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Introduction

This planning effort which was undertaken in late 1992 and early 1993, represents an update of
Hinckley Township’s 1980 Master Policy Plan. The comprehensive planning process is an on-
going effort which at selected intervals of time analyzes, projects, and recommends relevant
information regarding the development policies for the community. The Master Policy Plan
Update is intended to be a dynamic document which will be actively used by the Township and
the public to guide decisions about the built and natural environment, as well as the conservation
of resources.

This Plan Update is Hinckley Township’s statement of goals, objectives and policies in text and
maps to guide public and private development within the Township. The Plan shows what
Hinckley Township should be like at some point in the future and provides policy statements to
guide development decisions in a manner consistent with the stated goals.

The essential characteristics of this Plan Update are that it is comprehensive, general and long
range: comprehensive because policy statements are formulated in light of the needs and desires
of the entire community; general because the Plan Update summarizes policies and proposals,
but does not, in all cases, dictate specific locations or development regulations; and long range
because the Plan Update looks beyond the current development pressures to the issues and
concerns anticipated over the next 5 to 10 years.

While the Master Policy Plan does not itself change any laws or ordinances of the Township,
it does provide criteria for making changes to the Township’s Zoning Resolution. It serves as
a point of reference in decision-making concerning the zoning of land and indicates under what
conditions rezoning or other implementation measures might be appropriate.

As development occurs in the future, it is expected that certain policies contained in the Plan will
need to be reevaluated to determine if they continue to be applicable. Periodic updating will

need to be done since it is likely that new issues will emerge that are not now addressed in this
Plan.

Elements ¢f the Plan

This document summarizes Hinckley Township’s current planning goals and policies. It is
divided into six areas:

Chapter 1 Evaluation of Existing Conditions and Recent Trends represents a general
assessment of current conditions and factors that have influenced and shaped the present form
of Hinckley Township.

Chapter II Statement of Goals and Objectives outlines the broad goals that have been set to
give general direction to the policy formulation process.



Chapter I Development Considerations contains the technical analysis and background
information to identify alternative future plan directions, and provide the foundation for
development policies.

Chapter IV Preservation Measures contains suggested policy elements intended to assist in
preserving the Township’s rural character.

Chapter V Recommendations contains an update and reaffirmation of land use policies in the
1980 plan and courses of action which are suggested to implement these policies.

Chapter VI Community Survey contains the results of an in-depth assessment of community
perspectives on development and growth issues.




Chapter I. Evaluation of Existing Conditions and Trends

In order to direct the future of Hinckley Township, it is first necessary to understand the existing
conditions and trends that have influenced the Township’s past growth and development.
Historic development trends, existing land uses and projections into the future are essential in
understanding how a community can manage change. This Chapter provides an assessment of
the factors which comprise the current context for planning in Hinckley.

Included in the analysis are an evaluation of: current land uses, zoning, natural feature
characteristics, demographic trends (population, income, school enrollment), property taxes, and
housing characteristics.

I.1

LAND USE

Because Hinckley Township is within commuting distance of Cleveland and Akron, it
offers a desirable location for prospective residents. Single family residential is the
prevalent land use in Hinckley Township with only small scattered locations of
commercial and industrial development. The existing residential development can be
characterized as rural; exhibiting patterns of large lots, low density, and proximity to
open fields, wooded areas, hillside vistas and other natural features. It is natural features
such as these that provide Hinckley residents with a unique quality of life and a desire
to preserve the rural character for future generations.

Access to a wide range of public and private open space areas is readily available to
Township residents. The Township has five (5} golf courses and two (2) large recreation
areas--Rising Valley Park in the eastern portion of the Township is approximately 220+
acres. The Hinckley Reservation, which is part of Cleveland Metroparks system, is
approximately 2,100+ acres in size. Map 1 depicts these features and other existing
conditions.

Table I.1 on the following page summarizes the existing land uses in the Township.




1.2

TABLE 1.1
Land Use: Hinckley Township 1980-1991

198¢* 19912
Use Area in Percent Area in Percent
Acres Acres
Rural Residential 2,012 11.67 2,420 14.04
Suburban Residential 683 3.97 724 4.20
Subtotal 2,697 15.64 3,144 18.24
Commercial 32 0.19 70 0.41
Industrial 28 0.16 121 0.70
Recreational and Institutional 3,197 18.5 3,300 19.14

Undeveloped 11,284 65.46 10,603 61.51

Total 17,238 100.0% 17,238 100.0%

' The 1980 figures were obtained from the 1980 Master Policy Plan and have been adjusted to correct an

addition error in original data,
?  The 1991 figures are based on observations of field and 1991 aerial records. The figures are
approximate and are meant to promote an understanding of relative amounts of land use acreage.

ZONING
There are four (4) existing zoning districts in the Township and are identified as follows:

R-1 Residential District
R-2 Residential District
B Business District

Light Industrial District

Both the R-1 and R-2 are intended to accommodate residential development at low
densities that will promote the continuation of development which is predominantly rural
residential in character. The permitted lot sizes and densities of development in the two
districts are summarized below.

R-1 Residential District:

. Lots not serviced by a central sewer system shall have a minimum lot area
of 87,120 square feet (2 acres).

. Lots serviced by a central sewer system shall have a minimum lot area of
65,340 square feet (1% acres), excluding public road area. When houses
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are developed in clusters the minimum lot area may be 43,560 square feet
(1 acre) provided that the maximum dwelling density shall not exceed one
(1) dwelling per 65,340 square feet (1%2 acres) in area.

R-2 Residential District:

* Lots not serviced by central sewer system shall have a minimum lot area
of 87,120 square feet (2 acres).

° Lots serviced by central sewer system shall have a minimum lot area of
33,000 square feet.

The Business District is intended to accommodate the sale of retail goods and personal
services. According to the present zoning ordinance, this district will encourage the
grouping of establishments located on sites providing adequate off-street parking facilities
as well as efficient and safe methods of handling vehicular and pedestrian traffic. There
is no specified minimum lot area in the Business District; lot sizes are dictated by land
area required to accommodate on-site sewage disposal systems. Business zoning exists
in the Hinckley Center area, at Sherman Comers at Bennett’s Comers, and a small
amount at Bellus Road and Rt. 606.

The Light Industrial District is intended to encourage the development of manufacturing
and wholesale business establishments which are clean, quiet and free of hazardous or
objectionable elements. The zoning ordinance encourages research activities or other
light industries that do not generate noise, odor, dust, smoke, or glare and which operate
entirely within enclosed structures, and generate little industrial traffic. The only area
zoned for industrial is along West 130th Street.

Table 1.2 summarizes the approximate amount of land zoned in each category in
Hinckley Township.

TABLE 1.2
Zoned Acreage Hinckley Township 1993

Zoning District [ Area (in acres)

R-1, Residential 13,794
R-2, Residential 995
B, Business 124
I, Industrial 225
Hinckley Reservation 2,100

TOTAL 17,238




L.3

1.4

NATURAL FEATURES

Approximately 9% of the Township, or 1,535 acres, has a slope of between 25 and 70%.
These extreme slopes are in the area of Whipps and Warden Ledges. The western
portions of the Township contain more gently rolling topography. Approximately 80%
of the Township drains toward either East Branch or Healey Creck, About 20% drains
to the West Branch of the Rocky River.

According to the 1980 Master Policy Plan, approximately 800 acres of the Township is
within a 100-year flood-plain. These areas are not suited for development but can serve
as linear open spaces along the stream-valley.

