GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
NOVEMBER 10, 2014
6:30 P.M.
AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER:
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:
APPROVAL OF AGENDA:
CALL TO THE PUBLIC:
(Note: The Board reserves the right to not begin new business after 10:00 p.m.)Note:
The Board reserves the right to not begin new business after 10:00 p.m.)
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #1… Review of a sketch plan, special use, and
environmental impact assessment for a proposed 6,000 sq ft baseball facility, located
within an existing building at 7341 W. Grand River Avenue, Brighton, Michigan 48116,
parcel # 4711-13-100-006. The request is petitioned by Batter Up Batting Cages, LLC.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation of Special Use.
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (10-20-14)
C. Recommendation of Sketch Plan. (10-20-14)

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2… Review of a site plan, environmental impact
assessment, rezoning, and planned unit development amendment for a proposed
3,848 sq ft Red Olive Restaurant, located at 3838 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell,
Michigan 48443, parcel # 4711-05-400-025. The request is petitioned by PKJJ, LLC.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation regarding Rezoning from RCD to NR-PUD.
B. Recommendation regarding PUD Agreement.
C. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment.
D. Recommendation of Site Plan.

Administrative Business:
 Staff report - 2013 ZBA Annual Report
 Approval of October 27, 2014 Planning Commission meeting minutes
 Member discussion
 Adjournment

From: Ron Akers
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 2:29 PM
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: RE: Leppek

Kelly,
There is a fertility clinic located on Genoa Business Park Dr. which during specific times of the month houses human
embryos used for in vitro fertilization. These embryos are very sensitive to their exterior environment and exposure to
environmental toxicants such as smoke can kill them. According to Dr. April Gago who runs the clinic, the building has
air filtration equipment to filter out environmental toxicants in order to attempt to prevent this from occurring, but it is
not 100% effective during periods where there is a substantial amount of smoke. I received a complaint from Dr. Gago
around early October. Dr. Gago had explained that substantial amounts of smoke were coming from the Leppeck
property. Upon inspection I spoke with Dr. Gago. She had indicated that she had spoken with the owners of the
Leppeck property in order to work out a schedule in which they could do open burning when the clinic did not have
embryos. Dr. Gago had indicated despite this agreement there was burning occurring during the specified time
periods. Upon investigation it was determined that the smoke that was present on that day was not coming from the
Leppeck property, but the property to the north of the Leppeck property on Euler Road. Since this interaction I have
received no further complaints. Please let me know if you or the Planning Commission members have any further
questions.
Thanks,

From: Kelly VanMarter
Sent: Tuesday, November 04, 2014 12:09 PM
To: Ron Akers
Subject: Leppek

Ron,
We have a case going before the Planning Commission for a batting cage facility to go into the former Leppek/English
Garden’s facility. I know you have taken a complaint from the medical office building located east of the site that
occasionally open burning occurs on or near the Leppek property which could potentially cause injury to the work
performed by the fertility center within the office building. . Could you put together a brief summary of the complaint
so that I can make the Planning Commission aware of the issue. Email is fine.
Thank you!

Kelly VanMarter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager/Community Development Director

Genoa Charter Township

November 4, 2014

Planning Commission
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, Michigan 48116
Attention:
Subject:
Location:
Zoning:

Kelly VanMarter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager/Community Development Director
Batter Up Batting Cages – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review #1
7341 West Grand River – north side of Grand River, between Euler and Bendix
GCD General Commercial District

Dear Commissioners:
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the site plan (most recently dated 8/14/1998; with hand
written date 10/20/2014) requesting special land use approval for a new batting cage facility within an
existing building.
The site contains several buildings and outdoor storage areas, while the proposed use will be within the
6,000 square foot building noted as the “store” within the Leppek Landscaping property. The site is
zoned GCD, while surrounding zoning designations include OSD, NR-PUD, MHPD and IND. We have
reviewed the proposal in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township Zoning
Ordinance and Master Plan.
A.

Summary

1. The special land use standards of Article 19 are generally met, although any issues raised by the
Township Engineer or Brighton Area Fire Department must be addressed and/or properly mitigated.
2. The specific use standards for an indoor recreational facility are met.
3. The quality of the site plan is rather poor with a lack of details necessary for a thorough site plan
review.
4. The proposed use will occupy only a portion of the site and it is unclear what will occur with the
remainder of the site.
5. Existing parking is adequate for the proposed use; however, issues could arise depending on what is
to occur with the remainder of the site.
6. The Township may wish to request additional details to determine whether site improvements are
warranted for elements such as landscaping, waste receptacles and lighting.
7. Details are needed for the proposed signage.

306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400

Royal Oak, Michigan 48067

248.586.0505

Fax 248.586.0501

www.LSLplanning.com
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Project area

Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north)
B.

Proposal

The applicant requests special land use and site plan review/approval for a new indoor batting cage
facility within an existing building. Indoor recreation is allowed in the GCD with special land use
approval. Such uses are also subject to the requirements of Section 7.02.02(s).
C.

