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EMMET COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Emmet County Building | Board of Commissioners Room 160 

200 Division Street, Petoskey, Michigan 49770 

REGULAR MEETING 
April 9, 2026 – 7:00 PM 

AGENDA 

I Call to Order and Roll Call 

II Pledge of Allegiance 

III Approval of Minutes:   February 5, 2026 Regular Meeting (updated or original) 
March 5, 2026 Regular Meeting 

IV Unfinished Public Hearings—None 

V Unfinished Site Plans—None  

VI New Public Hearings 

1. PSUP26-002 Roger Geitzen – SPECIAL USE PERMIT
Campground, 9400 W Robinson Rd, Section 25, Readmond Township – 1st hearing

2. PPUDF26-01 Frederick Hackl – Planned Unit Development (PUD) Preliminary
Amendment, PUD Final & Site Plan Review

Automobile sales, auto body/vehicle repair, oil change, 2430 E Mitchell Rd, Bear Creek
Township – 1st hearing

VII New Site Plan Reviews—None 

VIII Public Comments 

Citizens are invited to comment on any agenda item or general issue during this period. Please see reverse for 
Rules of Conduct. 

IX Other Business 

1. Master Plan – Review draft chapters 1-4
2. Text Amendment – Storage Uses – Discuss input from townships and consultant analysis
3. Site Plans Reviewed Administratively
4. Training opportunities – MTA, MAP, MSUE

X Commissioner Comments 

XI Adjournment and Next Meeting 
Next Planning Commission Regular Meeting – May 7, 2026, 7:00 PM 

Citizens will have an opportunity to offer comment on each case when the respective Public Hearing is opened 
by the chairperson. Please see reverse for Public Hearing Procedures & Rules of Conduct. 
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EMMET COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Public Hearing Procedures & Rules of Conduct  

 

Welcome— 
 

We appreciate you taking the time to present your comments. Everyone who wishes to make 
public comment will be given an opportunity to speak during the Public Hearings and during 
the general Public Comment period. For Public Hearings, please note the case review 
procedures detailed below. In order for us to have an effective public meeting, we ask that 

you please abide by the following public hearing Rules of Conduct. 
 

1. Wait for the Chair to acknowledge you before you speak. 

2. Please approach the podium so you are near the microphone. 

3. Offer your comments. 
➢ You may begin by stating your name for the record if you choose. 
➢ Please direct comments to the Planning Commission, not the applicant or other 

members of the public. 
➢ The Planning Commission will receive comments but will not engage in 

discussion with the public or respond to questions during the comment period.  

4. To ensure that everyone has time to speak and that we can address all of the items 
on the agenda, we limit public comment speaking time to three (3) minutes per 
speaker. A time clock will alert speakers when the three (3) minutes have ended and 
time for comment is over. The Chairperson may allow additional time to a speaker 
to provide new information.  

5. Above all, please be respectful of the Planning Commission, the applicant, and your 
neighbors. 

 
Again, thank you for attending, 

~ Emmet County Planning Commission Chair  
 
 

 Public Hearing Procedures 
1. Staff presents case introduction and zoning evaluation 

2. Applicant provides further details and addresses Commissioner questions 

3. Chairperson opens the Public Hearing  

• Public comments are received 

• Chairperson closes the Public Hearing  

4. Applicant may respond to public comments and offer final information for 
consideration 

5. PC deliberates and renders decision (approve, approve with conditions, deny, 
postpone) 
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EMMET COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 
Emmet County Building 

Commissioners’ Meeting Room 
200 Division Street 
Petoskey, MI 49770 

March 5, 2026 - 7:00 PM 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Brian Bates, John Eby, Brett Gooding, Charles Laughbaum, Jennifer Neal, Scott 
Herceg, Kelly Alexander 

 
MEMBERS ABSENT:    Tom Urman, Julie Hinterman 
 
STAFF:  Tammy Doernenburg, Laura Moreau 

 
I Call to Order and Roll Call   

Vice Chairman Bates called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Urman and Hinterman were absent.   
 

II Pledge of Allegiance 
     Vice Chairman Bates lead the group in the pledge. 
 
III Minutes of February 5, 2026  

Laughbaum requested a change in the draft minutes on page 16, near the bottom, under item 7 he 
referenced his comment to promote business in Emmet County and noted that Chairman Urman’s response 
to him was omitted. Laughbaum offered a sentence to be included the minutes: “Chairman Urman directed 
staff to include Laughbaum’s recommendation promoting business in the Emmet County Master Plan.” 

