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Ch. Marzullo called the October 3, 2024 Zoning Commission Regular Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Ch. Marzullo stated this meeting is being recorded for transcription purposes and the written minutes and
attachments, if any, will serve as the official record of this meeting. On behalf of the virtual audience we
ask the public joining us in person to approach the podium in the event that they would like to speak, they
will need to announce their name and address prior to speaking. Additionally, we ask the audience to
save personal conversation for after the meeting as additional voices cause confusion for those attending
virtually.

Roll found: Marzullo, Crew, Fischer, Manley, Kalas

In the audience were Alternate Long and Trustee Engleman. Trustee Swedyk attended virtually. Alternate
Mandilakis had an excused absence.

Ch. Marzullo asked if everyone had received and reviewed the minutes from the Zoning Commission
Regular Meeting on September 5, 2024 and if there were any comments or changes. There were none.

Ch. Marzullo stated he would entertain a motion to approve the September 5, 2024 Zoning Commission
Regular Meeting minutes, as written.

Mr. Manley moved and Mr. Kalas seconded.
There was no further discussion.

Board was polled.

All were in favor.

Ch. Marzullo explained that he received an email regarding the final site plan for the Estates at Prairie
Vista, which was approved at the previous Zoning Commission meeting, and the email questioned if the
final site plan should have been reviewed by the Zoning Commission after changes were made and
approved by the Medina County Planning Commission. Ch. Marzullo explained further that the Township
Zoning Commission approved the final site plan with three addendums, one of which addressed
insufficient frontage along the road for sublot 11, which required the land to be reparceled. The site plan
was returned to the Medina County Planning Commission which approved the replatting of sublots 10,
11, 12 and 13 on the cul de sac to meet the frontage requirements along the private road and then that
replatting, was subsequently approved by the Township Trustees. The email questioned if these are
substantial changes that would require another site plan review by the Township Zoning Commission.

Ch. Marzullo stated the Commission has inherited a process that permits the approval of a site plan with
conditions, as was the case with the site plan for the Estates at Prairie Vista and he feels that if a site plan
does not contain all of the required documents then it should be rejected and the applicant should return
once they have a complete submission. Discussion followed regarding the circumstances with the Estates
at Prairie Vista and the Board questioned why the site plan did not come back to them after the replat.
Mr. Fischer discussed Section 11.2c of the Regulations which states only the Zoning Commission can
decide whether a change is substantial or not and if the final site plan can be waived. Mr. Fischer explained
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that this was a replat of 4 lots where some of the lots gained a % of an acre and some lost a % of an acre
which he feels is significant and he doesn’t remember a condition permitting lot changes on a final site
plan. Discussion followed regarding previous site plan approvals.

Ch. Marzullo asked if anyone on the Board wanted to review the changes that were approved and Mr.
Fischer stated the measurements are not shown on the submitted documents so how can they verify that
the 70 foot lot line has been met. Further discussion followed regarding how the Board can verify their
requested condition of the 70 foot lot width from the documents submitted if they don’t have
measurements.

Ch. Marzullo stated he is suggesting that, moving forward, the applicant must submit a completed packet,
and if something is missing the site approval cannot proceed. Ch. Marzullo stated he feels this is the only
way they can avoid these types of situations.

Mr. Fischer stated the first step is the Zoning Inspector’s review of the application to determine if it's
complete and if there are missing items then it shouldn’t be accepted. Further discussion followed
regarding the acceptance of completed application packets and, in this case, who verified the conditions
were met after the replatting of the final site plan. Ms. Crew expressed concern that the Zoning
Commission was bypassed when the replatting took place and it went to the Trustees.

