
7275 W. MAIN STREET, KALAMAZOO, MI 49009-9334 
269-216-5220           Fax 375-7180         TDD 375-7198 
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OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS - REGULAR MEETING 

 OSHTEMO TOWNSHIP HALL 
7275 WEST MAIN STREET 

TUESDAY, MAY 27, 2025 
3:00 P.M. 

AGENDA 

1. Call to Order

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Approval of Agenda

4. Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items

5. Approval of Minutes: April 22, 2025

6. Sign Variance: Maple Hill Auto Group (5622 West Main Street  3905-13-180-035)
Zoning Board of Appeals to consider request for a variance to allow seven wall signs where four are
allowed and for an increased sign area over ordinance limits in the C, Local Business District.

7. Other Updates and Business

8. Adjournment

(Meeting will be available for viewing through https://www.publicmedianet.org/gavel-to-gavel/oshtemo-township) 
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OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP  
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS  

MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING HELD APRIL 22, 2025  

Agenda 

Variances: Non-Motorized Facility and Landscaping & Site Plan Review: Blackberry 
Systems (6477 W KL Avenue 3905-23-405-013 
Request for variance from Section 57.90 of the Zoning Ordinance to eliminate the requirement of 
a non-motorized facility. Zoning Board of Appeals also to conduct site plan review of a proposed 
2,100 square foot warehouse building and additions to the existing building. 

A meeting of the Oshtemo Charter Township Zoning Board of Appeals was held Tuesday, April 
22, 2025, beginning at 3:00 p.m.  

MEMBERS PRESENT: Fred Gould  
Harry Jachym, Vice Chair 
Al Smith  
Louis Williams, Chair 
Ron Ver Planck 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Rick Everett 
Dusty Farmer 

Also present were Jodi Stefforia, Planning Director; Colten Hutson, Zoning Administrator; 
Leeanna Harris, Planning and Zoning Administrator; Jim Porter, Township Attorney; and 3 
interested persons.  

CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Chair Williams called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. Those in attendance joined in reciting the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA  

Chair Williams called for approval of the agenda. 

Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the agenda as amended. Mr. Jachym seconded the 
motion. The motion was approved unanimously. 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
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There were no comments regarding non-agenda items. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF MARCH 25, 2025 
 
Chair Williams asked for additions, deletions, or corrections to the Minutes of the meeting held 
on March 25, 2025.   
 
Three changes were noted: Mr. Jachym was not in attendance, Mr. Ver Planck was in attendance, 
and Ms. Harris was in attendance. 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the minutes of the meeting held on March 25, 2025 with 
the noted corrections. Mr. Gould seconded the motion. The motion was approved 
unanimously. 
 
Variances: Non-Motorized Facility and Landscaping & Site Plan Review: Blackberry 
Systems (6477 W KL Avenue 3905-23-405-013) 
 
Ms. Harris presented her staff report dated April 17, 2025, and incorporated herein, regarding site 
plan review for a variance to not be required to construct the non-motorized facility adjacent to S 
9th Street, per Section 57.90 of the Zoning Ordinance; and a variance to not be required to install 
certain landscaping in the greenbelt along the S 9th Street right-of-way, per Section 53.60. 
 
Project Summary 
 
The property owner, Cameron Shields, of Blackberry Systems, is requesting site plan approval 
and two (2) variances. The site currently encompasses two buildings with additions of buildings 
for storage, office, and warehouse uses proposed. The project is planned to be constructed in 
three phases: the 2,100 square footage single story warehouse addition in phase one (2025), the 
1,600 square footage office storage addition in phase two (summer of 2027), and the 800 square 
footage showroom addition in phase three (summer of 2028). The site possesses frontage 
adjacent to S 9th Street and W KL Avenue.   
 
The applicant also requested two variances, which will be presented later in the meeting. 
 
ANALYSIS:  
 
When reviewing the site plan, the general Site Plan Review criteria outlined in Section 64 must 
be considered. 
 