 
Doernenburg asked that the Vice Chairman allow the Department to review the recording before making 
changes to the minutes. Bates asked Laughbaum if that was acceptable. Laughbaum requested that the 
minutes be approved with his change. Herceg and Alexander requested that the recording be reviewed. 
Laughbaum restated that the minutes should be approved as corrected. Bates said that there are two paths 
forward: adding a comment with Laughbaum’s request or a review of the minutes. Eby stated that he did not 
believe Laughbaum’s comments could be included legally without a review of the recording.  
 
Eby made a motion to table approval of the February 5, 2026 minutes until the next regular meeting. 
Alexander seconded the motion. The motion passed by a voice vote of members present. 

 
IV Unfinished Public Hearings—None  

V Unfinished Site Plans 
1. PSPR25-005 Bryon & Holly Willcome – Site Plan Review 
 Forest Production Operation, Log Storage Yard & Related, 5722 Rustic Rd, Section 36, Bear 

Creek Township – 2nd review 
Legal Notice: A request by Bryon & Holly Willcome for Site Plan Review for a Forest Production Operation, Log Storage 
Yard & Related at 5722 Rustic Road in Section 36 of Bear Creek Township. The property is zoned FF-1 Farm and Forest 
and is tax parcel 24-01-16-36-400-008. The request will be reviewed per the Emmet County Zoning Ordinance, Articles 8, 
19, 20 and 22. 
Packet Items: Cover sheet, updated site plan and supporting documents from applicant, emails from: Maria & Adam 
Yeager, Amanda Dow, historical information prepared by staff, updated zoning evaluation 
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Doernenburg reviewed the case information. The location is a 10-acre parcel located on the west 
side of Rustic Road. The surrounding parcels are currently being used for residential use. The 
adjacent parcels are zoned FF-1. The properties across the road are zoned FF-2. The proposed use 
is Forest Production Operation, Log Storage Yard, and Related, and to allow two metal storage 
containers and a shed to remain on the property. A future pole barn is proposed. The hours of 
operation are proposed as 7am – 6pm Monday through Friday and occasional work on Saturdays 
and Sundays. Activities include delivery of logs to the site, expected to be three to four times per 
week, log storage, processing logs for firewood, dump truck delivery of firewood three to four 
times per day, and the starting/finishing location for three to four employees.  
 
New information has been received since the February 5th meeting, including an updated site plan 
dated February 18th. The log storage size has increased from 150x100 to 200x100 on the graphic, 
but not in the legend; appendices A, B, C, and D added; and site photos submitted showing decibel 
levels. Photos were submitted by the applicant on 2/18/2025 with a narrative that has been 
provided to the Planning Commission. 
 
Videos and emails of opposition were received from Maria and Adam Yeager through Denny Keiser, 
Township Supervisor and have been provided to the Planning Commission. Videos and emails of 
opposition were received from Amanda Dow and have been provided to the Planning Commission. 
Historical information requested by the Planning Commission was included in the packet. The fire 
department review is satisfied with the proposed site plan and has requested that an address sign 
be posted at the end of the driveway. The Road Commission has reviewed the site plan and 
indicated that this is a commercial drive that will need commercial access. The applicant is planning 
to attend an upcoming Road Commission meeting to ask that the standard be waived.  
 
Additional information provided at the meeting includes: A follow up letter was received from the 
applicant dated 2/24/2026. An additional email with photos and video was received from Maria 
and Adam Yeager dated 2/24/2026. An additional email and video were received from Maria and 
Adam Yeager dated 2/22/2026. The fire department review was received on 2/20/2026. The 
Emmet County Road Commission review was received on 2/19/2026. An additional letter was 
received from Adam Yeager on 2/28/2026. A letter of opposition from Rebecca McKinley was 
received on 3/5/2026. A letter from the Bear Creek Township Supervisor was received on 
3/5/2026, as directed by the Bear Creek Township Board, requesting that the Emmet County 
Planning Commission request an interpretation from the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
 
With regard to the request for historical context, Doernenburg listed other uses that were similar 
this request and how they were reviewed and approved. None of those uses have been approved 
or reviewed to completion under the current ordinance, which was adopted in 2023. There is one 
other similar case that is currently ongoing. It is a violation case in Maple River Township and the 
Township believes it is a Contractor’s use, requiring a special use permit. That case has stalled and 
the Department is working through enforcement. All other similar cases were approved under 
previous versions of the ordinance. There was a similar case for Firman Tree Service on Howard 
Road, which was a special land use. Doernenburg said that Eby had mentioned a case on Sterly 
Road, but she was unable to find approval for that property. It may be a nonconforming use that 
started prior to zoning. There is another case in Carp Lake Township that was approved through 
site plan review under a previous ordinance. Therefore, there is no precedent because the 
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ordinance has changed. Each case must be decided on its own merits and must be reviewed based 
on current zoning ordinance standards.  
 