Special Land Use Review

Section 19.03 of the Zoning Ordinance identifies the following review criteria for Special Land Uses:
1. Master Plan. The Township Master Plan and Future Land Use map identify the site as General
Commercial, which is intended for “business which serve the requirements of the community at large
including Genoa Township, Howell, Brighton, and pass-by traffic along Grand River Avenue.”
Given this description, the proposed use is consistent with the Master Plan.
2. Compatibility. This area of the Township contains a variety of uses, including public, office,
commercial and industrial. There is also another indoor recreational facility west of the site. The
inclusion of another indoor recreational facility is generally consistent with the established uses in
this area.
3. Public Facilities and Services. Given the developed nature of the area and access off of the main
roadway through the Township, we anticipate that necessary facilities and services are in place for the
proposed development. However, we defer to the Township Engineer and Brighton Area Fire
Department for specific comments under this criterion.
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4. Impacts. Given the nature of existing and planned uses for the area, the proposal is not expected to
create any adverse impacts on surrounding properties or roadways.
5. Mitigation. The Township may require mitigation necessary to limit or alleviate any potential
adverse impacts as a result of the proposal. Any comments provided from an engineering or public
safety perspective should be addressed as part of this criterion.
D.

Specific Use Requirements

Indoor recreational uses in the GCD are subject to the requirements of Section 7.02.02(s) as follows:
1. The principal and accessory buildings and structures shall not be located within one-hundred
(100) feet of any residential district or permitted use.
The existing building proposed to house the indoor recreation facility complies with this standard.
2. All uses shall be conducted completely within a fully enclosed building.
As described in the submittal, the proposed batting cage facility will take place entirely within the
existing 6,000 square foot building.
E.

Site Plan Review

1. General Comments. The submittal is a reproduction of a plan that originally dates back to 1997,
with numerous revisions in the time since (many of which are hand drawn). The quality of the plan is
relatively poor and it is lacking in details for common site plan review elements, such as parking,
lighting and landscaping.
The request for a new special land use on a previously developed site provides the Township with an
opportunity to require site improvements that would bring the property into or closer to compliance
with current standards. Based on the quality of the plan, it is difficult to determine where deficiencies
may exist and where improvements or upgrades may be warranted.
Additionally, it is unclear what impact (if any) the proposal has on the remainder of the site.
Specifically, there are several other buildings and outdoor areas with no indication of what will occur
in those spaces – will they remain in use, be demolished or are other uses/businesses are expected to
occupy those areas?
2. Dimensional Requirements. There are no external site or building modifications proposed at this
time.
3. Building Materials and Design. As noted above, no exterior building modifications are proposed at
this time.
4. Parking and Vehicular Circulation. The Ordinance does not contain a parking requirement specific
to this type of use. There are separate requirements for indoor and outdoor recreation, with a specific
mention of batting cages under outdoor recreation.
Use of the indoor requirement results in the need for 26 spaces, while the outdoor standard requires
only 6 spaces.
The Impact Assessment notes that expected usage will be up to 18 people at a time, with the potential
for some overlap near the end of one session and the beginning of another. The Assessment states
there are 74 existing parking spaces, which should be more than adequate for the proposed use.
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However, parking could become an issue depending on what is to occur (if anything) with the
remainder of the site (see questions posed under item #1 above).
5. Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation. There are no modifications proposed to pedestrian or
vehicular circulation.
6. Loading. Section 14.08 requires loading spaces “for each use involving the receipt or distribution of
goods.” Given the nature of the proposed use, we do not feel a loading space is necessary for that
particular business.
7. Landscaping. The site plan does not identify existing or proposed landscaping. The Township may
wish to address any deficiencies as part of this review process.
8. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure. The site plan includes an enclosure detail, but we are unable to
identify the waste receptacle location on the site plan itself or determine whether it complies with
current standards. The Township may wish to address any inconsistencies with current standards as
part of this review process.
9. Exterior Lighting. The site plan appears to identify existing light poles in the front parking lot area;
however, no details are provided. Similar to the statements above, the Township may wish to address
any inconsistencies with current lighting standards as part of this review process.
10. Signs. The submittal includes a photo rendering of a proposed wall sign above the building entrance;
however, no details are provided. The site also contains an existing ground sign in the front yard with
no indication of whether that sign is to remain or be modified. Details of proposed signage must be
provided and the applicant must obtain a sign permit prior to installation of any new signage.
11. Impact Assessment. The submittal includes an Impact Assessment (dated 10/20/14). In summary,
the Assessment notes that the project is not expected to adversely impact natural features, public
services/utilities, surrounding land uses or traffic.
Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office. I can
be reached by phone at (248) 586-0505, or via e-mail at borden@lslplanning.com.
Sincerely,
LSL PLANNING, INC.