Further discussion followed regarding Ch. Marzullo’s suggestion that moving forward the Board should
either reject or approve a site plan rather than approve based on conditional approvals and the discussion
included previous approvals with conditions and how they were handled. Mr. Fischer expressed concerns
that there could be challenges with submission timing if the applicant has to remedy application items
and also there was discussion regarding how the Board would handle the review of the HOA documents
and is it fair for an applicant to submit an application and then require them to wait for extended periods
while reviews are taking place. Ms. Crew suggested they should update the process so the applicants are
aware of the review timing and Mr. Fischer stated he does not want to create additional burden on an
applicant. Mr. Manley asked if the Board can require the Zoning Department to make sure everything is
presented at the same time and Ch. Marzullo stated yes, except there would be the issue of the HOA
documents. Ms. Crew stated that HOA documents typically aren’t completed until the end and Mr. Fischer
suggested as long as the applicant knows that the HOA documents have to be submitted as part of the
final site plan on the 10th of the month, then that allows 20 days for the prosecutor to review and as long
as someone is doing an initial screening when the application packet is dropped off that should be
reasonable.

Ms. Crew suggested they add that language on the preliminary site plan application. The Board agreed
that language would be added to the application form and that HOA documents need to be 100%
complete before final site plan submission which should allow enough time for the prosecutor to review.
The Board agreed that they are changing an existing process and they can refine the process as time goes
on.

Ch. Marzullo asked the Board if they had any suggestions regarding additions to the requirements for the
site plans. Mr. Fischer suggested in addition to the 10 sets of paper plans, they should have a digital copy
of the plan to make it easier for group viewing and file retention. Mr. Fischer also suggested they require
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certain measurements to be shown on the plans so they can verify these requirements are met including:
side yard width, rear yard depth, lot width at road right of way, or for a private street the pavement, the
lot width at the building line and the lot area. Additionally, Mr. Fischer referred to page 119 of the Code
which lists items required for Conservation Developments, and suggested they should require a similar
set of owners documents for all subdivisions or for subdivisions with common areas owned by the HOA.

Ch. Marzullo questioned item d on page 119 relating to removal of existing trees, specifically that the
preliminary site plan needs to identify any trees with a 12” trunk diameter. Ch. Marzullo stated as of now
this requirement is not being met, they have not received anything that indicates 12” diameter trees on
property. Discussion followed regarding whether an aerial view of existing vegetation would meet this
requirement or if the 12” diameter trees would have to be marked specifically in those areas. of
vegetation. Ms. Crew stated when they have an aerial photo they can tell where the vegetation is and
that is probably what is referenced in d and Ch. Marzullo stated he feels the original language is intended
to set apart the 12” diameter trees and he would rather the larger trees be identified and noted if the
developer plans to keep them or not. Further discussion followed and Ch. Marzullo asked how everyone
is interpreting this particular line item because he interprets it as they need to know where the 12”
diameter trees are but if the Board feels an aerial view covers this then he is fine with that.

Ch. Marzullo asked if they should keep this language since the majority agrees they can use the large aerial
vegetation and Ms. Crew suggested removing the 12” tree diameter language since it’s not really focused
on.

Mr. Fischer stated that for both the preliminary and final site plan there are special requirements for
Conservation Developments and he’s not sure why they are there, for example, requiring the preservation
of existing historically significant structures such as old barns or heritage trees - why is this requirement
unique to Conservation Developments. Mr. Fischer suggested the requirement be the same for all
developments or they don’t have that requirement for any development, including Conservation
Developments. Ch. Marzullo speculated it was for preservation reasons and it was easily added to
Conservation Development language because that was newer language and Mr. Manley confirmed that
was the case. Further discussion followed regarding road requirements and if they should identify historic
structures in all developments and ask the developers if they would consider changing their plans to
preserve the existing historic structures. Mr. Fischer pointed out it is difficult to ask them to keep the
historic structures because the HOA becomes liable for the structure.

Ch. Marzullo suggested the Board consider these discussions and they can continue discussing at the next
meeting. Ch. Marzullo asked if anyone had any other suggestions to add and there was nothing.

Ch. Marzullo discussed a few emails he received and he stated the majority of questions he receives are
forwarded to the Zoning Inspector to answer - he only addresses Commission-related emails.