Doernenburg stated that, at the last meeting, Commissioner Laughbaum had asked if this case 
could be reviewed with legal counsel. Doernenburg stated that she had started reviewing this case 
with legal counsel in November and staff has consulted with legal counsel three additional times 
since then. The Right to Farm Act and the Right to Forest Act do not exempt this use from zoning 
ordinance standards.  
 
Doernenburg then provided definitions from the Merriam-Webster Dictionary for “Harvesting” 
(The act or process of gathering in a crop.), and “Limited” (Confined within limits : restricted : 
characterized by enforceable limitations prescribed [as by a constitution] upon the scope or 
exercise of powers.) Doernenburg further explained that if there is a word or term that is not 
explicitly defined in the ordinance definitions section, it shall be assumed to have the meaning 
customarily assigned to it and any necessary interpretation shall be the responsibility of the Zoning 
Administrator. If an interpretation is needed, it can be done at the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
 
Doernenburg stated she still believes that the applicant’s use of the property is a Contractor’s use 
and should be reviewed as a special land use. She noted that there has been a lot of discussion 
about Forest Products Processing (Limited), but that use was not applied for in this application. It 
was not on the site plan, impact statement, or application. This request is for site plan review for 
Forest Production Operation. Bear Creek Township recommended denial. 
 
Doernenburg then showed the site plan. She noted the change in the size of the log storage area. 
The Planning Commission had requested installation of berms. The applicant explained in their 
narrative why berms were included and added additional trees for screening. Doernenburg stated 
that the Planning Commission still needed to consider if the use is allowable and the other items of 
the site plan review checklist, including screening.  
 
Bates asked if there were any questions for staff. Neal asked what information Doernenburg could 
share from the legal review. Doernenburg stated that the legal opinions were reflected in the 
zoning evaluation as well as the PowerPoint slide discussing the precedent of the case. Alexander 
asked if Doernenburg allowed the applicant to continue the use without approval. Doernenburg 
stated that when an applicant under enforcement action is cooperative; Planning & Zoning 
department staff will often allow continued use while the compliance process takes place. 
Doernenburg stated that she also looked for alternative sites for the business, including the 
applicant’s current residence. Neal asked what changes were made in the 2023 ordinance update. 
Doernenburg stated that the term “Limited” was added. In past ordinances, there were two entries 
for different types of forest products processing, other forest industries, and sawmills. Those uses, 
other than the sawmills, were consolidated to Forest Products Processing (Limited). Doernenburg 
continued that there was lengthy discussion over the term “limited” and a question of if 
“unlimited” should be added and what that would include. The topic was supposed to come up for 
review and potential changes, but no changes have been made.  Gooding asked if Doernenburg had 
looked for other sites for the applicant. Doernenburg stated that she had suggested other sites for 
the business. 
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Holly and Bryon Willcome then spoke. Holly read a written statement. She stated that it was never 
their intention to “kick a nest of hornets.” They understood that the forest products processing use 
was allowed by right and moved their business to the site. They did not intentionally try to break 
any rules or laws. They have tried to treat their neighbors with respect. Despite their efforts the 
neighbors are up in arms. It was their understanding that the issue of use was settled at the 
previous meeting, and they thought tonight would be finalization of the site plan. They found out 
at the March 2026 Bear Creek township meeting that the Supervisor intended to appeal the case if 
it was decided in the Willcome’s favor. The Willcomes stated they were surprised because the 
Supervisor had previously wished them luck and said that maybe the case would be approved.  
 
They agree that interpretation is up to the zoning administrator, but argue that an interpretation 
was not necessary. She stated that their operation clearly fits into the “Forest Production 
Operations” category. The definition includes terms like cord wood and pulp wood and the term 
“operation” is self-explanatory. The word “limited” does not follow “Forest Production Operations” 
in the ordinance. She believes that this is common sense and should be the end of the story. 
Instead, she waited for three weeks for the zoning administrator to decide what the terms meant. 
They then had to spend several hundred dollars on maps for the Township. She believes that it is a 
simple phrase with a simple meaning and she does not understand why the zoning administrator 
had to make an interpretation. She does not believe that the zoning administrator should be able 
to decide the fate of an application. They have researched all of the concerns raised by the 
Planning Commission at the previous meeting and feel that the updated site plan addresses those 
concerns. They increased the size of the log storage area to allow the log piles to be shorter.  
 
Bates asked what the new height would be. Bryon Willcome answered that the size of the storage 
area would be 200x100x12 feet. 
 
Holly Willcome stated that there were many neighbors in the audience, but if the use is permitted 
by right, then the opinions of the neighbors were inconsequential. 
 
Alexander asked if the driveway was going to be brought up to commercial standards. Bryon 
Willcome stated that he was meeting with the Road Commission to try to come to an agreement 
about the Driveway. Holly Willcome stated that farms are not required to install commercial 
driveways.  
 
