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Ch. Marzullo called the September 4, 2025 Zoning Commission Regular Meeting to order at 7:00
p.m.

Ch. Marzullo stated the following: 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, Fischer, Kalas, Long, Bialosky

In the audience were Trustees Engleman and Ascherl, Zoning Inspector Peterlin and alternate
Smith.

Ch. Marzullo asked if everyone had received and reviewed the minutes from the Zoning
Commission Regular Meeting on August 7, 2025 and if there were any comments or changes.
There was a change noted.

Ch. Marzullo stated he would entertain a motion to approve the August 7, 2025 Zoning
Commission Regular Meeting minutes, as amended.

e Mr. Bialosky moved and Mr. Kalas seconded.
e There was no further discussion.
e Board was polled.

Marzullo - yes, Fischer - abstain, Kalas - yes, Long - abstain, Bialosky - yes

Ch. Marzullo asked to proceed with review of the rebuild of the industrial building, followed by
New Business and then Old Business and everyone agreed.

Ch. Marzullo stated they would begin with the review of the rebuild of the industrial building at
Opportunity Park.

Rob Bennett, the project architect explained the building was damaged in a fire and they are
proposing to replace the steel that was damaged, as well as the masonry, siding and roughing
material. Mr. Bennett explained further that the building footprint remains the same, they are
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adding garage doors and making it a four-tenant building, they have added concrete aprons at the
new garage doors and added ADA parking and a sidewalk around the perimeter of the building.

Ch. Marzullo asked if there is any ground disturbance outside of the original footprint and Mr.
Bennett stated there is none, they are using the existing footings.

Ch. Marzullo stated they previously went through this and recommended waiving the final site
plan

Ch. Marzullo stated he would entertain a motion to waive the preliminary site plan for the
rebuild at Opportunity Park, assuming there are no changes between now and final construction,
to be confirmed by the Zoning Inspector.

e Mr. Fischer moved and Mr. Long seconded.
There was no further discussion.

The Board was polled collectively.

All were in favor.

Mr. Fischer noted this is in accordance with Section 11.2¢ allowing for a waiver.
Ch. Marzullo proceeded with the informal review of the Binky Commons change of use.

Karl Kastl - 1388 Ridge Road, Hinckley

Mr. Kastl explained they are looking at taking the tattoo shop out and replacing it with a real
estate office.

Ch. Marzullo explained this is an informal review so there won’t be any motions, just reviewing
the project and Ch. Marzullo asked if there were any questions.

Ch. Marzullo stated Schedule 9.4 that was submitted shows Hinckley Gun Shop as being
grandfathered and asked what part was grandfathered. Mr. Kastl stated the parking is
grandfathered because it was a business use with the gun shop that was there before. Ch.
Marzullo asked when it changed from the gun shop and Mr. Kastl stated between 2-3 years ago.
Ch. Marzullo asked if they requested a change of use for that and Mr. Kastl stated yes. Mr.
Fischer noted that this could be a retail sale to retail sale and, if so, that would not require a
change of use. Mr. Fischer referred to a previous submittal with a change of use from
warehousing to warehousing and they determined no real change of use, just a change of
tendency, and he believes this would be the same thing.




ZONING COMMISSION Printed 10/1/25
Regular Meeting

September 4, 2025

Page 3 of 7

Ch. Marzullo asked Mr. Kastl if site plans had been submitted for previous changes of use at this
location, including a tattoo shop, massage parlor and an apartment and Mr. Kastl stated that was
before his time and he didn’t know and Ch. Marzullo asked Zoning Inspector Peterlin if they had
anything and she indicated she didn’t know off hand if there are originals.

Ch. Marzullo inquired about several units on the property, including Unit 1 (Cooper Law) and
Unit 2 (an apartment), both located on the second floor and the donut shop on-site. When asked
about the move-in date of the Stefanec’s, Mr. Kastl was unsure but estimated it was around five
years ago. Regarding grandfathered elements, Mr. Kastl indicated that the front parking area,
shared with the beverage store, was likely grandfathered. Marzullo noted there are 14 parking
spaces, which meets the requirement. Discussion then turned to the beauty shop, which changed
about two years ago from what was possibly a tire or motorcycle repair shop. Mr. Kastl believed
parking was grandfathered, but Ch. Marzullo emphasized that confirmation of that would require
proper documentation. Parking requirements were reviewed: one space per employee for a tire
shop, and two per chair for a salon. Ch. Marzullo also raised concerns about Realuxe Real Estate,
which likely transitioned from a motorcycle shop to a real estate office. He questioned how a
tattoo shop was permitted, noting that such businesses are only allowed in I-2 zoning. Mr.,
Fischer explained it was categorized under personal services, and that if a business remains
within the same use classification, it is not considered a change of use. Ch. Marzullo suggested
that Realuxe Real Estate aligns more with a professional service than a personal service. Overall,
Ch. Marzullo stressed the importance of verifying all uses and ensuring proper documentation,
particularly regarding grandfathered conditions and zoning compliance.