Section 64: Site Plan Review 
 
Zoning:   

Contractor services are considered a permitted use within the I-1: Industrial District.  
6477 W KL Avenue is zoned I-1: Industrial District. Adjacent to the east are other 
industrial uses and to the south is Township-owned property and the Amtrak railway. The 
percentage of land proposed to be covered by buildings is 13.5% and remaining open 
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space is 63.5%. The proposed building and additions are permitted uses within this 
zoning district. All general zoning requirements have been met.  
 

Lot Dimensions:  
The property is approximately 2.63 acres, including rights-of-way, with 298 feet of 
frontage along W KL Avenue and 248 feet of frontage on S 9th Street. Lot size and 
dimensions satisfy requirements.  

 
Setbacks:  

From S 9th Street and W KL Avenue, a 70-foot setback is required. From the eastern side 
yard, a setback of 15 feet is required, due to a 5-foot setback variance that was granted by 
the ZBA at their August 20, 2024 meeting, and a 20-foot setback required from the south 
property line. Setback requirements are satisfied. 

 
Access:  

The property has an established drive from W KL Avenue, and this access is not expected 
to change. All circulation aisle widths meet the minimum required for two-way travel. 
 

Parking:  
There are 25 existing parking spaces on the site, the minimum required for the proposed 
uses on the site. There are also five large spaces proposed for equipment storage near the 
frontage to S 9th Street. 

 
Easements:   

There is a Consumer’s Power easement that spans diagonally across the southwest of the 
site. Staff also suggest, if the non-motorized variance and site plan are approved, that an 
easement be provided to the Township to accommodate future non-motorized 
infrastructure along S 9th Street. 

 
Non-motorized:  

A variance was requested by the applicant to not be required to install the non-motorized 
infrastructure along S 9th Street at this time, per Section 57.90 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
If the variance is not granted, the site plan would need to be revised and administratively 
approved by staff and the non-motorized infrastructure would need to be installed at the 
time of construction. Most access and circulation requirements are satisfied.  

 
Building Information:  

The proposed 2,100 square foot single-story warehouse with a south elevation, to be 
constructed in phase one, is proposed to have a height of 19 feet and have steel siding. 
The approximate 1,600 square foot office addition on the east side of the site, to be 
accomplished in phase two, is proposed to have a height of 15 feet. Both this addition, 
and the approximate 800 square foot addition on the north side of the site to be 
accomplished in phase three which is not proposed to exceed the existing building in 
height, are proposed to match the existing side color and style. 
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Landscaping: 
A variance was requested to not install the two (2) canopy and four (4) understory trees in 
the greenbelt along the S 9th Street right of-way; therefore, these are not currently shown 
on the site plan. Depending on the outcome of the variance request, the site plan would 
need to be revised and administratively approved by staff. There are eight (8) shrubs 
proposed along the parking lot adjacent to S 9th Street. The greenbelt requirements along 
the W KL Avenue right of-way are satisfied with the three (3) canopy trees and six (6) 
understory trees shown on the landscaping plan.  

 
Engineering: 

The Oshtemo Public Works Department reviewed the submission and have provided a 
memo, attached to the packet to be incorporated into the record, regarding the non-
motorized infrastructure along the S 9th Street frontage. Besides their concerns about 
existing grades in the area as it pertains to the construction of a future non-motorized 
facility and the existing stormwater infrastructure, they are satisfied with the site. 

 
Fire Department:  

The Oshtemo Township Fire Marshal has reviewed the proposal and have found the site 
plan to be satisfactory and that it meets code requirements. 
 

Recommendation 
 
Planning Department staff recommend that The Zoning Board of Appeals approve the site plan 
with the following conditions:  
 

• An updated site plan shall be submitted and approved by the Township prior to building 
permit issuance showing the following:  

• A note shall be added to the site plan indicating that the final location of the non-
motorized facility shall be determined by the Township at the time of 
construction.  

