
7275 W. MAIN STREET, KALAMAZOO, MI 49009-9334 
269-216-5220           Fax 375-7180         

www.oshtemo.org 

OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

OSHTEMO TOWNSHIP HALL 
7275 WEST MAIN STREET 

THURSDAY, JUNE 12, 2025 
6:00 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: May 22, 2025 Meeting  (packet page 3)

6. Special Exception Use: Nelson Home Occupation (2100 S 4th Street, Parcel 3905-29-280-016)
From Table of May 22, 2025   (packet page 15)
Planning Commission to conduct special exception use review of a home occupation occurring in two 
accessory buildings where the occupation is providing private golf and softball lessons.

7. Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments (MUD, PUD, Adult Foster Care, Non-Motorized, Temp Events)
(packet page 95)
Planning Commission to review draft one of proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments to the Mixed Use 
District and unrelated amendments regarding adult foster care and similar facilities in the residential 
districts, planned unit development, temporary events and requirement for non-motorized facilities.

8. Public Comment

9. Other Updates and Business
a. Cancel June 26, 2025 meeting

10. Adjournment

(Meeting will be available for viewing through https://www.publicmedianet.org/gavel-to-gavel/oshtemo-township) 
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Oshtemo Township Board of Trustees 

Supervisor 

Cheri Bell 
Clerk 

Dusty Farmer 

Treasurer 

Clare Buszka 

Trustees 

Kristin Cole 

Zak Ford 

Michael Chapman

216-5220 cbell@oshtemo.org

216-5224 dfarmer@oshtemo.org 

216-5260 cbuszka@oshtemo.org 

760-6769
375-4260

271-5513

Township Department Information 

Assessor: 

Kristine Biddle 

Fire Chief: 

Greg McComb 

Ordinance Enforcement: 

Alan Miller
Parks Director: 

Vanessa Street
Rental Info 

Planning Director: 

Jodi Stefforia
Public Works Director: 

Anna Horner 

216-5225 

375-0487 

216-5230

assessor@oshtemo.org 

gmccomb@oshtemo.org 

amiller@oshtemo.org

216-5233 
216-5224 

vstreet@oshtemo.org 
oshtemo@oshtemo.org 

jstefforia@oshtemo.org

216-5228 ahorner@oshtemo.org 

Policy for Public Comment 
Township Board Regular Meetings, Planning Commission & ZBA Meetings 

All public comment shall be received during one of the following portions of the Agenda of an open meeting: 

a. Citizen Comment on Non-Agenda Items or Public Comment – while this is not intended to be a forum for

dialogue and/or debate, if a citizen inquiry can be answered succinctly and briefly, it will be addressed or it may

be delegated to the appropriate Township Official or staff member to respond at a later date. More complicated

questions can be answered during Township business hours through web contact, phone calls, email

(oshtemo@oshtemo.org), walk-in visits, or by appointment.

b. After an agenda item is presented by staff and/or an applicant, public comment will be invited. At the close of
public comment there will be Board discussion prior to call for a motion. While comments that include questions
are important, depending on the nature of the question, whether it can be answered without further research,
and the relevance to the agenda item at hand, the questions may not be discussed during the Board deliberation
which follows.

Anyone wishing to make a comment will be asked to come to the podium to facilitate the audio/visual 
capabilities of the meeting room. Speakers will be invited to provide their name, but it is not required. 

All public comment offered during public hearings shall be directed, and relevant, to the item of business on 
which the public hearing is being conducted. Comment during the Public Comment Non-Agenda Items may be 
directed to any issue. 

All public comment shall be limited to four (4) minutes in duration unless special permission has been granted in 
advance by the Supervisor or Chairperson of the meeting. 

Public comment shall not be repetitive, slanderous, abusive, threatening, boisterous, or contrary to the orderly 
conduct of business. The Supervisor or Chairperson of the meeting shall terminate any public comment which 
does not follow these guidelines. 

(adopted 5/9/2000) 
(revised 5/14/2013) 
(revised 1/8/2018) 

Questions and concerns are welcome outside of public meetings during Township Office hours through phone calls, 
stopping in at the front desk, by email, and by appointment. The customer service counter is open from Monday- 
Thursday, 8 a.m.-1 p.m. and 2-5 p.m., and on Friday, 8 a.m.–1 p.m. Additionally, questions and concerns are 
accepted at all hours through the website contact form found at www.oshtemo.org, email, postal service, and 
voicemail. Staff and elected official contact information is provided below. If you do not have a specific person to 
contact, please direct your inquiry to oshtemo@oshtemo.org and it will be directed to the appropriate person. 

Neil Sikora

375-4260

nsikora@oshtemo.org

kcole@oshtemo.org 

zford@oshtemo.org 

mchapman@oshtemo.org

375-4260
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OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD MAY 22, 2025 
 
 
Special Exception Use: Nelson Home Occupation (2100 S 4th Street, Parcel 3905-29-280-
016) 
 
Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments Public Hearings 
 
 
A meeting of the Oshtemo Charter Township Planning Commission was held Thursday, May 22, 
2025, commencing at 6:00 p.m. at the Oshtemo Township Hall, 7275 West Main Street. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Deb Everett, Vice Chair 

Scot Jefferies  
Scott Makohn  
Alistair Smith  
Jeremiah Smith (arrived at 6:30 p.m.) 
 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Michael Chapman, Township Board Liaison  
Philip Doorlag, Chair  

 
 
Also present were Jodi Stefforia, Planning Director; James Porter, Township Attorney; Colten 
Hutson, Zoning Administrator, Leeanna Harris, Planning and Zoning Administrator; Jennifer 
Wood, Recording Secretary; and approximately 13 interested persons. 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
  
Vice Chair Everett called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. Those in attendance joined in reciting 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Vice Chair Everett inquired if there were any changes to the agenda. There were none.  
 
The agenda stands as published. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Vice Chair Everett inquired if anyone present wished to speak on non-agenda items.  
 
One person came forward to speak. 
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APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MAY 8, 2025 
 
Vice Chair Everett asked for additions, deletions, or corrections to the minutes of the meeting on 
May 8, 2025.  
 
Mr. A. Smith made a motion to approve the Minutes of the Meeting of May 8, 2025, with the 
correction as identified. Mr. Jefferies seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE: NELSON HOME OCCUPATION (2100 S 4TH STREET, 
PARCEL 3905-29-280-016) 
 
Ms. Harris presented her staff report, dated May 15, 2025, which is hereby incorporated into the 
record. The applicants, Bill and Jaymie Nelson, are requesting special use approval to establish a 
golf and softball operation as a home occupation within two (2) existing accessory buildings at 
their property, located at 2100 S 4th Street. The subject site is within the RR: Rural Residential 
zoning designation. 
 
The subject 10-acre property is located on the west side of S 4th Street, north of W M Avenue 
and south of W L Avenue. An aerial map was shown.  
 
For purposes of this report, the accessory buildings will be referred to as A and B. Building A is 
approximately 3,600 square feet, with 720 square feet to be utilized for softball instruction, and 
building B is approximately 2,000 square feet, with 220 square feet to be utilized for golf 
instruction. The total square footage proposed to be used is 940 square feet. The operations are 
proposed to take place for five hours on weekdays, and for 12 hours on the weekends and during 
the summer, with staggered appointment times. Those coming to the site for instruction would 
utilize informal areas adjacent to the accessory buildings for parking. 
 
ANALYSIS 
Home occupations are a permitted use in the RR: Rural Residential district subject to the 
regulations in Section 48.60 of the Zoning Ordinance. If the use satisfies the criteria in Section 
48.60, no approvals from a reviewing body are necessary. However, if the home occupation 
departs from these criteria, the applicant may request a Special Exception Use approval from the 
Planning Commission pursuant to Section 49.120 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
In this instance, the home occupation criteria in Section 48.60 do not allow for accessory 
buildings to be used as part of a home occupation. However, Section 49.120 of the Zoning 
Ordinance allows the use of accessory building for a home occupation as a consideration through 
the Special Exception Use process, provided that all other requirements are met.  
 
When reviewing a Special Exception Use, there are two sets of criteria that must be considered: 
the general Special Use criteria in Section 65.30 and the specific requirements for the use 
outlined in Section 49.120. 
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Section 65.30: Special Use Review Criteria  
A. Master Plan/Zoning Ordinance: The proposed use will be consistent with the 

purpose and intent of the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance, including the district 
in which the use is located.  
Currently, the Future Land Use Map identifies this area as Rural Residential, consistent 
with current zoning. The forthcoming Place Types map of the 2025 Master Plan identifies 
this area as Countryside Residential.  
 
Home occupations that are incidental and subordinate to a residential use, blend into 
residential neighborhoods, and fall within an acceptable threshold of nonresidential 
activity are a permitted use. From a zoning perspective, a home occupation use can be 
consistent with the Zoning Ordinance.  
 

B. Site Plan Review: The Site Plan Review Criteria of Section 64  
An engineered site plan is not required for a special use review of this nature and no 
exterior changes are proposed to be made in relation to the site. However, the applicant 
provided a floor plan for both of the barns and a site plan which provides a general layout 
of the buildings’ interiors and the site’s exterior, included in the packet starting on page 
48. Building A is approximately 3,500 square feet while building B is approximately 
2,000 square feet. Development standards, such as required setbacks and lot coverage 
requirements, have been satisfied.  

 
C. Impacts:  

Impacts are evaluated on if it is compatible, are there adverse effects, and is it detrimental 
to the area.  
 
A. The proposed use would be compatible, harmonious and appropriate with the existing 

or planned character and uses of adjacent properties; meaning the proposed use can 
coexist with neighboring uses in a stable fashion over time such that no neighboring 
use is unduly negatively impacted. 
 
The proposed home occupation use may be allowed as a special exception use within 
the RR: Rural Residential District when certain criteria in 48.60 are not satisfied. This 
area of the Township is rural, consisting of parcels containing single-family homes, 
large agricultural parcels, and the Wendalyn Woods plat nearby. 

 
Although the home occupation is expected to occur within already existing accessory 
buildings on site, it can be argued that the use is not compatible, harmonious, or 
appropriate with the existing or planned character and uses of adjacent properties.  
 
Evaluate the proposal while also considering that the operation existed in building A, 
which was built without receiving any building permit, and in both building A and 
building B prior to an application for special exception use approval to the Planning 
Commission. The operation was brought to our attention through a complaint about 
the traffic being generated. As such, the Oshtemo Township Building Official issued a 
stop work order for Building A, included in the packet. A building permit will need to 
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be properly issued by the Oshtemo Township Building Department regardless of 
whether the Planning Commission approves or denies the request (the necessary 
permit has been sought). 

• Consider whether allowing a home occupation of this intensity would be 
compatible, harmonious, and/or appropriate with the neighboring land uses 
and the Rural Residential character of the area. 
 

B. Potentially adverse effects arising from the proposed use on adjacent properties 
would be minimized through the provision of adequate parking, the placement 
of buildings, structures and entrances, as well as the location of screening, 
fencing, landscaping, buffers or setbacks.  
One of the two buildings to be utilized was constructed without building permits and 
the building permit is being withheld until action from the Planning Commission. 
Building A is approximately 47 feet from the southern property line, while building B 
is approximately 45 feet away from the same property line.  
 
An unpermitted driveway was also discovered during a site inspection and will need 
to be removed, according to the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County policies. 
Adequate space for informal parking near the barns is expected to be utilized. 

• Assuming the unpermitted second driveway is removed, consider whether the 
setbacks, which meet setback requirements for residential accessory buildings, 
would minimize the adverse effects to adjacent properties. 

 
C. The proposed use would not be detrimental, hazardous, or disturbing to existing or 

future adjacent uses or to the public welfare by reason of excessive traffic, noise, 
smoke, odors, glare, or visual clutter. The proposed use could be considered 
disturbing to existing or future adjacent occupants due to the nature of the operation 
described. Operation hours are proposed from 3:00 pm to 8:00 pm on weekdays (5 
hours a day) and 8:00 am to 8:00 pm (12 hours a day) on weekends and during the 
summer. The applicants did specify that appointments would be staggered to mitigate 
some of the traffic and have shielded the existing lighting on the property to mitigate 
light trespass onto neighboring properties. It should be noted that this operation was 
brought to the attention of the Planning Commission by a complaint filed due to the 
traffic.  

• Consider whether the proposed home occupation would be detrimental or 
disturbing to existing or future neighboring uses or to the public by means of 
traffic in excess of what is anticipated at a residence. 

• Consider the proposed hours of operation; discuss with the applicant and 
determine if reducing them would make the use more compatible with this 
residential area. 
 

D. Environment: The natural features of the subject property shall only be cleared or 
altered to the extent necessary to accommodate site design elements, particularly 
where the natural features assist in preserving the general character of the area.  
The subject site is currently developed with a single-family home and the subject 
accessory buildings. No additional clearing is expected to occur to accommodate the 
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home occupation. For these reasons, staff do not find that the proposed home occupation 
use will have a detrimental impact on the natural features in preserving the general 
character of the area. 
 

E. Public Facilities: Adequate public and/or private infrastructure and services already 
exist or would be provided, and will safeguard the health, safety, and general 
welfare of the public.  
The home is adequately serviced by public and private utilities. There was no indication 
of any sanitary facilities within the accessory buildings on the floor plans provided by the 
applicants. The proposed home occupation would not create any burden on infrastructure.  
 

F. Specific Use Requirements: Section 49.120  
See evaluation under Section 49.120. 
 
Section 49.120: Home Occupation   
A. The Planning Commission may authorize as a Special Use, a home occupation which 

departs from the criteria stated in Section 48.60.A.2, 4, and/or 6; provided, however, 
that any home occupation so authorized shall meet the following conditions:  

 
1. All other criteria stated in Section 48.60.A. shall be met.  

All other requirements stated in Section 48.60.A have been met. The proposed 
home occupation will be operated entirely within enclosed structured, will be 
conducted by the people occupying the premises, no goods are expected to be sold 
from the premises that are not strictly incidental to the home occupation (such as 
golf clubs or other golf related equipment sold to individuals taking a lesson), and 
there will be no outdoor storage, or display. There will be no exterior evidence to 
indicate the presence of the home occupation. No commercial vehicles will be 
entering or leaving the property. 

 
2. All applications for Special Use shall include a statement setting forth a 

detailed description of the proposed Home Occupation(s), its location, and 
purpose(s) for which the proposed or existing accessory building, if any, will 
be used.  
A use statement has been provided outlining the proposed home occupation. 
Requirement satisfied.  

 
3. The number of nonresident employees working on-site cannot exceed one (1)   

at any time.  
The applicants specified that there will be no non-resident employees working on-
site. Requirement satisfied. 