Laughbaum asked if the Planning Commission required the applicant to install a commercial 
driveway and a six-foot-high berm around the ten-acre property with additional screening, would 
that create a financial hardship? The applicants stated that it would. Doernenburg reminded the 
Planning Commission that they do not determine if a commercial driveway is required. The 
Planning Commission does ask if the sight distances are compliant, which the Road Commission has 
determined that they are.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
Robert Phillippe, 5390 Rustic Road, stated that the site plan does not address three things: the first 
is damage to infrastructure; the corner near Flynn’s gravel pit is a tight, 90 degree, blind corner. 
The road was not designed for industrial traffic. He does not believe that a log truck can fit around 
the corner without crossing into the opposite lane. He noted that the site plan does not have any 
earthen berms, like the gravel pit across from his house. He is not here to complain about the 
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gravel pit. The whole neighborhood acknowledges the pit and accepts it. The pit has a 10-12 foot 
tall berm around it and you can still hear the klaxons. Bates noted that Mr. Phillippe’s time had 
expired. 
 
Maria Yeager, 5720 Rustic Road, stated she is a direct neighbor and is here to object to the 
business. She purchased the property because she believed that it was zoned as Residential – Rural. 
The peace matters to her and she had the expectation that operations like this would not be set up 
near her home. The wood splitter is one issue, but the crane to move timber is a whole other level. 
She has submitted video to the Planning Commission of the crane starting at 5:34 AM. This 
operation has changed the character of the neighborhood. She is no longer able to enjoy the 
outdoors. She asked the Planning Commission if they would like to live next to this noise every day. 
She urged the Planning Commission to deny the application and restore her community. 
 
Amanda Dow, 5620 Rustic, stated she has never met the applicants despite being a neighbor. She 
believes that this is a slap in the face of Tammy Doernenburg and Laura Moreau after all the work 
they have done. She lives on the corner that Robert Phillippe was referencing. She also invited the 
Planning Commission to sit on her front porch and listen to the trucks go by. She questioned if the 
Planning Commission had reviewed the videos of the noise. She also agreed with comments made 
by Doernenburg on February 19th that it was inappropriate for a Board member to use their 
committee report to bring forward their personal opinion on a current open case. She wonders 
how many times she will have to hear “I’m sorry” or “we didn’t know” from the applicants. She has 
to follow the rules, but it appears that the applicants do not. She theorized that she could start a 
business on her property, as her husband is a marine mechanic, and it would be beneficial to her, 
but may not be to the neighbors. She requested that the Planning Commission send this case to the 
ZBA, deny the case, and encourage the applicants to use their own home for their operation.  
 
Matthew Breed, 5450 Rustic, stated he has reviewed the minutes and done research of his own. He 
stated that staff had determined that the applicant’s use of the property had not met the 
requirements of the Farm Forest district. Section 8.00 under Article 8 articulates the intent of the 
Farm and Forest District. He then read the section. He noted the key words of “agriculture” and 
“forestry purposes”. He then read the definition of “forestry” and does not believe that forestry is 
happening at this property. He then read a definition of “forestry” from the USDA. Bates noted that 
Mr. Breed’s time had expired. 
 
Matthew Dow, 5620 Rustic, stated he does not believe that use by right should apply to 
commercial operations.  
 
Debra Still, 5990 Rustic Rd, stated she has lived in the area a long time. She said that the business 
will cause lower property values. There are gas trucks coming onto the property and she is 
concerned about gas affecting the artesian wells. She said that it is not personal. She just wants the 
applicants to follow the law.  
 
Robert Philippe was allowed to continue his comments. He stated that no realtor would try to say 
the business would increase property values. He compared the noise of the applicants’ business to 
the noise from the gravel pit and questioned why a berm was not being put in place. The site plan 
does nothing to improve the safety of the public. Many people walk, jog, and bike on the road. He 
does not believe it is justifiable to allow a business with such large trucks to operate on this road. 
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He asked if there were better locations for the business. He requested that commercial operations 
be located in commercial or industrial districts.  
 
Matthew Breed continued his comments by reading Article 2, Section 2, Subsection K, which allows 
the zoning administrator to make interpretations of the ordinance. He noted that the staff 
evaluation determined that the use did not fit within the zoning district and that the Planning 
Commission did not have the authority to interpret the ordinance. He requested that the case be 
forwarded to the Zoning Board of Appeals for review. 
 
Holly Willcome stated that the area is not Residential–Rural but Farm and Forest. It is not a 
residential district. Commercial farms are allowed, which means that commercial operations are 
allowed. She stated that forestry purposes don’t require any permits and wondered what would be 
considered forestry production if her business is not. She stated that the PC should just be doing 
site plan review. 
 
Tana Baldwin requested more information on a creek in the area that Chairman Urman had 
mentioned at the previous meeting. She did not see it on any maps, but wanted to make sure it 
was discussed.  
 