• Any additional and necessary changes required due to variance approvals or 
denials.  

• An easement for a future non-motorized facility shall be provided to the Township prior 
to occupancy being granted for the warehouse in phase one. 

 
Chair Williams invited any representatives of the project to come forward and speak. 
 
Mr. Mike Shields, representing Blackberry Systems, addressed the Board regarding the request 
for a landscaping variance. He explained that, due to Consumers Energy previously removing a 
significant number of trees, Blackberry Systems is hesitant to invest in landscaping between the 
parking area and the roadside curb—an area over which they have no control. Mr. Shields noted 
that if assurances could be made that such removals would not occur again, the company would 
be amenable to installing landscaping in that location. 
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Regarding the sidewalk installation, Mr. Shields stated that, at present, there is no connectivity to 
existing pedestrian infrastructure. However, should future connections be established, Blackberry 
Systems would be agreeable to installing sidewalks at that time. 
Chair Williams asked if anyone else wished to speak. Hearing none, no additional comments 
were offered. 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the site plan for 6477 W KL Avenue, including the 
recommendations outlined in the staff report. Mr. Gould seconded the motion. The motion was 
approved unanimously. 
 
Ms. Harris informed the Board that the applicant is requesting two variances. The requested 
variances are from Sections 53.60 and 57.90 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Per section 53.60, the 
applicant is requesting to not be obligated to install certain landscaping in the greenbelt area 
along the S 9th Street right-of-way. The applicant is also requesting relief from Section 57.90 to 
not be obligated to install the 6-foot wide sidewalk along the property’s frontage on S 9th Street. 

 
Section 69: Standards of Variance Review 
The Michigan courts have applied the following principles for a variance, which collectively 
amount to demonstrating a practical difficulty, as follows:  

• Special or unique physical conditions and circumstances exist which are specific to the 
property involved and which are not generally applicable to other properties in the same 
district. 

• Strict compliance with the standard would unreasonably prevent the landowner from 
using the property for a permitted use; or would render conformity to the ordinance 
unnecessarily burdensome.  

• The variance is the minimum necessary to provide substantial justice to the landowner 
and neighbors.  

• The problem is not self-created.  
• Public safety and welfare.  

 
Staff have analyzed the request against these principles and offer the following information to 
the Zoning Board of Appeals: 
 
Standards of Approval of a Nonuse Variance (practical difficulty)  
 
Standard:      Unique Physical Circumstances  
                     Are there unique physical limitations or conditions which prevent compliance?  
 
Comment:    Sidewalk and greenbelt landscaping along S 9th Street – The frontage of the 

property along S 9th Street where non-motorized facilities would be placed is steep 
and construction at this time would present significant grading challenges with 
existing terrain as well as impacts to stormwater infrastructure. Photos were shown 
and are also included in the packet. The same unique physical limitations or 
conditions are present with regard to the greenbelt landscaping along the rights-of-
way with the addition of a Consumers Power easement, shown illustrated on the site 
plan, which would limit the area and the height available to install canopy or 
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understory trees. Shrubs required by the streets right-of way section, intended to 
provide screening to the parking lot, are still being provided on the site plan. 

 
Standard:      Conformance Unnecessarily Burdensome  
 Are reasonable options for compliance available?  
 Does reasonable use of the property exist with denial of the variance?  
 
Comment:  Sidewalk along S 9th Street – It would be unreasonable to require a sidewalk to be 

installed that does not connect to another non-motorized facility nearby. Given the 
recent changes in the law, constructing a ‘sidewalk to nowhere’ violates the new 
Public Right-Of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) statute. Additionally, as 
a part of the Comprehensive Master Plan which is underway, a close look will be 
taken at the non-motorized transportation plan and recommendations for revisions 
will arise with the completion and implementation. 