 
4. Operation of a Home Occupation within a completely-enclosed accessory 

building subject to Site Plan review and approval by the Planning 
Commission and the following limitations:  
For properties three acres or more, the area of accessory building that can be 
utilized for a home occupation is up to 1,200 square feet. At 940 square feet, the 
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size satisfies these requirements. The remaining requirements of this section are 
also satisfied. 
 

B. To ensure harmonious relationships and to minimize conflicts between adjacent uses, 
the Planning Commission shall consider the characteristics of the proposed Home 
Occupation and/or accessory building in relation to the following: the purpose and 
intent of this Ordinance, size of property, size of dwelling, proposed location on the 
property, existing land uses in area, and future land uses as reflected in the Master 
Land Use Plan. 

 
This information has been presented in the attached packet along with the letter of 
intent and supplemental documentation submitted by the applicants.  
 
The Planning Commission may attach requirements to such Home Occupation and 
accessory building when it deems necessary to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts on 
surrounding properties which may include, but is not limited to, a reduction in the 
size of the building and increased setback requirements. 
 
The Planning Commission may elect to add or amend the conditions of approval. The 
Planning Commission may, for example, find that the use is appropriate if the 
operation hours are limited. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Planning Department staff recommend that the Planning Commission review the information 
included in the staff report and attachments, with attention to the Special Use criteria, have an 
open dialogue with the applicants, consider the public comment, and make a motion on the 
special use request to establish a golf and softball operation as a home occupation within the two 
(2) existing accessory buildings located at 2100 S 4th Street by approving, approving with 
conditions, or denying the request. 
 
If the Planning Commission finds that the site plan request is supported, the following conditions 
are suggested by Township staff: 
 

1) The golf and softball instruction shall be conducted only in the existing accessory 
buildings on site. At no point shall that operation utilize more than 1,200 square feet in 
area within the accessory buildings.  

2) All other requirements stated within Section 48.60.A of the Township Ordinance shall be 
met at all times. If any complaints are received and verified by the Township regarding 
the subject home occupation that violate the other requirements of Sections 48.60 or 
49.120 or exceed what was specifically mentioned in this report, this approval will be 
voided; the home occupation will cease immediately and become an Ordinance 
Enforcement matter to resolve.  

3) The unpermitted driveway shall be coordinated with the Road Commission of Kalamazoo 
County and be removed as required by RCKC policies.  

4) A building permit shall be properly issued by the Oshtemo Township Building 
Department for building A.  
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5) The home occupation shall only operate in the approved operation hours.  
6)  Any sales that occur on the property must be incidental to the home occupation and shall 

not be made to members of the public not receiving instruction.  
 

Vice Chair Everett asked the Commissioners if they had any questions for staff.  
 
Mr. Makon inquired if there were any facilities for the public to use at either of the buildings. 
Ms. Harris advised that there is no indication of any on the applicants’ plans.  
 
Vice Chair Everett invited the applicant to speak. 
 
The applicants Mr. Bill Nelson and Mrs. Jaymie Nelson thanked the Commission for the 
opportunity to speak and spoke in support of the Special Use approval. Mr. Nelson explained that 
they initially contacted the Township regarding the plan to build a storage building, but the 
project has since changed from the original concept. They were unaware that additional 
permitting would be required for the revised use. 
 
Mrs. Nelson clarified that the hours of operation would be limited and flexible, generally not 
exceeding 10 hours per week. The barn structure has been reconfigured so that only one section 
will be used for the proposed activity. Operations will be conducted by either the applicant or 
their spouse, but never both at the same time. 
 
To address concerns raised, the applicants stated they will improve visibility of the house number 
and provide clearer direction for traffic flow and parking. They are also aware of issues related to 
exterior lighting and are willing to make necessary adjustments to prevent lights from shining 
onto neighboring properties. 
 
Both individuals are special education teachers. They emphasized that the operation is not 
intended to grow significantly in size. The facility will not include plumbing—there will be no 
bathroom or running water—and is intended solely to enhance their ability to assist children. 
  
Vice Chair Everett asked for any additional questions or comments from the Commissions for 
the applicants.  
 
Mr. Jefferies inquired about accessibility. In response to a commissioner’s inquiry regarding 
accessibility for individuals with disabilities, the applicants confirmed that there are no stairs 
required to access the space. They noted that there is a garage door entrance that can 
accommodate individuals with mobility challenges, providing ground-level access to the area 
being used. 
 
Vice Chair Everett opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Six members of the public provided comments during the meeting. Three individuals spoke in 
support of the proposed project, while three expressed opposition. 
 
Vice Chair Everett closed the public comments.  
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The Vice Chair Everett asked the Commission if there was any additional discussion on the 
matter. 
 
Mr. A. Smith referenced a previous case in which a permit for a furniture repair business 
operating out of a pool house was denied. He questioned how the current application differs and 
expressed concern that the proposed use could expand beyond its original intent. Mr. A. Smith 
does not support approving an exception. Mr. J. Smith agreed with Mr. A. Smith’s concerns. Mr. 
Jefferies noted that while he generally supports home occupations, this case is unusual as the 
business is not located within the primary residence. He expressed concerns regarding the lack of 
restroom facilities and the potential cumulative impact of multiple visitors and vehicles over 
time, stating that the absence of basic amenities may not serve the public good. 
 
Mr. Porter emphasized that there should be no visible evidence of a home occupation, while Ms. 
Stefforia clarified that although outdoor recreation (e.g., golf courses) is the first category listed 
under special use in the rural residential, it is not applicable in this case. She later added that in 
an emergency, the applicants would likely allow access to the restroom in their home.  
 
Vice Chair Everett observed that while the property is 10 acres, the buildings in question are 
located near the property lines. She raised the possibility of adding screening to mitigate visual 
impacts to neighbors and identified approximately 45 feet of space on the south side where 
screening might be installed. Mr. Porter shared that the Commission could require screening as 
Ms. Harris indicated in her report.  
 
Vice Chair Everett asked whether noise was discussed with the Planning Staff during previous 
discussion; Ms. Harris confirmed that noise had not been raised as a concern to the best of her 
knowledge.  
 
Vice Chair Everett reviewed the special use criteria, noting that although setbacks are satisfied, 
the Commission must also consider whether the use is harmonious with adjacent properties and 
does not negatively impact neighbors. Mr. Jefferies inquired about a sign being placed by the 
street. He confirmed that current regulations prohibit signage at the road and only allow it on the 
building. Vice Chair Everett recommended placing an address sign at the end of their driveway. 
Ms. Stefforia advised that once the other driveway is closed, that should also help.  
 
Mr. Porter encouraged the Commission to focus on potential impacts as Vice Chair Everett 
mention — such as hours of operation, fencing, screening, and traffic—when evaluating the 
application.  
 
Mr. Makohn raised concerns about the buildings being constructed without permits. Mr. Porter 
advised that it is up to the Planning Commission to take that into consideration. The Commission 
has to consider the creditability of those making the request and if it was an honest mistake. If 
the Commission thinks there was deception, then they could take that into consideration. If 
approved, the building would still need the proper permits. Ms. Stefforia shared the applicant has 
applied for the permit and the building official has been out there, but from a zoning perspective, 
the permit cannot be signed off on until this question is resolved.  
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Ms. Everett raised questions regarding the limitations of the building inspection, particularly 
with utilities being buried or concealed behind finished walls. Ms. Harris confirmed that since 
the structure is already built, the inspector would not have access to inside the walls. Mr. Porter 
advised they could be required to open a wall for inspection, but typically they would not require 
walls to be opened or excavation to occur, the inspector may be able to use a scope to inspect 
within limits. The inspector would require a  hold harmless agreement with the Township 
verifying that they could not inspect the structure fully but did inspect it to the best of their 
ability.  
 
Vice Chair Everett expressed concern that the Township was only made aware of the use 
following a complaint.  
 
Mr. Smith questioned if the determination has been made reflecting that a home occupied 
business only occurs inside the home. Ms. Stefforia confirmed that yes as a permitted use this is 
correct, but as a Special Use, this could include a detached garage or other accessory building. 
Mr. Porter shared it is permissible.  
 
Mr. A. Smith recommended tabling the vote until the previously mentioned similar case could be 
reviewed and researched to understand the rationale behind the prior denial. He emphasized the 
importance of maintaining consistency in the Commission’s decisions. Mr. Jefferies agreed.  
 
Ms. Stefforia advised that the Planning Staff could do some additional research and bring it back 
to the Commission. She reminded the Commission that Special Use permits are evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis and are subjective in nature. She also noted that this request is not a variance 
request. 
 
Mr. Porter clarified that while consistency is important, the facts of each case may differ even 
when the criteria remain the same. He stated that the Commission has the authority to impose 
conditions such as limited hours, restricted days of operation, or screening.  
 
Vice Chair Everett concluded that the impact on the neighbors seems to be the point of 
contention.  
 
Mr. J. Smith supports Mr. A Smith’s position and shared his concern, particularly regarding 
increased traffic and future business growth, and supported delaying the decision until further 
research was conducted on previous decisions. 
 
Ms. Stefforia suggested a one-year review period could be considered as a condition of approval. 
Mr. Porter confirmed that a one-year review may be added as a condition. 
 
Mr. Mackon supported the idea of postponing the decision to gather more information.  
Mr. A. Smith made a motion to table the Special Use application until the June 12 meeting to 
allow the Planning Department time to gather additional information, including a review of the 
prior furniture repair case for consistency. Mr. Makohn seconded the motion. The motion 
passed unanimously. 
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Mr. Porter advised that because the item is being tabled to a specific date, a new public notice 
may not be sent. 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENTS PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
Ms. Stefforia handed out a couple additional changes that were not in the packets distributed. 
Ms. Stefforia presented her memo, dated May 22, 2025, which is hereby incorporated into the 
record. The changes are to add clarity. No substantive changes were made between the final 
drafts and the versions reviewed in March, however. 
 
 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
The Commission discussed language regarding an accessory dwelling unit in a detached 
structure. It is recommended to remove the word “architecturally” and instead have it read “shall 
be aesthetically compatible in appearance”.   
 
Additionally, under subsection C, it was noted that while accessory buildings  are allowed a 
height of 30 feet, ADUs are currently limited to 15 feet. This needs to be adjusted if the ADU is 
being placed in a structure that can legally be taller. The Commission agreed that this 
inconsistency should be corrected. 
 
Vice Chair Everett inquired who determines what is aesthetically compatible. Ms. Stefforia 
advised that the Planning Department would review on a case by case basis; if there are 
questions, they can be brought to the Planning Commission for input.  
 
Mr. Jefferies reviewed the changes and expressed support, stating the revisions looked good. 
 
Parking 
Parking standards in rural areas were reviewed. The revised language allows parking in the front 
yard as long as it is on an improved surface, such as gravel or pavement. In  neighborhoods, 
parking must occur on a designated driveway. 
 
Transportation and Mobility 
Under the Transportation and Mobility section, no changes were made. 
 
Vice Chair Everett raised a question regarding accessory building size limits. Ms. Stefforia 
confirmed that language allowing larger buildings based upon acreage was being added back into 
the ordinance. When Vice Chair Everett asked whether this addressed the concern raised in a 
recent meeting, Ms. Stefforia responded affirmatively, noting that the language had been 
reinserted to ensure clarity and resolve the issue. 
 
Vice Chair Everett opened the public hearing. 
 
Two persons addressed the Commission. One had a question about the ADU square footage, the 
other thanked the Commission for their consideration of these changes.  
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Vice Chair Everett closed the public hearing. 
 
Vice Chair Everett asked if the Commission had any additional comments or discussion.   
 
Mr. A. Smith made a motion to forward the Accessory Dwelling Unit changes, the parking 
changes, and the access management changes to the Township Board for their consideration. Mr. 
Makohn  seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
OTHER UPDATES AND BUSINESS  
 
Vice Chair Everett asked if there were any other updates or business. There were none. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:37 p.m.  
 
Minutes Prepared:  May 23, 2025 
Minutes Approved: 
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June 5, 2025 
 
Mtg Date:   June 12, 2025 
 
To:  Oshtemo Township Planning Commission 
 
From:  Leeanna Harris, Zoning Administrator 
  
Applicant: Bill and Jaymie Nelson 
 
Owner:  Bill and Jaymie Nelson  
 
Property: 2100 S 4th Street, Parcel Number 05-29-280-016 
  
Zoning:  RR: Rural Residential District 
 
Request: Special use approval to establish a golf and softball operation as a home occupation within 

two (2) existing accessory buildings.  
 
Section(s): Section 65: Special Uses 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NOTE:  
New information is in red text. The Planning Commission tabled this item from the May 22, 2025, meeting 
to their June 12, 2025, meeting to allow staff time to compile information relating to past home 
occupations. The minutes from five previous home occupation requests are attached to this report. Also 
review the attachments provided by the applicants at the last meeting. 
 
PROJECT OVERVIEW: 
The applicants, Bill and Jaymie 
Nelson, are requesting special use 
approval to establish a golf and 
softball operation as a home 
occupation within two (2) existing 
accessory buildings at their 
property, located at 2100 S 4th 
Street. The subject site is within 
the RR: Rural Residential zoning 
designation. The subject 10-acre 
property is located on the west 
side of S 4th Street, north of W M 
Avenue and south of W L Avenue. 
 
The location of the accessory buildings is shown with black hatching on the aerial image. For purposes of 
this report, the accessory buildings will be referred to as A and B. Building A is approximately 3,600 square 
feet, with 720 square feet to be utilized for softball instruction, and building B is approximately 2,000 
square feet, with 220 square feet to be utilized for golf instruction. The total square footage proposed to 
be used is 940 square feet. 

B 
A 

S 
4th
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The operations are proposed to take place for five hours on weekdays, and for 12 hours on the weekends 
and during the summer, with staggered appointment times. Those coming to the site for instruction would 
utilize informal areas adjacent to the accessory buildings for parking.  
 
Note that the operation was established in building A, which was built without receiving any building 
permit, and in both building A and building B prior to an application for special exception use approval to 
the Planning Commission. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Home occupations are a permitted use in the RR: Rural Residential district subject to the regulations in 
Section 48.60 of the Zoning Ordinance. If the use satisfies the criteria in Section 48.60, no approvals from 
a reviewing body are necessary. However, if the home occupation departs from these criteria, the 
applicant may request a Special Exception Use approval from the Planning Commission pursuant to 
Section 49.120 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
In this instance, the home occupation criteria in Section 48.60 do not allow for accessory buildings to be 
used as part of a home occupation. However, Section 49.120 of the Zoning Ordinance allows the use of 
accessory building for a home occupation as a consideration through the Special Exception Use process, 
provided that all other requirements are met.  
 
When reviewing a Special Exception Use, there are two sets of criteria that must be considered: the 
general Special Use criteria in Section 65.30 and the specific requirements for the use outlined in Section 
49.120. Below is an analysis against these two sections. 
 