The quality of groundwater is variable. According to the Groundwater Resources Map
for Medina County, the Township contains areas in which yields up to 25 to 100 gallons
per minute {(gpm) can be developed. Groundwater is developed from the sandstone and
shale formations of the Cuyahoga Group. Thick deposits of clayey till interbedded with
thin lenses of sand and gravel in morainal areas are sometimes encountered.

Water quality is generally hard to very hard and concentrations of dissolved minerals
may exist.

Many of the low-lying areas may contain wetlands. Wetlands serve as natural
groundwater filters and measures for protection are necessary. One indicator of wetlands
is the presence of hydric soils. According to the Ohio Department of Natural Resources,
there are over 994 acres of hydric soils in the Township. In addition, there are
approximately 5,097 acres of non-hydric soils with hydric components. Hydric soils are
those soils that are flooded during growing season periods so that anaerobic conditions
develop. In addition to hydric soils, other indicators of wetlands are hydrophilic
vegetation and hydrologic features.

According to the General Soil Map for Medina County, the soil associations for Hinckley
Township are comprised of both the Ellsworth and Mahoning associations. These are
soils that are formed in silty-clay loam glacial till and are characterized by varying levels
of slope and drainage. A 1977 study by the State of Ohio found that approximately 28 %
of the Township had a depth between .5 to 1.5 feet to seasonal water table levels.

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

A. Population

Hinckley Township’s population continues to grow as residential development
increases and more home buyers choose to live in this area of Medina County.
Accessibility to employment centers, an attractive natural environment which
promotes a rural character, and an overall high quality of life continue to draw
prospective residents.



Hinckley was ranked 10th in population among the 17 townships of Medina
County in 1930. By 1970 it was ranked 2nd. In both 1980 and 1990, Hinckley
had the highest population of all townships in the County. This growth trend is
not surprising given Hinckley’s proximity to growth centers such as Brunswick,
Strongsville and other parts of northern Medina County. Table 1.3 shows the
relationship between Hinckley Township and Medina County population figures.

TABLE 1.3

Population: Hinckley Township/Medina County

Township Percent Medina Percent
Year Population Increase County Increase
1970 4,210 - 82,717 --
1980 5,174 +22.9% 113,150 +36.8%
1990 5,845 +13.0% 122,354 +8.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Table 1.4 shows the increase in population density, or persons per square
mile/kilometer, has also increased for both the Township and the County.

TABLE 1.4

Population Density: Hinckley Township/Medina County

Year Township Population County Population
Density Density

1970 157.7 person/mi® 196.2 persons/mi?
(60.8 persons/km?) (75.8 persons/km?)

1980 193.8 persons/mi? 268.4 persons/mi?
(74.8 persons/km?) (103.6 persons/km?)

1990 218.9 persons/mi? 290.2 persons/mi?
(84.5 persons/km?) (112.1 persons/km?)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Age

As in many communities throughout the region and the United States in general,
the median age of residents in Hinckley is increasing.

TABLE 1.5

Median Age: Hinckley Township/Medina County

Year Hinckley Township Medina County
1970 N/A 29.9
1980 31.7 28.8
1950 35.9 33.3
2000 40.1 37.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (Note: Projections based on known increases per time interval and
assumptions of continuous rate to 2000.)

TABLE 1.6

Persons 55 years +: Hinckley Township/Medina County

Hinckley Township Medina County

Year 55& )65 & % of Total 55& ([ 65 & % of Total
older | older | Population 65+ | older | older |Population 65+

[— ——

1980 845 | 335 6.5% 16,611 8,086 7.1%

1990 1,062 556 9.5% 21,5671 11,860 9.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

The Master Policy Plan for Hinckley Township, which was prepared in 1980,
noted that in 1970 Hinckley had fewer residents than Medina County in the 20-24
age group. The 1980 Policy Plan also noted that Hinckley had more residents in
the 45-64 year age bracket, but fewer residents over the age of 64. The Policy
Plan also proposed that immigration to the Township had worked to keep those
age relationships constant.




The number of residents in the 20-24 year age bracket is difficult to assess
because the 1980 and 1990 census age breakdowns are not directly uniform.
However, some generalizations can be made with regard to this age range. An
examination of these figures was undertaken due to concerns from interviewees
regarding increasing numbers of older residents and decreasing numbers of
younger-adult residents.

° 1980 Medina County: 20-24 year olds - 8,327, or 7.3% of total
population

o 1980 Hinckley Township: 20-24 year olds - 285, or 5.5% of total
population

. 1990 Medina County: 21-24 year olds - 5,567, or 4.5% of total
population

o 1930 Hinckley Township: 21-24 year olds - 245, or 4.2% of total
population

The percentage of population in this general age range appears to continue to
decrease slightly for both the Township and the County. The data may suggest
that persons in this age group emigrate to other areas for various reasons such as,
but not limited to, availability of affordable starter-housing, proximity to entry-
level employment and educational opportunities.

Income

Per capita income in Hinckley Township rose from $6,110.00 in 1977 to
$13,608.00 in 1987. This represents a 123% increase over the 10 year period.
By comparison, the Medina County per capita income was $6,022.00 in 1977 and
rose to $12,156.00 in 1987--a 102% increase.

Median household income also grew in the Township from $26,240.00 in 1980
to $45,455.00 in 1989. In Medina County the median household income
increased from $22,830.00 in 1980 to $40,387.00 in 1989.




TABLE 1.7a

Hinckley Township/Medina County Per Capita Income

1977, 1987
Year Hinckley Township Medina County
1977 $ 6,110.00 $ 6,022.00
1987 $13,608.00 $12,156.00

Source:  Ohio Data Users Center, Department of Development
U.S. Census Bureau - Current Population Reports
1980 Hinckley Township: Major Policy Plan

TABLE 1.7b
Hinckley Township/Medina County Median Household Income
1980, 1989
Year Hinckley Township Medina County
1980 $26,240.00 $22,830.00
1989 $45,455.00 $40,387.00

Source: Medina County Development Plan 1990-2000, Phase I, Part A
1990 Census of Population and Housing

Housing Costs

The average cost of a single or two-family dwelling in Medina County in 1980
was estimated at $61,200. In 1989 this average rose to $118,820, a 94% increase
in the nine year period. For Hinckley Township, the 1980 average value was
$85,620 and the 1989 average value increased to $165,920. This also represents
a 94% increase over the same nine year period. While the 94% increase is
significant, it ranks as the 6th highest increase in the County, with Granger
Township heading the list at a 196% increase in estimated average cost in the
1980-1989 period. Table 1.8 contains the estimated values for selected Medina

County cities, townships and villages nearby.
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TABLE L8
Estimated Average Cost of Newly Constructed Single/Two Family
Dwellings in Medina County
Selected Cities, Townships and Villages
1980 Est. | 1989 Est. [ 1989 80-89 | %Change
Township Value Value Rank |%Change| Rank
City of Brunswick $64,050 | $106,820 9 ] 67 11
Brunswick Hills Twp.] 53,570 112,960 6 111 4
Granger Twp. 53,060 157,180 3 196 1
Hinckley Twp. 85,620 165,920 2 94 6
Lafayette Twp. 52,410 60,960 17 16 17
Liverpool Twp. 61,320 104,120 11 70 10
City of Medina 60,170 114,670 5 91 7
Medina Twp. 75,080 191,200 1 155 2
- [[Montville Twp. 54,220 106,700 10 97 5
Sharon Twp. 80,330 118,200 4 47 13
York Twp. 61,170 109,310 7 79 9
MEDINA COUNTY | $61,200 | $118,820 94
Source: Medina County Building Departments, Residential Building Permit Records, 1980/1989.