Brian V. Borden, AICP
Senior Planner

October 31, 2014
Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
Re:

Batter Up Batting Cages - Sketch Plan Review

Dear Ms. Van Marter:
We have reviewed the sketch plan submittal from Batter Up Batting Cages LLC, dated October 20, 2014. The
petitioner is proposing to establish an indoor baseball/softball training facility inside the former English Gardens,
a 6,000 sft retail space located at 7341 W. Grand River Avenue. There are no planned changes to the site grading,
drainage or sewer and water service for this property. The petitioner has also filed a special land use application
to allow for the athletic training facility to be permitted in the currently zoned GCD (General Commercial
District). Tetra Tech has reviewed the documents and offers the following comments for consideration by the
planning commission:
SUMMARY
1. The site has municipal water and sanitary sewer leads on the southeast side of the drive. These should be
extended to the building and applicable connection fees collected as a condition of site plan approval.
Site plan submitted is from 1999 with hand-drawn additions, which pre-dates the installation of public
water and sewer.
The Township Utilities Department indicated that the building is not connected, or if so, is not in the utility billing
system. Given the utilities are within 200 feet of the building, the Township can mandate connection to the
sanitary sewer system. The public utility connections should be a condition to approving the site plan application.
The special use permit application does not conflict with the surrounding area. The petitioner should revise the
site plan to indicate the utility connections and resubmit the site plan prior to Township Board approval.
Please call if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Gary J. Markstrom, P.E.
Unit Vice President
copy:

Joseph C. Siwek, P.E.
Project Engineer

Abby Cooper, Cooper Riesterer, PLC

Tetra Tech
401 South Washington Square, Suite 100, Lansing, MI 48933
Tel 517.316.3930 Fax 517.484.8140 www.tetratech.com

October 29, 2014

Kelly VanMarter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
RE:

Batter Up Baseball
7341 W. Grand River
Site Plan Review

Dear Kelly:
The Brighton Area Fire Authority has reviewed the above mentioned site plan. The plans were
received for review on October 20, 2014 and the drawings are dated September 15, 1997 with
latest revisions dated January 17, 2008. The project is based on an existing 6,000 square foot
building that is currently vacant, but designed for mercantile use. The plan review is based on
the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition.
***The building requires a change of use from a mercantile to assembly occupancy. The
Brighton Area Fire Authority has met with the applicant regarding the intended use of the space
and held informal discussion regarding fire code concerns and site requirements that may arise
with the change of use. Regarding the building code requirements, the applicant has been
directed to their design professional and the building official regarding the change of use and
building renovation. The change of use has the potential to significantly affect the site plan
requirements.
1. The requirement for a fire protection lead will be determined following the change of use
and occupant load determination.
2. All construction required for the change of use will require plan submittal and permit. Future
project submittals shall include the address and street name of the project in the title block.
IFC 105.4.2
3. The building shall include the building address on the building. The address shall be a
minimum of 6” high letters of contrasting colors and be clearly visible from the street. The
location and size shall be verified prior to installation.
IFC 505.1
4. The location of a key box (Knox Box) shall be indicated on future submittals. The Knox box
will be located adjacent to the front door of the structure.
IFC 506.1
5. Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of owner or owner’s agent, contractor,
architect, on-site project supervisor.
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the
building plans and occupancy). If you have any questions about the comments on this plan
review please contact me at 810-229-6640.
Cordially,

October 29, 2014
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Batter Up
7341 W. Grand River
Site Plan Review

Capt. Rick Boisvert
Fire Inspector

www.brightonareafire.com

October 20, 2014
To Whom It May Concern:
There will be a hearing for a rezoning in your general vicinity on Monday,
November 10 at 6:30 p.m. at Genoa Township Hall, located at 2911 Dorr Road,
Brighton, Michigan.
The property in question is located at the former Leppek Nursery / English Gardens
site, 7341 W. Grand River Avenue, Brighton, Michigan 48116. The sketch plan,
special use, and environmental impact assessment have been requested for a proposed
6,000 sq ft baseball facility. The request is petitioned by Batter Up Batting Cages, LLC.
Materials relating to this request are available for public inspection at the Genoa
Township Hall during regular business hours. If you have any questions or
objections in this regard, please be present at the public hearing noted above.
Written comments may be addressed to the Planning Commission.
Genoa Township will provide necessary reasonable auxiliary aides and services to
individuals with disabilities who are planning to attend. Please contact the Genoa
Township Hall at (810) 227-5225 in advance of the meeting if you need
assistance.
Sincerely,

Kelly VanMarter
Assistant Township Manager / Community Development Director
KKV/kp
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Planning Commission Case #14-17
Applicant: Batter Up Batting Cages, LLC
Parcel: 11-13-100-006
Meeting Date: November 10, 2014
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By GENOA TOWNSHIP PLANNING DEPT at 11:28 am, Oct 20, 2014

By GENOA TOWNSHIP PLANNING DEPT at 4:39 pm, Sep 29, 2014

By GENOA TOWNSHIP PLANNING DEPT at 4:39 pm, Sep 29, 2014

2013 Zoning Board of Appeals Annual Report
Executive Summary
Summary:
This Executive Summary of the 2013 Zoning Board of Appeals Annual Report is
separated into two (2) parts. These parts are the analysis of the report and
recommendations based on the analysis. The analysis section of the Executive Summary
evaluates the nature of the variance requests and trends that exist in those requests.
The recommendations section is based upon the analysis section and board discussion.
Analysis:
The following are trends noticed in 2013 for variance requests:
1. 50% of the variance requests (14) were on properties in the Lake Resort
Residential (LRR) Zoning District.
a. 85.7 % were approved (12 requests)
b. 14.3% were denied (2 requests)
2. 35.7% of the variance requests (10) were for single family additions or new
construction.
a. 90% of those requests (9) were in the LRR zoning district.
b. 100% were approved
3. 17.9% of the variance requests (5) were for detached accessory buildings.
a. 20% of those requests (1) was in the LRR zoning district and was
approved.
b. 80% of those requests (4) were denied.
4. 21.4% of the variance requests (6) were for signs.
a. 83.3% of the variance requests (5) were approved.
b. 16.7% of the variance requests (1) were denied.
5. The number of variance requests were consistent with 2012 and slightly above
the five (5) year average, but down overall in the past ten (10) years and below
the ten (10) year average:
2013
28