Section 65.30: Special Use Review Criteria 

A. Master Plan/Zoning Ordinance: The proposed use will be consistent with the purpose and intent 
of the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance, including the district in which the use is located.  
Currently, the Future Land Use Map identifies this area as Rural Residential, consistent with 
current zoning. The forthcoming Place Types map of the 2025 Master Plan identifies this area as 
Countryside Residential.  
 
Home occupations that are incidental and subordinant to a residential use, blend into residential 
neighborhoods, and fall within an acceptable threshold of nonresidential activity are a permitted 
use. From a zoning perspective, a home occupation use can be consisent with the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 

B. Site Plan Review: The Site Plan Review Criteria of Section 64 
An engineered site plan is not required for a special use review of this nature and no exterior 
changes are proposed to be made in relation to the site. However, the applicant provided a floor 
plan for both of the barns and a site plan which provides a general layout of the buildings’ interiors 
and the site’s exterior, attached to this report. Building A is approximately 3,500 square feet while 
building B is approximately 2,000 square feet. Development standards, such as required setbacks 
and lot coverage requirements, have been satisfied.  
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C. Impacts: 
1. The proposed use would be compatible, harmonious and appropriate with the existing or 

planned character and uses of adjacent properties; meaning the proposed use can coexist 
with neighboring uses in a stable fashion over time such that no neighboring use is unduly 
negatively impacted.  

 
 
The proposed home occupation use may be allowed as a special exception use within the RR: 
Rural Residential District when certain criteria in 48.60 are not satisfied. This area of the 
Township is rural, consisting of parcels containing single-family homes, large agricultural 
parcels, and the Wendalyn Woods plat nearby. See Aerial Map.   

  
Although the home occupation is expected to occur within already existing accessory 
buildings on site, it can be argued that the use is not compatible, harmonious, or appropriate 
with the existing or planned character and uses of adjacent properties.  
 
Evaluate the proposal while also considering that the operation existed in building A, which 
was built without receiving any building permit, and in both building A and building B prior to 
an application for special exception use approval to the Planning Commission. The operation 
was brought to our attention through a complaint about the traffic being generated. As such, 
the Oshtemo Township Building Official issued a stop work order for Building A, attached to 

2022 Aerial Map 

N 
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this report. A building permit will need to be properly issued by the Oshtemo Township 
Building Department regardless of whether the Planning Commission approves or denies the 
request (the necessary permit has been sought).  
 

• Consider whether allowing a home occupation of this intensity would be compatible, 
harmonious, and/or appropriate with the neighboring land uses and the Rural 
Residential character of the area.  

 
2. Potentially adverse effects arising from the proposed use on adjacent properties would be 

minimized through the provision of adequate parking, the placement of buildings, 
structures and entrances, as well as the location of screening, fencing, landscaping, buffers 
or setbacks.  
One of the two buildings to be utilized was constructed without building permits and the 
building permit is being withheld until action from the Planning Commission. Building A is 
approximately 47 feet from the southern property line, while building B is approximately 45 
feet away from the same property line.  
 
An unpermitted driveway was also discovered during a site inspection and will need to be 
removed, according to the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County policies. Adequate space 
for informal parking near the barns is expected to be utilized. 
 

• Assuming the unpermitted second driveway is removed, consider whether the 
setbacks, which meet setback requirements for residential accessory buildings, would 
minimize the adverse effects to adjacent properties. 

 
3. The proposed use would not be detrimental, hazardous, or disturbing to existing or future 

adjacent uses or to the public welfare by reason of excessive traffic, noise, smoke, odors, 
glare, or visual clutter.  
The proposed use could be considered disturbing to existing or future adjacent occupants due 
to the nature of the operation described. Operation hours are proposed from 3:00 pm to 8:00 
pm on weekdays (5 hours a day) and 8:00 am to 8:00 pm (12 hours a day) on weekends and 
during the summer. The applicants did specify that appointments would be staggered to 
mitigate some of the traffic and have shielded the existing lighting on the property to mitigate 
light trespass onto neighboring properties. 
 

• Consider whether the proposed home occupation would be detrimental or disturbing 
to existing or future neighboring uses or to the public by means of traffic in excess of 
what is anticipated at a residence. 
 

• Consider the proposed hours of operation; discuss with the applicant and determine if 
reducing them would make the use more compatible with this residential area. 

 
D. Environment: The natural features of the subject property shall only be cleared or altered to 

the extent necessary to accommodate site design elements, particularly where the natural 
features assist in preserving the general character of the area. 
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The subject site is currently developed with a single-family home and the subject accessory 
buildings. No additional clearing is expected to occur to accommodate the home occupation. For 
these reasons, staff do not find that the proposed home occupation use will have a detrimental 
impact on the natural features in preserving the general character of the area. 
 

E. Public Facilities: Adequate public and/or private infrastructure and services already exist or 
would be provided, and will safeguard the health, safety, and general welfare of the public.  
The home is adequately serviced by public and private utilities. There was no indication of any 
sanitary facilities within the accessory buildings on the floor plans provided by the applicants. The 
proposed home occupation would not create any burden on infrastructure. 

 
F. Specific Use Requirements: Section 49.120 

See evaluation under Section 49.120.  
 

Section 49.120: Home Occupation 
A. The Planning Commission may authorize as a Special Use, a home occupation which departs 

from the criteria stated in Section 48.60.A.2, 4, and/or 6; provided, however, that any home 
occupation so authorized shall meet the following conditions: 

 
1. All other criteria stated in Section 48.60.A. shall be met.  

All other requirements stated in Section 48.60.A have been met. The proposed home 
occupation will be operated entirely within enclosed structured, will be conducted by the 
people occupying the premises, no goods are expected to be sold from the premises that 
are not strictly incidental to the home occupation (such as golf clubs or other golf related 
equipment sold to individuals taking a lesson), and there will be no outdoor storage, or 
display. There will be no exterior evidence to indicate the presence of the home 
occupation. No commercial vehicles will be entering or leaving the property.  

 
2. All applications for Special Use shall include a statement setting forth a detailed 

description of the proposed Home Occupation(s), its location, and purpose(s) for which 
the proposed or existing accessory building, if any, will be used.  
A use statement has been provided outlining the proposed home occupation. 
Requirement satisfied. 
 

3. The number of nonresident employees working on-site cannot exceed one (1) at any 
time.  
The applicants specified that there will be no non-resident employees working on-site. 
Requirement satisfied. 
 

4. Operation of a Home Occupation within a completely-enclosed accessory building 
subject to Site Plan review and approval by the Planning Commission and the following 
limitations: 
For properties three acres or more, the area of accessory building that can be utilized for 
a home occupation is up to 1,200 square feet. At 940 square feet, the size satisfies these 
requirements. The remaining requirements of this section are also satisfied. 
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B. To ensure harmonious relationships and to minimize conflicts between adjacent uses, the 
Planning Commission shall consider the characteristics of the proposed Home Occupation 
and/or accessory building in relation to the following: the purpose and intent of this 
Ordinance, size of property, size of dwelling, proposed location on the property, existing 
land uses in area, and future land uses as reflected in the Master Land Use Plan.    
 
The Planning Commission may attach requirements to such Home Occupation and 
accessory building when it deems necessary to avoid or mitigate adverse impacts on 
surrounding properties which may include, but is not limited to, a reduction in the size of 
the building and increased setback requirements. 
This information has been presented in the staff report along with the letter of intent and 
supplemental documentation submitted by the applicants. The Planning Commission may 
elect to add or amend the conditions of approval.  The Planning Commission may, for example, 
find that the use is appropriate if the operation hours are limited, such as limiting hours to 10 
hours per week per instruction (20 hours per week total), and/or not allowing lessons to occur 
on certain days of the week, such as Sundays. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Planning Department staff recommend that the Planning Commission review the information included in 
the staff report and attachments, with attention to the Special Use criteria, have an open dialogue with 
the applicants, consider the public comment, and make a motion on the special use request to establish 
a golf and softball operation as a home occupation within the two (2) existing accessory buildings 
located at 2100 S 4th Street by approving, approving with conditions, or denying the request.  
 
If the Planning Commission makes a finding to approve the request, staff suggest the following conditions 
be included:  

1. The golf and softball instruction shall be conducted only in the existing accessory buildings on-
site. At no point shall that operation utilize more than 1,200 square feet in area within the 
accessory buildings or include instruction of any other sport or by anyone other than the 
applicants.  

2. All other requirements stated within Section 48.60.A of the Township Ordinance shall be met at 
all times. If any complaints are received and verified by the Township regarding the subject home 
occupation that violate the other requirements of Sections 48.60 or 49.120 or exceed what was 
specifically mentioned in this report or any condition of approval, this approval will be voided; the 
home occupation will cease immediately and become an Ordinance Enforcement matter to 
resolve. 

3. The unpermitted driveway shall be coordinated with the Road Commission of Kalamazoo County 
and be removed as may be required by RCKC policies and be permanently gated to prevent access 
from South 4th Street.  

4. Residential signage, neither exceeding 3 square feet in sign area nor located in the public right-
of-way, shall be added to the applicant’s frontage on South 4th Street and shall indicate the house 
number of the applicants (2100). 

5. Screening in the form of a solid fence shall be added to shield the accessory buildings and ground 
activity near the south property line, extending from west of Building A to east of Building B.  

6. The home occupation shall only operate in the approved operation hours and days of operation. 
Appointments shall not overlap. 
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7. A building permit shall be properly issued by the Oshtemo Township Building Department for 
building A.  

8. Any sales that occur on the property must be incidental to the home occupation and shall not be 
made to members of the public not receiving instruction.  

 
Attachments: Application, Use Statement, Site Sketch, Floor Plan, Accessory Building photos, Legal 

Department Memo, Building Department Stop Work Order, Sections 48.60 and 49.120, 
Public Comment, documents provided by applicant at the May 22, 2025, Planning 
Commission meeting, and Past Home Occupations Minutes 
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  PLANNING & ZONING APPLICATION  
  

 Applicant Name:   William and Jaymie Nelson 

Company:  Shooter’s Golf Shop LLC and Nelson Softball Experts LLC 

 Address:  2100 S 4th St. Kalamazoo, MI 49009  

E-mail: jnelson1@portageps.org  

Telephone: 269-760-3088      Fax: ___________________  

Interest in Property: Homeowners 
  

  OWNERS*:  

Name: William and Jaymie Nelson  

Address: 2100 S 4th Street 

    Kalamazoo, MI 49009    

E-mail: bnelson@vbisd.org     

Phone & Fax: 269-217-1420_______________________________ 

  
  NATURE OF THE REQUEST: (Please check the appropriate item(s))  

  ____ Pre-Application Review      ____ Accessory Building Review – I083  
   ____ Site Plan Review – I088      ____ Rezoning – I091  
  ____ Administrative Site Plan Review – I086  ____ Subdivision Plat Review – I089  
  __X__ Special Exception Use – I085    ____ Interpretation – I082  
  ____ Zoning Variance – I092      ____ Other: ________________________  
  ____ Site Condominium – I084       
    
  BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR REQUEST (Use AƩachments if Necessary):  
Please See AƩached 
   1    Rev. 9/14/22  
  LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY (Use Attachments if Necessary):  

SEC 29-2-12 S1/2 N1/2 OF SE1/4 NE1/4 * **1-87 1986 SPLIT FROM 29 
280____________________________________________________________________________________   
_______________________________________________________________________________________  

  ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

  

THIS  
SPACE  

FOR   
TOWNSHIP  

USE  
ONLY  

  

  

  

Fee Amount _______________________  

Escrow Amount___________________  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

7275  W. Main Street, Kalamazoo, Michigan 49009-9334  
Phone: 269-375-4260     Fax: 269-375-7180  
  
  
PLEASE PRINT   

PROJECT NAME & ADDRESS   _______William and Jaymie Nelson 2100 S 4th St Kalamazoo, MI 49909   
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PARCEL NUMBER: 3905- ___0529280016__________________________________________________ 

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY: _2100 S 4th S Kalamazoo, MI 49009____ 

PRESENT USE OF THE PROPERTY: _Home Residence___________________   

PRESENT ZONING: _____Rural Residential______________________  

SIZE OF PROPERTY: ______10 Acres______________  

NAME(S) & ADDRESS(ES) OF ALL OTHER PERSONS, CORPORATIONS, OR FIRMS HAVING A 
LEGAL OR EQUITABLE INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY:  

 Name(s)   Address(es) 

 _______________________________ ______________________________________ 

  _______________________________________________ _________________________________________________________ 

SIGNATURES 

   I (we) the undersigned certify that the information contained on this application form and the   
required documents attached hereto are to the best of my (our) knowledge true and accurate.    I 
(we) acknowledge that we have received the Township’s Disclaimer Regarding Sewer and Water 
   Infrastructure.  By submitting this Planning & Zoning Application, I (we) grant permission for  
Oshtemo Township officials and agents to enter the subject property of the application as part of 
completing the reviews necessary to process the application.    