Holly Willcome stated a culvert was put in place near a freshwater spring by the driveway. Bryon 
Willcome explained there is a cement pad for the fuel storage, and the fuel tanks meet State 
standards. 
 
Robert Phillipe noted that the Township had recommended denial. He would like the PC to ask 
themselves what would happen if they set a precedent with this case.  
 
Holly Willcome stated that the neighbors of the apartment development on Intertown Road were 
opposed, but the project was approved.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW 

Alexander stated that he is sorry if the applicants got the impression that the use was approved at 
the previous meeting. He stated that, looking at the work that the Township and planning staff 
have done, he is not in favor of it.  
 
Gooding stated that he had made his decision prior to the meeting. He feels that he made a 
mistake voting to postpone at the previous meeting. He wanted to give the applicants a chance to 
make their case. Given time to reflect, he trusts the planning staff and would like to support their 
recommendation. He takes offence to the idea that the Planning Commission is against small 
businesses.  
 
Laughbaum stated that he had read through his notebook, especially the sections of FF-1 and FF-2. 
It is clear to him that the use is permitted by right. Article 8, Farm and Forest 1 and 2, permits by 
right forest products processing, forest production operations, log storage yards, and related. 
Article 19 provides qualifications. The site must be at least one acre in size, and you cannot have 
any buildings over 30 feet high or cover more than 35% of the lot. The applicant appears to meet 
those requirements, in his opinion.  



Emmet County Planning Commission meeting minutes     March 5, 2026  Page 7 
 

 
Eby stated that the ordinance has a problem. The Planning Commission keeps running into words 
that they have trouble defining. This use does belong in Farm and Forest. He wondered if the case 
should be remanded to the ZBA. He questioned if the Planning Commission should postpone the 
case to allow the ZBA time to weigh in.  
 
Neal stated that there was a long discussion at the previous meeting about the use. She noted that 
the use listed by the applicant is Forest Production Operation, Log Storage, Related, and the use is 
permitted by the ordinance. The site plan meets the requirements. She believes that the case is 
“cut and dry.” 
 
Herceg stated he sees two issues. One is the question of whether the use is allowable, and it is. The 
second issue is if it is a good idea in this location, and it does not appear to be. He believes that the 
neighbors have made excellent points about nuisance and infrastructure. 
 
Alexander referenced comments made by Phillipe and a letter from Bear Creek Township. He 
believes that a precedent will be set. Eby stated that this is not precedent setting if the ordinance is 
later amended. Bates agreed and referred to the previous cases that were similar, but approved 
under previous ordinances. Gooding stated that changing the ordinance again would set a pattern 
of changing the ordinance every time a case comes up.  
 
Bates stated that this case is site plan review for a use permitted by right.  The discussion around it 
is important, but may not be pertinent. 
 
Gooding stated that a motion was never made to approve the use. He asked Doernenburg to clarify 
if the use was in question. She stated that part of site plan review was determining if the use was 
valid for the location and based on the zoning evaluation, it did not fit.  Gooding asked if the 
applicants could appeal a denial to the ZBA. Doernenburg stated that they could.  
 
Gooding made a motion to: 

Deny Case #PSPR25-005, Bryon & Holly Willcome, for Site Plan Review for a Forest 
Production Operation, Log Storage Yard & Related use at 5722 Rustic Rd, Section 36, Bear 
Creek Township, tax parcel 24-01-16-36-400-008, as shown on the site plan dated Received 
February 18, 2026 because the standards of Articles 8, 19, 20, and 22 have not been met 
based on the following findings: 
1. The facts, as presented in the Zoning Evaluation dated 2/19/2026 and during Site Plan 
Review, are accepted as presented. 

 
The motion was seconded by Alexander. The motion failed on the following roll-call vote: Yes: 
Alexander, Gooding. No: Laughbaum, Neal, Eby, Bates, Herceg. Absent: Hinterman, Urman. 
 
Laughbaum made a motion to: 

Approve Case #PSPR25-005, Bryon & Holly Willcome, for Site Plan Review for a Forest 
Production Operation, Log Storage Yard & Related use at 5722 Rustic Rd, Section 36, Bear 
Creek Township, tax parcel 24-01-16-36-400-008, as shown on the site plan dated Received 
February 18, 2026 because the standards of Articles 8, 19, 20, and 22 have been met and 
the approval is conditioned on the following: 
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1. The applicant is to install an address sign at the road. 
 