2012
29

2011
25

2010
28

2009
20

2008
21

2007
39

2006
39

2005
48

2004
54

Five (5) Year Average: 26
Ten (10) Year Average: 33.1
Recommendations:
The following are recommendations by the Zoning Board of Appeals based upon
analysis and board discussion:
1. Reduce the Required Front Yard Setback in the Lake Resort Residential (LRR) District
Several variance requests are considered by the Zoning Board of Appeals due to a
reduced building envelope caused by the varying nature of the required shoreline
setback and smaller lot sizes. The current front yard setback in the LRR district is 35’
1

despite there being a vast number of properties which do not conform to this
requirement. The main concerns the Board of Appeals considers when addressing
these types of requests are the ability of the applicant to provide sufficient off street
parking in the front yard. This is determined by ensuring the applicant has enough
space for two parking spaces (90 Degree parking 9’ x 18’). Due to this we believe
that allowing for a smaller front yard setback requirement of 18’, or allowing for
some variation between the front and side yard setback to allow side entry garages
(i.e. 10’ front yard setback if the applicant provides a side entry garage and can
maintain an 18’ side yard setback to allow for sufficient off street vehicle parking.)
would sufficiently increase the building envelope for parcels in the LRR district and
reduce the number of variances which are granted.
2. Use a Single Lot Size for Exceptions from Maximum Size and Height Requirements
for Detached Accessory Buildings
The Zoning Ordinance in section 11.04.01(h) & (j) has requirements for maximum
size and height of detached accessory buildings. These sections of the Zoning
Ordinance also have exceptions for these requirements for conforming lots in the
Country Estate (CE), Rural Residential (RR) and Agricultural (AG) zoning districts.
The language is as follows:
a. 11.04.01(h): Maximum Size: The combined total of all accessory buildings in
any residential district shall be a maximum of nine hundred (900) square
feet in area for lots less than two (2) acres and one thousand two hundred
(1200) square feet in area for lots equal to or greater than two (2) acres.
Accessory buildings and structures located on conforming lots in
Agricultural and Country Estates Districts shall not be limited by size,
provided all required setback are met.
b. 11.04.01(j): Maximum, Height: The maximum building height of any
detached accessory building shall be fourteen (14) feet (see Article 25 for
calculation of building height), except as follows:
(1) Antenna heights may be as noted in Section 11.04.06
(2) Accessory buildings on conforming lots in the Agricultural, Country
Estate Districts and Rural Residential districts may exceed the maximum
height restrictions for principal buildings by up to fifteen (15) feet.
In these provisions the requirement that the parcel be a “conforming lot” creates a
situation where there can be inconsistencies. For example a property owner could
have a five (5) acre parcel zoned CE (5 acre minimum lot size) and take advantage of
the height and size exceptions, but if an adjacent property owner had a five (5) acre
parcel zoned AG (10 acre minimum lot size) they would not be able to take
advantage of height and size exceptions. The same example could be used for
parcels less than five (5) acres in the CE district when height exceptions are allowed
in the RR district (2 acre minimum lot size). This provision allows for a zoning
district which is smaller and intended to be less rural to take advantage of size
bonuses which are more characteristic of larger more rural uses, but due to a nonconforming parcel size (which may be the same as the less rural) the larger, more
rural zoning districts are prohibited from taking advantage of the exception.
2

In order to remedy this we propose the following:
a. In 11.04.01(h), change the exception to, “Accessory buildings and structures
located in Agricultural and Country Estate Districts on lots of five (5) acres or
greater shall not be limited by size provided all required setbacks are met.”
This maintains the intended requirement that in order to take advantage of
the exception you need to have at least five (5) acres (minimum parcel size
in the CE district) and would allow for non-conforming lots in the AG district
which are five (5) acres or greater to take advantage of the exception.
b. In 11.04.01(j), change the exception to, “Accessory buildings on lots of two
(2) acres or greater within the Agricultural, Country Estate Districts and
Rural Residential districts may exceed the maximum height restrictions for
principal buildings by up to fifteen (15) feet.” This change would maintain
the intended requirement that in order to take advantage of the height
exception you need to have at least two (2) acres (minimum parcel size in
the RR district) and would allow for non-conforming lots in the AG and CE
district which are two (2) acres or greater to take advantage of the
exception.
3. Consider Revising the Application Fees for the Zoning Board of Appeals
The current application fees for the ZBA are $125 for residential applications and
$300 for commercial applications. Table 1 depicts the application fees for our
neighboring communities. Based on this the ZBA feels that the Township Board
should consider increasing the application fees to bring us closer to other
communities which are immediately adjacent to us and the further recover some of
the costs associated with the Zoning Board of Appeals.

