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Ch. Calabro called the October 22, 2025 Board of Zoning Appeals Continued Public Hearing for
Klapwijk to order at 7:00 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, Zeleznak, Schaefer, Wrubel

In the audience were Trustees Engleman, Swedyk and Ascherl, Zoning Inspector Peterlin and
alternates Stanowick and Rolinc.

The Recording Secretary read the legal ad.

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
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 continued hearing upon the application submitted by applicant
Arnoud & Kimberly Klapwijk, property owners of property located at 2200 Weymouth Road,
Hinckley, Ohio for two (2) variances from the enforcement of certain Hinckley Township Zoning
Resolution sections to said property owned by the applicant.

Ch. Calabro noted that the applicant has submitted a revised packet that includes the original
variance application, letter to the Zoning Board, and maps and sketches of the proposed structure
all related to the variance request.
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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 to poll the Board as to whether they received the packet
of information and inspected the property at 2200 Weymouth Road, Hinckley, Ohio 44233.

Response: Calabro - yes and yes, inspected on 10/21/25, Hoop — yes and yes, inspected on
10/21/25, Zeleznak — yes and yes, inspected on 10/18/25, Schaefer — yes and yes, inspected on
10/18/25, Wrubel - yes and yes, inspected on 10/18/25

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 stated that the Board has the power to grant the 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 swore in applicant Arnoud Klapwijk accordingly and asked Mr. Klapwijk to give a
description of the request.

Mr. Klapwijk explained they are requesting two variances, one for the front porch and a separate
one for the rear setback as a result of finding out there was an amendment to the property in 1976.
Mr. Klapwijk stated the structure is up and he is asking for forgiveness, the property was built in
1952 which he was told was one year before there was zoning.

Ch. Calabro noted they will be discussing both variances at the same time, but will be voting on
them separately.

Ch. Calabro asked about the rear yard setback and Mr. Klapwijk explained originally there was a
porch on the back of the house that was enclosed to be part of the kitchen and it measured 18 feet
and it was continued onto the garage so there is no additional footage toward that setback. Mr.
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Klapwijk stated it is the same for the garage; it is a continuance along the same line at a 12-foot
distance from the property line, so there was no additional encroachment.

Mr. Zeleznak noted it does not extend further toward the back line and remains within the existing
footprint of the structure. He clarified that, although the porch extends six feet outward, there were
steps there originally that could have measured 3 feet, resulting in an increase of only three feet.

Mr. Klapwijk observed that, depending on how measurements are taken from the road, one corner
of the house is actually closer to the road than the existing porch. Mr. Zeleznak further stated that
the property is already non-conforming and the changes would not increase its non-conformity.

Ch. Calabro stated the addition of the front porch would make the structure slightly more non-
conforming due to the six-foot extension. She asked whether the primary hardship justifying the
porch was to create a safer entrance. Mr. Klapwijk confirmed this and added that he intends to
cover the porch as well. Ch. Calabro pointed out that this results in an additional non-conformity
of approximately three feet.

Mr. Zeleznak noted the proposal remains within the 10% guideline allowance, and Mr. Schaefer
clarified that this 10% guideline pertains to use.

Ch. Calabro asked about the area in the back and Mr. Klapwijk explained there is a door to the
outside and he will put in steps. Ch. Calabro stated that he will need a permit if he wants to put
in a deck.

Ms. Wrubel noted that the Auditor’s website states the house is 864 square feet and the proposal
is to add 162 square feet so this would be above the 10% and Ch. Calabro asked if they are counting
the basement.

Zoning Inspector Peterlin explained that the definition of gross area is first floor, basement and
other areas and Ms. Wrubel acknowledged this clarification.

Ch. Calabro asked if anyone had any further questions and there were none.

There being no further testimony offered, Ch. Calabro asked the Board to review the Duncan
Factors and noted that they would consider each variance separately.
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Factor #1: Will the property yield a reasonable return or can there be a beneficial use of the
property without the variance?

Vote:

#1 #2
Calabro - Yes Yes
Hoop — Yes Yes
Zeleznak— Yes Yes
Schaefer — Yes Yes
Wrubel - Yes Yes

Factor #2: [s the variance substantial?

Vote:

#1 #2
Calabro - Yes Yes
Hoop — No No
Zeleznak— No No
Schaefer - No No
Wrubel — No No

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:

#1 #2
Calabro - No No
Hoop — No No
Zeleznak —  No No
Schaefer—  No No
Wrubel — No No

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

Vote:

#1 #2
Calabro - No ‘ No
Hoop — No No
Zeleznak —  No No
Schaefer - No No

Wrubel- No No
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Factor #5

Did the property owner purchase the property with knowledge of the zoning restrictions?

Vote:
#1 #2
Calabro - Unknown Unknown
Hoop ~ Unknown Unknown
Zeleznak —  Unknown Unknown
Schaefer - No No, based on comments made at the site inspection
Wrubel — Unknown Unknown
Factor #6

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

Vote:

#1 #2
Calabro - No No
Hoop — No No
Zeleznak —  No No
Schaefer - No No
Wrubel- No No
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:

#1 #2
Calabro - Yes Yes
Hoop - Yes Yes
Zeleznak —  Yes Yes
Schaefer - Yes Yes
Wrubel — Yes Yes

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. Hoop made a motion to approve variance request AP0290, an amended application submitted
by Arnoud and Kimberly Klapwijk, property owners of property located at 2200 Weymouth Road,
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Hinckley, Ohio, Permanent Parcel #01603C25017 requesting two (2) variances: (1) to allow a
new front porch with a roof under construction on said property in a location that does not meet
the required front yard setback of 75 feet from the street right-of-way; and (2) to allow for an
addition that is under construction on said property in a location that does not meet the rear yard
setback of 40 feet from the property line. Chapter 6 District Regulation, Subsection 6R1.4.K.3.d
and 6R1.4.K.3.f Area, Yard, Height Regulation. Chapter 8 Non-Conforming Uses, Buildings, Lots
and Structures Section 8.2.B

The motion was seconded by Mr. Zeleznak.

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.

Ch. Calabro noted the first vote will be for variance #1 for the front porch.
Vote: Ch. Calabro — Yes, Hoop - yes, Zeleznak—Yes, Schaefer — Yes, Wrubel — Yes
Ch. Calabro stated variance #1 was granted 5-0.

Ch. Calabro noted the second vote will be for variance #2 for the rear yard setback for the addition
under construction.

Vote: Ch. Calabro — Yes, Hoop - yes, Zeleznak—Yes, Schaefer — Yes, Wrubel — Yes
Ch. Calabro stated variance #2 was granted 5-0.

Ch. Calabro stated the applicant has one year from the date of this hearing to begin construction
or to act upon their request. 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 continued Public Hearing. Mr. Schaefer moved
and Mr. Zeleznak seconded. The Board was polled collectively and all were in favor.

The October 22, 2025 Board of Zoning Appeals continued Public Hearing for Klapwijk was
adjourned at 7:19 p.m.

Minutes by: Judi Stupka, Recording Secretary
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