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Ch. Calabro called the August 26, 2026 Board of Zoning Appeals Public Hearing for Ross 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.

Ms. Wrubel noted that she had communications with Matthew Ross who sent her a text message
on July 6, 2026 that read: Hi Lindsey, it’s Matt Ross. Jeff said you might be a good resource.
We are supposed to be getting a pool next month but it looks like we are going to need a variance
due to being a corner lot and needing 90 feet from both streets, our lot doesn’t provide that. Any
advice or insight you can provide would be appreciated. Ms. Wrubel stated she responded by text
message as follows: Hi Matt. Unfortunately, I am on the Board of Zoning Appeals, I am unable
to discuss this matter with you as this is considered to be an ex parte communication. Please
contact Suzanne Peterlin at the Township for any questions you might have. Thanks.

Roll found: Calabro, Wrubel, Zeleznak, Schaefer had an excused absence, Romanofsky, Mason
In the audience were Trustee Engleman and Zoning Inspector Peterlin.

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
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, 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.
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Ch. Calabro stated this is a hearing upon the application submitted by Matthew and Kristen Ross,
property owners of the property located at 92 Vista Ridge Circle, Hinckley, Ohio for a variance
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 packet that includes the original variance
application, letter to the Zoning Board, maps and various photos of the property and rendering of
the proposed pool all related to the variance requests.

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 stated that notice of the application was properly given, and the application and
supporting documentation has been available for public review and comments.

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 communications made by known or unknown
persons not under oath at a properly noticed hearing is not accepted by the Board of Zoning
Appeals as testimony and each member of the Board of Appeals has been provided a copy of this
application and a copy of each of the other documents submitted in support of this application.

Ch. Calabro asked the Recording Secretary to poll the Board as to whether they received the packet
of information and inspected the property at 92 Vista Ridge Circle, Hinckley, Ohio 44233.

Response: Calabro - yes and yes, inspected on 8/22/26, Wrubel — yes and yes, inspected on
8/22/26, Zeleznak — yes and yes, inspected on 8/22/26, Romanofsky— yes and yes, inspected
on 8/22/26, Mason - yes and yes, inspected on 8/17/26

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.
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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.

Applicant Matt Ross, 92 Vista Ridge Circle Hinckley, was sworn in accordingly.

Mr. Ross stated that the property is located on a corner lot in Wakefield Run, which is subject to
different setback requirements. The development requires an in-ground pool, which is proposed to
be located behind the house. Landscaping will be installed to provide screening from the street and
most neighboring properties. Mr. Ross stated they would like to place the pool as far away from
the neighboring properties as possible. There has been some confusion regarding the applicable
setback requirements; however, the proposed pool would be located approximately 50 feet from
the right-of-way. Their intent is to keep the pool behind the house while maximizing the distance
from the neighboring properties.

Mr. Zeleznak stated according to the drawing they are asking for a 10-foot variance, could they
move the pool 10 feet toward their neighbor and still meet the sideline requirements. Mr. Ross
stated yes, but explained that the concrete would then be very close to the neighbors’ property line.

Pro Edge Pool company owner, Brian Thomas was sworn in accordingly.

Mr. Thomas stated that, based on drawing for the variance, if they move the pool another 10 feet,
on the sideline, the concrete would be about 15 feet from the neighbors’ property line. Mr.
Zeleznak asked what the objection is to putting it there. Mr. Ross stated they don’t have an
objection necessarily, but they were told it had to be 50 feet plus 30 feet totaling 80 feet. They
are asking for a variance to only be 70 feet, based on what they were told. Mr. Zeleznak asked,
if not for a corner lot, would they meet all regulations and Mr. Ross stated yes.

Mr. Thomas stated he has never seen such a restrictive code for a corner lot, normally if they are
behind the envelope of the house, it is fine, but Mr. Ross is trying to be considerate of his neighbors
to keep the pool as far away from neighbors as possible.

Ch. Calabro asked if the submitted rendering showing the pool within the envelope of the home
has any changes from the variance they originally applied for. Mr. Ross noted the rendering is an
Al generated picture.
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Mr. Romanofsky stated the rendering shows the concrete pad to the south and Mr. Ross stated it
is to the south but if they have to move the pool closer to their neighbors then they would want to
put the concrete on the opposite side to be further from the neighbors.

Mr. Zeleznak asked if there is a barrier between them and the neighbors. Mr. Ross explained most
of the yard has some trees and they plan to add more on the side where the neighbors are. Mr.
Zeleznak asked if they put a barrier up on the neighbors’ side how much width would the barrier
take up from the sideline. Mr. Ross stated there is some barrier now, the 15 feet would be plenty
of room.

Mr. Zeleznak asked if that would put the pool fairly close to the barrier and Mr. Ross stated yes,
proportionately what they are proposing is the best balance for the yard and also keeping them
away from the lot line.