 
 Greenbelt landscaping along S 9th Street – It could be argued that there are 

reasonable options for compliance. The applicant is requesting not to be required to 
install the two (2) canopy and four (4) understory trees along the S 9th Street 
frontage in the greenbelt area and just install shrubs along the parking area. The 
applicant indicated in their narrative that plantings to satisfy this requirement were 
provided with past site plan reviews but were removed by Consumers Energy due to 
the restrictions of the easement, which indicates no trees are allowed to be in this 
area. This, coupled with the unique topography, could make conformance with the 
ordinance challenging.  

 
 To honor the intent of the ordinance and the restrictions of the easement, staff 

recommend the ZBA consider reducing the requirements by half, requiring one (1) 
canopy and two (2) understory trees, or a substitution of low-growing shrubs or 
other understory trees, to be located outside of the easement area. 

 
Standard: Minimum Necessary for Substantial Justice Applied to both applicant as well as to 

other property owners in district. Review past decisions of the ZBA for consistency 
(precedence). 

 
Comment:   In researching past ZBA decisions regarding variance relief from the non-motorized 

facilities requirements of Section 57.90 and Section 53.60 of the Zoning Ordinance, 
Planning Department staff were able to identify similar requests where these 
Ordinance requirements were considered, but there no decisions regarding variance 
relief from the greenbelt canopy and understory trees entirely found. A summary of 
these findings is available in the staff report included in the packet.  

 
Standard:  Self-Created Hardship  

Are the conditions or circumstances which resulted in the variance request created 
by actions of the applicant or a previous owner? 
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Comment: Sidewalk along S 9th Street – The applicant’s request for relief to not be obligated 
to install the subject non-motorized infrastructure is what is causing the variance 
request. However, it could be argued that this request is not entirely self-created 
given the parcel’s frontage along the east side of S 9th Street does not support non-
motorized infrastructure at this time. Prior to an amendment to the Zoning 
Ordinance in 2021, the applicant would have been able to consent to a Special 
Assessment District and would not have to come forward with this request.  

 
 Greenbelt landscaping along S 9th Street – The applicant’s request for a variance 

to not install any trees along the frontage could be considered self-created. 
However, it should be noted that the property owner did not create the existing 
conditions along the S 9th Street road frontage, nor did they create the large 
easement that runs diagonally across the property that prohibits trees to be installed 
in this area. These, as well as the constructability issues and grading challenges, are 
not man-made. 

 
Standard: Public Safety and Welfare  
 Will the variance request negatively impact the health, safety, and welfare of 

others? 
 
Comment: Sidewalk and greenbelt landscaping along S 9th Street – It is not expected that 

these variance requests would negatively impact the health, safety, or welfare of 
others.  

 
POSSIBLE ACTIONS  
The Zoning Board of Appeals may take the following possible actions:  

• Motion to approve as requested (conditions may be attached) 
• Motion to approve with an alternate variance relief (conditions may be attached)  
• Motion to deny  

 
The motion should include the findings of fact relevant to the requested variance. Based on the 
staff analysis, the following findings of fact were shared and in the staff report included in the 
packet:  
 

• Support of variance approval for the sidewalk along S 9th Street –  
o There are unique physical circumstances that prevent strict compliance with the 

Zoning Ordinance.  
o Conformance to the Ordinance is unnecessarily burdensome.  
o Minimum necessary for substantial justice is met.  
o The request is not entirely self-created. o It is not expected that the variance request 

would negatively impact the health, safety, or welfare of the public. 
 

•  Support of variance denial for the sidewalk along S 9th Street – 
o  The applicant’s request to have the sidewalk requirement waived can be considered 

as a self created hardship.  
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• Support of variance approval for the greenbelt landscaping along S 9th Street – 
o There are unique physical circumstances that prevent strict compliance with the 

Zoning Ordinance.  
o The request is not entirely self-created. o It is not expected that the variance request 

would negatively impact the health, safety, or welfare of the public. 
 

