment 
Having no further business and having completed their agenda, Board Member Jacob moved to adjourn 
the September 28, 2026 meeting of the New Albany Board of Zoning Appeals.  Mr. Wood seconded the 
motion. 
 
Upon roll call:  Mr. Jacob yes, Mr. Wood yes, Mr. LaJeunesse yes, Ms. Briggs yes, Mr. Wood yes.  
Having five yes votes the motion passed and the meeting was adjourned at 6:58 p.m. 
 
Submitted by Deputy Clerk Madriguera, Esq. 
 
Appendix 
VAR-54-2026 
 Staff Report 
 Record of Action – to be added 



   
 

   
 

 

Board of Zoning Appeals Staff Report 
September 28, 2026 Meeting 

 
 

4678 CAVENDISH COURT 
GARAGE SETBACK VARIANCE RECONSIDERATION 

 
 
LOCATION:  4678 Cavendish Court (PID: 222-001244) 
APPLICANT: Kyle Kocheran (Ras Construction) 
REQUEST: Variance 
ZONING:   Single-Family Residential District (R-4) 
STRATEGIC PLAN:  Residential 
APPLICATION: VAR-54-2026 
 
Review based on application materials received September 3, 2026. 
Staff report prepared by Javon Henderson, Planner 
 
I. REQUEST AND BACKGROUND 
  
The applicant requests a reconsideration of a variance application that the Board of Zoning Appeals 
reviewed and denied on August 24, 2026.  The variance request was to allow a garage addition to be built 
within the required side yard and rear yard setbacks, located at 4678 Cavendish Court in the New Albany 
Country Club Section 6 subdivision. The required side yard setback is 10 feet, and the required rear yard 
setback is 30 feet.  The applicant proposes an approximate 1-foot encroachment into the side yard setback 
and an approximate 7.5-foot encroachment into the rear yard setback.  
  
 The applicant’s submittal can be found in a separate letter provided and attached to this staff report.  
  
Per Codified Ordinance 159.06(c) (Reconsideration of Commission/Board Action), the Board of Zoning 
Appeals may reconsider any action it has taken upon its own motion for good cause shown.  Any action 
denying or disapproving an application, other than one involving an incomplete application, may be 
reconsidered no later than the second regular meeting after the original action from which reconsideration 
is being requested was taken, only if the applicant or its designee clearly demonstrates one of the following: 

1. Circumstances affecting the subject property or item under consideration have substantially 
changed; or 

2. New information is available that could not with reasonable diligence have been presented at a 
previous hearing. 

  
Should the Board of Zoning Appeals find that the reconsideration request has sufficient basis for approval, 
the following motion would be appropriate: 

1. Move to reconsider the variance application VAR-54-2026 pursuant to Codified Ordinance 159. 
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If the motion passes, staff recommends that the board immediately table the application until the next 
regularly scheduled meeting date so that the surrounding neighbors can be notified of the hearing and staff 
can prepare a staff report containing a full evaluation of the proposal. 
 
 
 
Approximate site location: 

 
Source: NearMap 



   
 

   
 

 

Board of Zoning Appeals Staff Report 
November 23, 2026 Meeting 

 
4678 CAVENDISH COURT 

GARAGE SETBACK VARIANCE 
 
 
LOCATION:   4678 Cavendish Court (PID: 222-001244) 
APPLICANT:  Kyle Kocheran (Ras Construction) 
REQUEST:  Variance 
ZONING:   Single-Family Residential District (R-4) 
STRATEGIC PLAN: Residential 
APPLICATION: VAR-54-2026 
 
Review based on application materials received October 30, 2026. 
Staff report prepared by Javon Henderson, Planner 
 
I. REQUEST AND BACKGROUND 
The applicant requests a variance from C.O. Section 1133.05 to allow an approximately 240-square-foot 
extension to the rear of the existing garage, encroaching 1 foot into the required 10-foot side yard setback 
and 7.5 feet into the required 30-foot rear yard setback. Because the garage extension would be part of the 
primary structure, the encroachments into the required setbacks constitute a variance from the residential 
development standards applicable to the R-2, R-3, and R-4 districts. The proposed addition is intended to 
provide space for an electric vehicle and landscape equipment storage. 
 
The applicant states that the additional garage space is needed due to medical circumstances, noting that 
the homeowner’s spouse has a verified vision impairment and requires a vehicle equipped with advanced 
driver assistance and automated features. The homeowner has purchased an electric vehicle and seeks safe, 
weather-protected parking with access to home charging to support the spouse’s continued independence; 
according to the applicant, the existing garage cannot reasonably accommodate the electric vehicle while 
retaining space for other vehicles and equipment. 
 
