YANKEE SPRINGS TOWNSHIP
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Tuesday, October 13, 2026

6:00 PM
Yankee Springs Township Hall
284 N. Briggs Rd., Middleville, Ml 49333
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Meeting called to order at 6:00 PM by Jake Welch
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Roll Call: Dave VanHouten, Ron Heilman, john Frigmanski, Jake Welch, Tom Ma_wson (All
Present)
Absent without notice: Mike Boysen

Staff Present: Joe Shea, Sandy Marcukaitis, John Trygier,Bennis Buist; Jeff Chaney

Visitors: 12

REPORTS FROM REPRESENTATIVES:

Planning Commission: Mr. Frigmanski gave an update on the tecent meeﬁng
e Continuing to work on the Master plan. 4 4
e Discussed some of the thmgs thal; need to cometo the ZBA y

Board of Trustees: Trustee VanHouten gave an update of reqent board events:
e Approved land division on iai on.M379 :
e Approved fundmg for a non-mntonzed pamstudv

INQUIRY ON CQNFLICT OF lN“rEREST

Mr. Welch mqmred if there are any w’nflicts of interest with the board regarding the case on
tonight’s agenda. R’ﬂfﬁaﬂ VanHouten No, Heilman: No, Frigmanski: No, Welch: No,
Mawson: No. A 5

IAPPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Motion by Heilman with support from Frigmanski to approve the minutes from the December
9, 2025 meeting as presented. Discussion: The appointment of officers was in the minutes
from December. That should be added to the agenda for the next meeting of the ZBA. The
minutes are correct as is. All ayes. MOTION CARRIED.

NEW BUSINESS:

¢ Introduction of new member, Jeff Chaney. He is serving as the second alternate
member.
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e ZBA 26-08-01, Parcel ID 16-177-009-00; 1848 Edwin Dr., Wayland. The property
owner, Robert Hoffman, is appealing the decision of the Zoning Administrator
regarding the location of an outbuilding, pursuant to Article XII of the township’s
zoning ordinance.

Joe Shea (Zoning Administrator) gave an overview of his report on this case:

e A permit was issued for an outbuilding at 1848 Edwin based on the site plan which
showed the outbuilding located 20’ setback from the rear lot line.

e Received complaints after the shed was built that it was too close to Archwood
Ave,

e Mr. Shea’s measurements determined that the shed was not located in compliance
with the approved site plan which is a violation of zoning ordinance.

e ZBAis here to determine if ZA’s decision was in error.

Motion by Heilman with support from Mawson to open public hearfn_g 6:06 PM. All ayes.
MOTION CARRIED.

e Mr. Hoffman lives at 1847 Edwin, directly across fram the lot in.question (1848 Edwin).
He is questioning which part of Article XI! is he not in eompliance'with. Mr. Shea ™
responded that his decision was based on Section 5.16 of the zoning ordinance which
is non conformity with the site plan that was submitted. Thesetbacks are a different
issue. The building location is in violation ofghe setback requirement as well.

e Mr. Hoffman is challenging the measurements mported by Mr. Shea He measured
33’ from the center of Archwood and states'there is a 5%discrepancy.

e He states that the outbuilding is 10’ from the lot line based ofan existing survey stake.
He did put 20’ in his site glan because he was ifi error as to where the lot line was. It
was not brought to his attention until 10 monthsater that there was an issue with the
site plan. He states thathe will resubmit a plan shewmg that he is in compliance with
the 10’ setback requiremenit,,

Email from Sheri Wert (1786 Edwin Dr}w:as read into the record. She states that she has no

problem with th"é location of the nutbuildiﬂg.- y

Linda Dawson (1945 Archwood Dr) Expressed concern that the barn obstructs visibility for
traffic approaching the gurve on Archwaod Drive from the south. She requested that the
township require the buildmg to be moved farther back and noted that she filed a formal
complaint. >,

Jerry Schwartz (1899 Archwood): Stated that, based on his understanding of the setback
requirements, the barn may violate zoning regulations if Archwood Drive is considered the
front of the property. The property owner may not have any idea what the setbacks are based
on the form which he thinks needs to be updated. He also expressed safety concerns about
the obstructed view around the curve and submitted a formal zoning violation complaint.