Bates stated that the address sign is already installed and asked if Laughbaum wanted to add that 
the standards of the Emmet County Road Commission must be met. Laughbaum did not wish to 
amend his motion except to retract the condition to install an address sign. The final motion is:  

A motion to approve Case #PSPR25-005, Bryon & Holly Willcome, for Site Plan Review for a 
Forest Production Operation, Log Storage Yard & Related use at 5722 Rustic Rd, Section 36, 
Bear Creek Township, tax parcel 24-01-16-36-400-008, as shown on the site plan dated 
Received February 18, 2026 because the standards of Articles 8, 19, 20, and 22 have been 
met. 

 
The motion was seconded by Neal. The motion failed on the following roll-call vote: Yes: 
Laughbaum, Neal, Bates. No: Alexander, Herceg, Eby, Gooding. Absent: Hinterman, Urman. 
 
Herceg and Eby both stated that a motion to approve would require more details before they could 
support it. Doernenburg asked that the Planning Commission consider the hours of operation and 
using the property for personal use. Enforcing personal use and hours of operation on the weekend 
is very difficult.  
 
Bates asked for a motion. Eby asked to reach consensus. Neal stated that she would support 
reducing the hours of operation. Herceg suggested operation hours of 9am – 5pm. Eby cautioned 
the Planning Commission against creating a “poison pill” and asked again to reach consensus on the 
conditions. He stated that personal use could be done during regular business hours.   
 
Bates asked the applicant if the regular hours of operation could be adjusted. Holly Willcome 
stated that many small business owners use their businesses after regular hours. Bryon Willcome 
stated that he would need to be on the property to take care of livestock. Bates stated that 
livestock were not related to the application and asked if the hours could be modified. Bryon 
Willcome stated that they could be modified. Herceg asked if 9-5 would work. Willcome stated that 
it would not, but 7:30-5 would be acceptable. Eby stated that this type of operation is affected by 
temperature and they would want their hours to be earlier in the day. Bates is hesitant to support 
work hours longer than 9 hours. Holly Willcome stated that the Flynn gravel pit starts work at 7am. 
Bryon Willcome stated that 8-5 would be acceptable.  
 
Herceg reiterated that he is worried about the neighbors and the infrastructure, but he also 
worried that too many conditions would make the site unusable.  He would need to see hours of 
operation, berms, and public safety taken into account before he votes to approve a site plan.  
 
Bates then read through the site plan review staff report. Bates asked the other Planning 
Commission members if walkways should be required between buildings. Due to the lack of 
buildings proposed, it was determined that the standard be waived.  
 
Bates then asked if the proposed and existing tree screening was sufficient. Eby and Herceg both 
felt that additional screening should be required. Eby requested that a privacy fence be installed on 
the north side of the log storage area to help reduce noise from the operation. Eby is concerned 
about creating a berm, especially in the southeast corner of the lot. Bates is also hesitant to 
request a berm because the logistics of creating a berm are more complex, the ordinance does not 
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list it as a requirement, and comments from Robert Phillippe suggest that a berm has not 
effectively blocked noise from a gravel pit nearby. Bates asked if Eby wanted trees as well as the 
fence installed. Eby stated that the fence would serve as a screen while the trees mature. 
Doernenburg requested that the types of trees be identified. Holly Willcome stated that she had 
provided information on the types of trees to Doernenburg via email and they would be a type of 
evergreen.  
 
In reference to the site plan, Bates stated that any location on the site plan marked with an “O” 
would be a newly planted evergreen tree of at least six feet tall and that a privacy fence would be 
installed on the north edge of the log storage area. Eby would like the fence to be as tall as the log 
pile, or a couple feet shorter. Bates asked if the fence needed to be height of the logs or just the 
heigh of the equipment. Eby stated that there was a screening component that should be 
considered.  
 
Neal asked what type of fence should be installed. She wondered if a ten-foot-tall wood or vinyl 
fence would be stable. Eby stated that it was possible. Eby stated that he wanted to see a solid 
fence, whether it was wood or roofing steel. Bates asked what term should be used. Eby stated 
that it should be a solid fence of steel or wood. Doernenburg questioned if a metal fence would 
reflect sound instead of dampening it. Bates suggested the fence be made of wood and asked what 
the height should be.  
 
Laughbaum is concerned that a solid wood fence, twelve feet high, would fall down in a storm. 
Doernenburg stated that any fence over eight feet high would require a building permit and be 
designed to withstand the wind. Bates believes that it is unlikely that any equipment making noise 
would be taller than eight feet in height. He then asked if the fence should be wider than the log 
storage area. Herceg would like the fence to be wider and he believes the fence should be taller 
than eight feet. Bates asked if the height of the fence should be tied to the height of the log pile. 
Herceg believes that it should. Bates then restated: “a solid fence of wood to meet or exceed the 
height of the log storage area” and asked if there was consensus on the condition. Laughbaum 
stated he is not comfortable with a fence higher than six feet.  
 