  __________________________________________________    ______________________________ 

Owner’s Signature (*If different from Applicant)  Date 

 _________________________________  ____________________ 

 Applicant’s Signature   Date 

 ****  PLEASE 
ATTACH ALL REQUIRED DOCUMENTS 

\\Oshtemo-SBS\Users\Lindal\LINDA\Planning\FORMS 

Copies to:  
Planning – 1 
Applicant – 1 Clerk 
– 1 
Deputy Clerk – 1 
Attorney – 1 
Assessor – 1 
Planning Secretary – Original 
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‭William and Jaymie Nelson‬
‭2100 S 4‬‭th‬ ‭Street‬
‭Kalamazoo, MI 49009‬

‭Re: Special Exception Use Statement‬

‭Dear Oshtemo Township,‬

‭We are requesting a special Exception to allow the use of existing barns located on our rural‬
‭residential property for the purpose of providing individualized training and educational support‬
‭for students and young adults in our surrounding community. The simulator area and batting‬
‭cage will serve as a quiet, one-on-one instructional space where we will work with youth and‬
‭young adults—including individuals with special needs—to build life skills, strengthen job‬
‭readiness, and foster greater independence, as well as the confidence to believe in themselves.‬

‭While commercially zoned properties exist, they are not practical for providing accessible,‬
‭one-on-one golf instruction and softball instruction to local youth in a calm, supportive, and‬
‭cost-friendly environment. As special education teachers, we work with students who often‬
‭experience anxiety, fear of failure, or low self-esteem. A quiet, familiar setting allows them to feel‬
‭more at ease than they would in a busy or impersonal commercial location. Requiring us to‬
‭relocate to commercial space would create unnecessary barriers to a positive,‬
‭confidence-building experience and is simply not feasible.‬

‭A significant portion of this work focuses on supporting youth from low socioeconomic‬
‭backgrounds. We often volunteer our time to provide these services at no cost to families, and‬
‭we donate much of the equipment and materials used during instruction. Our goal is to remove‬
‭barriers to opportunity and create a space where every individual feels empowered and‬
‭supported, regardless of their financial circumstances.‬

‭All lessons will be conducted by appointment only, with no drop-in services or large group‬
‭programming. The individualized nature of the sessions ensures a low-impact presence that‬
‭aligns with the peaceful, rural character of the property and the surrounding neighborhood.‬
‭Softball instruction will be limited to approximately 8–10 sessions per week, focusing on‬
‭one-on-one and small group lessons (no more than three participants at a time). As parents, we‬
‭are mindful of both our family’s needs and our community. To balance time with our daughter‬
‭and help reduce traffic flow, we are limiting lessons to the hours of 3:00–8:00 PM on weekdays‬
‭and 8:00 AM–8:00 PM on weekends and during the summer. One of us will always be home‬
‭during lessons, and we will stagger appointments to maintain a manageable schedule and‬
‭minimize any disruption to the area. No structural changes to the barn are required that would‬
‭alter its appearance or rural character. On-site parking will be available and will not interfere with‬
‭traffic flow or neighboring properties. The use of this space supports my broader mission to‬
‭provide meaningful, personalized training in a calm, supportive environment while giving back to‬
‭the community.‬
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‭This request aligns with Oshtemo Township’s history of supporting low-impact,‬
‭community-centered initiatives. The use is educational in nature, tailored to individual‬
‭instruction, and contributes positively to youth development and reflects the Township’s values‬
‭of responsible land use as well as  fostering opportunities for growth and enrichment without‬
‭disrupting surrounding properties.‬

‭We respectfully request the approval of this special exception so that we may offer these‬
‭services in a way that benefits individuals in our community while preserving the integrity and‬
‭quiet nature of the area.‬

‭Respectfully,‬

‭William and Jaymie Nelson‬

Packet Page 26



 

Packet Page 27



Packet Page 28



Packet Page 29



TOWNSHIP ATTORNEY’S OFFICE  
 7275 WEST MAIN STREET 
 KALAMAZOO, MI 49009-9334 
 PHONE: 269-375-7195       
 FAX: 269-233-5410 
  
 

 
April 15, 2025 

Bill & Jaymie Nelson  
2100 S. 4th St.
Kalamazoo, MI 49009 
bnelson@vbisd.org 
jnelson1@portageps.org

RE: Home Occupations at 2100 S 4th St.

I am writing on behalf of the Township in response to your recent conversations with 
representatives from the Planning & Zoning Department. Thank you for providing information 
regarding the accessory building being used for softball lessons. Based on the dimensions you 
shared, it appears the use of the structure could comply with the home occupation requirements 
outlined in Section 49.120 of the Township Zoning Ordinance, provided those standards are 
followed. However, there is an additional matter that must be addressed. 

There is a second accessory building on the property that houses a golf simulator and is also used 
for the sale of golf clubs. I must express some concern regarding your reluctance to 
acknowledge, during discussions with Planning & Zoning personnel, that golf lessons are being 
conducted within this structure. Your reputation as a golf instructor is well established within the 
community and we have received confirmation from multiple sources that lessons are indeed 
being offered in this space. 
 
Given that only 840 square feet of the available accessory building area is currently being used 
for the softball-related home occupation, it could be permissible to conduct golf lessons within 
this second building as a home occupation—provided the instructional area does not exceed 360 
square feet. However, in order to proceed with this use, you will also need to apply for and 
obtain a Special Use Permit from the Planning Commission, which may or may not be approved. 
 
I would strongly urge you to follow the directions of the Planning & Zoning personnel and file 
an application to authorize both the softball lessons and golf lessons within the two accessory 
buildings. Should you choose not to take the appropriate steps to bring your property into  
conformance with the Township Zoning Ordinance, I will have no other choice but to initiate 
legal action to enforce compliance. 
 

Very truly yours, 
      

      James W Porter 

James W. Porter 
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‭Opposition to Special Exception Use Request for Educational/Instructional Activities in‬
‭Rural Residential Barns‬

‭Dear [Zoning Board/Planning Commission Members],‬

‭I am writing to express my opposition to the Special Exception Use request that seeks to allow‬
‭the operation of individualized golf and softball instruction, as well as broader training and‬
‭educational services, from existing barns on a residential property in our rural neighborhood.‬

‭While I appreciate the applicants' desire to support youth development and commend their work‬
‭in education, I have significant concerns about the impact this proposed use may have on the‬
‭character, safety, and overall quality of life in the community I grew up in starting in 2005.‬

‭1. Incompatibility with Residential Zoning‬

‭This proposal introduces a‬‭commercial-like activity‬‭into an area specifically zoned for‬
‭residential use‬‭. Even if the intent is educational‬‭and the services are provided by appointment,‬
‭the nature of the use, including regular instructional traffic, sports activity, and professional‬
‭operations—more closely aligns with a business than a private residential function. Granting this‬
‭exception could set a concerning precedent for other commercial uses in our rural neighborhood.‬

‭2. Increased Traffic and Safety Risks‬

‭Despite assurances that lessons will be scheduled and traffic staggered‬‭,‬‭8–10 weekly sessions,‬
‭with up to three participants each, could result in dozens of additional vehicle trips per week on‬
‭roads that are not designed for regular visitor traffic. This raises concerns about road wear-‬
‭namely on the illegal access-road leading to and from the barns, pedestrian safety, and noise,‬
‭especially during early weekend hours or summer months when activity may increase.‬

‭3. Noise and Disruption‬

‭Softball instruction, even in small groups, involves physical activity, equipment use, and‬
‭potentially loud interactions, all of which may be disruptive to adjacent properties. Rural‬
‭residents often choose this setting for its tranquility, and the introduction of repeated recreational‬
‭or instructional noise threatens to erode that peace. In addition, on 3/13/25, I had a call from my‬
‭distressed mother that customers of 2100 S 4‬‭th‬ ‭Street‬‭decided to take their truck and destroyed‬
‭my parents’ garden by doing donuts in their pickup truck. Hardly an exemplification of fostering‬
‭growth in our community’s youth while not disrupting surrounding properties like petitioner’s‬
‭claim.‬

‭4. Long-Term Use and Oversight‬

‭There is also concern about the long-term implications of this exception. While the request is‬
‭framed as low-impact and family-oriented, there are few guarantees in place to limit growth or‬
‭expansion of the activities in the future. Without regular oversight, an increase in frequency,‬
‭group size, or additional offerings could occur, further impacting the neighborhood.‬
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‭5. Alternative Locations Are Available‬

‭The applicants note that commercially zoned spaces are less ideal, but that does not justify‬
‭overriding zoning rules designed to protect the character of our rural neighborhoods. There are‬
‭more appropriate locations—such as local parks, schools, or existing community centers—that‬
‭are better suited for this type of public-facing instruction.‬

‭In conclusion, while the applicants' intentions may be admirable, the proposed use is‬
‭fundamentally incompatible with the purpose and expectations of our rural residential zoning. I‬
‭respectfully urge the board to deny this Special Exception Use request in order to preserve the‬
‭integrity of our neighborhood and uphold the zoning protections that maintain our community’s‬
‭character and livability.‬

‭Thank you for your time and consideration.‬

‭Sincerely,‬

‭Andrew Blinkiewicz‬
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May 18, 2025 
 
To: Oshtemo Charter Township 
 
Re: Special Exemption Use: Nelson Home Occupation 
(2100 S. 4th St. Parcel 3905-29-280-016) 
 
I write in support of the case my sister, Meg Blinkiewicz, 
has brought before you regarding the illegal structures 
built on the above referenced land. 
The 10 acre parcel directly south of the Nelson home, 
2258 S. 4th St., was purchased by my parents, George 
and Ellamae Vuicich in 1968 after a long search for the 
right place to build their forever home. Each of us in our 
family of five walked the property before the purchase. It 
was purchased for the sole purpose of providing a 
residence for us and our  descendants on which to live.  
At that time the 10 acre parcels on either side of us were 
unoccupied. Over the years families bought both of these 
parcels, built homes and became part of the residential 
community on that stretch of S. 4th St. 
All that changed when the current owners of 2100 S. 4th 
St. decided to run not one but two businesses on land 
zoned by Oshtemo Charter Township as residential. Not 
only are businesses now run on the property but two large 
buildings were constructed without proper permits or 
inspections to support those two private businesses. 
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I’ve read several of the letters in support of the owners of 
these businesses, referencing their good work in teaching 
golf and softball to the community. Well done;  but that 
doesn’t exempt anyone from adhering to the law. 
You might think that the path of least resistance would be 
to allow these structures and businesses to remain; after 
all, a few after the fact approvals and all might be well. 
Until the next person starts a business or builds without 
Oshtemo Charter Township approval. And that person can 
now cite the precedent of 2100 S. 4th St. And so on until 
Zoning laws and land use laws mean nothing.  
The law is meant to be enforced equally and as written.  
Those who willingly choose to disregard it must be ready 
to face the consequences of their actions. 
Please restore the use of 2100 S. 4th St. to that of a 
residence. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Lynne M. Godek 
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Leeanna Harris

From: James Porter
Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2025 10:57 AM
To: Jodi Stefforia; Leeanna Harris; Colten Hutson
Cc: Sierra Lucas
Subject: FW: Public Meeting Information 5/22/2025

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
From: mitchell blinkiewicz <mitchblinkb@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2025 10:47 AM 
To: Oshtemo <Oshtemo@oshtemo.org>; James Porter <jposhtwp@oshtemo.org>; Meg Blinkiewicz 
<blinkquads20@gmail.com> 
Subject: Public Meeting Information 5/22/2025 
 

CAUTION: External Email 

Good morning, 
 
This is Mitchell Blinkiewicz and I’m a resident at 2258 s. 4th st. I will be in attendance at tonight’s public 
meeting and making a public statement regarding the Nelson’s businesses. I'm sending these pictures in 
advance for adequate viewing time.   
 
Thank you for your time and attention to detail in this matter. 
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Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic mail message and any attachments 
is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain legally 
privileged, confidential information, or work product. If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, or forwarding of the e-mail 
message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify me by e-mail 
reply, and delete the original message from your system.  
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From: Steve VanderSloot <svandersloot@signartinc.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2025 12:31 PM 
To: Oshtemo <Oshtemo@oshtemo.org> 
Subject: Letter to Oshtemo Township Planning Commission Regarding Billy Nelson's Special Exception Use 

CAUTION: External Email 

Dear Oshtemo Township Planning Commision, 

Billy has been working with my son Ryan VanderSloot, taking him from a beginner to a varsity golfer for Portage 
Central High School in a very short time.  The instruction has been excellent but more impressive is the interest 
Billy takes in developing Ryan’s self-confidence as a golfer and young man.  I am truly grateful for the friendship 
and the positive role modeling Billy provides to Ryan.  I plead you grant the special exception use so he may 
continue to do so.   

Regards, 

Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic mail message and any attachments 
is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain legally 
privileged, confidential information, or work product. If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, or forwarding of the e-mail 
message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify me by e-mail 
reply, and delete the original message from your system.  
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic mail message and any attachments 
is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain legally 
privileged, confidential information, or work product. If the reader of this message is not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, or forwarding of the e-mail 
message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify me by e-mail 
reply, and delete the original message from your system.  
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OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
MINUTES OF A VIRTUAL MEETING HELD DECEMBER 16, 2021 

 
Agenda  

 
PUBLIC HEARING: Home Occupation, Paw Paw Upholstery 

The owners of Paw Paw Upholstery were requesting Special Use Approval to 

establish an upholstery workshop as a home occupation at 6335 Killington Drive, 

their primary residence. The home occupation was proposed to take place 

entirely within an existing accessory building on-site. 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
A virtual meeting of the Oshtemo Charter Township Planning Commission was held 
Thursday, December 16, 2021, commencing at approximately 6:00 p.m. 
  
MEMBERS PRESENT:   MEETING LOCATION 
Bruce VanderWeele, Chair   Oshtemo 
Micki Maxwell, Vice Chair   Oshtemo       
Kizzy Bradford (joined late)  Oshtemo 
Deb Everett     Oshtemo 
Alistair Smith     Oshtemo 
Chetan Vyas     Oshtemo 
     
MEMBER ABSENT:   
Anna VerSalle    
  
 Also present were Iris Lubbert, Planning Director, Colten Hutson, Zoning 
Administrator, Jim Porter, Township Attorney, Martha Coash, Recording Secretary and 
guest Todd Kocian, Owner of Paw Upholstery. 
  
Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 
  
 Chairperson VanderWeele called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 p.m. 
and those in attendance joined in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Approval of Agenda 
  
 Hearing no changes, the Chair let the agenda stand as published. 
 
Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of November 18, 2021 

 
The Chair asked if there were additions, deletions, or corrections to the Minutes 

of the Meeting of November 18, 2021. Hearing none, he asked for a motion.  

Packet Page 75



 

2 
 

 
 Mr. Smith made a motion to approve the Minutes of November 18, 2021, as 
presented. Ms. Maxwell seconded the motion. The motion was approved 
unanimously by roll call vote.  
 
 Chairperson VanderWeele moved to the next agenda item and asked Mr. Hutson 
for his report.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: Home Occupation, Paw Paw Upholstery 

The owners of Paw Paw Upholstery were requesting Special Use Approval to 

establish an upholstery workshop as a home occupation at 6335 Killington Drive, 

their primary residence. The home occupation was proposed to take place 

entirely within an existing accessory building on-site. 

 Mr. Hutson reported the owners of Paw Paw Upholstery were requesting Special 
Exception Use approval to establish an upholstery workshop as a home occupation at 
6335 Killington Drive, their primary residence. The Home Occupation was proposed to 
take place entirely within an existing accessory building on-site.  Paw Paw Upholstery is 
a furniture repair and upholstery business located at 166 S Kalamazoo Mall in 
Kalamazoo. It provides custom upholstered furniture, consignment, re-upholstering, 
home decorating accessories, pillows, window coverings, blinds, sun-room and outdoor 
cushions. The proposed home occupation entails the manufacturing component of Paw 
Paw Upholstery’s business operations; specifically, the processing of furniture.  
 

 He said Home Occupations are a permitted use in the R-2: Residence District 
subject to the regulations in Section 48.60 of the Zoning Ordinance.  If the use satisfies 
the criteria in Section 48.60, it is permitted and no approvals from a reviewing body are 
necessary. However, if the home occupation exceeds the stated criteria in Section 
48.60, the applicant may request a Special Exception Use approval from the Planning 
Commission through Section 49.120 of the Zoning Ordinance which provides some 
flexibility to home occupations. In this instance, the home occupation criteria in Section 
48.60 does not allow for accessory buildings to be used as part of a Home Occupation. 
However, Section 49.120 of the Zoning Ordinance identifies the use of an accessory 
building for a home occupation as a standard that can be exceeded through the Special 
Exception Use process, provided that all other requirements mentioned therein are met. 
 