Rob Ezze (1833 Edwin Dr.): He built his home three years ago so he is very familiar with the
requirements. He believes the barn meets setback requirements and does not present a safety
concern. He noted that other buildings are closer to property lines and suggested submitting
an updated site plan to demonstrate compliance. He also stated that the barn became visible
after nearby trees were removed.
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Don Dawson (1945 Archwood Dr): Questioned whether the barn complies with setback
requirements and expressed concern about the obstruction created near a sharp curve on a
narrow road. He referenced zoning provisions that he believes require a 25-foot setback from
the right-of-way and stated that moving the barn back would improve visibility, particularly
during summer.

Cheryl Ezze (1833 Edwin Dr.): Stated that she and her husband drove along Archwood Drive in
both directions to evaluate the safety concern. She noted that trees had recently been
removed from a nearby property, making the barn visible, but did not believe the barn
obstructed drivers' views or posed a safety risk.

and 33’ from the center of Archwood. The building is outside of the 1@’ setback. The
property address is 1848 Edwin Dr., not Archwood, so the front setbacksido not apply.

Kathy Hoffman (1848 Edwin Dr.): Acknowledged the safety co’ncerns‘but believes vehicle
speed is a greater factor and that roadside brush obstructs visibility mare than the barn. She
states that all brush, trees, and other potential obstructions a!ong the road would also need to
be removed if visibility is the primary concern.

Motion by Heilman with support from VanHouten to c:‘ose the public hearmg at 6:40 PM. All
ayes. MOTION CARRIED.

Discussion by the Board members occurred. The Board is hiere to decide if the Zoning
Administrator made an epr@r ifvhis decision. The Board inquired of Mr. Shea if the
property owner can resubmit a new site plan. Mr. Shea said he would need to consult
the township attorney. &

Motion by VanHouten with sug_gdrt:&' rom Frigmanski.te dffirm the zoning administrator’s
decision that the Mdingm; be moved as per the site plan.

Amended mr.ltfnn

Motion by VanMgn with support from Frggmansk: that the zoning administrator’s decision
was correct and that the building was not built per the site plan. Roll Call Vote: Mawson:
yes, Welch: yes, Heilm aniyes, Frigmanski: yes, VanHouten: yes.

Yes: 5, No: 0. MOTION CARRIED!

e ZBA 26-09-02, Parcel ID 16-019-300-00; 12515 W M-179 Hwy. Wayland. The
property owner, Ryan Winchel, requests a variance from the 50-foot rear setback
requirement for the purpose of building a storage building, pursuant to Article XX
of the township zoning ordinance.

Joe Shea (Zoning Administrator) gave an overview of his report on this case:
e Mr. Winchel owns the Gun Lake mini golf property which he has refurbished and
would like to put up a storage building on the property.
e In the Chief Noonday overlay district there is an extra setback requirement when a
commercial property abuts a residential property. This applies here because the
property to the south is zoned residential single family.

e Rob Hoffman states that the location of the barn is actually 10’ from the back of my lot,
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o Ordinance Section 3.16E2 requires Mr. Winchel to have either a 100
setback or a 50’ setback if he puts up a 6’ screening fence or a 10" berm
which would also require shrubs and trees to be planted.

o Heis asking for a 38’ variance from the rear lot line. On the side, toward
Archwood, there is a 25’ setback requirement from the right of way and
he’s requesting a 10’ variance from that so that he can locate his
outbuilding in that corner of his property.