According to the 1990 Census there were 1953 total housing units in the
Township. Table 1.9 breaks down the housing stock by owner occupied, rental
and vacant, and also includes unit types. Table I.10 compares the increases in
overall dwelling units from 1980 to 1989.
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TABLE 1.9

Housing Stock: Hinckley Township 1990

Total Units: 1953

Units Percent of Total
Owner Occupied 1,804 2.4
Rental 111 5.7
Vacant 38 1.9

Total 10 or Mobile

Units 1 Unit 2-4 Units 5-9 Units more Home

1,953 1,922 17 - -- 14
TABLE 1.10

Rates of Housing Construction: Hinckley Township

Year Number of Units Percent Increase
1970 1,174 -

1980 1,621 38.1%
1990 2,096 29.3%

e e L e
The 1990 census reports 1,953 total dwelling units in existence in Hinckley Township in
April of 1990. The 475 additional units between 1980 and 1990 represent the number of
residential (one-unit) building permits issued between 1980 and 1990. The difference in the two
figures (143) equals the number of dwellings for which permits had been issued through 1990,
but had not been occupied in April of 1990.

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau

Medina County Department of Building Regulations, Annual Reports, 1980-1990
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TABLE 1.11

Hinckley Township: Residential Units
Select Years 1970, 1980-84, 1985-89, 1990, 1991

Year(s) Number of Units Increase
- 1970 1,174 -- o
1980-84 1,742 568
1685-89 2,024 282
1990 2,096 72
1991 2,145 49

School Enrollment

School facilities for Hinckley Township are provided by both the Brunswick and
Highland School Districts. The area of the Township served by the Brunswick
School District is a relatively small area in the western portion of the Township
comprising only approximately 1500+ acres. This represents only 8% of the
total land area of the Township. Table 1.12 depicts school enrollment trends for
both districts for the 10-year period from 1982-1992. A decline in enrollment
figures for the Highland School District can be seen, with the lowest figure
occurring in 1989-90. This could be attributed to the overall trend of decreasing
household size. Given recent increases in residential development, enrollment
will most likely continue to increase in the years ahead.
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TABLE 1.12
School Enrollment Figures
Brunswick School District/Highland School District
District
Year Brunswick Highland

1981-82 8006 2471

1982-83 7805 2326

1983-84 7505 2146

1984-85 7327 2044

1985-86 7172 1976

1986-87 7107 1886

1987-88 7043 1895

1588-89 6896 1875

1989-90 6823™ *

1990-91 6876 1917

1991-92 6966 1965
* Highland District enrollment figures for sch;Iyear 1989-90 were not—f;ailable.
** Lowest Year

ource: Highland District - Medina County Board of Education
Brunswick District - Superintendents Office - Brunswick City School District

Taxes

As in many jurisdictions, rising tax rates and the ability to provide necessary
services is also a concern in Hinckley Township. The Township’s rate, 12.05
mill, which is only one component of the overall rate structure, is the highest in
the County. However, the overall rate, including the County, school district,
vocational education, and other rate components for Hinckley Township, were not
the highest rates in the County and were specifically the sixth and tenth highest
effective rate for areas within Brunswick school district and Highland school
district respectively for tax year 1991.
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Table 1.13 depicts published and effective taxation rates for various Medina
County communities.

The area of the Township within the Brunswick School District ranks as the 9th

(out of 44) highest effective tax rate.
Highland School District ranks as 23rd of 44.

The area of the Township within the

TABLE 1.13

Taxation Rates Tax Year 1991
Various Medina County Communities

8.20

69.07

County | Twp. | School {Voc.Ed.| Corp. | Other | Total Efof:i;rve
Brun. Hill BCSD -8—55 4,60 | 60.90 | 3.05 T 1.25 | 78.09 | 53.723353
Brun, Hill HLSD 8.20 4.60 | 51.63 | 3.05 1.25 | 68.73 | 46.225639
Brun. City BCSD 8.20 0.00 | 60.90 ; 3.05 | 9.22 | 1.25 | 82.62 | 5§7.393020
Granger HLSD 8.20 2.60 | 51.63 | 3.05 1.25 | 66.73 | 44.476149
Granger MCSD 2.60 3.05 1.25 | 84.17 | 61.834929

Lafayette CLSD 8.20 9.00 | 49.40 | 3.05 1.25 | 70.90 | 55.754141
Lafayette MCSD 8.26 9.00 | 69.07 | 3.05 1.25 |} 90.57 | 67.719653
Liverpool BLSD 8.20 570 | 44.80 | 3.05 1.25 | 63.00 | 44.873089
Medina Twp MCSD | 8.20 5.60 | 69.07 | 3.05 1.25 | 87.17 | 63.599312
Medina Twp HLSD 8.20 5.60 | 51.63 3.05 1.25 | 69.73 | 46.240532
Medina City MCSD 8.20 69.07 | 3.05 6.50 | 1.25 | B88.07 | 65.705953
Medina City BLSD 8.20 44.80 | 3.05 650 | 1.25 | 63.80 | 45.814238
Montville Twp 8.20 | 10,15 | 69.07 3.05 1.25 | 91.72 | 68.022082
MCSD

Montville HLSD 8.20 | 10.15 } 51.63 3.05 1.25 | 74.28 | 50.663302
Montville WCSD 8.20 | 10.15 { 54.60 0.50 | 73.45 | 48.836137
Sharon HLSD 8.20 8.40 | 51.63 3.05 1.25 | 72.53 | 49.105958
Sharon MCSD 8.20 8.40 | 69.07 | 3.05 1.25 | 89.97 | 66.464738
Sharon WCSD 8.20 8.40 | 54.60 0.50 | 71.70 | 47.278793
York BLSD 8.20 6.20 | 44.80 | 3.05 1.25 | 63.50 | 44.929901
Medina City CLSD 8.20 49.40 | 3.05 6.30 | 1.25 | 68.20 | 53.540441

Source: Medina County Treasurer
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Chapter II. Statement of Goals and Objectives

Given the substantial amount of remaining vacant land and the established pattern of
development, these conditions and the intention to preserve the rural character will guide
the appropriate development pattern for much of Hinckley Township. There are
proactive steps the Township can take to guide the direction of future growth and
development. In order to determine the appropriate policies and evaluate the options
available to the Township, it is first necessary to establish the objectives which Hinckley
Township seeks to achieve. The Township objectives are as follows:

1. To adopt and implement a Land Use Policy that embraces and fosters a
continuation of the present rural residential character of the Township.,

2. To recognize that central utility extensions may be needed to address shortfalls
or inadequacies in existing wells or septic systems. If such extensions are needed
they should be provided to the least possible extent to ensure that the goal of
retaining the rural residential character of the community will be sustained.

3, To explore expansion of open space that will provide useable open space
opportunities for Township residents.

4, To develop additional measures such as conservation easements, residential
clustering and modified building setbacks to further preserve open space areas and
a rural atmosphere.

5. To limit "urban type" development--(smaller residential lots, business and
industry) strictly to those locations currently developed or zoned for these
purposes.

6. To promote a Town Center development concept that would encourage small

scale locally serving commercial uses in a well-planned environment,

7. Work with other jurisdictions to assure that any needed road improvements
minimize through traffic, and retains the Township’s rural character.

16




Chapter III. Development Considerations

To understand the implications of reasonable alternative development scenarios, consideration
of growth potential is necessary. Specifically, the amount of potential development given
currently vacant acreage and present zoning requirements must be identified. Once stipulated,
policy directions which are consistent with zoning, conservation, utility and transportation
impacts can be formulated.