• Support of variance denial for the greenbelt along S 9th Street –  
o The applicant’s request to have certain landscaping in the greenbelt along the S 9th 

Street right of-way be waived can be considered as a self-created hardship. 
o Conformance to the Ordinance is not unnecessarily burdensome.  
o Minimum necessary for substantial justice is not met. 

 
Possible motions for the Zoning Board of Appeals to consider include: 
 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals denies the variance request from 53.60, but approves the  
variance from Section 57.90 with the condition that:  
a. The applicant consents to a Special Assessment District for a future non-motorized      

facility.  
b. An easement for a future non-motorized facility shall be provided to the Township prior to 

occupancy being granted for the warehouse in phase one. 
 

2. The Zoning Board of Appeals approves the variance from Section 53.60 as requested but 
denies the variance request from Section 57.90. 

 
 3. The Zoning Board of Appeals approves alternate variance relief from Section 53.60, 

requiring a reduced number of plantings along the S 9th Street right-of-way in the greenbelt 
area, but denies the variance request from Section 57.90.  

 
 4. The Zoning Board of Appeals consider approving alternate variance relief from Section 

53.60, requiring a reduced number of plantings along the S 9th Street right-of-way in the 
greenbelt area, and consider approving the variance from Section 57.90 with the following 
conditions: 
a. The applicant consents to a Special Assessment District for a future non-motorized 

facility. 
b. An easement for a future non-motorized facility shall be provided to the Township prior 

to occupancy being granted for the warehouse in phase one. 
 

5. The Zoning Board of Appeals approves both variance requests as requested from Section 
53.60 and Section 57.90 with the condition that: 
a. The applicant consents to a Special Assessment District for a future non-motorized 

facility.  
b. An easement for a future non-motorized facility shall be provided to the Township prior to 

occupancy being granted for the warehouse in phase one. 
 
6. The Zoning Board of Appeals denies both the variance requests as requested from Section 

53.60 and Section 57.90. 
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Mr. Smith requested clarification regarding the variance requests. Ms. Harris confirmed that one 
pertains to the greenbelt landscaping requirements, and the other relates to the requirement to 
install non-motorized infrastructure along S 9th Street. 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion to support the request for a variance from the requirement to install a 
non-motorized facility along S 9th Street. He amended the motion to include the conditions 
recommended by staff and that the applicant consents to the establishment of a Special 
Assessment District for a future non-motorized facility. 
 
In support of the motion, Mr. Smith stated that the subject property possesses unique physical 
characteristics that make compliance with the zoning ordinance exceptionally difficult. He noted 
that strict adherence would result in a sidewalk that leads to no connected infrastructure—
essentially a “pathway to nowhere.” He further emphasized that the hardship was not self-created 
by the property owner and that granting the variance would not adversely affect public health or 
safety. 
 
Mr. Smith made a motion to support the request for a variance from the greenbelt landscaping 
requirements. He amended the motion to include the conditions recommended by staff. 
 
In support of the motion, Mr. Smith referenced prior actions by Consumers Energy, noting that 
trees planted in the area had previously been removed and may be removed again, even if 
planted outside the easement. He reiterated that the property has unique physical characteristics 
rendering compliance with the zoning ordinance impractical. He emphasized that the hardship 
was not self-created and that approval of the variance would not negatively impact health or 
safety. 
 
Mr. Gould seconded both motions as presented.  The motions were passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Gould inquired about potential changes that would enable staff to administratively approve 
more requests. Ms. Stefforia responded that this matter is currently under consideration; 
however, the completion of the Master Plan including a new Non-Motorized Plan should be in 
place before moving forward with such a change. 
 
OTHER UPDATES AND BUSINESS  
 
There were none.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, Chair Williams adjourned the meeting at 3:30 p.m.  
 