This variance was previously denied during the Board of Zoning Appeals meeting on August 24, 2026 by 
a vote of 0-3. The board stated that the request would set a precedence for the neighborhood, the property 
had no special conditions warranting an approval, and that there were two design alternatives stated for the 
applicant to seek. Additionally, the applicant was not present at the meeting to answer questions from the 
board members. The applicant requested a reconsideration and this was heard on September 28, 2026, and 
the board voted to reconsider the application.  
 
II. SITE DESCRIPTION & USE 
The property is located south of the Village Center, generally in the area west of Johnstown Road and north 
of Ogden Woods Boulevard. The property comprises approximately 0.24 acres in Section 6 of the New 
Albany Country Club subdivision. The area is zoned for Medium-Density Single-Family Residential (R-3) 
development and is surrounded by similar single-family residential uses. 
 
 
III. EVALUATION 
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The application complies with application submittal requirements in C.O. 1113.03 and is considered 
complete. The property owners within 200 feet of the property in question have been notified. 
 
The standard for granting of an area variance is set forth in the case of Duncan v. Village of Middlefield, 23 
Ohio St.3d 83 (1986). The Board must examine these factors when deciding whether to grant a landowner 
an area variance, as well as the criteria established in C.O. Section 1113.06. 
 
All of the factors should be considered, and no single factor is dispositive. The key to whether an area 
variance should be granted to a property owner under the “practical difficulties” standard is whether the 
area zoning requirement, as applied to the property owner in question, is reasonable and practical. 
 
The applicant requests the following variance: 
 
(A) Variance from C.O. 1133.05 to allow a portion of a garage extension to encroach into the required 

10-foot side yard setback and the required 30-foot rear yard setback. 

 
The following should be considered in the Board of Zoning Appeals’ decision: 

1. Whether the property will yield a reasonable return or whether there can be a beneficial use of the 
property without the variance. 
• The property contains an existing single-family dwelling and remains usable for residential 

purposes without the variance. As the property currently stands, the homeowner would not 
be able to extend or add a new garage on their property without the request of a variance. 
The existing home is approximately 2-3 feet from the rear yard setback. Although the lot may 
have an irregular shape, the size of the lot is similar to those in the surrounding area. The 
property can be of beneficial use as it currently stands with the existing house and garage.   

 
2. Whether the variance is substantial. 

• The request seems to have a minimal impact; however, there are no previous precedents of a 
garage extension in the immediate area being approved to encroach into a rear yard or side 
yard setback with the same zoning restrictions. There have been a few variances approved 
for attached structures and a new home to encroach into a rear yard setback.  



   
 

2 
BZA 26 1123 4678 Cavendish Court Garage Setback Variance VAR-54-2026 
 

• Similar variances have been heard by the Planning Commission and/or Board of Zoning 
Appeals in the past: 

i. Variance to allow part of a new home to encroach 20 feet into the required 30-foot 
rear yard setback at 4326 Olmstead Road. Approved by BZA in 2026. The board 
ultimately approved the home addition due to the neighboring properties being non-
conforming, and because neighboring properties are nonconforming and because the 
previous zoning allowed for properties to encroach into the rear setback.  

ii. Variance to allow a portion of an attached porch to encroach 5 feet 8 inches into the 
required 30-foot rear yard setback at 3676 Farley Court. Approved by BZA in 2026.  

 
3. Whether the essential character of the neighborhood would be substantially altered or adjoining 

properties suffer a “substantial detriment.” 
• The essential character of the neighborhood would not substantially be altered if this request 

were approved. However, it could create impacts on adjoining properties including building 
separation, visibility, or the relationship of the addition to neighboring rear or side yards. The 
garage extension is in the rear of the home which does not alter the character of the street. 
However, this request could set a precedent for future variance requests for attached 
structures to encroach into the side or rear yard.  

 
4. Whether the variance would adversely affect the delivery of government services. 

• The variance is not anticipated to adversely affect the delivery of government services. 
 

5. Whether the property owner purchased the property with knowledge of the zoning restriction. 
• The applicant has indicated that the homeowner was aware of the applicable zoning 

restrictions prior to purchasing the property. While the applicant cites unforeseen medical 
and functional needs as justification for the request, the proposed garage extension would 
encroach into both the required side and rear yards. Based on the information provided, these 
circumstances do not establish that compliance with the zoning requirements is impractical 
or that the requested encroachment is necessary to reasonably use the property. 