Mr. Fischer stated they previously had a discussion regarding the B-3 District and he wants to clarify that
he feels if something has been happening long term and the Township was trying to say they had to do
something different the route to address that is through a variance - that is why he referenced if someone
has an agricultural building that has been standing for 20 years and it is no longer being used as an
agricultural building and the Township says it doesn’t meet Zoning Code, he’s not trying to say they have
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to tear it down, he is saying if the Township indicated it needed to be torn down, a variance could be
sought to adjust that.

Mr. Fischer stated when he was getting a certificate for himself he happened to speak to Rob Henwood
at Medina County and he asked if it’s unusual to have district map lines that don’t follow the parcel lines

and Rob said it is quite common.

Mark Staron - home: 1640 State Road - business: 1353 Ridge Road

Mr. Staron, President of the Hinckley Chamber of Commerce, spoke on behalf of the Chamber regarding
the Hometown Hero banners. Mr. Staron indicated he would like to get this program started because it's
the right thing to do for the veterans.

Mr. Staron explained that he is trying to get clarification on the process for obtaining approval to hang the
Hometown Hero banners on the utility poles. Mr. Staron explained that the Chamber is there to assist
the Township and their organization is willing to oversee this project, but the project is stalled until the
approval process can be determined.

Ch. Marzullo stated the matter should be taken up with the Board of Zoning Appeals and Mr. Manley
suggested the Board of Zoning Appeals could possibly give an exemption but he doesn’t know if this would
qualify. Ch. Marzullo stated he feels they are granting or denying a variance to existing zoning.

Mr. Fischer stated he feels it is unusual for the Board of Zoning Appeals because normally when there is a
variance or conditional use the landowner signs off and the variance comes from the parcel, in this case
there would be 45 different parcels so they would have to request variances for all 45 parcels. Also, a
variance cannot be based on the content of the sign, so if they grant a variance for a banner because it’s
a military purpose and another person applies for a similar variance and it’s possibly a controversial
purpose and the only difference is the content of the sign, the Board of Zoning Appeals has no legal
rationale for denying one banner versus the other banner.

Ch. Marzullo stated the Zoning Commission does not have the authority to consider this request and it
should go before the Board of Zoning Appeals and further lengthy discussion followed regarding the
location of the public right of way and whether a third party organization is permitted to perform a
Township function and qualify under an exemption.

Mr. Fischer asked Mr. Staron about the possibility of the Chamber making a donation of time and money
to the Township and then Hometown Heroes could become a Township operation - this is how it’s been
done through other cities and if it is done through the Township they would receive the exemption for
the placement of the banner on the utility poles. Mr. Staron stated he was told the Chamber could not
collect money and then donate that money to the Township and further discussion followed regarding
this matter.

Trustee Engleman stated donations to Police and Fire are not made to the Township Departments they
are made to their respective associations. Discussion followed regarding past donations. Ms. Crew asked
if Ms. Engleman could clarify whether the Chamber could donate money and Ms. Engleman stated she
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cannot comment on that but Ms. Engleman explained that last year the Trustees agreed the Chambe
Commerce would handle the Hometown Heroes banner projecta el £he. C/ky@))cf fecZw’ Juﬂfs o] of
e pmj e,

Further discussion followed regarding how to forward the project and Mr. Manley stated he believes the
consensus would be to get on the agenda for the Trustees.

Ms. Engleman stated she believes their Fiscal Officer has advised them that they cannot accept money
from an entity and then write a check to somebody else, however, she will confirm that.

Ch. Marzullo asked if there were any further questions or comments from the Board or the public and
there were none.

Ch. Marzullo stated the next Regular Zoning Commission meeting will be November 7, 2024 at 7:00 pm.
Ch. Marzullo entertained a motion to adjourn the October 3, 2024 Zoning Commission Regular Meeting.

Ms. Crew moved and Mr. Kalas seconded.
No further discussion.

Board was polled.

All were in favor.

The Zoning Commission Regular Meeting was adjourned at 8:34 pm

Ms. Engleman added that Trustee Ascherl had previously joined the meeting virtually.

Judi Stupka, Recording Secretary
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