Mr. Zeleznak asked what their hardship is and Mr. Ross stated based on the code there is no where
to put a pool without a variance. Mr. Zeleznak asked if they were aware of the code when they
bought the property and Mr. Ross explained when they purchased the house the zoning was
different, it changed sometime after they moved in.

Ms. Wrubel asked about the measurement indicating the 50-foot measurement is going to the
center right of way. Zoning Inspector Peterlin explained on harﬁa’ﬁd Circle she measures 30 feet
to create the road right of way and then from there a 50-foot setback for a total of 80 feet. Further
discussion followed regarding the 80 feet measurement from the center line. Zoning Inspector
Peterlin explained she measures 30 feet from center line creating the road right of way and from
the road right of way they have to be 50 feet, which is 80 feet from the center line.

Mr. Zeleznak asked about the Code reference of 30 feet from the pavement.  Zoning Inspector
Peterlin explained again that the minimum setback from the proposed public right of way shall be
50 feet, 30 feet is the road right of way, plus 50 feet from the road right of way.

Ms. Wrubel asked if the right of way is measured from the center line, Ms. Peterlin explained the
right of way is measured 30 feet from the center line and then they have to be 50 feet from the
right of way.

Mr. Zeleznak noted that if they go toward the neighbors, they will be very close to their neighbor’s
property line and Mr. Ross stated that is his hardship.

Mr. Romanofsky stated he noticed a swale to the west and south and Mr. Ross’s property is a foot
higher- was any consideration given for drainage.



Board of Zoning Appeals
Public Hearing — Ross
August 26, 2026

Page 5 of 8

Mr. Thomas stated he didn’t notice any drainage issues. Additionally, they wouldn’t be raising
the grade and he indicated the neighbors would not be impacted. Mr. Ross stated they are using
the minimum concrete around most of it. Mr. Thomas also noted that the pool acts as a detention
pond, so actually less water will be displaced so the drainage impact would be minimal. :

Ms. Wrubel asked again about the code which states the minimum setback from the edge of the
pavement for a private street and this is a public right of way, so she doesn’t understand why they
are added together. Zoning Inspector Peterlin stated the road right of way is 30 feet from the
center line and then they measure from that 30-foot point 50 feet to be off the road right of way.
Mr. Thomas stated all streets have a right of way for utilities so it’s the 50 feet from there and
Zoning Inspector Peterlin stated yes.

Ch. Calabro stated the variance is substantial any way. Ch. Calabro also asked if the deck will
not be the existing deck and Mr. Ross confirmed that and he also confirmed that he is aware of the
15 feet from the edge of the new deck. Mr. Ross confirmed the new deck will be 30 feet from the
house.

Ms. Wrubel stated if there is a dispute then it is based on the Zoning Inspector’s interpretation and
Ch. Calabro confirmed that.

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.

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

Vote:

Variance
Calabro - Yes
Wrubel — Yes
Zeleznak— Yes
Mason — Yes
Romanofsky - Yes

Factor #2: Is the variance substantial?

Vote:

Variance
Calabro - Yes
Wrubel — Yes

reve p, Tlo
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Zeleznak— Yes
Mason ~ Yes
Romanofsky - Yes

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:

Variance
Calabro - No
Wrubel- No
Zeleznak— No
Mason — No
Romanofsky - No

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

Vote:

Variance
Calabro - No
Wrubel — No
Zeleznak— No
Masonn — No
Romanofsky - No

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

Vote:

Variance
Calabro - No
Wrubel — No
Zeleznak— No
Mason — No
Romanofsky - No

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

Vote:
Variance
Calabro - Yes
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Wrubel — Yes
Zeleznak— Yes
Mason — No
Romanofsky - 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:

Variance
Calabro - Yes
Wrubel — Yes
Zeleznak— Yes
Mason — Yes
Romanofsky - 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.

Ms. Wrubel made a motion to approve the variance request (AP0300) submitted by Matthew and
Kristen Ross, owners of 92 Vista Ridge Circle, Hinckley, Ohio 44233, permanent parcel #016-
03B-06-099. Applicants are requesting a variance from Zoning Code Chapter 6 District
Regulations Ch. 6, Subsection 6R1.7.E.a, which provides the setback from the right of way must
be 50 feet and the setback from the pavement must be 30 feet. Applicant is requesting a variance
of 30 feet. Mr. Zeleznak seconded.

Ch. Calabro explained that a 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: Calabro - Yes, Wrubel -Yes, Zeleznak - Yes, Mason - Yes, Romanofsky -Yes
Ch. Calabro stated the variance 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.
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Ch. Calabro asked for a motion to adjourn the Public Hearing. Mr. Zeleznak moved and Mr.
Mason seconded. The Board was polled collectively and all were in favor.

The August 26, 2026 Board of Zoning Appeals Public Hearing was adjourned at 7:31 p.m.

Minutes by: Judi Stupka, Recording Secretary
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