It is estimated that approximately 8,000 acres of the Township are currently vacant and have the
“potential” for residential development. This includes large tracts of vacant land, private open
space areas such as golf courses, which have the potential for residential development, and
significant backland portions of existing residential lots.

To estimate the residential capacity of the Township the developable acres have been converted
into dwelling units and population. The 8,000 acres must be adjusted due to physical constraints
of the land. Specifically, drainfield locations are limited by soil types, topography, and depth
to bedrock. As referenced elsewhere, well locations are dependent on groundwater availability,
quantity and quality are variable. Deducting areas of the Township which have severe (25-70%)
slopes and areas where the depth to bedrock is very shallow (2-3' feet) results in a more
realistic developable area of 5,600 acres.

Table III.1 depicts the additional dwelling units and population that could be reasonably
anticipated, should large lot subdivision occur under the present 2 acre minimum lot size. Two
acres is the minimum lot size in the R-1 and R-2 zoning districts, without centralized water and
sewer.

If centralized utilities are available an overall density of one unit per 1% acres is possible.
Table I11.2 depicts the development yield under this option. In this option, central utilities are
assumed to be available and no land area deduction has been made for "depth to bedrock”.
Therefore the available acres for development is 6,465.

The development scenarios presented in Tables III.1 and II1.2 represent a potential increase in
population of between 6,339 and 9,705 persons. Given a rate of approximately 500 new
households per decade, or 50 per year, an estimated buildout could occur in four decades.
While continued growth will occur, conservation methods could preclude the higher ranges of
number of households and population. The 1980 policy plan estimated the 1990 population at
7,014 which exceeds the actual 1990 figure by 20%.
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TABLE 1IL.1
Residential Development "Capacity"

Gross Acreage

8,000 acres

Deduction for Severe Slopes

1,535 acres

Deduction for Depth to Bedrock 829 acres
Net acreage 5,636 acres
Additional Number of Dwelling Units, 2,113 d/u
Total Number of Dwelling Units, 4,066 d/u

Additional Population,

6,339 persons

Total Population,

12,184 persons

Percent Increase Over 1990

108 %

jAdditional number of dwelling units is based on one house per 2 acres. 25% acreage deduction has been made
for roads, utility and drainage improvements, etc,

Total number of dwelling units is equal to additional new units plus existing 1953 units (per 1990 ceasus).
sAdditional population is based on three persons per dwelling unit.

JTotal population equals new population plus existing 5845 residents (per 1990 census).

Source: Review of 1990 and 1991 aerial photos, 1/92 tax map, topographic and physical characteristics data.

TABLE II1.2
Cluster Development "Capacity"

Gross Acreage

8,000 acres

Deduction for Severe Slope

1,535 acres

Net Acreage

6,465 acres

Additional Number of Dwelling Units1

3,235 dwelling units

Total Number of Dwelling Units,

5,185 dwelling units

Additional Population,

9,705 people

Total Population,

15,550 people

Percent Increase Over 1990

166 %

roads, utility and drainage improvements, etc.

Additional pumber of dwelling units is based on one house per 1'% acres. 25% deduction has been made for

2Total number of dwelling units is equal to additional new units plus existing 1953 units (per 1950 census).
sAdditional population is based on three persons per dwelling unit.
+Total population equals new population plus existing 5845 residents {per 1990 census).

Source: Review of 1990 and 1991 aerial photos, 1/92 tax map, topographic and physical charactenistic data.
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Chapter IV. Preservation Measures

A stated goal of the plan update is the preservation of rural character. While many residents
treasure the concept of a pastoral and bucolic country atmosphere, an absolute definition of rural
character is elusive. Planning measures to address rural character do not always focus or
adequately retain the unique features of a natural environment. Many communities rely on the
minimum lot size as the sole means of retaining a rural atmosphere. This often results in merely
having suburban type developments on larger lots.

In addition to having a large minimum lot size, the following Table outlines suggested measures
for maintaining rural character in three target areas: minimizing visual impact of development;
retaining rural features; and minimizing site disturbance. These targets are consistent with the
general items that residents felt were most deserving of preservation. To achieve the
community’s objectives, the Master Policy Plan endorses the application of these measures to
the extent possible. It must be firmly stressed that most of these measures can only be achieved
through voluntary compliance. Therefore, the success of their implementation requires a
commitment to preservation by Township residents.

Goal Preservation of Farm/Open Fields Preservation of Wooded Slopes
Minimize visual j1. Structures shouid not be placed in 1. Structures should not be placed on ridge lines
impact of open fields. 2. Trees on ridges should be preserved.
development 2. Residences should be located 3. Structures should not be placed on top of ridge lines.

adjacent to tree lines and wooded field |4. The height of structures should be limited to an
edges. elevation below the crown line of mature on-site trees,

3. Residences should not front directly
on off-site streets.

4. Where clustering will yield open
space that can remain in active
agriculture, its use should be explored
and possibly required.

Retain rural 1. Existing farm roads should be 1. Stone rows and tree lines should be preserved.
features incorporated into subdivision design. 2. Treed areas between the principal structure and the
2. Stone rows and tree lines should be |drive or roadway should be retained.

preserved. 3. The creation of extensive lawn areas should be

3. Existing agricultural structures such |discouraged.
as barns and silos should be preserved
where feasible,

Minimize site  |1. Roads should follow existing 1. Roads should follow existing contours.

disturbance contours. 2. Disturbance for the construction of roads, basins, and
2. Disturbance for the construction of |other improvements should be kept to a minimum.
roads, basins, and other improvements |3. Disturbance on individual lots should be limited.

should be kept at a minimum. 4. Building envelopes should be limited and located in
3. Disturbance on individual lots the most suitable areas for development.
should be limited. 5. Areas beyond reduced envelopes should be restricted

against development.

6. Building envelopes should not be drawn into steep
slope areas.

7. The maximum amount of natural vegetation on each
site should be preserved.

19



The preservation measures most responsive to resident concerns could include the use of
conservation easements and deed restrictions, residential clustering, and customized or modified

building setbacks.

A conservation easement restricts development on a parcel of land. An easement is a right
afforded to a person or group of persons to make limited use of another’s real property. In the
case of a conservation easement, the limited use is the "conservation of the property” in its
present state. Deed restrictions can also be used to preclude development and as with
easements, remain in the chain of title of a property, One example of a conservation easement
would be a "scenic easement" to be used in areas to preserve views where new development
would otherwise disrupt a natural or unspoiled vista. Collective acquisition of parcels for the
purpose of preservation can also be explored as an additional measure to preserve the rural
atmosphere of the Township. There presently exists no formal Township mechanism for
accepting or enforcing such easements on the part of the Township.

Clustering of residential units can be accomplished by grouping the units, otherwise permitted
by zoning (without an increase in density), on one portion of the site while reserving the
remainder of the site in open space or its natural state. The open space is usually managed and
owned by a property owners’ association. Many times these areas are burdensome for
associations to maintain, and the planned intention of effective and adequate open space is
sometimes lost. Alternatively, effective open space areas are included in oversized individual
lots. Deed restrictions can be used to preciude further development and permanent open space
can be preserved without a property owners’ association. The community survey indicated that
some residents opposed the use of cluster techniques even without an increase in density.
However, clustering, where appropriate, does have preservation merits and should continue to
be considered as an option-on a case by case basis. If clustering is to be utilized as a
preservation measure, the calculation of permitted units should be based only on that portion of
the property suitable for building construction, with respect to topography, streams, wetlands,
soil conditions, etc. or to provide meaningful open space to serve the residents.