Bates asked if the fence should be wider than the log storage area. Eby stated that the fence 
location was close to the woods to the east of the storage area and making it too long would hinder 
emergency response in the event of a grass fire. Bates asked if the size of the fence could be 
increased by 10% on either side. Doernenburg stated that for enforcement purposes, it would be 
better to have an exact length, like 240 or 250 feet. Bates asked if 250 feet was acceptable. Herceg 
agreed.  
 
Bates restated the conditions so far. Herceg asked if there should be an additional fence on the 
southeast side of the property. Eby stated that there was already heavy vegetation in that area and 
that planting more trees would help screen the site from the road. Bates asked if there should be a 
fence and trees in that location. Eby stated that trees should be sufficient. Bates agreed. He then 
stated that, from the scale, it appeared to be 75 feet of space and asked if there was any 
opposition to the condition. Hearing none, Bates continued with the review. 
Bates asked if storm water management was needed or if the Planning Commission would waive 
the requirement. He noted that this condition was discussed at the February meeting and it was 
waived due to the fact that the impervious surface coverage was less than 1% of surface area and 
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the soil type is Kalkaska Sand. Bates asked if there was consensus on the condition. Neal and Eby 
agreed.  
 
Bates then asked if an enclosure was required for the outdoor waste receptacle or if the existing 
screening was sufficient. Laughbaum asked if evergreen trees could be planted instead of the 
privacy fence. Bates stated that the trees on the north property line would provide a visual buffer 
and the fence would provide a sound buffer. Laughbaum stated that trees would look much better 
than a wood fence. Doernenburg stated that the conversation resulted in both the trees and the 
fence being required; the trees were proposed by the applicant and the fence imposed from the 
Planning Commission. Bates asked if Laughbaum would like to see trees at the property line and 
along the log storage area. Laughbaum believed that the fence was going to be along the property 
line. Bates clarified that there would still be trees along the property line. Eby believes that the 
waste receptacle is properly screened. Neal agreed.  
 
Bates asked if anyone would like to propose hours of operation. Laughbaum suggested 7am – 6pm. 
Eby stated that the applicant had agreed to 8am – 5pm. Bates asked if there was consensus on the 
hours of operation. Neal, Alexander, and Herceg support 8am-5pm. Gooding does not believe the 
case should be approved, but he would prefer hours of 8am – 5pm. Eby asked about the days of 
operation. Bates stated it would be Monday through Friday, no work on the weekends, with the 
understanding that livestock and other uses unrelated to this use are not prohibited. 
 
Herceg asked if a limit to the decibel level could be imposed. Doernenburg stated that noise 
limitations were not in consideration for this site plan.  
 
Herceg asked if there were any considerations for the infrastructure and trucks driving on the road. 
Bates stated that the connecting road was public and there is no rule stopping any large truck from 
driving on the road. Bates stated that is why the Road Commission regulates commercial 
driveways, to help mitigate the impact of heavy vehicles entering the road.  
 
Gooding hoped that, after the lengthy discussion attempting to make the plan go forward, that no 
one would say that Emmet County does not cater to small businesses. In his opinion, the Planning 
Commission is going through a lot of effort when they have not determined if the use fits the 
parcel. If the Planning Commission decides that it fits, they would be going against Tammy 
Doernenburg, Laura Moreau, and the legal counsel.  
  
Neal made a motion to:  

Approve Case #PSPR25-005, Bryon & Holly Willcome, for Site Plan Review for a Forest 
Production Operation, Log Storage Yard & Related use at 5722 Rustic Rd, Section 36, Bear 
Creek Township, tax parcel 24-01-16-36-400-008, as shown on the site plan dated Received 
February 18, 2026 because the standards of Articles 8, 19, 20, and 22 have been met. 
Approval is conditioned on the following: 
1. Installation of a 250-foot-long solid wood privacy fence located on the north side of the 

log storage area. 
2. All proposed evergreen trees will be at least six feet tall. 
3. The hours of operation shall be 8am-5pm on weekdays only. 
4. Additional evergreen trees, at least six feet in height, shall be placed east of the east 

snow storage area. 
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5. The requirement for additional screening for the waste receptacle has been waived. 
6. The requirement for installation of walkways from parking areas to building entrances 

has been waived. 
7. The requirement for a storm water management plan has been waived.  