Motion by Heilman with support from Mawson to open public hearing 6:54 PM. All ayes.
MOTION CARRIED.

e Ryan Winchel states that he is here requesting a variance. If he adheres to the
100’ setback on the rear property it would put the building in the middle of his
parking lot. The property is surrounded by roads on three sides so the only option
is to put it on the south side. To go to the 50’ setback and build a fence or a berm
still puts it in the parking lot.

e On the west side (Archwood) he wants to put itin line with the parking lat which
requires the 10’ variance. :

e  On the south side there is an existing chain link fenge that funs along the lot line
and he thinks lining it up there would be the best option from a visual standpoint.

e He has worked hard to improve the property and he feels putting the building
according to the required setbacks would look awkward and'would take away from
parking. If the variance is given, he would not be putting up the fence or berm
with the plantings. :

An email from Kim Siebold (2081.Archwood) was read.;She compliments Ryan on the
improvements he has made to'the property but states that she does not see the need for a 30
x 40 building. She is concerned that once:t'_;ﬁe residential property is developed, a structure
that size located close to the prob_é‘r-j:y line would have a noticeable impact on the area and
may increase the potential for vandalism. The existing 50’ setback requirement is important to
maintain the charaéter and appearance of the residential area. She asks that the board not
allow any variance from the requiked setback.

An email was read from Beverly Haddad, owner of the property located at 1585 Archwood Dr.
She states they are ﬁn__'_nly opposed to the variance request and believes the full 100’ setback is
necessary to maintain appropriate séparation between a commercial property and neighboring
residential properties. Placing a I,a_ré:'e structure significantly closer than the required setback
would have a substantial impagt'on her property so she is asking that the request be denied.

Bob Haddad (heir to the property at 1585 Archwood Dr. and POA for Beverly Haddad-Weaver):
He states he is opposed to the building and requests that the variance be denied. Variances
are designed for situations where the property cannot be utilized for its intended purpose
without the variance. There are no issues with the property being used a miniature golf
course. Adding the storage building creates the problem which is self-created. The existing
building on the residential property was put up with the intention of someday building a home
in front of it or on the two lots to the right. He is concerned that blocking the view from M179
will increase chances of vandalism and that there will be runoff from the proposed building
onto their property. He requests that the Board uphold the zoning ordinance and deny the
request.
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lerry Schwartz (1899 Archwood Dr.): He asks that consideration be given to what this property
was before Mr. Winchel took it over. This new business creates another activity for residents
and visitors and is a tremendous enhancement to the community. He disagrees with the
problem that it will cause to the neighbor’s building. That building was built many years ago
and would not be conforming if built today.

e Mr. Winchel states there was a lot of vandalism to his property previously and he has
added security cameras. The owners of the existing building had allowed him to use it
for storage in the past and allowed use of their property for parking. He thought that
the property owner would be happy with the proposed building.

Motion by Heilman with support from Frigmanski to close the public hearing at 7:10 PM. All
ayes. MOTION CARRIED.

Discussion by the Board members occurred. They considered the practical difficulty
test for each variance — the side setback and the rear setback The board reviewed
each of the five points.

1. Is the alleged plight of the landowner due to unique circumstances of the
property that do not generally apply to other properties in the area? The
property is unique due to being surrounded by roadsion three sides. There are
only 3 instances where commercial property abuts to RSE in the Chief Noonday
corridor.

2. Would strict compliance with the ordinance unireasonably prevenr the
landowner from using his property for a permitted purpose or render
conformity with such previsions unduly purdensome? Regarding the side yard
setback, no. Regérding the rear setback; Mr. VanHouten feels it should be
treated as any. Gther commercial lot witha 25 ' requirement because the
property is uniques.

3. Would the requested wariance be' s:gmf;ca‘nﬂy detrimental to adjacent property
o_r_:._the surrounding neighborhood? Regarding the side yard, no. For the rear
Iot line, the owneéss of the residential property do feel that it would be

“detrimental, but it i8.a situationWhere it is one building backing up to another
building. This could be different if a residence is built on the RSF property.