Table 1 - ZBA Fees In Adjacent
Communities
Municipality
Brighton Township
Hamburg Township
Hartland Township

Residential
Variance
$1,150.00
$325.00
$700.00

Commercial
Variance
$1,150.00
$325.00
$700.00

Green Oak Township
Putnam Township
Oceola Township

$300.00
$600.00
$100.00

$750.00
$600.00
$300.00

City of Brighton
City of Howell
Genoa Township

$150.00
$100.00
$125.00

$450.00
$150.00
$300.00

Other
$1,300.00 road
$200.00 per rehearing
$935.00 if special
meeting
$1.000.00 escrow
Multiple residences
$450.00
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2013 Zoning Board of Appeals Annual Report
Summary:
The purpose of the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) Annual report is to summarize and identify the
activities completed by the ZBA over the calendar year. Identifying the number and types of
variances that were granted over the year can provide guidance to the Planning Commission and
Township Board of Trustees when making future land use decisions. The primary activities that
were handled by the Zoning Board of Appeals in 2013 were hearing variance requests and
drafting and adopting Rules of Procedure.
Variances
During 2013 the Zoning Board of Appeals heard twenty-eight (28) requests for variances. These
can be broken down as follows:
 28 Total Variance Requests
o 21 Approved, 6 Denied, 1 Variance Not Required
 13 Variance on Properties with Lake Frontage
o 12 Approved, 1 Denied
 Breakdown by Type
o 6: New Single Family Homes
 6 Approved, 0 Denied
 5 Lake Front
o 4: Residential Addition
 4 Approved. 0 Denied
 4 Lake Front
o 5: Detached Accessory Buildings
 1 Approved, 4 Denied
 1 Lake Front
o 2: Commercial Additions
 2 Approved, 0 Denied
o 6: Signs
 5 Approved, 1 Denied
o 1: Fence
 1 Variance Not Needed
o 2: Improvements to Non-Conforming Structure in Excess of 10%
 1 Approved, 1 Denied (Same property)
 2 Lake Front
o 2: Decks
 2 Approved, 0 Denied
 1 Lake Front
Please see attached case summaries for more information about specific cases.
Rules of Procedure
The purpose of the rules of procedure is similar to the Planning Commission By-laws. They
establish guidelines for the procedural aspects of the ZBA including membership, election of
officers, public hearing rules, responsibilities of township staff and members of the ZBA and they
establish guidelines for handling conflict of interest. This document was adopted in January of
2014 and is available for review.

2013 ZBA Case Summaries
JANUARY
Variance: 1
Case: 13-01
Applicant Name: Christian and Damian Karch
Address: 5400 Brady Road
Type of Variance: Construction of a detached accessory building in front yard
Lakefront: No
Decision: Denied
Why? Conditions? Ample room on the lot; no practical difficulty.
Variance: 2
Case: 13-02
Applicant Name: Champion Buick GMC
Address: 7885 W. Grand River
Type of Variance: Front yard variance to construct an addition to a non-conforming building
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Variance of 13.7 feet with a Grand River side setback of 56.3 feet granted. The finding
of fact is the building was non-conforming after the Zoning Ordinance changed.
Variance: 3
Case: 13-03
Applicant Name: Genoa Charter Township
Address: 2911 Dorr Road
Type of Variance: Sign
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? An 8-foot variance with a 14 foot height and a 257 foot area variance amount for a
sign area of 329 feet. The finding of fact is the configuration of the property and the ability to not be able
to place a sign on the exit ramp.
Variance: 4
Case: 13-04
Applicant Name: Blair Bowman
Address: 4252 Highcrest
Type of Variance: Front yard and waterfront
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Front yard variance of 15 feet with a setback of 20 feet and a waterfront variance of 2
feet with a setback of 73 feet. The finding of fact is the topography and conditions of the lot.

Variance: 5
Case: 12-27
Applicant Name: Joe Aguis
Address: 5311 Brighton Road
Type of Variance: Sign variance
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? A 1-foot variance for a 7-foot-tall sign. The finding of fact is the sight distance and
visibility from the road.
FEBRUARY
Variance: 6
Case: 13-06
Applicant Name: Angela Nieves-Valentine
Address: 3837 E. Coon Lake Road
Type of Variance: Height variance for a fence
Lakefront: No
Decision: Variance not needed
Why? Conditions? The ZBA interprets the fence is built in the side yard.
MARCH
Variance: 7
Case: 13-05
Applicant Name: Brett Gierak
Address: 921 Sunrise Park
Type of Variance: Side and rear yard variance for an addition
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? The finding of fact is the lack of zoning predated the construction of the house. The
practical difficulty is due to the location of the utility lines and the sewer line.
Variance: 8
Case: 13-07
Applicant Name: Charles Horan
Address: 1828 Hughes Road
Type of Variance: Front, waterfront and side yard variance to construct a garage addition and a second
story addition
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Allowed to construct a second story that will match the existing footprint with a 4-foot4-inch side yard extension. Conditions: Must remove the garage from the plans and the addition must
have gutters and downspouts. The finding of the fact is the narrowness of the lot and pre-existing house
where it is built in regards to the current zoning.

