
 

CITY of MEDINA 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

February 10, 2022 

 
Meeting Date: February 10, 2022 

Meeting Time: 7:30 PM 

Present: Brandilyn Fry, Robert Henwood, Bert Humpal, Paul Roszak, Mark Williams,  
Andrew Dutton (Community Development Director), Sarah Tome (Administrative Assistant) 

Approval of Minutes 
Mr. Roszak made a motion to approve the minutes from January 13, 2022 as submitted. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Henwood. 

Vote: 

Fry  Y 

Henwood Y 

Humpal  Y 

Roszak  Y 

Williams  Abstain  

Approved 4-0 with Mr. Williams abstaining 

 
The Court Reporter swore in all attendees. 

 
Old Business 
There was no old business to be discussed. 

 
New Business 
1.         Z22-03 Kevin McNulty         Foundry St. Parcel #028-19A-16-044  VAR 

Mr. Dutton stated the applicant, Kevin McNulty, was requesting an area variance to Section 
1141.05 to allow buildings within the required front yard setback and Section 1155.01(c)(1) to 
allow a fence taller than permitted in the front yard. Mr. Dutton stated that the existing 
industrially zoned property had a shallow and wide configuration. Mr. Dutton stated that the 
Zoning Code required a 100 ft feet minimum front yard setback when adjacent to a residential 
district and proposed buildings would be within the setback. Mr. Dutton noted that with the 
unusual configuration of the lot, the required setback greatly restricted the use of the lot. 



Additionally, Mr. Dutton stated that the applicant was proposing an 8 ft. black chain link fence 
within the front yard of the property. Mr. Dutton noted that the zoning code limited the height 
of fences in the front yard of an industrial property to 6 ft. He stated that the fence height 
proposed by the applicant was for security purposes. 

Mr. Humpal asked if the site plan had received Planning Commission approval. Mr. Dutton 
stated that it had been approved with the condition that the application also receive Variance 
approval from the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

Present for the case was Kevin McNulty, 1620 Stony Hill Rd., Hinkley, Ohio. Mr. McNulty stated 
that he had owned the land for three years. He stated that he wanted to create a site that was 
aesthetically pleasing to the neighborhood. Mr. McNulty stated that the proposed 8 ft. fence 
would increase security of the property. He added that security for the facility would be very 
modern with the latest technology. Mr. McNulty stated that the facility would not cause 
changes to the current traffic flow, and would cause no external negatives to the area.  

Mr. Roszak asked if the landscaping shown in the proposal was what they intended to install. 

Mr. McNulty stated that they intended to install the landscaping to create a nice barrier to the 
north and to make the site aesthetically pleasing along the front. 

Mr. Humpal opened the public hearing for the application. There were no questions or 
comments from the public.    

Mr. Roszak made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Mr. Roszak stated that the 
application would not alter the essential character of the area and would not adversely affect 
the delivery of government services. 

Ms. Fry seconded the motion. 

Vote: 

Fry  Y 

Henwood Y 

Humpal  Y 

Roszak  Y 

Williams  Y  

Approved 5-0  

 

  



2. Z22-04 Jennifer Thur                      717 N. Court St. VAR 

Mr. Dutton stated that the applicant requested an area variance to Section 1133.05 to allow 
site changes within the rear setback. Mr. Dutton stated that the Zoning Code required that 25 
feet of yard must be landscaped when adjacent to a residential district. He noted that the 
properties to the west were zoned R-1 (Low Density Residential) and R-3 (High Density Urban 
Residential.  Mr. Dutton noted that existing parking spaces had a 5 ft. setback from the rear 
property line and the proposal would follow the 5 ft. setback. He stated that the plans also 
showed a 6 ft. tall fence along the west property line to provide screening. 

Present for the case was Jennifer Thur, 707 N. Court St. Ms. Thur stated that the proposed 
daycare at this site would add to what they had already established at the property next door. 

Mr. Williams noted that the application stated that the property in question was not yet owned 
by the applicant. Ms. Thur responded that the Board’s approval was a condition of her closing 
on the property. 

Mr. Williams inquired if the Board could include the condition that the property must be owned 
by the applicant to the motion. Ms. Thur stated that she did not have a problem with that. Ms. 
Thur also stated that the proposed rear driveway and parking would be safer for kids attending 
the daycare. 

Mr. Humpal opened the public hearing for the application. There were no questions or 
comments from the public.  

Mr. Williams made a motion to approve the application as submitted conditional on the sale of 
the property to the applicant.  Mr. Williams stated that the application would not alter the 
essential character of the area and would not be detrimental to adjacent properties.  

Mr. Roszak seconded the motion. 

Vote: 

Fry  Y 

Henwood Y 

Humpal  Y 

Roszak  Y 

Williams  Y  

Approved 5-0  

 
  



Adjournment 
Having no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

         

Sarah Tome 

 

         

Bert Humpal, Chairman 


