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Ch. Calabro called the July 23, 2025 Board of Zoning Appeals Public Hearing for Pierzchala to
order at 7:18 p.m.

Ch. Calabro noted that this meeting is being recorded for transcription purposes only and the
written minutes and attachments, if any, will serve as the official record of this meeting.

Ch. Calabro asked that everyone save personal conversations until after the meeting as additional
voices cause confusion for those attending virtually.

Ch. Calabro stated that any Board member that has any monetary interest or has a conflict
including ex-parte communication should disclose at this time.

Roll found: Calabro, Hoop had an excused absence, Zeleznak, Schaefer, Wrubel, Rolinc who filled
Mr. Hoop’s vacant seat

In the audience were Trustee Engleman, Zoning Inspector Peterlin, and alternate Kevin Stanowick.
Trustee Swedyk attended virtually.

The Recording Secretary read the legal ad and confirmed that the legal notice was mailed to the
applicant and adjacent property owners.

Ch. Calabro stated that the Hinckley Township Board of Zoning Appeals acts within the authority
of Section 519 of the Ohio Revised Code and exercises its power as provided under Chapters 7
and 13 of the Hinckley Township Zoning Regulations. All public hearings are open to the public.
All persons wishing to testify must do so from the podium, must identify themselves and give their
residence address and must be sworn in. Evidence and testimony must be pertinent to the hearing.
It is the Chairperson’s discretion to limit personal comments, personal attacks, opinions,
editorializing, and/or repetitious statements or testimony or evidence previously given. Disruptive
persons will lose their right to remain at the hearing. Personal attacks will not be tolerated.

Ch. Calabro stated that this is a hearing upon the application submitted by applicant Thomas
Pierzchala, property owner of property located at 2440 Ridge Road, Hinckley, Ohio for a variance
from the enforcement of certain Hinckley Township Zoning Resolution sections to property owned
by applicant.

Ch. Calabro noted that the applicant has submitted a packet that includes the original Variance
application, letters to the Zoning Board, maps and sketches of the proposed accessory building all

related to the variance request.
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Ch. Calabro stated that notice of the application was properly given in local newspapers, and the
application and supporting documentation has been available for public review and comments.

Ch. Calabro noted that each member of the Board of Zoning Appeals has been provided a copy of
the application and supporting documentation.

Ch. Calabro asked the Recording Secretary if there were any letters, phone calls or emails received
regarding this matter, and the Recording Secretary stated there were none.

Ch. Calabro noted for the record that non-written communication or written communication made
by known or unknown persons not under oath and not properly given during the hearing are not
accepted by the Board of Zoning Appeals as testimony. Ch. Calabro stated that written
communication from persons not present this evening may include communication that are not
made by affidavit because these communications are made by persons not under oath they are not
accepted by this Board. Written communication may include writing by affidavit by persons not
present this evening and therefore cannot be subjected to cross examination. These affidavits will
not be given much weight, if any, in the decision of the Board on this matter.

Ch. Calabro asked the Recording Secretary to poll the Board as to whether they received the packet
of information and inspected the property at 2440 Ridge Road, Hinckley, Ohio 44233.

Response: Calabro - yes and yes, inspected on 7/19/25, Rolinc — yes and yes, inspected on
7/22/25, Zeleznak — yes and yes, inspected on 7/22/25, Schaefer — yes and yes, inspected on
7/19/25, Wrubel - yes and yes, inspected on 7/23/25

Ch. Calabro stated that the Board has the power to grant an applicant’s variance request.

Ch. Calabro stated that all people that wish to give testimony will be sworn in individually and
testimonies, if any, shall be given from the podium and all who speak must state their name and
address.

Ch. Calabro asked the applicant to give a description of the request.

Thomas Pierzchala, 2440 Ridge Rd, Hinckley

Mr. Pierzchala was sworn in accordingly.