 Mr. Hutson indicated the subject property is zoned R-2: Residence District. Uses 
permitted in the R-2: Residence District are outlined in Article 7 of the Township’s 
Zoning Ordinance. Home Occupations are a permitted use, as long as they meet the 
requirements of Section 48.60. Home Occupations which take place within an 
accessory building are identified as a Special Exception Use by Section 49.120. When 
reviewing a Special Exception Use, there are two sets of criteria that need to be 
considered: 1) the general Special Use review criteria outlined in Section 65.30, and 2) 
the specific requirements for the use in question outlined under Section 49.120. He 
provided an analysis of the proposal against these two Sections and indicated the 
proposal satisfied all requirements. 

Packet Page 76



 

3 
 

 Mr. Hutson said Planning Department staff recommended approval of the 
proposed Special Exception Use for the home occupation at 6335 Killington Drive with 
the following conditions.  

1. The upholstery workshop for Paw Paw Upholstery shall be conducted within the 
existing accessory building on-site. At no point shall that upholstery workshop 
utilize more than 500 square feet in area within the accessory building. 

2. The number of nonresident employees working on-site shall not exceed one (1) 
at any one time. 

3. All other requirements stated within Section 48.60.A of the Township Ordinance 
shall be met at all times. If any complaints are received and verified by the 
Township regarding the subject home occupation that violate the other 
requirements of Section 49.60 this approval will be voided; the Home Occupation 
will cease immediately and become an Ordinance Enforcement matter to resolve. 

4. The home occupation shall only operate between the hours of 7:00am and 
7:00pm.  

5. The incidental residential activities shown on the floor plan shall be permitted. 
 

 He noted the owner was present. Two communications were received prior to 

distributing the meeting packet and were enclosed with same. Five more written public 

comments were received from neighbors after the packet was distributed. He indicated 

he would read all seven during the public comments section of the agenda.  

 Chairperson VanderWeele thanked Mr. Hutson for his presentation and asked if 

Commissioners had questions for him. There were no questions.  

 Mr. Kocian, the owner, had no comments. 

 The Chair moved to Public Hearing and Mr. Hutson read the seven written 

comments in their entirety from neighbors. All seven were in opposition to approval of 

the special use request, citing a number of reasons, including questioning the 

applicant’s representation of the current number of employees listed, increase in traffic, 

the desire to limit the neighborhood to residences, a decrease in the quality of life, the 

precedent that may be set for future home business requests, the large number and 

size of parties and events held on site and whether they may be business related, 

unsafe conditions from parking vehicles on the street and possible increases in noise. 

All seven written comments are appended to these Minutes. 

 Mr. Bob Samples, 1792 Killington Drive, spoke expressing his concerns 

regarding extra traffic. He noted the high density of trees in the neighborhood, except 

for this property, and noted there is no fence around the swimming pool.  

 As there were no further comments, Chairperson VanderWeele closed the Public 

Hearing and moved to Board Deliberations. 

 Ms. Everett asked what the enforcement history was for complaints and how the 

applicant knew a special exemption was needed for Home Occupation. 
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 Ms. Lubbert explained there is a history of concern related to parties and events 

at this site. A follow up indicated the parties and events were family gatherings. During 

inspection it was found upholstery business was being conducted, which triggered this 

Special Use Approval Request. 

 Mr. Vyas was concerned that the home business would increase traffic, which 

could cause accidents and be dangerous for neighborhood children. The Township 

does not have the means to police activity, and he felt the residential character of the 

neighborhood would be destroyed. 

 Ms. Maxwell asked what the difference is between commercial and home 

businesses. 

 Attorney Porter said Home Occupation businesses should not be noticeable and 

should have a minimum effect on the neighborhood. The Ordinance says what shouldn’t 

be, a nuisance, for example. The activity originally took place in the house. Now that it is 

occurring in the accessory building it becomes a special use. It has to be harmonious 

and minimal. He said he is troubled by the factual statements brought forward regarding 

the number of people working at the site. 

 Ms. Lubbert said the pertinent Ordinance is 48.60, which outlines regulations for 

Home Occupation businesses. She reiterated that they are required to blend in, not 

stand out, and not increase traffic. She said she also is concerned by the received 

public comments. She noted Commissioners have the authority to add conditions if the 

request is approved. 

 Attorney Porter said the current traffic and number of employees should be 

considered first before considering the accessory building. There are specific, concrete 

examples of how the Ordinance has not been complied with for a number of years in the 

letters received, which is very serious. 

 Ms. Lubbert asked if Mr. Kocian wanted to speak to these issues. 

 Mr. Kocian indicated they do have additional employees during busy periods and 

confirmed business has taken place on site for some time now. He said due to the 

crumbling driveway that parking has had to take place on the street. A new parking area 

is being developed on the property and there has been traffic from workers who are 

addressing that as well as new siding and landscaping. The Cadillac cited in some of 

the neighbor comments belongs to his wife’s mother who visits often. The frequent large 

parties and events referred to are strictly family related. A fabric delivery van stops by 

about once a month. They have two employees, one that lives on the premises and 

another who drives a truck. 

 Ms. Lubbert said the employees as described meet 49.120 Ordinance 

requirements. Non-resident employees cannot exceed one on site at any time; what is 

being done currently meets the requirement. 

Packet Page 78



 

5 
 

 Mr. Kocian addressed the concern expressed in one letter regarding advertising 

their business, saying he had utilized the neighborhood website in the past when he 

was not aware that the Ordinance prohibited that; he no longer advertises there. He 

said additional traffic is from family coming to visit and to use the swimming pool. In 

2019 the accessory building was started; it was completed at the end of 2020. 

Landscaping work and the area around the pool required materials delivery and 

construction in the last couple of years. 

 He reiterated the parties held are for family and involve no catering. All three of 

their children held weddings on the property. The new parking area developed can 

accommodate 10 cars in order to get them off the street. Next spring the siding on the 

house will be replaced to match the accessory building. When they purchased the 

house, it was abandoned. Work to improve it has been a five-year project. 

 He said the accessory building allows them to safely transport large furniture 

rather than having to carry it around the back of the house and down the stairs to the 

basement. They have had more business during Covid than in the past. 

 Mr. Kocian said before constructing the accessory building, he received partial 

information from Township staff, but that Ordinance violation is his fault. 

 Ms. Maxwell noted more than several people in the neighborhood have noticed 

things not typical of a home business which is a big concern for her. 

 Mr. Smith said the number of letters of concern received regarding this 

application are the most received for a request since he has been on the Commission. 

He did not believe the request should be granted as it would set a precedent. This type 

of operation was not meant to be a Home Occupation Business. 

 Mr. Vyas agreed with Mr. Smith. 

 Ms. Everett said this was a tough call. Previously only the primary dwelling was 

permissible for use. She felt that to be too restrictive, especially during Covid when 

more people have been working from home. She does not want to discourage business. 

The Ordinance is trying to give a little leeway with accessory buildings, and it is 

necessary to be cognizant of needs. She asked Attorney Porter to comment on calls 

from people regarding traffic. 

 Attorney Porter said the comments from residents in this instance are much more 

concrete and specific than we normally hear. He said Commissioners have to base their 

decision on everything they have heard to determine whether the home business can 

be harmonious with the neighborhood. 

 Ms. Maxwell said although it seems like parties are the bigger issue, she is 

worried about discrepancies regarding employee numbers though working from home 

during Covid is a factor. She said she was conflicted. 

Packet Page 79



 

6 
 

 Ms. Bradford indicated she was conflicted as well but was considering the traffic 

issue, safety and impact on the neighbors. 

 Chairperson VanderWeele said Commissioners need to focus on the business 

and the Ordinance and asked for a motion. 

 Mr. Smith made a motion to deny the request from the owners of Paw Paw 

Upholstery for Special Use Approval to establish an upholstery workshop as a home 

occupation at 6335 Killington Drive, their primary residence. Mr. Vyas seconded the 

motion. The motion was approved  4 – 2 by roll call vote, with Ms. Bradford and Ms. 

Everett dissenting. 

  
PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
   
 Hearing no public comments, the Chair moved to the next agenda item. 
 
OTHER UPDATES AND BUSINESS 
 
  Ms. Lubbert noted this was the last meeting of the Planning Commission for 
2021. The State regulation is no longer in effect to allow virtual meetings as of January 
1, 2022. The plan is to meet in person in January with a virtual component for audience 
attendees. Commissioners must attend in person. She will let everyone know if there 
are any changes to that requirement. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

 
With no further business to consider, Chairperson VanderWeele adjourned the 

meeting at approximately 7:21p.m.  
 
Minutes prepared: 
December 18, 2021 
 
Minutes approved: 
February 24, 2022 
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FEIGHT  -SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE  -HOME OCCUPATION  -  1070 NORTH 7T"

STREET -  (PARCEL NO.  3905-15-276-100)

The Chairman said the next item for review was a special exception use for a

proposed home occupation to be conducted in an accessory building.  He said the subject
property was located at 1070 North 7th Street,  Parcel No.  3905-15-276-100.  The Chairman

asked to hear from the Planning Department.  Mr. VanDenBrand submitted his report dated

December 13,  2007,  to the Planning Commission,  and the same is incorporated herein by
reference.

Mr. VanDenBrand explained thatthe applicantwas proposing to operate a chocolate-

making business from an existing accessory building located at 1070 North 7th Street.   He

said the building was 960 square feet,  and the applicant proposed occupying 288 square

feet as a licensed commercial kitchen.   He said the purpose was to produce candy.   Mr.

VanDenBrand then took the Commission through a review of the special exception use

provisions of Section 60.100.  In addition,  he reviewed the standards for accessory building
home occupation as set forth in Sections 78.900 and 78.800,  as more fully set forth in Mr.

VanDenBrand's report.

The Chairman asked if there were by questions of Mr. VanDenBrand.  Hearing none,

he asked to hear from the applicant.   Sherrie Feight introduced herself to the Planning
Commission.  She said she had been a pastry chef in New York and now wished to operate
a small family business from her residence in Oshtemo Township.

The Chairman said he had a few questions.   He asked if there would only be family
members working in the operation.  Ms.  Feight indicated that was correct.  He asked if there

would be any off-site employees.  She indicated no.  He asked if there would be any sales

of goods from the site.   Ms.  Feight again indicated no.   The Chairman asked about the

delivery vehicles accessing the site.   Ms.  Feight said at the most they would be one-ton

vehicles,  generally U.P.S.  trucks.   She said that there would not be any large semi's and

that most of the other supplies which could not be brought by U.P.S.  she would bring to the

site herself.

Mr.  Larson asked how regular the deliveries would be.   Ms.  Feight said that they
would not be often.  Mr.  Larson asked if a large quality of materials would be stored on site.

Ms.  Feight said not much,  given that it is only going to be a part-time business.

Mr.  Larson asked Ms.  Feight if she was aware that she would have to receive Health

Department approval.    Ms.  Feight indicated she understood and that once the home

occupation was approved and the site kitchen constructed, she would have it inspected and

approved by the Health Department.

Mr.  Larson asked if there would be any problems with odor coming from the cooking
facilities.  Ms.  Feight indicated that she did not believe so,  since the kitchen would not have

any ovens or fryers or a large exhaust fan.

4
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The Chairman asked if there was any public comment.   Mr.  VanDenBrand said he

had received a letter from Lee Wolfe saying that he objected to commercial businesses in

a residential area.  Hearing no further discussion,  the Planning Commissioner Chair called

for discussions.

Ms.  Everett said she thought that the proposal seemed reasonable.  She stated that

the applicant was not requesting any outside employees or sales on site.   She said the

proposal seemed to be the type of home occupation which the Township was trying to

promote.

The Chairman said he thought when they originally proposed special uses in

accessory buildings,  he was thinking of some type of art or craft,  but this request seemed

compatible,  given its limited scale.

Ms.  Gelling said she thought it was a limited use,  since it was only going to be part-
time and would therefore be compatible with the surrounding properties.

Mr.  Larson then made a motion to approve the special exception use as proposed,

provided the following conditions were met:

1) No vehicles would be parked at the site evidencing a business operation.

2) No lighting inconsistent with residential use would be permitted.

3) No deliveries by vehicles larger than a U.P.S.  truck would be made.

4) No outside employees would help in the operation.

Ms.  Gelling seconded the motion.  The Chairman called for further discussion,  and hearing
none,  called for a vote on the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.

The Chairman said that the next issue was approval of the site plan.   Ms.  Everett

made a motion to approve the site plan,  as submitted, subject to the applicant receiving the

appropriate Health Department licensing.  Mr.  Larson seconded the motion.  The Chairman

called for a vote on the motion,  and the motion passed unanimously.

CROYDEN COMMONS  - SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE AND SITE PLAN REVIEW  -

SOUTHWEST CORNER OF CROYDEN AVENUE AND DRAKE ROAD  -  (PARCEL NO.

3905-13-230-020)

The Chairman stated that the next item for consideration was the special exception
use and site plan review of a proposed senior housing apartment building to be established

on vacant property at the southwest corner of Croyden Avenue and Drake Road,  Parcel No.

3905-13-230-020.   The Chairman asked for a report from the Planning Department.   Ms.

Bugge submitted her reportto the Planning Commission dated December 13, 2007, and the

same is incorporated herein by reference.

5
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Revised pursuantto Planning Commission -October27, 2005

OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD OCTOBER 13, 2005

Agenda

JACOBSON - SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE - HOME OCCUPATION UTILIZING AN

ACCESSORY BUILDING - 515 SOUTH 4T" STREET - (PARCEL NO. 3905-21-155-021)

ROCHE - SITE PLAN REVIEW - NORTHEAST CORNER OF 8T" STREET AND

STADIUM DRIVE - ( PARCEL NO. 3905-35-105-010)

A meeting was conducted by the Oshtemo Charter Township Planning Commission

on Thursday, October 13, 2005, commencing at approximately 7:00 p.m. at the Oshtemo

Charter Township Hall.

MEMBERS PRESENT: James Turcott, Chairman

Deborah L. Everett

Terry Schley
Mike Smith

Lee Larson

Kathleen Garland-Rike

Fred Gould

MEMBERS ABSENT: None

Also present were Jodi Stefforia, Planning Director; Mary Lynn Bugge, Township
Planner; James W. Porter, Township Attorney; and approximately 15 other interested persons.

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.

n~FNnn

The Chairman said that the first item of business was the Agenda, and he asked if

there were any revisions. Mr. Schley made a motion to approve the Agenda, as submitted.
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The motion was seconded by Mr. Smith. The Chairman called for a vote on the motion, and

the motion passed unanimously.

MINUTES

The Chairman stated thatthe next item was the minutes of September22, 2005. Mr.