Currently, the R-1 and R-2 zones contain "standard" setback regulations. They establish
minimum distances from property lines but do not recognize natural features or protect a site
from disruption which can lead to the reduction in rural character, Examples of potential site
disruption include visual interference on ridge lines, encroachment into stream buffer areas and
development on steep slopes. Techniques to avoid this include customizing the building
envelope to include setbacks from wetlands or steep slope areas that should not be disturbed.
These measures are voluntary but should be recognized as having the potential to add value to
a property as well as the community. Graphic examples are included in Figure 1V.1.
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Chapter V. Policy Recommendations

It is recommended, after due consideration of existing conditions and in response to the
perspectives of Township residents, that the policy for addressing the natural environment as
stated in the 1980 plan, be reaffirmed and included in the plan update. This policy states:

"It is the natural environment of Hinckley which defines its unique character - the
hills, the delighiful vistas across the river valley; Hinckley ridge, the magnificent
beauty of the countryside. It is the policy of Hinckley Township to preserve what
makes Hinckley beautiful and unique, and to insure that this remarkable physical
and aesthetic asset is presented intact to the 21st century and beyond. The
physical beauty which attracts many new residents to Hinckley shall be maintained
Jor the health and welfare of both present and future residents of the community. "

This policy should be the fundamental basis on which other land use decisions are based. To
further carry out this fundamental objective the individual policies, in the previous plan, for
residential, industrial, and commercial land use are slightly modified and updated. Map 2
depicts issue areas and plan recommendations.

II.

Residential Land Use Policy

It s the policy of Hinckley Township to limit residential development to densities that
are:  consistent with the existing rural pattern of development; compatible with
preservation of the natural environment; and within the capacity of the community to
provide public safety and other related services. As residential lots are developed, the
natural landscape is to be treated as an environmental amenity to be treasured rather than
a physical obstacle to be subdued or destroyed. As the primary means of achieving this
objective, this plan advocates maintaining the Township’s current standard of one
dwelling for every two acres. This is the Township’s policy regardless of any utility
extensions that may occur in the future.

The Township further recognizes that many of the natural features that provide the
unique rural atmosphere to Hinckley residents (i.e., open space, steep slopes,
floodplains, woods and wetlands, etc.) will not be fully preserved by only utilizing this
density standard through a minimum 2-acre lot size.

Therefore, to more fully preserve Hinckley’s rural atmosphere it is the policy of the
Township to also encourage the utilization of additional preservation measures--such as
conservation easements, clustering and modified building setbacks. The merits and
application of these measures are more fully described in the previous section.

Commercial Land Use Policy

The 1980 Master Policy Plan stated that commercial uses in Hinckley shall be primarily
those which serve the day-to-day shopping and service needs of the residents of the
community. Specifically, areas zoned for these uses are Hinckley Center, Bennett’s
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Corners, and Sherman Corners at the intersection of West 130th Street and Center Road.
The 1980 plan noted that the historic commercial and social hub of the community should
be conserved and upgraded. A modification to the existing commercial land use policy
includes a Town Center concept which emphasizes Hinckley Center as the primary
commercial area of the Township. It is with this intention in mind that a more specific
development concept for this important area be pursued. The community survey
indicated that nearly two-thirds of respondents favored additional businesses in Hinckley
without expanding the acreage of the current business zoning district.

Town Center Development Policies

Since the Town Center area does not have central utilities future development may be
minimal. However, in the event development does occur, the use of existing business
zoned land area for small retail service uses should be managed to achieve the following:

1. Promoting community identity by enhancing the town center without commercial
strip development.

2. Providing residents with a small increase in available local business services, that
promotes local revenue, and, to some extent, reduces dependence on other
Jjurisdictions for consumer services.

3. Developing the center with coordinated design and development standards which
could include:

Landscaping of parking areas and possible streetscaping;

Improved and coordinated pedestrian circulation;

Interparcel access and driveway entrance consolidation;

Uniform signage standards;

Uniform street lighting;

* Buffering and screening of non-residential uses to adjacent residential
uses.

4. Limiting commercial uses in the town center area to those which minimize traffic
congestion, noise, aesthetic and other adverse effects on residential uses.

This plan supports expansion or consolidation of Township facilities in this location.
Such development would help reinforce the Town Center objectives. However, to be
compatible and cost effective, changes affecting Township properties in this area will
require careful evaluation of several factors, including:

1. The overall benefits compared to costs of new construction versus maintaining
present town structures.

2. The acquisition costs of properties currently in private ownership.

3. Development and operational costs.

22



III.

Iv.

4, The long term demand for new/expanded Township services compared to services
based on current and projected trends.

5. The impacts of preempting business properties with Township facilities, and
potentially forcing future business expansion into residential areas.

Industrial Land Use Policy

The prior policy plan recognized that industrial land uses are incompatible with the policy
of maintaining a rural residential community. Conversely, since industrial development
has a net economic benefit to the Township, limited industrial development should be
encouraged to the extent that suitable industrial sites exist. As part of the plan update
the Township considered numerous alternative locations for industrial expansion with
respect to their suitability for industrial development and minimal impact on residential
areas. Other than the land currently zoned industrial, no other land area satisfied both
objectives. Therefore, the plan update reaffirms this policy and recommends that
industrial land use continue to be limited to the West 130th Street and Center Road
location. Effective site planning techniques and buffering standards should be utilized
to minimize adverse environmental and aesthetic impacts on nearby residences.

Sewer and Water Policy

Compared to the 1980 plan, little change to the sewer and water policy is proposed. The
policy states that the Township will:

1. Oppose sewer and water service area extensions in Hinckley,
except as provided in this policy, through zoning controls and
other means.

2. Permit efficient use of the Sewer District 300 trunk line and

treatment plant,

3. Permit service from Sewer District 500 to frontage properties on
West 130th Street north of Laurel Road consistent with the policies
on residential, commercial, and industrial land use.

4. Permit extension of central sewer service only when the design and
capability of the system extension is intended to abate public health
problems.

5. Permit extensions of central water to areas with central sewer

service and to those areas where a) central water is the only cost-
effective solution to abate public health problems and b) on-site
treatment systems are capable of treating the increased effluent
loads.
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The community survey indicates strong support for extensions of water and sewer facilities
only when well water supplies are exhausted or insufficient to support existing uses or when
private systems are failing and public health issues arise. To minimize the need for central
systems, it is important to promote sound management and stewardship of the private systems.

It is also important for Township officials to make residents aware of the environmental
impacts of additional growth related to utility extensions versus the environmental impacts
caused by the proliferation of private systems. While there are natural constraints for
providing on site utilities the current 2-acre minimum lot size can generally accommodate these
systems.

Even if central services are required to alleviate health hazards and service deficiencies it is the
Township’s policy that the provisions of these services should not result in a change in land use
pattern or densities recommended in this plan. The Township’s zoning code and other
regulatory tools should be amended to eliminate any connection to utility services and higher
density development.

Open Space and Recreation Policy

As stated in the 1990 policy plan, Hinckley Township should continue to provide recreation
services for residents of the community through the programs and facilities at existing
Township facilities and jointly with Richfield Township at Rising Valiey Park.

The Township endorses the use of a variety of measures to secure additional open space as 2
means of preserving a truly rural Hinckley. The Township will work with other organizations
such as the Medina County Land Conservancy to increase community awareness of
conservation efforts and explore “protection” acquisition mechanisms, such as open space and
conservation easements. Through the community survey the respondents indicated a favorable
attitude toward the use of scenic easements.