Mr. Pierzchala explained that he submitted for a 15-foot variance because he would like to
construct a 40 x 65-foot pole barn that will have a 30-foot overhang so the footprint will actually
be 53° wide by 65> deep. Mr. Pierzchala stated he is asking for a variance because there is an
existing pool that prohibits him from building where a variance would not be required, additionally
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due to a natural swale on his property that the neighboring properties drain into, he cannot push
the building back - this swale usually has water in it for most of the year - so the proposed location
is the only place he can build which will also block sitelines from neighboring properties. Ch.
Calabro asked if the variance is 15 feet or 20 feet and Mr. Pierzchala stated he is asking for a 15-
foot variance from the property line - his property was recently surveyed and after that he laid
everything out and determined the barn would be 15 ¥ feet from the property line, not the 10 feet
the initial paperwork stated and Mr. Pierschala indicated he did notify the Zoning Inspector.
Zoning Inspector Peterlin stated she did not receive notification and Ch. Calabro indicated that he
did mention the 15-foot variance during the site visit.

Ch. Calabro asked the purpose of the building and Mr. Pierzchala stated he would like to purchase
an rv and boat and he would use the barn to store those items and the equipment he uses to maintain
his property so everything is out of sight. Mr. Pierzchala confirmed the barn is for personal use.

Mr. Pierzchala submitted a rendering of the building and indicated the overhang will be a little
more forward than what is shown, but otherwise is identical to what he will be building.

Mr. Schaefer said the applicant talked about the necessity of removing the pool deck if he put the
building in the back and he is assuming that is because the 65 will go east/west and the 53’ will
go north/south and if he moves the building so the 65 is north/south and 53° east/west he is gaining
12 feet - and would that keep the building off the pool deck. Mr. Pierzchala said the front left
would be close to the swale which has a lot of water during spring and winter when it could expand
up to approximately 10-15 feet onto his property.

Ch. Calabro asked how far the swale is from the back of the building - Mr. Pierzchala stated he
will have to measure, but at least 25 feet. Mr. Pierzchala stated again he couldn’t put it back any
further due to the swale.

Ch. Calabro asked about the 13-foot overhang and if he eliminated the overhang would that take
care of the issue. M. Pierzchala explained the backside of the overhang will be enclosed so the
13-foot overhang will basically be 30 feet of the building and the last section will be enclosed to
store his lawn equipment. M. Pierzchala explained further there will be an open overhang for
25 feet roughly and the remainder will be closed off. Ch. Calabro asked if he eliminated the
overhang, he would still have the enclosed storage of 40 x 65 and Mr. Pierzchala stated he would
still technically need a 2-foot variance and Ch. Calabro stated a 2-foot variance is much less than
a 15-foot variance.

Mr. Zeleznak stated originally it was a 67% variance but this would now be a 50% variance which
is still a very large variance, but if he moved the barn over 15 feet more and eliminated about 20
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feet of the overhang by the pool area that would take the overhang beyond the pool area so it would
still fit within the safety regulations. He would still have about 45 feet of overhang and he would
be asking for a 2-foot variance which is very acceptable.

Ch. Calabro asked if it is an option to reduce the size of the building and Mr. Pierzchala stated the
size of the barn is for the future RV and boat. Ch. Calabro again stated if he eliminates the
overhang which is 13 feet that would leave a 2-foot variance.

Mr. Pierzchala asked about reducing the size of the overhang so he would only need a 12-foot
variance and Ch. Calabro stated that would still be a substantial variance and she believes there
are other places where the barn can be built.

Ch. Calabro stated according to the application he is positioning the barn in a place so as to not
violate safety codes, hinder pool maintenance or impede emergency response and Ch. Calabro
asked what safety codes he is referring to. Mr. Pierzchala stated he basically would not be able
to get anything between the side of the pool and the retaining wall and he wouldn’t have access
between the barn and the pool deck, also there would be no access for emergency vehicles.