Ch. Marzullo stated he feels this is a change of use and they must review the parking plan and
asked if they are all shared parking spaces and Mr. Kastl confirmed they are shared. Ch.
Marzullo stated they may have to work with the Zoning Inspector to figure out how many
parking spaces are necessary for the different venues to see if it all fits and they will need to see
the parcels laid out in the preliminary site plan review with the number of parking spaces on each
one. Zoning Inspector Peterlin stated the hand out provided looks like most of it is there, she
went onsite and did a general measurement based on the diagram provided and measured 19
spaces. Additionally, Zoning Inspector Peterlin noted that based on what is provided for
Schedule 9.4 on the handout 37 parking spots would be required and the diagram shows 60
spaces, however, she cannot confirm the lengths and widths are met. Ch. Marzullo stated they
will need to do a preliminary site plan review - but informally he doesn’t see any reason they
cannot put a real estate office in there; it is provided for under professional service in B-3.

Mr. Kalas asked about the apartments and the language regarding single family parking requiring
2 spots for each dwelling unit, one of which has to be enclosed. Discussion followed regarding
how long the apartments have been there and they are most likely grandfathered.
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Ch. Marzullo stated when they come back for the preliminary site plan review, they will look at
each individual business and where the parking spaces are and if the requirements are met. Ch.
Marzullo reiterated tonight they are providing only informal feedback.

Mr. Bialosky stated they would need to make sure the Fire Department can get through and
Binky Commons has five parcels and they may need to combine them.

Mr. Long asked about parking lot landscaping and screening for new businesses and is that
something also grandfathered with this property. Ch. Marzullo stated they are not expecting
them to change landscaping because of change of use.

Zoning Inspector Peterlin asked for clarification on the change of use request and Ch. Marzullo
stated this is an informal review for the change of use - they have to come in for the preliminary
site plan for change of use. Ch. Marzullo reviewed change of use language in the Zoning Code
Section 6.b.10.

Ch. Marzullo proceeded to the discussion on building and structure language, limitation on
accessory building size based on lot size and explained they had discussions regarding what
defines a roof. Ch. Marzullo shared a website Struxure.com which illustrates a pergola type
structure that has an open roof, but can be closed — when the roof is open it is a structure, but
when the roof is closed then it is a building and how do they define around this. Mr. Kalas asked
about retractable awnings and Ch. Marzullo noted those are not supported by pillars.

Ch. Marzullo noted these discussions are taking place to assist the Zoning Inspector with
guidance and clarification and they should be able to submit a text amendment with the
definitions they have been discussing to assist the Zoning Inspector.

Ch. Marzullo discussed accessory structures and distance from primary structure and how large
an accessory building can be. Ch. Marzullo referred to the diagram on pages 45 and 63 in the
Zoning Code which indicates that based on size it is 2.25% of actual square feet of lot, basically
980 feet of accessory building is acceptable per acre, except for 2 acres (the standard minimum
size lot in Township). Discussion followed regarding how much of a residential lot can be used
for an accessory building, such as a shed. Mr. Fischer noted that on a 2.25-acre lot, a percentage-
based calculation (2.25% of total lot size) makes using the zoning table unnecessary, as the table
is primarily for example purposes. Ch. Marzullo explained that the 2.25% rule applies regardless
of lot size, meaning that percentage of any lot can be used for accessory buildings, with A, B,
and C sections potentially excluded. Zoning Inspector Peterlin confirmed this would work as
long as the lot size is accurate, which is typically confirmed on the County Auditor’s site. Mr.
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Fischer pointed out a concern that very small lots might end up with no usable space for a shed
under the percentage rule, which may be why the code includes a minimum threshold (e.g., ISOO
square feet for lots 2 acres or less). The conversation also addressed the 10% rear yard rule, with
Ch. Marzullo leaning toward using the 2.25% figure consistently.