April
Variance: 9
Case: 13-08
Applicant Name: Champion Buick
Address: 7885 W. Grand River
Type of Variance: Sign
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Additional sign allowed with the square footage being less than two allowed per the
Township Ordinance. The practical difficulty is it will improve the visibility and sign distance of the site.
Conditioned upon the following:
1. The drawings provided indicate that the “Champion” and “Certified Service” signs will be channel
letters and the “Buick GMC” sign will be a unibody sign. The letters themselves will be black or white in
color.
2. The plans indicate that the signs require circuits and will be lit.
3. The wall signs will be allowed to project up to 1-foot beyond the face of the wall.
Variance: 10
Case: 13-10
Applicant Name: Jeff Gontarski
Address: 4401 Filbert
Type of Variance: Front yard variance to build a new home
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Front yard variance of 25 feet with a setback of 10 feet approved. Conditioned upon
the home being guttered. The practical difficulty is the topography of the land.
Variance: 11
Case: 13-11
Applicant Name: Art Van Furniture
Address: 4101 E. Grand River
Type of Variance: Sign
Lakefront: No
Decision: Denied
Why? Conditions? No practical difficulty.
MAY
Variance: 12
Case: 13-09
Applicant Name: Leo and Karen Mancini
Address: 4057 Homestead Road
Type of Variance: Two side yard variances to construct an attached garage
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Given a 5-foot-6-inch variance on both sides with a 4-foot-6-inch setback on both
sides. Conditioned upon the garage being guttered. The practical difficulty is the narrowness of the lot.

Variance: 13
Case: 13-12
Applicant Name: Robert Morrison
Address: 3699 Nixon Road
Type of Variance: Pole barn on a vacant lot
Lakefront: No
Decision: Denied
Why? Conditions? No practical difficulty.
JUNE
Variance: 14
Case: 13-13
Applicant Name: Curt Brown
Address: 4010 Homestead
Type of Variance: Front yard variance and a waterfront variances to replace an existing garage
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Given a 25-foot shoreline variance with a 15-foot setback, front yard variance of 27
feet with an 8-foot setback, an accessory building size variance of 442 feet from the 900 feet allowed and
an accessory building height variance of 6-foot-6-inches from the 14 feet allowed. Conditioned upon the
structure being guttered and having downspouts and any grading issues should be addressed and
satisfactorily dealt with by the petitioner. The practical difficulty is the topography of the lot and the
difficulty to construct on the lot.
Variance: 15
Case: 13-15
Applicant Name: Ronald Socia
Address: 3950 Highcrest Drive
Type of Variance: Home improvements/modernization to non-conforming structures in excess of 10% of
its replacement value
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Can make improvements and modifications on the interior and exterior of the home to
a nonconforming structure. Conditioned upon the structures including gutters and downspouts, no
improvements shall be made to increase the footprint or height of the structures and the structure shall
not be used as rentals. The practical difficulty is the uniqueness of the property.
Variance: 16
Case: 13-16
Applicant Name: Janine and James Exline
Address: 4009 Highcrest Drive
Type of Variance: Side yard
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Given a 2.25-foot side yard setback with a 2.75-foot variance and an 8.15-foot setback
on the west side with a 1.85-foot variance. Conditioned upon the structure including gutters and

downspouts. The practical difficulty is the narrowness of the lot and the continuing narrowness toward
the road side.
JULY
Variance: 17
Case: 13-17
Applicant Name: Thomas and Diana Fleming
Address: 4049 Homestead
Type of Variance: Side yard
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Approved a side yard setback variance of 5 feet and a waterfront setback variance of
16.5 feet for the construction of a new home. Conditions placed on the approval are that the structure is
to have gutters and downspouts installed and that any grading and drainage issues should be addressed
and satisfactorily dealt with by the petitioner. The practical difficulty is the topography and narrowness of
the lot.
Variance: 18
Case: 13-18
Applicant Name: Mary Dean and Jeff Barringer
Address: 5359 Wildwood Drive
Type of Variance: Front yard setback variance and a water front setback variance for the construction of a
single family home
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Approved a 19.9 foot front yard setback variance and a 17.7-foot waterfront setback
variance for the construction of a new home. Based on the practical difficulty of a small building envelope
and the narrowness of the platted subdivision. Conditioned upon the structure having gutters and
downspouts, grading or drainage issues should be addressed and satisfactorily dealt with by the
petitioner. If there is damage to the fence and arborvitae plants, they are to be replaced by the expense
of the petitioner.
AUGUST
Variance: 19
Case: 13-19
Applicant Name: Bob Maxey Ford
Address: 2798 E. Grand River
Type of Variance: Front yard setback and parking lot
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Approved a front yard setback variance of 5 feet and parking lot variance of 7 feet on
the rear property line based on the following finding of facts:
1. Strict compliance with the front yard setback requirement would limit the ability of the property owner
to construct an addition which maintains a consistent front building line with the existing main building;
2. The area within the rear lot line parking lot setback is already developed as a parking area and the
proposed 6-foot masonry screening wall will adequately mitigate the impact the proposed changes to the
site plan will have on the adjacent residential properties;
3. The need for the variance is not self‐created;