Ch. Calabro stated that he has the option of making it smaller and pointed out that there is another
structure on the property that can be used for storage. Mr. Pierzchala stated that structure is small
and he already keeps lawn maintenance equipment in there and he purchased the property that was
completely abandoned, cleaned it up and built the new house in 2022 by himself so he has a lot of
equipment that he used to accomplish this and maintain the property.

Ch. Calabro stated her suggestion is to reduce the size of the building or the size of the overhang
to reduce the variance so it is not so substantial. Mr. Zeleznak suggested he remove the overhang
by the pool and start the 13-foot going all the way back and that would be an ask of a 2-foot
variance. Mr. Pierzchala asked if they would consider a 10-foot variance.

Ms. Wrubel asked if he would keep the existing storage building if he builds the new barn and Mr.
Pierzchala indicated he did want to keep it and he would renovate it so it matched the other
buildings. Ms. Wrubel indicated that it looks like he built the pool in the middle and created his
own hardship and Mr. Pierzchala stated he felt the hardship is the swale in the back.

Mr. Pierzchala asked if an 8-foot variance would be too much because he has an open section
where he will plant trees so the neighboring properties won’t have any visuals on the building.
Mr. Pierzchala also stated the drainage ends up in the same swale from all the neighboring
properties, so the drainage that would be running off the roof of the proposed building would
basically be the same amount as drainage from that area of grass and it would end up in swale.
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Ch. Calabro and Mr. Zeleznak indicated the variance is substantial and can Mr. Pierzchala do
anything to reduce that. Mr. Pierzchala stated he can change his plans to ask for only an 8-foot
variance, 22 feet off the property line and he could accomplish this most likely by shrinking the
overhang.

Williamm Basko - 2456 Ridge Road, Hinckley

Mr. Basko indicated he lives next door to the south, he’s been there 20 plus years and the swale
runs across his property and his concern is the water from the roof will run into the swale and make
itworse. Ch. Calabro asked Mr. Basko’s opinion if Mr. Pierzchala reduces the size of the variance
and Mr. Basko thinks 8 foot is better but he’d still like it to be less.

Mr. Perzchala responded that with regard to water - all the water will drain into that swale anyway
and having a building there will not make it any more wet - due to the property grade, he doesn’t
see how having a building will result in more water in the swale.

Kevin Stanowick - 2591 Bethanv Lane

Mr. Stanowick is an alternate on the Board of Zoning Appeals, but spoke as a resident. He has
seen the property grow and it’s beautiful, but the proposed structure is huge and a 65° boat and a
65” RV seem huge for personal reasons, is there any storage for professional use. Mr. Stanowick
also noted that if Mr. Pierzchala did all the planning and work, there should have been some
thought going forward on the building when the pool was built.

Ms. Wrubel stated the proposed building is bigger than the house and that is what concerns her.

Mr. Pierzchala suggested he can shrink it 6 feet to make it 40 x 60 with an 8-foot variance so it’s
not too deep. Mr. Zeleznak stated the depth is not a problem - they are only concerned about the
sideline - Zoning Inspector Peterlin stated based on his acreage he can have up to a 4900 square
foot building. Further discussion followed regarding what size variance would be acceptable and
Ch. Calabro stated they are not here to negotiate, if there is an alternative, that should be considered
and it’s almost a hardship he created himself.

Mr. Pierzchala stated he believes the swale is the hardship not the pool.  When he built the pool,
he thought it was a 15-foot variance but he mistakenly was looking at the wrong section. Mr.
Pierzchala stated this barn is for personal and not professional use, only to store all his equipment
so he can keep it covered.

Ch. Calabro asked if he can make the building work with a 5-foot variance which is about 16%,
as opposed to an 8-foot variance which is about 26% and Mr. Perizchala stated an 8-foot variance
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is about the minimum. Ms. Wrubel asked if the old building is existing non-conforming and it
was confirmed it is and it’s on the property line.

Mr. Schaefer stated personally he would like to see it more in the back but he will consider 8 feet
and Mr. Zeleznak asked Mr. Pierzchala if he is asking for an 8-foot variance and Mr. Pierzchala
confirmed that is what he is asking for.