Minutes Prepared: April 24, 2025 
Minutes Approved: 
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May 22, 2025 
 
Mtg Date:   May 27, 2025 
 
To:  Oshtemo Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
 
From:  Leeanna Harris, Zoning Administrator 
  
Applicant: Jason Headley, RWL Signs  
  
Owner:  Maple Hill Leaseholds, LLC 
 
Property: 5622 West Main Street, Parcel Number 05-13-180-035 
  
Zoning:  C: Local Business District 
 
Request: Requesting Two Sign Variances for a New Wall Sign 
 
Section(s): Section 55.80 – Commercial and Office Use Districts 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
OVERVIEW:  
RWL Signs, on behalf of Maple Hill 
Leaseholds, LLC, is requesting two sign 
variances pertaining to new on site 
wall signage for the property located 
at 5622 West Main Street.  
 
The approximate 5-acre site is located 
on the north side of West Main Street, 
east of US-131, and has road frontage 
adjacent to West Main Street and 
Maple Hill Drive. The site currently 
serves as a new and used car sales lot 
and is zoned C: Local Business District. 
On the building’s south elevation, 
along West Main Street, there is 
approximately 185 square feet of sign 
area. On the east elevation, along 
Maple Hill Drive, there is 
approximately 101 square feet of sign 
area. Visuals of both elevations are 
attached.  
 
Section 55.80 of the zoning ordinance governs the use, area, type, height, and number of signs allowed 
for commercial land uses, including for automobile sales. Both variance requests are for relief from this 
section.  
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Oshtemo Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
Maple Hill Leaseholds, LLC – Sign Variance 
05/27/2025 ∙ Page 2 

 

For Request A, the applicant is requesting a variance to establish a total of 205 square feet (a variance of 
9 square feet) of wall sign area on the south elevation of the building to allow a new 20.47 square foot 
“Genesis” wall sign. The maximum sign area is determined by allowing one (1) square foot for each foot 
in length or height (whichever is greater) of the wall to which it is affixed. Since this wall is 196 feet in 
length, only up to 196 square feet in area would be permitted per code. Multiple signs are allowed to be 
placed on the same wall provided the combined square footage and number do not exceed what is 
allowed. The east elevation currently has approximately 101 square feet of existing sign area.   
 
For Request B, the applicant is requesting a variance in order to allow seven wall signs, while the 
Ordinance allows for a total four signs. A deviation was granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals in 2015 
for six signs, where only four were allowed.  
 
STANDARDS OF REVIEW - STAFF ANALYSIS 
The Michigan courts have applied the following principles for a dimensional variance, which collectively 
amount to demonstrating a practical difficulty, as follows: 

• Special or unique physical conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the property 
involved and which are not generally applicable to other properties in the same district. 

• Strict compliance with the standard would unreasonably prevent the landowner from using the 
property for a permitted use; or would render conformity to the ordinance unnecessarily 
burdensome. 

• The variance is the minimum necessary to provide substantial justice to the landowner and 
neighbors. 

• The problem is not self-created. 
• Public safety and welfare. 

 
STANDARDS OF APPROVAL OF A NONUSE VARIANCE (PRACTICAL DIFFICULTY): 
The applicant has provided a letter of intent for their request. This letter is attached to this report. Staff’s 
review against these criteria is provided below. Request A is to allow a total of 205 square feet in sign 
area where 196 square feet in sign area is allowed. Request B is to allow seven wall signs, where four wall 
signs are allowed. 
 
Standard: Unique Physical Circumstances 

Are there unique physical limitations or conditions which prevent compliance? 
 
Comment: It could be argued that there are not unique physical limitations or circumstances that are 

peculiar to the property involved that would not be generally applicable to other 
properties in the C: Local Business District.  

 
  Request A (sign area): The conditions that prevent compliance are the existing cumulative 

sign area (185 square feet) and the total linear wall length of the south elevation (196 
feet). There is still 11 square feet of signage before the allowance would be exceeded.  

 
  The east elevation can accommodate additional signage - approximately 74 square feet.  
 