The Township should also continue to work closely with the representatives of Cleveland
Metroparks System to assure that their expansion plans are consistent with the Township’s
objectives, minimize the use of eminent domain and compensate the Township for public
service costs which are attributed to the operation of the reservation-on-land for which the
Township recetves no real estate tax.

Transportation Policv

Currently, for local circulation needs the existing roadway pattern- both major and local
streets- provides reasonable and safe accessibility to all parts of the Township. This network is
essentially a “grid” pattern of roads approximately one mile apart. The only significant
exception to this pattern is the Hinckley Reservation area in the southeast portion of the
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Township. However, because of the Reservation, no significant new development is
anticipated in this area.

Since most of the Township is zoned residential and the prevailing residential zoning requires a
two acre minimum lot size, the maximum hypothetical yield for each one mile block would be
320 homes. This would generate an average 3,200 total trips per day. This traffic volume
would be generally distributed on four existing streets whether or not new internal subdivision
streets are connected. Most realistically, however, the yield would be considerably less, since a
portion of each one mile block is, or would likely be, developed with lots significantly larger
than the required two acres.

Based on the density of residential development expected in the Township

(1 unit/2 acres), this existing road pattern satisfied the Township’s collector and arterial road
needs. According to the Medina County Subdivision Regulations, principal collectors should
be spaced approximately one-quarter tO one-half mile apart in suburban areas and up to one
mile apart in rural areas. Suburban density can be expected at two units per acre or higher. In
contrast, the density of Hinckley will be a maximum of one-half unit per acre. Under the
narrowest of comparisons, the Hinckley density will be one-fourth the suburban density. This
lower density.fully justifies that the rural spacing for primary collections ( 1 mile apart) should
apply to Hinckley.

Because of the existing road pattern and density of development expected, it is reasonable to
classify all newly constructed residential streets as either minor collectors or local residential
streets. Neither of these classifications is expected to (or needed to) accommodate through
traffic.

Furthermore, since the Township’s primary objectives are to foster a continuation of the
present rural character of the Township, and in so doing, maximize preservation of the natural
environment, the Township believes that inner connections between developments which
would either accommodate or encourage through traffic from one existing collector to another
are not only not needed but could significantly destroy the rural and natural characteristics of
the Township. Therefore, the Township will resist these connections which are not needed for
safety purposes and when such connections are contrary to the community’s rural and natural
preservation objections.

Consistent with this policy, cul de sacs should be permitted to be 2,500 feet in length when
warranted to preserve such natural features and when it is determined that they will not
jeopardize public safety. If more than one access to a development is needed, loop roads
providing two or more access points should be encouraged from a single existing street. This
can be accomplished without placing a disproportionate amount of traffic on any single street.
If a second emergency access is needed to a development, the Township’s preference would be
the provision of a “non road” surface with sufficient bearing capacity for emergency vehicles
rather than construction of a through road.




This policy is also consistent with the Medina County’s Subdivision Regulations basic Planning
Standards and Principles (Section 501A) which specifically states that:

“Subdivisions shall be planned to take advantage of the topography of the land,
to economize on the construction of drainage facilities, to minimize destruction
of trees and topsoil, and to preserve such natural features as water courses, unusual
rock formations, large trees, sights of historical significance, and other assets, which, if
preserved, will add attractiveness and value to the subdivision and the community.”

Given that the magnitude of future development is limited by zoning and the Township’s desire
to maintain the rural residential character, it is not envisioned that major improvements will be
needed to the existing roadway network. However, there will likely be a need for intersection
improvements in key locations throughout the Township. These are needed to ensure the
safety of the residents and the traveling public and to facilitate flow based on new development
expected in and around the Township. The nature of these improvements could include;
limited signalization, protected left turns, shoulder improvements, free flowing right lane turns,
and sight distance improvements.

Growth i surrounding jurisdictions - perhaps more than growth in Hinckley - should be
recognized as having a greater potential impact on the transportation network within the
Township. In addition, the current interstate system adjacent to Hinckley encourages truck
traffic to use Route 94 and 303 through Hinckley to move from 1-271 and I-71 and back.

The Township supports any measures developed by the County and State that improve
expressway interchanges (or any other measures) that restrict or discourage the flow of truck
traffic through Hinckley. Increased levels of truck traffic can have an adverse impact on

residents given increased noise and fumes and possible safety risks.

Amended, 12-22-97
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Chapter VI. Community Survey

A community survey was conducted in November of 1992. Its purpose was to provide an
opportunity for Hinckley residents to participate in the Township’s planning effort. The survey
polled residents on matters such as their level of satisfaction with the type and rate of
development, perceptions on the quality of service and other growth-related items. A copy of

the survey is included in Appendix 2.

A. Survey Methodology

The survey was published in a local newspaper which was mailed to every household in
the community. Completed surveys were returned to several locations in the Township,
these were then summarized and tabulated. A total of 228 responses were received
which represents a response rate of 11.7%. The preliminary results were presented to

the community at a public meeting in December of 1992,

B. Comparison With 1980 Survey

A similar survey procedure was undertaken in 1980 and a limited comparison of the

results is provided in Table VI.1.

TABLE VI.1
Comparison of 1980 and 1992 Community Surveys
Hinckley Township,

1980 Questionnaire 1980 1992 Questionnaire 1992
1. Response rate 30.0% Response rate 11.7%
2. Lot size Lot size {(for areas with
unique natural features)
increase 16.0% increase 75.0%
decrease 4.0% decrease -
no change 80.0% no change 17.1%
3. Extend sewers Extend sewers
yes 12.0% yes 20.6%
no 88.0% yes, only in cases of
system failure 50.0%
no 28.1%
no response 1.3%
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TABLE V1.1
Comparison of 1980 and 1992 Community Surveys
Hinckley Township,

1980 Questionnaire 1980 1992 Questionnaire 1992
. Allow multiple family Higher density for young
development families
yes 11.0% yes 24.1%
no 89.0% no 70.2%
Higher density for seniors
yes 39.0%
no 56.2%
. Commercial zoning Additional business without
expanding commercial
zoning
too much 10.0% yes 62.7%
not enough 12.0% no 29.4%
about right 79.0%
. Comparison of services,
a. Police Protection Police Protection
good 86.8% good 69.3%
fair 11.5% fair 15.8%
poor 1.6% poor 12.3%
b. Fire Protection Fire Protection
good 89.3% good 87.3%
fair 9.9% fair 8.8%
poor 8% poor 4%
¢. Road Maintenance Road Maintenance
good 14.6% good 52.6%
fair 40.0% fair 29.4%
poor 47.4% poor 14.5%
d. Snow Removal Snow Removal
good 35.0% good 41.6%
fair 45.8% fair 38.6%
poor 19.2% poor 15.4%
e. Recreation Recreation
good 44.3% good 43.0%
fair 38.2% fair 25.0%
poor 17.6% poor 24.1%

f. Hinckley Branch Library

Hinckley Branch Library

27




TABLE VI.1
Comparison of 1980 and 1992 Community Surveys
Hinckley Township,

1980 Questionnaire 1980 1992 Questionnaire 1992
good 72.9% good 68.0%
fair 23.6% fair 22.3%
poor 3.5% poor 3.1%

h. Town Hall Meeting Room Town Hall Meeting Room
good 61.6% good 42.1%
fair 32.3% fair 34.2%
poor 6..2% poor 14.9%

1Due to differences in the survey questions only a limited comparison of results is possible

;Comparison of service levels does not include ranking of Highland and Brunswick schools due to differences in
survey questions, 1992 results coatained approximately 11.7% "no response" entries under the service rating
category.