Gould made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted, and Ms. Everett seconded the

motion. The Chairman called for a vote on the motion, and the motion passed unanimously.

JACOBSON - SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE -HOME OCCUPATION UTILIZING AN

ACCESSORY BUILDING - 515 SOUTH 4T" STREET - ( PARCEL NO. 3905-21-155-021)

The Chairman said the next item on the Agenda was consideration of a special
exception use for a home occupation for Vern Jacobson. He said the home occupation,
utilizing a portion of an accessory building, is located at 515 South 4th Street, Parcel No.

3905-21-155-021. The Chairman asked for a report from the Planning Department. Ms.

Bugge submitted a report to the Planning Commission dated October 13, 2005, and the same

is incorporated herein by reference.

Ms. Bugge explained that special exception use and site plan review approval is

required for a home occupation utilizing an accessory building. She said the applicant

operates a sign business known as PI Sign and & Awning from his residence. She said, while

the office was in the home, the applicant was proposing to use a portion of an accessory

building for related activities of his home occupation. She noted that the proposed building
was being constructed to replace one thatwas destroyed by fire. She stated thatthe applicant
indicated that a portion of the building would be used to store aluminum extrusions. She

pointed out that the Planning Commission should address two key issues - first, whether

there were going to be any nonresident employees on site, and second, the amount of the

space to be used in the accessory building for any business-related storage or activities.

Ms. Bugge stated that this request also included approval of the accessory building as

with its construction, the aggregate area of accessory buildings on site would exceed the

ground floor area of the dwelling.

Ms. Bugge then took the Planning Commission through the dimensions of the

proposed structure, as well as the special exception provisions of Section 60.100, and the

criteria of Sections 78.920 and 78.800.

2
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an area approximately one foot wide x 24 foot long for the storage of the aluminum extrusions.

All the rest of the accessory building would be used for his personal use except forthose times

when they assemble an awning within the accessory building. Mr. Jacobson then indicated

that he may store the aluminum extrusions outside.

Ms. Bugge stated that outside storage was not permitted for home occupations and

requested that the extrusions be stored in the accessory building. Mr. Jacobson agreed to

do so.

Ms. Garland-Rike asked what kind of equipment Mr. Jacobson had on-site. Mr.

Jacobson said he had a chop-saw, a pneumatic hammer, and some clamps. He added that

his business was not a dedicated manufacturing facility and that most of his tools were hand

tools which could be used for personal use. He said he had no presses, no brakes, no punch
press, and no heavy equipment whatsoever. Ms. Garland-Rike asked how often he used

equipment to assemble the awnings on-site. Mr. Jacobson said 90 percent of the time all the

work was done off-site, and therefore, only ten percent of the time were the awnings
assembled at his home.

Mr. Gould asked if he knew of any neighbors who opposed his business operation.
Mr. Jacobson said he was not aware of any.

Ms. Everett asked if he had been running this business at this location for

approximately 12 years. Mr. Jacobson said thatwas correct, and he believed he had a good
relationship with all of his neighbors.

The Chairman called for public comment. Hearing none, he called for Commission

deliberations. The Chairman said he thought most of the questions which had been raised

by the Planning Department had been addressed by Mr. Jacobson.

Mr. Schley made a motion to approve the special exception use, accessory building
and site plan based upon the representations of the applicant, and approval of the special
exception use and site plan should be subject to the discussions and representations ofthe

applicant and the Commission. Mr. Smith seconded the motion. The Chairman called for a

vote on the motion, and the motion , passed unanimously.

ROCHE - SITE PLAN REVIEW - NORTHEAST CORNER OF 8T" STREET AND

STADIUM DRIVE - ( PARCEL NO. 3905-35-105-010)

The Chairman said the next item on the Agenda was site plan review for a proposed
commercial development at the northeast corner of 8th Street and Stadium Drive, Parcel No.

3905-35-105-010. The Chairman asked for a report from the Planning Commission. Ms.

4
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Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items

Chairperson Gelling called for public comment on non-agenda items.

Mr. Peter Brakeman, 2611 N. Drake Road, introduced himself to the Board and

explained his home is 136 years old, well-built and has historical overly zone status. He

is working on a 20 year plan of extensive restoration. The owner of a 4 acre parcel at

Drake Rd and H Avenue, just north of his property, has started to take out trees with

plans to develop the land. Mr. Brakeman is concerned about losing essential historic

property and hopes the development will be done in a way that will not be detrimental to

his property or to the character of the Township. This is the first Planning Commission

meeting he has attended and noted he was there to educate himself as to how business

is conducted.

Chairperson Gelling thanked him for his comments and his attendance at the

meeting.

There being no further comments, the Chairperson proceeded to the next

agenda item.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF April 25, 2013

The Chairperson asked if there were any additions, deletions or corrections to

the minutes of April 25, 2013. No changes were noted. Mr. Schley made a motion to

approve the minutes as presented. Mr. Skalski seconded the motion. The motion was

approved unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARING - SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE REVIEW OF THE APPLICATION

OF SAGE & ASSOCIATES TO ALLOW A NONRESIDENT ON-PREMISES

EMPLOYEE TO WORK AT A HOME OCCUPATION LOCATED AT 293 LODGE

LANE IN THE R-1 RESIDENCE DISTRICT ( PARCEL #3905-14-490-040)

Chairperson Gelling indicated the next item on the agenda was a public hearing
to address a special exception use review of the application of Sage & Associates to

allow a nonresident on-premises employee to work at a home occupation located at 293

Lodge Lane in the R-1 Residence District (parcel #3905-14-490-040).

The Chairperson asked Planning Director, Mr. Milliken to please review this item

with the Planning Commissioners in more detail.

Mr. Milliken indicated the applicant, Ellen S. Brown, lives at 293 Lodge Lane in

the Country Club Village subdivision, just north of the corner of Lodge Lane and Valley

z
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View. She is a financial advisor and insurance agent. She has moved her office into her

home and is requesting a special exception use approval of a home occupation with

one nonresidential employee so an administrative assistant may work in her home

office.

He noted if the use satisfies the criteria in Section 78.900 - Home Occupation,
the use is permitted and no approvals are necessary. Section 78.920 provides flexibility
on a few items through the special exception use approval process. In this instance, the

home occupation criteria in Section 78.910 do not allow nonresident employees to work

at the residence, but it identifies such an employee as a standard that can be exceeded

through the special exception use process provided there is no more than one

nonresident employee. The applicant is requesting approval for one nonresident

employee to assist with her home occupation use.

He said that in her letter dated April12, 2013, Ms. Brown indicates most of her

client visits are off-site. On occasion, 1-3 clients per month may come to her home

office. Therefore, there is limited additional traffic generated from the business. The

applicant indicates an administrative assistant would work two to three (2-3) times per

week, 20-30 hours, between 8 a.m. and 4 p.m.

The home occupation occurs in a designated office space/den within the floor

plan of the home and occupies approximately 15% of the home's floor space.

Since the request meets the special exception use criteria, Mr. Milliken

recommended approval of Ms. Brown's request.

Chairperson Gelling thanked Mr. Milliken for his explanation and

recommendation and asked Commission Members for any comments or questions
before asking Ms. Brown to speak.

Mr. Skalski asked if Mr. Milliken knew how many special exception permits have

been approved. Mr. Milliken indicated he did not have that information available.

The Chairperson asked if there had been any complaints to date since having
moved the office into the home and Mr. Milliken replied there have been none.

Mr. Schley wondered if there is anything in historical notes regarding the

ordinance about whether it is allowable to see customers in a principal residence.

Mr. Milliken said he did not do research on the history of the ordinance. His

concern was the possibility of an increase in vehicular traffic, which was why he asked

about customers/clients. He did not see a specific prohibition.

Hearing no further board comments, Chairperson Gelling asked Ms. Brown to

please introduce herself and address the Commission.
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Ms. Ellen Brown, 293 Lodge Lane, noted the Planning Commission Members

had a copy of the letter she sent to Mr. Milliken and to all her neighbors. She has

spoken to several neighbors whose comments were all favorable. In response to a

question from Mr. Boulding Sr. who was concerned whether there were different fire

laws regarding egress/ingress for a quasi-office than for a residence, she indicated

there would not be a separate entrance for the office.

Mr. Milliken indicated a home occupation is subject to residential standards. The

broader intent is to keep the appearance consistent with a residential structure; adding
a second door would make it stand out.

Chairperson Gelling asked Ms. Brown to please restate what the hours of

business would be, how many customers would come to her home in an average week,
and where the employee would park.

Ms. Brown said the hours the administrative assistant would work would be

between 20-30 hours during the work week with no weekend hours. From January 1 to

the current date, she has seen four people at her home. Parking for the employee
working in the office would be in the driveway, not on the street.

In response to a question from Mr. Schley, Ms. Brown said it was possible the

employee might work four days in some weeks, but would more typically work 2-3 days
a week, not to exceed 30 hours.

Mr. Schley asked Ms. Brown if the Planning Commission approved the exception
request without approval for customers to be seen at the residence, whether that would

be acceptable.

Ms. Brown replied that if the approval contained that contingency it would be

acceptable.

Hearing no further questions for Ms. Brown from Board Members, Chairperson
Gelling opened the discussion to the public and asked if there were any questions or

comments.

Mr. Dan Thompson, 105 Echo Hills Drive in Country Club Village, indicated his

support for Ms. Brown's request for a special exception use. He said over the 40 years
he has lived in Country Club Village many residents have operated businesses, but no

one has ever come to the Planning Commission to ask permission. Ms. Brown is going
about this in the right way and he appreciates the way she is proceeding.

The Chairperson thanked Mr. Thompson for his comments and hearing no

further comments, closed the public hearing and asked for board deliberations on the

question at hand.
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Ms. Farmer said she hadn't considered the exception in regards to customers

coming to the home, but unless that is troublesome, sees no problem with approving
this specific use.

Mr. Antosz, Mr. Skalski, Mr. Boulding Sr., Mr. Loy, and Chairperson Gelling
agreed they had no concerns about the request.

Mr. Schley said he sees no problem with the request to allow one employee, but

would like specifics such as operating times included in the approval. He is still

concerned with allowing customers to come to the residence. His feeling is that the

code did not intend customer visitation and that in light of the possibility of building code

overlay, which is not the purview of the Planning Commission, there could be questions
about ADA, parking requirements etc.

Chairperson Gelling asked Ms. Brown to please return to the podium for some

further clarification.

The Chairperson asked the applicant to please provide insight into customer

visitation. Ms. Brown confirmed that her primary focus regarding customers was to

meet with them at locations other than her residence. She noted there is a one-step
landing at the front door of the home and that any visitors as well as the administrative

assistant would park in her driveway, not on the street.

Attorney Porter commented he did not disagree with Mr. Schley's concern. There

is no absolute prohibition of customers in a home. There is some provision to allow a

very limited number of customers and limited activity. He suggested that those

standards be listed in the exception's approval.

Mr. Milliken added that although he does not have the history related to the

creation of the ordinance, he does not see prohibitive language for limited customers.

He noted that if more traffic is created than necessary it would become an enforcement

issue.

Hearing no further comments, Chairperson Gelling made a motion to approve the

exception as requested with the inclusion of a limit of 20-30 hours per week, parking
confined to the driveway for the employee and customers, no Saturday or Sunday
hours, and limited customer visitation between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday. The motion was seconded by Mr. Skalski. The motion carried six (6) yes votes

to one (1) no vote from Mr. Schley. The Chairperson thanked Ms. Brown for coming
before the Planning Commission, and for the professional manner in which she went

about it.

Mr. Schley explained his no vote was due to his site standard concerns.

5

Packet Page 90



OSHTEMO CHARTER TOWNSHIP

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES OF A MEETING HELD JUNE 12,  2008

Agenda

EXPERT CLEANING SERVICES  -SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE  -HOME OCCUPATION

IN AN ACCESSORY BUILDING - 2215 NORTH DRAKE ROAD - (PARCEL N0.3905-12-

280-030)

SKY KING MEADOWS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT -SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE

AMENDMENT & HANNAPEL HOME CENTER -SITE PLAN REVIEW - SE CORNER OF

9T"  STREET AND MICKEY'S TRAIL  - (PARCEL NO.  3905-14-385-068)

WALGREENS  - SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE AND SITE PLAN REVIEW  -  6649 WEST

MAIN STREET  (PARCEL NO.  3905-14-330-015)

A meeting of the Oshtemo Charter Township Planning Commission was held on

Thursday, June 12, 2008, commencing at approximately 7:00 p.m. atthe Oshtemo Charter

Township Hall.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Terry Schley,  Chairman

Deborah Everett

Lee Larson

Fred Gould

Bob Anderson

Carl Benson

Kitty Gelling

MEMBERS ABSENT: None

Atso present were Jodi Stefforia,  Planning Director;  Mary Lynn Bugge,  Senior

Planner;  Brian VanDenBrand, Associate Planner;  James Porter,  Township Attorney,  and

approximately eight other interested persons.

Call to Order

The Chairman called the meeting to order at approximately 7:00 p.m.    The

Chairman asked those present to recite the  "Pledge of Allegiance."
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Agenda

The Chairman asked if there were any changes to the Agenda.   Hearing none,  he

called for a motion.  Ms.  Gelling made a motion to approve the Agenda as submitted.  The

motion was seconded by Mr.  Anderson.   The Chairman called for a vote on the motion,
and the motion passed unanimously.

Minutes

The Chairman asked if the Planning Commission members had had a chance to

review the minutes of May 22,  2008.  Ms.  Gelling said that she had reviewed the minutes

and noted that Mr. VanDenBrand's attendance at the meeting of May 22 was overlooked.

Ms.  Gelling then made a motion to add Mr.  VanDenBrand's name to the list of persons

present at the meeting.  Ms.  Stefforia suggested that the consultant,  Greg Milliken, also be

added to the list of those in attendance.   Ms.  Gelling agreed to amend her motion.  The

motion seconded by Ms.  Everett.  The Chairman called for a vote on the motion,  and the

motion passed unanimously.

EXPERT CLEANING SERVICES  -SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE -HOME OCCUPATION

IN AN ACCESSORY BUILDING - 2215 NORTH DRAKE ROAD - (PARCEL N0.3905-12-

280~030)

The Chairman noted that the next item on the Agenda was the consideration of a

special exception use for a home occupation activity of automobile detailing to be

conducted in an accessory building at 2215 North Drake Road,  Parcel No.  3905-12-280-

030.   The Chairman called for a report from the Planning Department.   Ms.  Stefforia

submitted her report to the Planning Commission dated June 12,  2008,  and the same is

incorporated herein by reference.