Ch. Calabro asked if he cannot get the variance will he still put up an accessory building and Mr.
Pierzchala stated if he doesn’t get the variance, he will be disappointed because he is trying to add
value to the property and he will have to look at everything to determine if he wanted to build.

There being no further testimony offered, Ch. Calabro asked the Board to review the Duncan
Factors.

Factor #1: Will the property yield a reasonable return or can there be a beneficial use of the
property without the variance?

Vote:
Calabro - Yes
Rolinc — Yes

Zeleznak—Yes
Schaefer — Yes
Wrubel - Yes

Factor #2: Is the variance substantial? Ch. Calabro asked Mr. Pierzchala to confirm he is asking
for an 8-foot variance and Mr. Pierzchala confirmed that.

Vote:
Calabro - No
Rolinc — No

Zeleznak—No
Schaefer - No
Wrubel- yes, still approx. 25%

Factor #3: Will the essential character of the neighborhood be substantially altered or will
adjoining properties suffer a substantial detriment if this variance is granted?

Vote:
Calabro - No
Rolinc - No

Zeleznak — No
Schaefer — Yes
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Wrubel — Yes

Factor #4: Will the variance adversely affect the delivery of governmental services such as fire
or ambulance?

Vote:
Calabro - No
Rolinc — No

Zeleznak — No
Schaefer - No
Wrubel- No

Factor #5
Did the property owner purchase the property with knowledge of the zoning restrictions?

Vote:

Calabro - Don’t know

Rolinc — Aware of zoning, but misinterpreted
Zeleznak — No, during the purchase of property
Schaefer - Aware of zoning, but misinterpreted
Wrubel — Yes, not the right ones

Factor #6
Can the problem be solved by some manner other than the granting of a variance?

Vote:
Calabro - Yes
Rolinc — Yes

Zeleznak — Yes
Schaefer - Yes
Wrubel- Yes

Factor #7
Does the variance preserve the “spirit and intent” of the zoning requirement and will “substantial
justice” be done by granting the variance?

Vote:

Calabro - No
Rolinc — Yes
Zeleznak — Yes
Schaefer - Yes
Wrubel — No
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Ch. Calabro stated that any person adversely affected by a decision of the Board of Zoning Appeals
may appeal to the Court of Common Pleas of Medina County on the grounds the decision was
unreasonable or unlawful.

Ch. Calabro asked for a motion.

Mr. Zeleznak moved to grant a variance to Thomas Pierzchala, property owner of 2440 Ridge
Road, Hinckley, Ohio (Permanent Parcel No. 016-03C-30-007) who is requesting to construct a
forty (40) by sixty-five (65) foot accessory building, with a thirteen (13) foot overhang in a location
that does not meet the minimum side yard setback requirement of thirty (30) feet at said property
line. The proposed side yard setback is 22 feet. The variance requested is 8 feet.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Schaefer.

Ch. Calabro explained the voting process to the applicant as follows: Yes, simple majority with a
quorum present is in favor of the applicant and a No, simple majority, or a tie vote denies the
applicant’s request.

Vote: Ch. Calabro — no, Rolinc - yes, Zeleznak—yes, Schaefer — no, Wrubel — no
Ch. Calabro stated that the variance was denied 2-3.

Ch. Calabro stated anyone adversely affected by this decision has 30 days from the date of the
approval of the meeting minutes to file suit or an appeal. The minutes are typically approved at
the next regular meeting and upon approval of the meeting minutes they will be posted and
available on the Township website.

The Board of Zoning Appeals Decision form was signed and a copy was given to the applicant.

Ch. Calabro asked for a motion to adjourn the Public Hearing. Mr. Zeleznak moved and Mr.
Schaefer seconded. The Board was polled collectively, and all were in favor.

The July 23, 2025 Board of Zoning Appeals Public Hearing for Pierzchala was adjourned at 8:03
p.m.

Minutes by: Judi Stupka, Recording Secretary
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