C. Survey Results

Survey results are summarized in terms of percentage distribution on the following pages
in Table IV.2. Concerns that emerged from evaluation of survey responses and the
community meeting have been addressed in the policy recommendations. An indication
of the area of the Township from which the response originated is provided in Appendix
3. For the purposes of the community survey, the Township was divided into the
following four quadrants bounded by Center Road and Ridge Road.

Area 1 - northwest
Area 2 - northeast
Area 3 - southwest
Area 4 - southeast
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TABLE VL2

COMMUNITY SURVEY FOR MASTER POLICY PLAN UPDATE 1992

Summary of Survey Results
February 11, 1993

Total Responses: 227
Total 1990 Housing Units: 1,953

% Response: 11.6%

Area of Residence for Respondents

Areal - 21.5%
Area 2 - 24.6%
Area 3 18.4%
Aread - 355%

1

Age Distribution of Respondents

1-10 11-2_0|21-30 31-40|41-50 51-60 | 61-70 71-80| 80+ | NR I

T e —— e e

15 14 7 6 1 0 1

0 1 ¢ 22
Area 3| 0 1 1 11 6 1 2 0

Aread| O 0 5 19 20 14 14

Total 0 2 [1 67 59 38 33 9 2 7

Ir — — —

NR = No Response

Served by Central Water:  Yes = 12.7% No = 87.3%

Served by Central Sewer:  Yes = 14.5% No = 85.5%
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TABLE VIL.2
Summary of Survey Results
(Continued)

5. Years of Residence in Hinckley

1-10 | 11-20 { 21-30 | 31-40 | 41-50 | 51-60

Total 85 44 35 34 9

NR = No Response

6. Satisfied with Development:

Satisfied 48.7%
Dissatisfied 42.1%
No Reaction 6.1%
No Response 3.1%

Satisfied with the rate at which it is occurring:

Satisfied 47.8%
Dissatisfied 39.9%
No Reaction 7.5%
No Response 4.8%
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TABLE VI.2
Summary of Survey Results
(Continued)

Should the following be considered as a means of further preserving the "rural”

atmosphere of the Township?

a. Clustering of dwelling units without an increase in density:
o Yes 31.1%
o No 56.6%
o No Opinion 10.5%
L]

No Response 1.8%

b. Zoning areas which have unique natural features to a larger residential minimum
lot size:
d Yes 75.0%
. No 17.1%
. No Opinion 5.7%
L

No Response 2.2%

c. A government agency buying land for public open space:
. .Yes 40.4%
. - No 44.9%
. No Opinion 12.7%
L ]

No Response 2.0%

d. Scenic easements:
. Yes 55.7%
. No 18.4%
. No Opinion 20.6%
[ ]

No Response 5.3%

‘To meet community needs should the Township consider:

a. High density zoning for senior citizens:
. Yes 39.0%
. No 56.2%
. No Opinion 3.9%
L]

No Response 0.9%
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TABLE VIL.2
Summary of Survey Results

I1.

12.

13.

(Continued)
b. Higher density zoning regulations for young families purchasing their first home:
Yes 24.1%
No 70.2%

No Opinion 3.1%
No Response 2.6%

Would you like to see additional business in Hinckley without expanding the commercial
zoning?

Yes 62.7%
No 29.4%
No Opinion 3.5%
No Response 4.4%

Should central water be extended?

. Yes - Throughout the Township  20.6%

. Yes - Only in areas where well water
supplies are exhausted or failing 50.0%

o No - Under no condition 28.1%

. No Response 1.3%

Should central sewer be extended?

o Yes - Throughout the Township  17.1%
Yes - Only in areas where private systems
are failing and public health issues

L]

arise 44.3%
No - Under no condition 32.9%
. No Response 5.7%

How do you rate the following services as they now exist?

a. Police Protection
. Good 69.3%
. Fair 15.8%
. Poor 12.3%
[ 2

No Response 2.6%
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TABLE VI.2
Summary of Survey Results

(Continued)
Fire Protection
. Good 87.3%
s Fair 8.8%
° Poor 0.4%

No Response 3.5%

Road Maintenance

° Good 52.6%
. Fair 294%
» Poor 14.5%

No Response 3.5%

Snow Removal

. Good 41.6%
. Fair 38.6%
. Poor 15.4%
. No Response 4.4%
Recreation

. Good 43.0%
. Fair 25.0%
. Poor 24.1%
[ ]

No Response 7.9%

Highland Schools

. Good 47.8%
. Fair 29.4%
. Poor 6.6%

No Response 16.2%

Brunswick Schools

. Good 16.2%
. Fair 22.8%
. Poor 92%
.

No Response 51.8%
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TABLE VIL.2
Summary of Survey Results

(Continued)
h. Hinckley Branch Library
. Good 68.0%
® Fair 22.3%
° Poor 3.1%
L]

No Response 6.6%

Town Hall Meeting Room

Good 42.1%
Fair 34.2%
Poor 14.9%

No Response 8.8%
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Summary of Comments (Survey Questions 6a, 6b, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15)

Over half of the survey questions allowed for residents to respond in the form of
commentary on a variety of development topics. These comments provide an insight into
the current concerns of the residents and they have been listed in their entirety in a
separate appendix of the Plan Update. A generalized summary of these comments is
provided below.

6a.

6b.

If dissatisfied (with type of development), why?

Almost one-half of the responses centered around too much housing development.
Large homes built on smaller lots and subdivisions are causing a loss of trees,
views, and the natural landscape. The preservation of Hinckley’s rural setting is
very important to its residents. This is consistent with Hinckley Township Master
Policy Plan’s Community Goal #1--Adopt and implement a Land Use Policy that

embraces and fosters a continuation of the present rural residential character of
the Township.

If dissatisfied(with the rate at which residential development is occurring). why?

A majority of the respondents stated that residential development is occurring too
rapidly. It is putting a strain on the schools, tax base, road, services (i.e. public
utility), and Hinckley’s quality of life.

Means of further preserving the "rural" atmosphere of the Township.

Responses were varied. Common themes included the need for better planning
of new developments. Several respondents voiced distrust of a government
agency buying land. It might "rob" potential taxable land and eventually be
resold to large-scale developers. The open space and recreation policy has been
amended to explore open space acquisition alternatives that will provide useable
open space for Township residents.

Should_the Township consider (senior citizen and affordable housing) types of

development?

More than one-half of the respondents did not favor the development of senior
citizen/affordable housing in Hinckley Township. This kind of development is
seen as imposing on the Township’s rural character. Almost one-fourth of the
respondents favored the development, but with certain restrictions. These range
from zoning/area/quantity restrictions to careful planning policies--i.e. clustering
and easements.
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10.

11.

12,

Would you like to see additional business in Hinckley without expanding the
commercial zoning?

As overwhelming majority of responses favored additional business in Hinckley.
Almost all of these placed limits on the type of business--i.e. small, non-
franchise, utilize existing structures.

New business development is also viewed as a tax relief. In addition, the most
common area cited for business development/revitalization is the town center--
S.R. 303 and Ridge Road.

What are the two most important features to preserve?

More than one-fourth of the respondents stated that a specific natural feature
should be preserved. All involve the rural character of Hinckley. These include:
open space, wooded areas, farms, and wildlife.