4. According to the Planner’s Report, the proposed variance will not impair public safety
or welfare;
5. There will be little if any impact on the surrounding neighborhood. The front yard variance will provide
for a consistent appearance on the Grand River corridor and the proposed 6-foot masonry screening wall
will mitigate the impacts of the extended parking lot.
Variance: 20
Case: 13-20
Applicant Name: Zion Restoration
Address: 6518 Catalpa
Type of Variance: Side yard for an addition
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Approved a 14-foot side yard variance due to the addition having little impact on the
adjacent properties. The addition will be the same distance from the side property line as the attached
garage.
The hardship is the property is zoned LDR (Low Density Residential) and was created under less strict
zoning requirements. The lot size and building were made non‐conforming by the current zoning
requirements. The pie shaped lot has limitations. The variance is not self‐created.
Conditioned upon the home and garage being guttered.
Variance: 21
Case: 13-21
Applicant Name: Thomas and Donna Phelps
Address: 4470 Clifford Road
Type of Variance: Side yard setback and deck extension
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Approved a 2-foot side yard variance and a 3-foot variance from the rear distance line.
The Finding of Fact is the side yard variance will comply with the current building and is not self-created.
The proposed deck will reduce the non‐conformity of the deck.
SEPTEMBER
Variance: 22
Case: 13-23
Applicant Name: Charles Denning
Address: Parcel ID 4711-10-301-029 on East Grand River
Type of Variance: Add a carport to property without a principle building
Lakefront: No
Decision: Denied
Why? Conditions? ZBA based decision on the finding of fact that there is no allowance for additional
structures on properties without principle buildings.
Variance: 23
Case: 13-24
Applicant Name: Bob Maxey Ford
Address: 2798 E. Grand River

Type of Variance: To increase allowable wall sign square footage from 150 square feet to 169 square feet
and to install two (2) additional walls signs which will exceed the maximum number of allowable wall
signs by three (3) for a total of five (5) wall signs on the building
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Approved a variance of 19 square feet of allowable wall sign area and for two
additional wall signs with the finding of fact that the length of the building and the speed of traffic on
Grand River Avenue requires additional signage to safely guide traffic in and out of the property.
Variance: 24
Case: 13-25
Applicant Name: Jane and Randy Evans
Address: 4444 Glen Eagles Court
Type of Variance: Variance from the deck setback requirement between condominium units to extend an
existing deck
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Given a 4-foot variance to extend a deck which is located between two condominium
units based on the findings of fact that the condominium was built in 1996 and at the time did not meet
the standard set forth in Section 11.04.02(b), the need for the variance was not self-created by the
applicant, the layout and design of the building created a need for the variance. Granting this variance will
make the property consistent with other properties in the area.
OCTOBER
Variance: 25
Case: 13-27
Applicant Name: Robert Socia
Address: 3950 Highcrest
Type of Variance: Wanted modification of the variance granted on June 18, 2013 in order to remove the
condition that limits the applicant’s ability to increase the height of the structure
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Denied
Why? Conditions? ZBA denied request due to the existing condition stipulated in prior approval on June
18, 2013 for case #13-15 which limited the applicant’s ability to increase the height of the structure.
NOVEMBER
Variance: 26
Case: 13-26
Applicant Name: Oren and Jill Lane
Address: 623 Sunrise Park
Type of Variance: Both side yard setbacks, the front yard setback, the shoreline setback, and the
maximum building height
Lakefront: Yes
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? Given a front yard variance of 25 feet with a 10-foot setback, 3-foot variance on both
sides with 7-foot setback on both sides, 2-foot height variance and a 4-foot waterfront variance.