Ms.  Stefforia took the Commission through a background review of the subject
property,  particularly the zoning and the past uses of the property.  She noted that the

Township was unaware that the applicant was detailing automobiles in a garage,  and in

light of the recent text amendments,  felt it was appropriate that the Commission consider

and evaluate the home occupation pursuant to Section 78.920, as a special exception use

under Section 60.100.   Ms.  Stefforia then proceeded to take the Commission through a

review of Section 60.100 and Section 78.900 dealing with home occupations in an

accessory building as more fully set forth in her report.

The Chairman opened the Commission discussion with questions to Ms.  Stefforia.

The Chairman began by asking if the applicants had filed their environmental checklist and

hazardous substance form.  Ms.  Stefforia said they had not yet,  but that should be one of

the requirements of approval of any special exception use permit.
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The Chairman asked to hear from the applicant.   Ms.  Kelly Seelbinder introduced

herself to the Planning Commission.  Ms.  Seelbinder proceeded to explain to the Planning
Commission members that detailing was a very small part of their business,  approximately
three percent.  However,  she noted that it was a very important part because it helped her

serve her current clientele and was an important service to their overall business structure.

Ms.  Seelbinder noted that no products were sold from the property;  no signs were located

on the property;  and the public could not access the property at will.

The Chairman asked whether the detailing was done inside or outside.    Ms.

Seelbinder stated that the detailing was done inside.  The Chairman asked if there was any

painting done.   Ms.  Seelbinder said no.   The Chairman asked how many employees
worked at the site.  Ms.  Seelbinder said there was only one gentleman who would help do

the detailing,  if her and her husband could not complete the car detailing themselves.

Ms.  Seelbinder pointed out that they had always done detailing and thought they
had let the Commission know that at the time they had received their original approval for

their home business.

Ms.   Stefforia noted that a phone call had been received from one of Ms.

Seelbinder's neighbors expressing environmental concerns relating to her car detailing
business.   In addition,  she noted that they had received a letter from E.  Niewoonder  &

Sons,  Inc.  Landscape Service at 2319 North Drake Road in support of the applicant's
proposed use.

The Chairman asked what kind of chemicals would be stored on site.    Ms.

Seelbinder said that they typically just use Joy dish soap to wash or spot clean the cars.

She said,  on occasion,  they did use some grease remover,  but they placed the degreaser
on a rag to remove the grease and then the rag was discarded into the trash.   She noted

that they used all biodegradable products.

Mr.  Larson asked if there were floor drains within the garage.  Ms.  Seelbinder said

that there were,  but she said their sewer drained into the City sewer.   Mr.  Seelbinder

corrected her,  noting that they had a septic system.

The Chairman called for further public comment.    Hearing none,  he called for

Planning Commission deliberations.

The Chairman asked how the Planning Commission felt about the proposed special
use.  Mr.  Larson said he was concerned that they were washing cars at the subject location

which brought with it,  groundwater issues.   He said they should have to meet all of the

environmental regulations as would any other car wash facility.  The Chairman noted the

environmental concern,  especially in light of washing engines.   He said that,  while it was

not very frequent,  there was still an issue with on-site discharge.  Ms.  Seelbinder said that
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they rarely washed the cars;  typically they only waxed them and detailed the inside of the

interior.   The Chairman noted nevertheless that they still occasionally washed cars and

those by-products were being discharged to the ground.  Ms.  Gelling said she understood

that the business has been going on for some period of time,  but she shared the same

concerns as Mr.  Larson and Chairman Schley.

Mr.  Benson asked how they measured what was incidental and subordinate.

Attorney Porter noted that the Planning Commission was responsible forthat determination

and that they,  in fact, were the barometer for determining whether that standard had been

met.

Mr.  Larson said he thought this was slightly out of bounds,  but because it was pre-

existing,  he thought they could move forward as long as they met the appropriate
groundwater standards.  The Chairman said this proposal was not quite as clean as other

home occupations,  and thought they would have to meet the groundwater standards,  and

therefore,  it was appropriate to have the Township Engineer review any state requirements
for this type of business.

Ms.  Gelling said she would be more comfortable if it was reviewed by the Township
Engineer.

Mr.  Gould said he did not have a problem with the business,  but thought they did

need to protect the public and make sure that there was no groundwater contamination.

The Chairman also noted that any approval should be subject to not more than one

employee being located at the site.   With that,  the Chairman said he would entertain a

motion.   Mr.  Larson made a motion to approve the special exception use permit on the

condition that they set up a drain system which met the appropriate requirements for an

auto-wash facility including all applicable laws concerning oil and greaser separators,  that

they be limited to the area proposed in the accessory building which is 768 square feet,
that they be limited to not more than one or two cars per week,  and that not more than one

employee may work on site.   Mr.  Gould seconded the motion.   The Chairman called for

further discussion,  and hearing none,  he called for a vote on the motion.   The motion

passed unanimously.

SKY KING MEADOWS PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT -SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE

AMENDMENT & HANNAPEL HOME CENTER - SITE PLAN REVIEW - SE CORNER OF

9T"  STREET AND MICKEY'S TRAIL  - (PARCEL NO.  3905-14-385-068)

The Chairman said that next on the Agenda was consideration of an amendment

to the Sky King Meadows PUD and a review of a site plan for Hannapel Home Center to

locate within the PUD on a lot located at the southeast corner of 9th Street and Mickey's
Trail,  a portion of Parcel No.  3905-14-385-068.   The Chairman asked to hear from the
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7275 W. MAIN STREET, KALAMAZOO, MI 49009 
269-216-5220  Fax 269-375-7180 www.oshtemo.org

MEMO 

To: Planning Commission 
From: Jodi Stefforia, Planning Director & Planning Department Staff  
Date: Juen 12, 2025 
RE: Draft One - Text Amendments addressing MUD, PUD, Adult Foster Care, Non- 

Motorized and Temporary Outdoor Events 

The Planning Department keeps a Wishlist of Zoning Ordinance amendments that is added to as we 
encounter issues with the existing ordinance, new projects identify areas that need to be addressed or 
new land use trends emerge.    We like to bring a series of amendments – from the Wishlist – to the 
Planning Commission quarterly for study and discussion. 

This round of amendments proposes changes to the Mixed Use District as a result of its application to 
the first MUD project.  We are also presenting unrelated changes to the Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) ordinance regarding phasing timelines. Adult Foster Care facilities, temporary outdoor events and 
changes to the non-motorized facilities are also proposed.  Before each proposed area of amendment, a 
brief note explaining why is provided. 

Attach: Draft One – Text Amendments:  MUD, PUD, Adult Foster Care, Non-Motorized and 
Temporary Outdoor Events 
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Draft One – Amendments to Section 30: Mixed Use District and Various Other 
Sections  (June 2025) 

Note:  With review of the first Mixed Use District proposal, areas of the ordinance that need 
clarification or revision have been identified.   A series of amendments are proposed below 
for consideration.  unrelated amendments to a few other sections are also proposed.  
 
 
1. AMEND:  Section 30.10  Statement of Purpose and Intent 

 
The Mixed-Use District was established for the purposes of implementing Oshtemo Township’s 
adopted Sub Area Plans with the intent to and encouraging encourage a mix of uses in the planned 
redevelopment of existing commercial areas into cohesive mixed-use districts that feature a 
complementary mix of uses designed to encourage internal trip capture. The Mixed Use District 
designation is designed to accommodate, through comprehensive planning, zoning, building design, 
site layout, and project review, integrated residential, commercial office, technology, and public uses 
on larger parcels of land. The mixed-use district strives to encourage innovative development that 
incorporates high-quality building design, compatibility with adjacent uses, preservation of unique 
environmental features, and the creation of open spaces and amenities that enhance the quality of 
life of residents. 

 
 
 

2. AMEND:    Section 30.20.C.   Establishing a Mixed-Use District, Application Requirements 
 

30.20.C. APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

The owner or option purchaser of a tract of land shall seek approval of a Mixed-Use District zoning 
designation with the simultaneous submittal of a comprehensive development plan. The 
comprehensive development plan shall include: 

 
 
(3) Development Schematic Plan. A development schematic plan illustrating the proposed 
streets and the areas designated for residential, commercial, or non-residential and mixed-uses. The 
development schematic plan should  provide areas planned for mixed-use buildings. Potential 
specific uses proposed in each area shall be outlined and should be complementary to each other 
particularly in the mixed-use area(s); see Section 30.30 for a list of uses permitted in the district.   The 
development schematic plan shall include the proposed acreage for each use category and the 
proposed residential densities for each identified residential and mixed-use area.     
 
(4) Site Circulation. A circulation and access management plan for the project shall be 
provided. This plan shall include proposed street names and phasing (if any for development 
purposes), proposed non-motorized connections, and connectivity to the surrounding 
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transportation network. The design of the circulation and access management plan shall be 
governed by Article 240 Oshtemo Streets and Mobility Ordinance.  Private Streets shall be permitted 
as outlined in Article 240. 
 

(4) Layout, Circulation and Transportation.   To meet the intent of this ordinance, the 
development schematic plan shall provide land uses and incorporate the design of complete streets 
and multimodal circulation systems that effectively and safely allow users of all modes of 
transportation to move within the development and to adjacent developments.  Residential and non-
residential uses shall be designed, located, and oriented so that non-residential uses are directly 
accessible to residents of the development by way of non-motorized facilities and streets that do not 
involve leaving the development. Provision for public transportation shall also be made. 

 
(5) Traffic Impact Study (TIS). A complete analysis of traffic generated by the entire 
development and the impact said development would have on the surrounding transportation 
system and proposed mitigation measures shall be provided as outlined in Article 240 Oshtemo 
Streets and Mobility Ordinance the  Transportation and Mobility Ordinance. The transportation 
system includes but is not limited to truck routes, emergency routes, State and County roads, non-
motorized network(s), public transit, etc.   
 
To reduce the impact of the development on the surrounding transportation system, this ordinance 
encourages site designs that promote sustainable travel patterns and minimize external trip 
generation. Internal trip capture may be considered if the site’s design and layout, as described in 
Section 4, support internal circulation and reduce the need for external vehicle trips. The Planning 
Director and Public Works Director may consider adjustments to trip generation based on empirical 
data, including methodologies from NCHRP Report 684, the EPA’s Smart Growth Mixed-Use Trip 
Generation Model, or other applicable studies.  
 
The Planning Director and the Public Works Director shall provide feedback to the Planning 
Commission whether the proposed mitigation measures reported in the TIS align with subarea plans, 
master plans, community surveys, etc., particularly regarding walkability.  If the Planning 
Commission determines that mitigation measures do not meet the vision of the community as 
reflected in the foregoing, the rezoning request or portions of the project may be denied.  
  

(8) Residential Density and Density Bonus.   
I. Initial Gross Density.  The overall density within the development schematic plan’s 

residential and mixed use areas shall match the intended character of the correlating Sub 
Area Plan; each density category is defined within Table 30.20.1. A comprehensive 
development plan that is being proposed without a correlating Sub Area Plan and is within 
a C: Local Business District designation shall be considered under the high-density 
residential category. Areas designated purely for commercial development may not be 
included in the overall gross density calculation. 
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II. Density Bonus. Provided the traffic generated by additional density does not 

detrimentally impact the transportation network and the vision for specific corridors as 
embodied in adopted plans,  including all modes of transportation, as described in 
subsection (5) above, a density bonus, up to the maximum gross density defined within 
Table 30.20.1, shall  may  be granted if the proposed development provides additional 
public benefits to the overall community as outlined below. The bonuses earned from 
each category shall be added together. Final permitted density shall be rounded to the 
nearest unit (up if equal to or over .5 a unit or down if under). 
a) Housing – This is intended to promote missing middle housing. A mix of housing 

options are desired.  
1. At least 50% of the dwelling units shall be in buildings with at least two (2) dwelling 

units. (10% density increase) 
2. At least 75% of the dwelling units shall be in buildings with at least two (2) dwelling 

units.   (20% density increase) 
3. 100% of the dwelling units shall be in buildings with at least two (2) dwelling units. 

(30% density increase)  
b) Areas within the development with housing designated exclusively for senior citizens, 

55 years and older, are entitled to a 20% density bonus. 
c) Dedication of land for a public park, not less than one acre, and/or land for a 

community/public building if acceptable to the Township Board. (30% density 
increase).  

d) Dedication of land, not less than one acre when combined, for the purpose of a private 
park that incorporates usable amenities. Acceptable amenities include playground 
equipment, picnic areas with grills and tables, tennis courts, baseball diamonds, etc. 
(10% density increase) 

e) Green Energy – If this density bonus is utilized, the applicant shall designate through 
their design standards the type of buildings within the development that will meet 
these standards.   
1. 50% of the buildings are constructed to LEED Silver Standards or 50% of the 

buildings are constructed to Energy Star certified standards (15% density 
increase).  

Table 30.20.1 – Residential Density 

Residential 
Character/Density 
Category   

Initial Gross Density  Maximum Gross 
Density with Density 
Bonus  

Agricultural  1 unit an acre N/A 

Low 4 units an acre N/A 

Medium/Transitional 8 units and acre 16 units an acre 

High 16  units an acre 32 units an acre 
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2. 100% of the buildings are constructed to LEED Silver Standards or 50% of the
buildings are constructed to LEED Gold Standards 75% of the buildings are
constructed to Energy Star certified standards. (30% density increase).

f) Open Space

1. Minimum provided open space is 20% (10% density bonus)
2. Minimum provided open space is 30% (20% density bonus)

g) Mixed Use Buildings

1. Minimum of 20% of buildings have both residential and non-residential  uses (10%
density bonus)

2. Minimum of 30% of building have both residential and non-residential uses (20%
density bonus)

(10) Phasing. A developmental procedures agreement shall describe the timing and phasing, if
applicable, of the project and outline other development details as necessary. When
proposed construction or development is to be phased, the project shall be designed in a
manner that allows each phase to fully function on its own regarding services, utilities,
circulation, facilities, and open space. Each phase shall contain the necessary components
to ensure protection of natural resources and the health, safety, and welfare of the users of
the mixed use development and residents of the surrounding area. A phasing plan including
when each phase is  anticipated to commence must be provided for consideration by the
Planning Commission. If a phase does not commence within 12 months of the approved
phasing plan, the Planning Commission may require a resubmission of the Comprehensive
Development Plan for further review and possible revision.

(11) Buffer from Adjacent Residentially Zoned Districts.
ii. Walls or fences – Walls or fences may be combined with a berm and together must be a
minimum of six (6) feet in height but cannot exceed above the original grade level in height as
measured on the side of the proposed wall or fence having the higher grade. A required wall
or fence shall be adjusted to the lot line except where underground utilities interfere and 
except in instances where conformity with front yard setback is required. Upon review of the
landscape plan, the reviewing body may approve an alternate location of a wall or fence.  The 
Planning Department shall review the construction materials of the wall or fence which may
include face brick, poured-in-place simulated face brick, precast brick face panels, stone, or 
wood and submit the same to the Planning Commission for approval. Chain link fences with
opaque slats are not permitted.