 
6. Whether the problem can be solved by some manner other than the granting of a variance. 

• The applicant has stated that consideration for a detached garage, off-site parking, or major 
reconfiguration was evaluated and was found to be more disruptive, less practical, or more 
impactful to the site and neighbors.  The applicant could reconfigure the placement of 
vehicles by utilizing their existing driveway to park a car and place the new electric vehicle 
in the garage. Additionally, the applicant could build an accessory structure to store any 
landscaping equipment in the backyard that could meet the setbacks. Staff has evaluated the 
site, and it appears that the existing home is set back approximately 32 feet from the rear yard 
and is approximately 10 feet from both side yards. The applicant could install an addition to 
the garage to meet this standard in the rear yard by 2 feet. 

 
7. Whether the variance preserves the “spirit and intent” of the zoning requirement and whether 

“substantial justice” would be done by granting the variance. 
• The variance does not preserve the spirit and intent of the zoning requirement, which is to 

ensure a consistent pattern of development between lots in a zoning district and maintain 
adequate separation of homes to preserve visual harmony. Allowing the garage addition to 
encroach into the rear and side yard setback has the potential to disrupt visual cohesion with 
other lots in the subdivision that adhere to the setback requirement for their homes. 
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8. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land or structure involved 
and which are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same zoning district. 
• There are no unique conditions or circumstances that are not applicable to other lands or 

structures in the same zoning district, and granting the variance would likely confer special 
privilege upon the applicant that is denied to other properties in the same zoning district. 
While the subject site is left with a slightly smaller buildable area relative to other parcels in 
the area, many other parcels with similar or smaller areas meet the same setback requirements. 
The 10-foot side yard and 30-foot rear yard setback applies to all lots in the zoning district, 
and any such encroachment is not permitted in any area of the city without approval of a 
variance. 

 
9. That a literal interpretation of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would deprive the applicant 

of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning district under the terms of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 
• Staff has identified other properties throughout the neighborhood with site improvements; 

however, staff’s records do not indicate that these improvements required variances. The 
identified improvements consist primarily of uncovered porches and paved terraces, which 
are permitted to encroach within five feet of the rear property line under the Zoning 
Ordinance. These improvements are distinct from the proposed garage extension, which 
would encroach into both the required side and rear yards. Therefore, the presence of these 
improvements does not demonstrate that a literal interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance 
deprives the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zoning 
district. 

 
 

10. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from the action of the applicant. 
• There are no special conditions or circumstances that exist which are particular to this lot, 

and which do not apply to other lots in the same neighborhood.   
• Staff has evaluated the applicants request and believes that there are other actions that can be 

taken to park an additional car on the property. However, it would appear that the applicant 
purchased the home after the construction; therefore, they did not create the situation of the 
house being approximately 2 feet from the rear setback.   

 
11. That granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any special privilege that is 

denied by the Zoning Ordinance to other lands or structures in the same zoning district. 
• Granting the variance could confer a special privilege not available to other properties in the 

same zoning district. The subject property, like other homes in the surrounding neighborhood, 
currently has a home and garage that comply with the applicable setback requirements. 
Allowing the proposed garage extension to encroach into the required side and rear yards 
would permit a development that would otherwise be prohibited under the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
 

12. That granting the variance will not adversely affect the health and safety of persons residing or 
working in the vicinity of the proposed development, be materially detrimental to the public welfare, 
or injurious to private property or public improvements in the vicinity. 
• Granting the variance will not adversely affect the health and safety of persons residing or 

working in the vicinity of the proposed improvement, nor will it be injurious to private 
property or public improvements in the vicinity. 

 
IV. SUMMARY 



   
 

4 
BZA 26 1123 4678 Cavendish Court Garage Setback Variance VAR-54-2026 
 

The applicant requests approval of a variance to allow a portion of a garage extension to encroach into the 
required 10-foot side yard and required 30-foot rear yard setback, effectively placing it approximately 22.5 
feet from the rear lot line and 9 feet from the side yard lot line. Setbacks are intended to maintain consistent 
density and patterns of development between lots in an area. Similar variances have been requested for 
encroachments into setbacks, but a majority of such requests have had unique site constraints, such as being 
on a corner lot. The request does not appear to be substantial; however, the variance request could set a 
precedent in the immediate area for similar requests. Additionally, the request can be resolved by other 
means as stated in the report. The variance request does not preserve the intent of the zoning requirement. 
 
V. ACTION 
Should the Board of Zoning Appeals find that the application has sufficient basis for approval, the following 
motion would be appropriate (conditions of approval may be added): 
 
Move to approve variance application VAR-54-2026 based on the findings in the staff report: 
 
Approximate site location: 

 
Source: NearMap 
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