Conditioned upon the new home having gutters with downspouts. The finding of fact is the narrowness of
the lot; the variances are not self-created and the topography of the lot.
DECEMBER
Variance: 27
Case: 13-28
Applicant Name: Steve Gronow
Address: 3800 Chilson Road
Type of Variance: Maximum allowable size of a detached accessory building
Lakefront: No
Decision: Denied
Why? Conditions? No finding of practical difficulty
Variance: 28
Case: 13-29
Applicant Name: Steve Schenck
Address: 4072 E. Grand River; other street addresses at this property include: 4050, 4072, 4080, 4084,
4092, 4096, 4104, 4116, 4128, 4132, 4140, 4144, 4148, and 4160.
Type of Variance: Temporary sign and exceed time sign is allowed and number of time sit is used.
Lakefront: No
Decision: Approved
Why? Conditions? The finding of fact is that the location of this is a busy location where traffic is very fast.
So those passing cannot see the services advertised. It is a seasonal business and therefore, very limited.
This does not injure or affect the safety or welfare of the public or neighborhood.
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GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
OCTOBER 27, 2014
6:30 P.M.
MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER: The meeting of the Genoa Township Planning Commission was
called to order at 6:32 p.m. Present were Chairman Doug Brown, Eric Rauch, Barbara
Figurski, James Mortensen, Chris Grajek, Diana Lowe, and John McManus. Also
present was Kelly VanMarter, Township Community Development Director; Brian
Borden of LSL; Gary Markstrom of Tetra Tech; and Deputy Chief Michael Evans of the
Brighton Area Fire Authority.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Barbara Figurski moved to approve the agenda. The
motion was supported by Diana Lowe. Motion carried unanimously.
CALL TO THE PUBLIC: A call was made to the public with no response.
(Note: The Board reserves the right to not begin new business after 10:00 p.m.)Note:
The Board reserves the right to not begin new business after 10:00 p.m.)
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #1… Review of site plan, special use, and environmental
impact assessment for proposed 86-bed student housing apartments, located on the
south side of Grand River Avenue and east side of Grand Oaks Drive, at 3750 Cleary
Drive, Howell, Michigan 48443, parcel # 4711-05-400-062. The request is petitioned
by Cleary University.
Brent LaVanway of Boss Engineering, Allan Price of University Housing Solutions and
Gary Bachman of Cleary University addressed the Planning Commission.
The current plans are to service the proposed building with gravity sanitary sewer. The
county drain is an extension of the Walmart facility. The water will be discharged into
that county drain. The Drain Commission will allow the discharge into that storm sewer.
Mr. Price reviewed proposed materials with the Planning Commission.
Jim Mortensen inquired as to why an elevator was not included in the plan. It is cost
prohibitive for a three story building. There are no renderings of unit interiors. Mr. Price
gave a description of what they would contain. Gary Markstrom indicated grease traps
are not needed.
Brian Borden reviewed his letter of October 22, 2014. A third story is not typically
permitted in this District, but falls under the exception due to it being an educational
facility. The parking lot should be viewed as shared parking or a rebuild of an existing
lot. Therefore, that provision of his letter should be stricken. The ordinance would
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require 58 spaces and the plans call for 83 spaces. He does not believe this is an
issue. As it relates to landscaping, he believes if there are deficiencies otherwise in the
landscaping, that be beefed up elsewhere such as the Grand River frontage. Brian
Borden discussed the proposed new building. The Master Plan requires “high quality”
architecture for new buildings. He thinks the design of the building is nice. The material
and design standards were discussed. The two predominant materials are split face
CMU and efis. These two items exceed the maximum allowances in the ordinance.
Mr. Bachman explained that the building materials were taken into account when setting
a budget for a building that could be affordable to the students. He indicated the
building will be located at the back of the property and not easily viewable. The
tree line has a swath already cut through it where the county drain easement is.
Trees/vegetation was discussed.
Gary Markstrom addressed his letters of October 10, 2014 and October 22, 2014. He
will discuss how to accomplish looping the water main when he meets with them on
Wednesday, October 29th.
The second building will be added in two or three years, dependent upon enrollment
growth and ability to finance it.
Deputy Fire Chief Mike Evans addressed the Planning Commission regarding his letter
of October 21, 2014. There is a challenge locating the 50’ turning radius required by
their heavy equipment, specifically a ladder truck. The petitioner agrees to do what
Mike Evans suggests in order to allow for ingress/egress of emergency vehicles.
The memo dated October 17, 2014 from Kelly VanMarter regarding REU’s was
addressed.
Campus police are not anticipated at this time. There are no hazardous materials
stored at the University.
The environmental impact statement was addressed. Section I should be amended to
state 84 student beds and 2 student advisors.
A call to the public was made with no response.
Once the second building is built, the storm water basin will need to be expanded
slightly. The basin will be a dry bottom basin.
The building will be owned by Student Housing and the land will continue to be owned
by the University.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation of Special Use
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (10-16-14)
C. Recommendation of Site Plan (10-16-14)
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Motion by James Mortensen to recommend to the Township Board approval of the
special use permit to allow Cleary University to build a residential hall on campus,
subject to:
1. The Planning Commission finds this proposed use is consistent with the
township ordinance and is compatible with the existing use of the property
and the neighboring properties to the south, east, and west;
2. Any removal of the woods to the south and west of the proposed site of the
residential hall will require approval of the Township;
3. This recommendation applies only for use of university housing as residences
for students or faculty and is limited to 86 beds;
4. Cleary University will work with Township Staff to see if there’s compliance
elsewhere on the site regarding landscaping and will comply with staff
recommendations regarding that;
5. This is conditioned upon approval of the site plan and environmental impact
assessment stated by the Township Board related to this proposal.
Support by Barbara Figurski. Motion carried unanimously.
Motion by Barbara Figurski that the environmental impact assessment dated 10/16/14
be approved with the change in subsection I changing it from 84 to 86 and conditioned
upon approval of the special use permit and site plan. Support by Diana Lowe. Motion
carried unanimously.
Motion by James Mortensen to recommend to the Township Board approval of the site
plan for a residential building on Cleary University dated 10/16/14, subject to:
1. This approval applies only to the first building and not to the second building.
However in the event the second building is brought forward, the applicant
should be aware that higher level building materials may be required and/or
additional screening for the property to the south may be required;
2. This recommendation is conditioned upon the applicant satisfying
requirements of the Township engineer in his letter of 10/22/14 and the
Brighton Fire Area Authority in their letter of 10/21/14;
3. This is conditioned upon approval of the environmental impact assessment
and special use permit.
Support by Barbara Figurski. Motion carried unanimously.
Administrative Business:
 Staff report. Kelly VanMarter gave a staff report.
 Approval of October 14, 2014 Planning Commission meeting minutes. Motion by
Barbara Figurski to approve the minutes of October 14, 2014. Support by Diana Lowe.
Motion carried unanimously.
 Member discussion. None.
 Adjournment. Motion by Barbara Figurski to adjourn. Support by Diana Lowe.
Motion carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 7:54 p.m.
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