Mr. Fischer raised issues with how “rear yard” is defined—especially on corner ‘lots, where what
seems like a rear yard might be classified as a side yard, which affects allowable shed placement.
eninge Inspector-Peterlin-sussested-ineluding a-75%. factor-ifbreakmpdown-the-tot-area-turther

O

such-asthose-en-eut=tde=saes. This led to discussion on how to
straight lines or curved ones to follow the lot’s contour—and how that impacts area calculations.
Mr. Fischer questioned the need for the 10% rear yard restriction altogether, as small lots with
homes pushed toward the back already have limited usable space, and large sheds could
overwhelm the remaining yard. Ch. Marzullo agreed that as long as the shed fits within the
setbacks, it should be permissible, and noted that variances can be applied for through the Board
of Zoning Appeals. Mr. Kalas added that a %-acre lot allows about 735 square feet for an
accessory building, but factors like septic systems should also be considered in calculating usable

measure rear yards—whether with

building area.

Ch. Marzullo stated with respect to the diagram on pages 45 and 63 they are proposing to remove
A, C and D and modify B to read: for all lots the total square footage of all accessory buildings
permitted shall be calculated at 2.25% of the total square footage of the lot not to exceed 4900
square feet.  Mr. Fischer stated a building larger than 4900 square feet would probably require
a conditional permit most likely because the Township would want the Board of Zoning Appeals
to look into it to know what the building is being used for and further discussion followed.
Zoning Inspector Peterlin cited an example of someone who wanted to put in a 6000 square. foot
building for recreational purposes and further discussion followed regarding the conditional use
permit process, the possible uses for larger buildings and the calculation of the total square
footage of all accessory buildings on a lot. Ch. Marzullo stated he is in favor of keeping the
conditional language regarding the 4900 square feet

Ch. Marzullo suggested the following language for B - “for all lots, the total square footage of
all accessory buildings permitted shall be calculated at 2.25% of the total square footage of the

lot, not to exceed 4900 square feet, without a conditional permit. The Board agreed.

Mr. Fischer stated his term on the Board is expiring and he would like to express his interest in
continuing to serve - he will also send an email regarding the same.

Mr. Long stated they should be receiving some information regarding online training.
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Ch. Marzullo discussed the House Bill 315 change regarding meeting notices which would affect
section 7.2 of the Zoning Code. Ch. Marzullo reviewed the proposed revised language which
would remove the reference to “at least one publication in a newspaper of general circulation in
the Township” and replace that with “providing proper notice in accordance with the provisions
of Ohio law and House Bill 315 - this will allow them to use digital notification. Mr. Fischer
suggested not including House Bill 315 to allow for any possible future amendments and
everyone agreed.

Ch. Marzullo stated in the most recent text amendment the Chapter 4 header shows 4.17
Medicinal Marijuana and that should more accurately reflect the actual name of the section
which is: Adult Use Cannabis Operators and Medicinal Marijuana. The Board agreed to this
change.

Ch. Marzullo noted training on CAUV is coming up on Thursday at the Medina Learning Annex
and he will distribute that information.

Resident Tom Simms, 1200 River Road, stated he is the owner of the Adult Day Care Center bar
located at 729 W. 130th Street in Hinckley, which is currently closed. Mr. Simms stated the
Township currently has an Appeal in front of the Ohio Supreme Court regarding the zoning for
the bar and a hearing is scheduled for the 16th and he asked if it would be possible for the
Township to withdraw that appeal. Ch. Marzullo noted that is not a Zoning Commission
function — it is strictly an executive board function. Mr. Fischer stated he suspects it was
suggested they come to the Zoning Commission if they want to pursue a map amendment since
the Adult Day Care Center is in a zoned Residential District and there is law that permits a
homeowner to make a request for a map amendment which is handled through the Zoning
Commission. Mr. Simms indicated that the owners of the Buzzards Roost bar are interested in
buying the Adult Day Care Center bar with the intent to move their business there.

Rhonda Green, 2736 Center Road, stated her and her husband Roger own the Buzzards Roost bar
which is closing and they would like to stay in Hinckley and move their business to the property
where the Adult Day Care Center bar is currently, but they need it zoned back to a
business/commercial use. Ms. Green explained they would buy the property, enhance it and
make it look nice - they run a clean business. They were located at the Buzzards Roost for 23
years and they would like to continue to do business in Hinckley.

Mr. Fischer explained that Section 519.12 of the Ohio Revised Code discusses how to initiate a
map amendment if they are interested in pursuing that.
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Ch. Marzullo stated the next Zoning Meeting will be October 2, 2025 at 7:00 pm.

Ch. Marzullo entertained a motion to adjourn the September 5, 2025 Zoning Commission
Regular Meeting.

e Mr. Fischer moved and Mr. Kalas seconded.
e There was no further discussion.
e Board was polled collectively and all were in favor.

The Zoning Commission Regular Meeting was adjourned at 8:14 p.m.

Judi Stupka, Recording Secretary

i
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Chair Marcus Fischer, Vice-Chair
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Brennan tong, Member