  Request B (number of signs): The condition that limits compliance with the ordinance is 

the number of signs currently existing on the south elevation and only four being allowed. 
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Oshtemo Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
Maple Hill Leaseholds, LLC – Sign Variance 
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Six signs currently exist on the building, with the variance request to allow seven. Four 
signs exist on the south elevation and two signs exist on the east elevation. 

 
Standard: Conformance Unnecessarily Burdensome 

Are reasonable options for compliance available? 
Does reasonable use of the property exist with denial of the variance? 
 

Comment: It could be argued that there are reasonable options for compliance available and that 
reasonable use of the property does exist with the denial of the variance. 

 
  Request A: The building’s south elevation is 196 feet long. Currently having 185 square 

feet of signage, an additional 11 square feet would be allowed. Although this is not 
enough to cover the proposed 20.47 square foot “Genesis” sign, it could be argued that 
there are reasonable options while still in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.  

 
  It could be reasonable to install the signage on the east elevation instead (facing Maple 

Hill Drive, rather than West Main Street) if the requirement is to have the brands 
displayed on the building. Or, considering the new Subaru dealership planned at 6565 
West Main Street, removing the associated signage from this building would allow the 
“Genesis” sign to be installed without the variance.  

 
  If the variance were denied, the applicant would have to propose signage that meets 

Ordinance requirements, not allowing any signage beyond 196 square feet on the south 
elevation.  

 
  Reasonable options for compliance exist and reasonable use of the property would exist 

with denial of the variance.  

  Request B: The Zoning Ordinance allows four signs, while six were allowed with a 2015 
deviation request. It could be argued that there are reasonable options for compliance in 
the same sense as above, that signs could be removed when the Subaru dealership at 
6565 West Main Street is established, allowing the additional signage to be installed 
without the variance. Reasonable use of the property would also still exist.  

• Discuss if the location of the signage is flexible (installing on the east elevation, rather 
than the south) AND/OR discuss whether to add a condition requiring the “Subaru” 
signs be removed with the establishment of the new Subaru dealership at 6565 West 
Main Street.  

 
Standard: Minimum Necessary for Substantial Justice 

Applied to both applicant as well as to other property owners in district. 
Review past decisions of the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) for consistency (precedence). 

Comment: In researching past ZBA decisions regarding sign relief for commercial properties, Planning 
Department staff were not able to identify any similar requests to Request A for an 
increased wall sign area and one request to Request B for an increased number of wall 
signs. A summary of these findings is described below.  
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Oshtemo Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
Maple Hill Leaseholds, LLC – Sign Variance 
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Request A: No similar requests were identified where the property is commercial, there 
are existing wall signs, and additional square footage was allowed to exceed the 
allowable area.  

Most commercial deviations/variances were for one wall sign to exceed the allowance 
due to distance from the road, architectural details, etc.  

Request B: Maple Hill Leaseholds, LLC, 5622 West Main Street, May 26, 2015:  

Sign Art, Inc. requested a sign deviation to allow six wall signs, while four wall signs were 
allowed by Ordinance. The applicant wanted to maintain the existing number of signs on 
the property, which was six at the time. The applicant also noted similar reasons and 
requirements for needing signage for each car brand on the site. This request was 
following renovations at Maple Hill Auto where the subject building was separated from 
an addition by a fire wall and was interpreted by staff to be two separate buildings, 
allowing six signs to be installed. Once this fire wall was removed during the 
renovations, the allowance was removed and set at four signs per building. The request 
was to maintain the six signs that were allowed before. The Zoning Board of Appeals 
unanimously approved the request.  

 
Standard: Self-Created Hardship 

Are the conditions or circumstances which resulted in the variance request created by 
actions of the applicant? 

Comment: Requests A & B: The request could be considered a self-created hardship as it is the 
applicant’s desire to add a new 20.47 square foot sign that exceeds both the maximum 
sign area, and the number of signs allowed for the building. The applicant did state that a 
manufacturer requirement for a wall sign for the “Genesis,” car brand is the reason for 
the request.  