4. Would granting the vanance result in substantial justice to the property owner
and to'néighboring property owners? Regarding the road side setback, yes —
that would fiet hagm anything. On the back lot line, the same issue if a home is
built on the residential property.

5. Is the situation self-created? Is the applicant seeking to build a structure that is
too big for the parcel, or in a location that’s fails to comply with the ordinance,
rather than in a location that does comply? Yes, it is self-created regarding
both setbacks.

e Mr. Winchel states that the building could be used for additional uses other than
storing tables and chairs.

Further discussion among board members took place.

Motion by Mawson to accept the variation of 25’ on the west side and the south side as
lproposed. Motion dies for lack of support.
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Motion by VanHouten with support from Heilman to deny the 12’ variance from the 25’
setback required on the west lot lane, based on he has room to abide by the setback; his
building is permitted, he doesn’t need the variance and nothing in 1 through 5 justifies it.
Roll Call Vote: VanHouten: yes, Heilman: yes, Frigmanski: yes, Welch: yes, Mawson: yes.

Yes: 5, No: 0. MOTION CARRIED.

Motion by VanHouten with support from Heilman to approve a variance on the 50’ setback
on the south boundary line to a 25’ setback, based on there are 3 roads circling that property,

and there are 3 commercial properties that surround that property. Discussion: Mr. Mawson
states that strict compliance would prevent him from using the property for a permitted
purpose. Mr. Frigmanski disagrees because it is self-created. Does the metion include the
requirement of putting up a fence or a berm? If that is not included, the metien should be for
a 75’ variance.

Amended Motion:

Motion by VanHouten with support from Heilman to approve a variance from the 100°
setback on the south boundary line to a 25’ setback, based on:

1) Unique situation due to road on three sides — does not apply to other prapert:es
in the area.

Strict compliance unreasonably prevents the property owner from using his land
for a permitted purpose - if the 100" is required it would be an-extremely small
building if any. '

The south property is zoned RSF but is not usedas a res:dence The house would
be behind the garage oF @tility building. A}though there are people that oppose
it, the properties on the east and west are zoned C2 and C3, and on the north it is
zoned RA so | den’t think there’s any conflict there;

Would granting this variance result in substantial justice? Yes, I think so. We
have to administer the mles we have fairly. 1f we make him adhere to that just
because oftme line that butts uptoa residential property that is just a pole
building, that would be unreasonab!e

Is the situation self-created? Toapoint, as he wants to build a building larger
than could fit in there.” Fthink we would be helping him to be within the 25’ and
25’ setbacks. :

Roll Call Vote: Mawson: yes, Welch: yes, Frigmanski: no, Heilman: yes, VanHouten: yes.

2)

3)

4)

5)

Yes: 4, No: 1. MOTION CARRIED:

e Such other business as may properly come before the Zoning Board of Appeals: None.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Susan Gerke (1292 Manitou Lane): She came to the meeting to bring up the issue of the Flock
cameras and the Flock camera contract that is up for renewal. Her request is for the contract
not to be renewed as a plea for public safety.

Don Dawson (1945 Archwood Dr.): He is confused about the setback requirements. (The
board explains that he can contact Mr. Shea at a future time for more information.) He does
believe in Flock cameras. He was a law enforcement officer for 33 years and if there are
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restrictions put on officers on how they use it, it is a great tool. If you were a victim of a crime
and that information was used to solve it, that might change your opinion.

Mr. VanHouten: The Veterans Day ceremony will be Saturday, November 7 at 11:00 AM at the
fire station.

Mr. Welch: Regarding officer elections, that needs to be put on the agenda at the first meeting
of next year.

ADJOURNMENT:

Motion by Heilman with support from VanHouten to adjourn at 7:42 PM. All ayes. MOTION
CARRIED

Approved by: Date:
Ron Heilman

Respectfully submitted by:
Betsy Frigmanski, Recording Secretary
October 14, 2026
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