Almost one-half of the respondents stated a specific means to preserve the rural
character of Hinckley. Nearly three-fourths of these involved maintaining
existing/increasing the minimum lot size requirements.

In regard to the second most important feature, more than one-fourth of the
responses also favored the preservation of a specific natural feature. An
additional one-fourth of the responses referenced preservation mechanisms.
These were divided between large lots (zoning) and limited/restricted
development. - The remaining one-half of the responses varied greatly.

Centralized water systems should not be extended under anv condition. Why not?

Two main issues are evident from the responses. Almost one-half of the
respondents stated than an extension of centralized water systems would facilitate
more rapid and more dense development. Nearly one-fourth of the respondents
stated that the costs (higher taxes) associated with an extension would be too high.

Centralized sewer systems should not be extended under any condition. Why
not?

The respondents mentioned the same two issues as listed in question #11. The
proportion of the responses is also similar.
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14.

15.

Are there any other zoning issues in Hinckley Township that you feel should be
addressed in the Master Policy Plan?

The responses to this question varied. However, six common issues which
accounted for over one-half of all responses. The most frequently mentioned
zoning issues were the concern for junk in residential lots and the need for lot
size (larger) amendments. Remaining issues include limiting/restricting new
developments; revise commercial/business areas to be more uniform in
architectural style and sensitive to Hinckley’s rural character; restricting loud
noises (i.e. discharge of firearms and off-road vehicles); and prohibiting all
condo/multi-family developments.

Are there additional comments vou would like to convey?

Responses. varied greatly. The most common answer involved Hinckley Public
Officials--trustees, police chief/police, and road crew. Preserving the rural
character of Hinckley and high taxes were also mentioned frequently. Together,
these three themes represented nearly one-half of all the question’s responses.
Other themes mentioned include the poor maintenance/service of the Township’s
road system. In addition, the system’s speed limits are considered to high in
certain areas. Limited/controlled development; concerns over trash/junk/burning
on residential property; town center revitalization; and recreation needs round out
the remaining common themes. The latter five comprise nearly one-fourth of the
total responses.
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APPENDIX I1

COMMUNITY SURVEY FOR MASTER POLICY PLAN UPDATE 1992
Tabulation of Results
February 11, 1993

Total Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4

TOTAL QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED
TO DATE 228 49 56 42 81

3. Is your residence presently served by a
centralized water system?

YES 29 16 5 4 4

NO 199 33 51 38 77

4. Is your residence presently served by a
centralized sewer system?

YES 33 15 3 5 10

NO 195 34 33 37 71

6. Thinking over the past 10 years, are you
satisfied or dissatisfied with:

-The type of development which has

occurred
SATISFIED 111 26 27 25 33
DISSATISFIED 96 20 26 16 34
NO REACTION 14 3 3 0 8
NO RESPONSE 7 0 0 1 6

-The rate at which residential development

is occurring
SATISFIED 109 28 27 23 31
DISSATISFIED 01 17 23 16 35
NO REACTION 17 3 5 2 7
NO RESPONSE 11 1 1 1 8
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COMMUNITY SURVEY FOR MASTER POLICY PLAN UPDATE 1992
Tabulation of Results
February 11, 1993

Total Area 1 l Area 2 Area 3 Area 4

Should the foliowing be considered as a

means of preserving the "rural”

atmosphere of the Township?

-Clustering of dwelling units without an

increase in density as a way of preserving

larger open areas
YES 71 15 18 10 28
NO 129 31 29 26 43
NO OPINION 24 3 7 6 8
NO RESPONSE 4 0 2 0 2

-Zoning selected areas which have unique

natural features to a larger residential

minimum lot area
YES 171 33 41 31 66
NO 39 15 10 6 8
NO OPINION 13 1 3 5 4
NO RESPONSE 5 0 2 0 3

-A government agency buying land for

public open space
YES 92 23 i9 17 33
NO 102 24 26 17 35
NO OPINION 29 2 10 7 10
NO RESPONSE 5 0 1 1 3

-Scenic easements
YES 127 26 26 28 47
NO 42 14 11 4 13
NO OPINION 47 7 16 9 15
NO RESPONSE 12 2 3 1 6




COMMUNITY SURVEY FOR MASTER POLICY PLAN UPDATE 1992
Tabulation of Results
February 11, 1993

Total Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
8. To meet community needs, should the
Township consider:
-Higher density zoning regulations for
affordable senior citizen housing
YES 89 19 24 16 30
NO 128 29 29 25 45
NO OPINION 9 0 2 1 6
NO RESPONSE 2 1 1 0 0
-Higher density zoning regulations for
- affordable housing for young families
purchasing their first home
YES 55 12 14 12 17
NO 160 36 39 27 58
NO OPINION 7 0 2 2 3
NO RESPONSE 6 I 1 I 3
9. Would you like to see additional
businesses in Hinckley without expanding
the commercial zoning?
YES 143 36 38 24 45
NO 67 12 13 18 24
NO OPINION 8 0 2 0 6
NO RESPONSE 10 | 3 0 6
11. Should centralized water facilities be
further extended?
YES-Throughout the Township 47 11 14 6 16
YES-Only in areas where well water
supplies are exhausted or 114 20 28 22 44
insufficient
NO-Under no condition 64 17 13 14 20
NO RESPONSE 3 1 1 0 1
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COMMUNITY SURVEY FOR MASTER POLICY PLAN UPDATE 1992
Tabulation of Results
February 11, 1993

Total Area 1 I Area 2 l Area 3 ' Area 4

=

12. Should centralized sewer facilities be
extended?
YES-Throughout the Township 39 10 12 8 9
YES-When private septic systems are
failing and public health issues 101 19 29 15 38
arise
NO-Under no conditions 75 18 12 18 27
NO RESPONSE 13 2 3 1 7
13. How do you rate the following services as
they now exist?
-Police Protection
GOOD 158 35 41 26 56
FAIR 36 g 10 6 12
POOR 28 5 4 8 i1
NO RESPONSE 6 1 1 2 2
-Fire Protection
GOOD 199 39 47 38 75
FAIR 20 7 7 2 4
POOR 1 0 0 1 0
NO RESPONSE 8 3 2 1 2
-Road Maintenance
GOOD 120 25 30 27 38
FAIR 67 15 20 6 26
POOR 33 7 5 8 13
NO RESPONSE 8 2 1 1 4
-Snow Removal
GOOD 95 25 23 17 30
FAIR 88 12 24 15 37
POCR 35 11 7 7 10
NO RESPONSE 10 1 2 3 4
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COMMUNITY SURVEY FOR MASTER POLICY PLAN UPDATE 1992

Tabulation of Results

February 11, 1993

Total Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4
-Recreation
GOOD 98 19 25 19 35
FAIR 57 11 16 Y 21
POOR 55 15 11 11 18
NO RESPONSE 18 4 4 3 7
-Highland Schools
GOOD 109 16 28 21 44
FAIR 67 23 19 14 11
POOR 15 2 2 3 8
NO RESPONSE 37 8 7 4 18
-Brunswick Schools
GOOD 37 10 6 5 16
FAIR 52 18 15 8 I1
POOR 21 3 2 4 10
NO RESPONSE 118 16 33 25 44
-Hinckley Branch Library
GOOD 155 26 37 29 63
FAIR 51 17 13 10 11
POOR 7 1 1 1 4
NO RESPONSE 15 5 5 2 3
-Town Hall Meeting Room
GOOD 96 17 23 20 36
FAIR 78 21 17 15 25
POOR 34 7 8 6 13
NO RESPONSE 20 4 8 1 7
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