(12) Natural features. The development shall be designed to promote the preservation of natural
features which shall be defined as water resources and adjacent upland buffers, steep
slopes, rolling hills, and dense forests in a manner consistent with the Natural Features
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Protection District of Ordinance 585 and the Environmental Protection Requirements of 
Article 56. The Planning Commission may consider and approve deviations from ordinance 
requirements upon a finding by the Public Works Director that the proposed project layout 
and/or amenities will not result in significant negative impacts to existing natural features. In 
such cases, the Planning Commission may exercise discretion to allow alternative designs 
that better accommodate site-specific conditions or environmental constraints. 

3. AMEND:    Section 30.30 DEVELOPING WITHIN THE MIXED USE DISTRICT:

A. CONDITIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT
Unless specifically outlined in a phasing plan approved with the comprehensive
development plan, all public infrastructure including shared detention retention basin areas,
streets, street lighting, useable common open spaces, and non-motorized facilities, shall be 
installed prior to any development. If allowed, all private streets shall be located in a 66-foot
right-of-way  with an easement 50-foot wide easement  granted to the Township for public 
utilities and nonmotorized facilities. The Township shall have no obligation or liability for the
private street or maintenance thereof by virtue of the easement.

In addition, prior to the submission of the first site plan application within the MU district, the 
development ownership of the district shall establish a Design Committee. The Design 
Committee shall review all site plan submissions against the adopted Design Standards and 
provide a letter of recommendation to the Planning Department as part of the official site 
plan application to the Township.  

B. PERMITTED USES

15) Commercial Center. Reserved.

21) Drive-in service window or drive-through services for businesses. Any drive-in service
window or drive-through service must be located on the endcap of a multi-tenant building
and shall not be located on a standalone building.

D. DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

4) iv.  All mobility and transportation elements shall follow the regulations outlined in
Article 240 Oshtemo Streets and Mobility Ordinance  the Transportation and Mobility
Ordinance.
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Unrelated Amendments regarding adult foster care and similar facilities 

Note: After receiving inquiries regarding Adult Foster Care Facilities, in consultation with the Township 
Attorney, Staff identified several areas of the Zoning Ordinance that require amendments to be in-line with 
the State Adult Foster Care Facility Licensing Act. Other amendments relating to Adult Foster Care Facilities 
are also proposed. 

1. ADD to and AMEND Section 2.20 DEFINITIONS

A. ADD: Adult Foster Care Family Home - A private residence (pursuant to 1979 Public Act 218, as
amended) with the approved capacity to receive at least 3 but not more than 6 adults to be
provided with foster care. The adult foster care family home licensee must be a member of the
household and an occupant of the residence.

B. ADD: Adult Foster Care Congregate Facility - An adult foster care facility (pursuant to 1979 Public
Act 218) with the approved capacity to receive more than 20 adults to be provided with foster
care.

C. ADD: Unified Care Facility – a combination of two or more State certified adult or child care
facilities licensed by the State of Michigan on the same or adjacent property operating under the
same organization or through a joint operation agreement.

D. AMEND: Adult Foster Care Facility - a State certified home or facility (pursuant to 1979 Public Act
218, as amended) housing licensed by the State of Michigan that provides foster care to adults.
Adult foster care facility includes facilities and foster care family homes for adults who are aged,
mentally ill, developmentally disabled, or physically disabled who require supervision on an
ongoing basis but who do not require continuous nursing care. at least one but not more than four
adults that receive benefits from community mental health service programs. Shall not be signed.

E. AMEND: Adult Foster Care Large Group Home - a State certified facility (pursuant to 1979 Public
Act 218) licensed by the State of Michigan with the approved capacity to receive at least 13 but
not more than 20 adults to be provided with foster care. hosting at least thirteen but not more
than 20 adults that receive benefits from community mental health service programs.

F. AMEND: Adult Foster Care Small Group Home - a State certified facility (pursuant to 1979 Public
Act 218) licensed by the State of Michigan with the approved capacity to receive at least 3 but not
more than 12 adults to be provided with foster care. hosting at least three but not more than 12
adults that receive benefits from community mental health service programs.
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2. AMEND any reference of “Adult Foster Care Facility” to “Adult Foster Care Family Home” located in 
Sections 4.20, 5.20, 6.20, 7.20, 8.20, 9.20, 10.20 as a Permitted Use.  

Example below from Section 4.20  AG: AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT 

J. Adult Foster Care Facility. Adult Foster Care Family Home. 
 
 

3. AMEND Section 7.40 R-2: RESIDENCE DISTRICT to ADD “Larger Facilities for Child and Adult Foster 
Care”,  “Adult Foster Care Congregate Facility” and  “Unified Care Facility” as a Special Exception 
Use. 

 
Example below from Section 7.40  R-2:  RESIDENCE DISTRICT 

7.40 SPECIAL USES 

I. Larger Facilities for Child and Adult Foster Care, including: Child Caring Institutions, Foster Family 
Group Home, Adult Foster Care Small Group Home, Adult Foster Care Large Group Home, Adult 
Foster Care Congregate Facility, and Unified Care Facility. 
 
 

4. AMEND Sections 7.40 8.40, 9.40, 10.40 for any reference of “Larger Facilities for Child and Adult 
Foster Care” to ADD “Adult Foster Care Congregate Facility” and  “Unified Care Facility” as a Special 
Exception Use.  

Example below from Section 8.40  R-3: RESIDENCE DISTRICT 

O. Larger Facilities for Child and Adult Foster Care, including: Child Caring Institutions, Foster Family 
Group Home, Adult Foster Care Small Group Home, and Adult Foster Care Large Group Home, 
Adult Foster Care Congregate Facility, and Unified Care Facility. 

 

5. AMEND: Section 49.140 LARGER FACILITIES FOR CHILD AND ADULT FOSTER CARE 

1.  Shall not be located closer than 1,500 feet to any of the following unless operated as a Unified Care 
Facility or unless permitted by the Planning Commission upon a finding that such an action will not 
result in an excessive concentration of such facilities in a single neighborhood or in the Township 
overall: 

a. Another licensed group childcare home or Child Caring Institution; 
b. An adult foster care small group home or large group home; 
c. A facility offering substance use disorder services to seven or more people; 
d. Community correction center, Half-way house, or similar facility 

2.  Outside play or social areas are appropriately fenced for the safety of the residents. 
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3.  The residential character of the property shall be preserved and maintained. Any building must be 
compatible in size, height, external design, landscaping, and surrounding open space as other 
residential buildings in the area. 

4.  No signs are permitted. 

5.  One parking space, in accordance with Article 52, shall be provided for each non-resident employee 
working on site at any one time. 

6. Adult Foster Care Congregate Facilities and Unified Care Facilities shall have frontage on and direct 
vehicle access to a public street classified as a primary or arterial road by the county or state road 
authorities. Vehicle access to local streets shall be limited to secondary access where necessary for 
health and safety purposes. 

7. Adult Foster Care Congregate Facilities and Unified Care Facilities shall be connected to public sewer 
and water. 

 

 

Unrelated Amendments regarding PUD, Temporary Events and Non-Motorized 
Facilities 

1. AMEND: PUD Phasing and time limits 

Note:  With review of previously approved Planned Unit Development (PUD) that has not progressed 
as originally anticipated, it became apparent that the ordinance language allowing for PUDs should be 
strengthened as to approval timelines regarding when various phases of the PUD will be developed.  

41.100 APPROVALPROCESS AND DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED 
D.3. Site Plan review: Following Conceptual Plan review, individual project or overall planned unit 

development Site Plan(s) shall undergo a final review by the Planning Commission. The detailed 
Site Plan shall conform to the approved Conceptual Plan and incorporate any revisions or 
recommendations made by the Planning Commission at the Conceptual Plan review. If a detailed 
Site Plan for the PUD is not submitted for review within six months of Conceptual Plan approval or 
if more than two years pass between submission of individual project site plans within the PUD 
other than as may have been approved on a phasing plan (Section 41.110), the Planning 
Commission may require a resubmission of the Conceptual Plan for further review and possible 
revision. Site Plan review shall be subject to all appropriate sections of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
41.110 POST-APPROVAL PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS 
D. Project phasing. When proposed construction or development is to be phased, the project shall be 

designed in a manner that allows each phase to fully function on its own regarding services, 
utilities, circulation, facilities, and open space. Each phase shall contain the necessary components 
to ensure protection of natural resources and the health, safety, and welfare of the users of the 
planned unit development and residents of the surrounding area. A phasing plan including when 
each phase is  anticipated to commence must be provided for consideration by the Planning 
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Commission. If a phase does not commence within 12 months of the approved phasing plan, the 
Planning Commission may require a resubmission of the Conceptual Plan or overall planned unit 
development site plan for further review and possible revision. 

 
 

2. AMEND: Temporary Outdoor Events 

Note:  Frequently, staff is approached by various groups that want to hold a weekend long event that 
may include a food truck. The ordinance only allows for administrative review of one-day events – 
often the timing is such that an event is planned long before the induvial could appear before the 
Planning Commission for special use approval for the weekend event.  We suggest that the ordinance 
be amended to allow administrative review of 3 days events – we do have a formal permit process 
established – up to 12 calendar days a year.  

48.120 TEMPORARY OUTDOOR EVENTS (NOT LASTING MORE THAN ONE DAY THREE DAYS). 
A. Events shall last no more than one day three days. There shall not be temporary events on a 

property for more than 12 days in a calendar year.  
B. Use is incidental to the principal use of the property. 
C. A Site Plan shall be submitted for administrative review indicating the following: 

1. Traffic lanes and on-site parking. 
2. Fire lanes and emergency vehicle turning areas. 
3. Restrooms provided (in building or portable facilities). 
4. Placement of vehicles, trailers, and all other equipment is away from adjoining residentially used 

properties and complies with all applicable setbacks. 
5. All activity takes place on subject property. 

D. The Fire Chief, or his designee, has approved the placement of vehicles, trailers, and all other 
equipment associated with the event. 

E. All signs directed off-site must receive a temporary sign permit and comply with all applicable sign 
ordinances. 

F. Property owner must approve and acknowledge the use of the property for the event. 

 

49.260 TEMPORARY OUTDOOR EVENTS (LASTING MORE THAN ONE DAY THREE DAYS). 
A. May last more than one day three days. 
B. Use is incidental to the principal use of the property. 
C. A Site Plan shall be submitted for administrative review indicating the following: 

1. Traffic lanes and on-site parking. 
2. Fire lanes and emergency vehicle turning areas. 
3. Restrooms provided (in building or portable facilities). 
4. Placement of vehicles, trailers, and all other equipment is away from adjoining residentially 

used properties and complies with all applicable setbacks. 
5. All activity takes place on subject property. 

D. The Fire Chief, or his designee, has approved the placement of vehicles, trailers, and all other 
equipment associated with the event. 
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E. All signs directed off-site must receive a temporary sign permit and comply with all applicable sign 
ordinances. 

F. Property owner must approve and acknowledge the use of the property for the event. 
 

 

VARIOUS SECTIONS WHERE TEMPORARY OUTDOOR EVENTS ARE LISTED 

4.30.A.   AG Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day three days). 
4.40.D. AG Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
5.30.B. RR Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day three days). 
5.40.H RR Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day three days). 
6.30.A. R-1 Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day   three days). 
6.40.C R-1 Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day three days). 
7.30.A R-2 Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
7.40.D R-2 Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day three days). 
8.30.B R-3 Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day three days). 
8.40.J R-3 Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
9.30.C R-4 Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
9.40.f. R-4 Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day three days). 
10.30.C R-5 Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day three days). 
10.40.C R-5 Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day three days). 
11.30.B R-C Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day three days). 
11.40.M R-C Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than three days). 
18.30.B C Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
18.40.N C Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
19.30.B VC Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day three days). 
19.50.K VC Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
20.30.A BRP Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
20.40.F BRP Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
21.30.A CR Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
21.40.J CR Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
26.40.A I-R Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
26.50.H I-R Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day   three days. 
27.30.B I-1 Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
27.40.H I-1 Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
28.30.A I-2 Temporary outdoor events (not lasting more than one day  three days). 
28.40.A I-2 Temporary outdoor events (lasting more than one day  three days). 
30.30.C.h  MUD Temporary outdoor events (subject to 48.120 or 49.260, as applicable)  
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3. AMEND:   57.90 SIDEWALKS AND NON-MOTORIZED FACILITIES 

Note: Given the recent changes in the law, constructing a ‘sidewalk to nowhere’ violates the Public 
Right-Of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) statute. The ZBA is asking for this changes as it has 
granted three requests recently allowing the property owner to consent to a future special assessment 
district rather than building a segment of sidewalk or putting funds in escrow now as construction 
prices will change and there will be economy of scale in building a large segment of sidewalk versus 
piecemeal as well as avoiding design issues. 
 

57.90 SIDEWALKS AND NON-MOTORIZED FACILITIES 

For those uses requiring Site Plan review under this ordinance, an internal sidewalk network (including 
connection to and establishment of a sidewalk or shared use path in the right-of-way of any arterial, 
collector, or local road indicated on the Non-motorized Facilities Map abutting the site) shall be 
required to be constructed within public street rights-of-way and/or private street easements. 
Sidewalk easements on private property may be entered into and utilized if determined appropriate 
by the Township Engineer. 

However, unique circumstances may exist such that the installation of non-motorized facilities in 
compliance with this article may not be appropriate at the time of development. Accordingly, the 
property owner may in lieu of constructing the required non-motorized facility, request to enter into 
an Escrow Agreement a Consent to the Establishment of a Sidewalk Special Assessment District and 
Assessment with the Township as outlined in the Non-Motorized Facilities/ Sidewalk Ordinance.  
Provided the non-motorized facility is fully designed on the subject property as part of site plan review, 
the reviewing body is authorized to approve an Escrow Agreement a Consent to the Establishment of 
a Sidewalk Special Assessment District and Assessment in lieu of the required non-motorized facility 
with a recommendation  from the Township Engineer that the public would be better served with 
construction of the non-motorized facility in the future (part of a larger sidewalk project, utility project, 
etc.). 

Where strict application would result in extraordinary difficulty, including, but not limited to, severe 
variations in topography, unsuitable soils, or difficulty in providing safe separation between pedestrian 
and vehicular traffic due to site location, layout, or existing building arrangements;  

A. The Township has plans to install sidewalk along the property in question in the next five years or 
in coordination with an anticipated project. 

The following Site Plan reviews are exempt from this Section: 

A. Uses requiring site plan review that entail an alteration or expansion to an existing building 
involving less than 2,000 sq. ft. 

B. Uses requiring site plan review that fall exclusively into the categories of ‘Accessory Structures and 
Site Improvements’ or Administrative Review in ‘Change in Use’ in the Table under Section 64.20 
Applicability. 
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