 
Standard: Public Safety and Welfare 
  Will the variance request negatively impact the health, safety, and welfare of others? 

Comment: Requests A & B: Allowing for increased sign area and an additional wall sign would not be 
expected to negatively impact the health, safety, or welfare of others as it would not be 
intrusive to motorists or any of the surrounding properties.  

 
 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

The Zoning Board of Appeals may take the following possible actions: 
• Motion to approve as requested (conditions may be attached) 
• Motion to approve with an alternate variance relief (conditions may be attached) 
• Motion to deny 

 
The motion should include the findings of fact relevant to the requested variance. Based on the staff 
analysis, the following findings of fact are presented: 
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Oshtemo Township Zoning Board of Appeals 
Maple Hill Leaseholds, LLC – Sign Variance 
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• Support of variance approval for Request A (sign area) 

o Public health, safety, and welfare will be secured. 
o The request may not be considered a self-created hardship since it is a requirement 

from the “Genesis” car brand to have adequate signage. 
 

• Support of variance denial for Request A (sign area) 
o There are not unique physical limitations or circumstances that are peculiar to the 

property involved that would not be generally applicable to other properties in the C: 
Local Business District. 

o Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance is not unnecessarily burdensome as 
reasonable use of the property would still exist if the variance is denied and 
reasonable options for compliance are available. 

o Minimum necessary for substantial justice is not satisfied. Similar requests were not 
identified where the requests were granted.  

o The request could be considered a hardship that is self-created, as it is the applicant’s 
desire to add a new sign that exceeds the total maximum sign area allowed on the 
building’s south elevation per code. The applicant could relocate the wall sign and 
mount it on the building’s east elevation while still achieving compliance with sign 
area requirements or remove an existing wall sign. 

 
• Support of variance approval for Request B (number of signs) 

o There is minimum necessary for substantial justice as a previous request was 
identified where an additional number of signage was allowed beyond what the 
Zoning Ordinance would allow.  

o Public health, safety, and welfare will be secured. 
o The request may not be considered a self-created hardship since it is a requirement 

from the “Genesis” car brand to have signage. 
 

• Support of variance denial for Request B (number of signs) 
o There are not unique physical limitations or circumstances that are peculiar to the 

property involved that would not be generally applicable to other properties in the C: 
Local Business District. 

o Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance is not unnecessarily burdensome as 
reasonable use of the property would still exist if the variance is denied and 
reasonable options for compliance are available. 

o The request could be considered a hardship that is self-created, as it is the applicant’s 
desire to add a new sign that exceeds the total number of wall signs allowed per code 
instead of removing an existing sign.  
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Possible motions for the Zoning Board of Appeals to consider include: 
 
Request A 
1. Variance Approval 

The Zoning Board of Appeals approves the variance request due to the request not being considered 
a self-created hardship and approval will not negatively impact the health, safety, and welfare of the 
public. 

 
2. Variance Denial 

The Zoning Board of Appeals denies the variance request as there are not unique physical 
circumstances or limitations, conformance with code requirements is not unnecessarily burdensome, 
minimum necessary for substantial justice is not satisfied, and the need for the variance could be 
considered a self-created hardship. 

 
Request B 
1. Variance Approval 

The Zoning Board of Appeals approves the variance request due to the minimum necessary for 
substantial justice being satisfied, the request could not be considered a self-created hardship, and 
approval will not negatively impact the health, safety, and welfare of the public. 

 
2. Variance Denial 

The Zoning Board of Appeals denies the variance request as there are not unique physical 
circumstances or limitations, conformance with code requirements is not unnecessarily burdensome, 
and the need for the variance could be considered a self-created hardship. 

 
 

Attachments: Application, Letter of Intent, Existing Signage, Sign Graphics, and Minutes for Substantial 
Justice 
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