 
Bates asked that the motion include that the fence meet or exceed the height of the log piles. He 
also requested that the driveway meet Emmet County Road Commission standards. Neal accepted 
those modifications. The complete motion is: 
 

Approve Case #PSPR25-005, Bryon & Holly Willcome, for Site Plan Review for a Forest 
Production Operation, Log Storage Yard & Related use at 5722 Rustic Rd, Section 36, Bear 
Creek Township, tax parcel 24-01-16-36-400-008, as shown on the site plan dated Received 
February 18, 2026 because the standards of Articles 8, 19, 20, and 22 have been met. 
Approval is conditioned on the following: 
1. Installation of a 250 foot long, solid wood privacy fence, to meet or exceed the height of 

log piles, located on the north side of the log storage area. 
2. All proposed evergreen trees will be at least six feet tall. 
3. The hours of operation shall be 8am-5pm on weekdays only. 
4. Additional evergreen trees, at least six feet in height, shall be placed east of the east 

snow storage area. 
5. The requirement for additional screening for the waste receptacle has been waived. 
6. The requirement for installation of walkways from parking areas to building entrances 

has been waived. 
7. The requirement for a storm water management plan has been waived.  
8. The driveway must meet the standards of the Emmet County Road Commission. 

 
The motion was seconded by Eby. The motion passed on the following roll-call vote: Yes: 
Laughbaum, Bates, Eby, Neal. No: Alexander, Gooding, Herceg. Absent: Hinterman, Urman. 
 
RECESSED 9:20 to 9:25pm 
 

VI New Public Hearings 
1. PSUP26-001 Alexis Holmes – SPECIAL USE PERMIT  

Home Based Business—Dog grooming, 7668 M-68 Hwy, Section 11, Littlefield Township – 1st 
review 

Legal Notice: A request by Alexis Holmes for a Special Use Permit to operate a Home Based Business for dog grooming 
at 7668 M-68 Hwy, Section 11, Littlefield Township. The property is zoned R-1 Residential and is tax parcel 24-07-17-11-
401-008. The request will be reviewed per Emmet County Zoning Ordinance Articles 4, 19, 20, 21, 22 & Section 26.09. 
Packet Items: Request & location map, tax parcel map, application and supporting documents from applicant, Email 
from MDOT, Email from Littlefield Twp, Email from Fire Chief, zoning evaluation 

 
Moreau presented the facts of the case. The site is on the south side of M-68, roughly 1.5 miles 
east of US-31. The subject parcel is lot 7 of the Sugar Maple Hills subdivision and is approximately 
one-half acre in size. It is zoned R-1 Residential. The lot is surrounded by R-1 zoning to the west, 
north, and east, and FF-1 zoning to the south. The business is proposed to operate within a new 
420 square foot accessory structure. Communications from Littlefield Township, MDOT, and the 
fire department have been received. The proposed structure will be on the edge of the driveway 
with existing trees for screening. The structure is a barn style building that fits in with residential 
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uses. The case will be reviewed per Articles 4, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 26.09. MDOT had no concerns. 
The fire department had no concerns. Littlefield Township was not able to have a quorum and 
deferred to the Emmet County Planning Commission. No public comments have been received.  
 
Moreau noted that staff identified items for additional discussion including Supplemental 
Regulations and that snow storage locations were not shown on the original site plan. The 
applicant provided an updated site plan on 2/26/2026, which was after the packets were sent out. 
The new site plan was provided to all Planning Commission members at the start of the meeting 
and is in the PowerPoint. The Planning Commission must decide if the standards are met to 
approve a Special Use Permit for the Home Based Business.  
 
Herceg asked for clarification about Littlefield Township. Moreau stated that they are short 
members on their Planning Committee right now and do not have a quorum.  
 
The applicant did not have additional comments. Bates thanked the applicant for her thorough 
application.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
Vice Chair Bates opened the Public Hearing. There was no public comment on this case.  

 
PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW 
Alexander asked what information was received from Littlefield. Moreau stated that the only 
communication was notification that they were unable to hold a meeting.  
 
Bates noted that hours of operation needed to be defined. The applicant proposed 8:30am-4:30pm 
Monday through Thursday and 9:00am-noon on Fridays. Bates recommended changing the Friday 
hours to 8:30-4:30. The applicant stated that she does not currently work Fridays, but may pick up 
clients occasionally. Bates recommended the change to save the applicant from returning to the 
Planning Commission to adjust the hours of operation in the future. Bates noted that MDOT and the 
fire department had no issues and that the current site plan is dated 2/26/2026.  
 
Eby made a motion to: 

Approve Case #PSUP26-001, Alexis Holmes, for a Special Use Permit to operate a Home Based 
Business for dog grooming at 7668 M-68 Hwy, Section 11, Littlefield Township, as shown on 
the site plan dated Received February 26, 2026 because the standards of Articles 5, 18, 19, 
and 20 have been met based on the following findings: 
1.  The facts, as presented in the Zoning Evaluation dated 2/17/2026, are accepted as 
presented. 
And further, that approval is conditioned on the following:   
1. Hours of operation will be limited to 8:30 – 4:30 Monday through Friday.  

 
The motion was seconded by Gooding. The motion passed on the following roll-call vote: Yes: 
Laughbaum, Herceg, Neal, Eby, Bates, Alexander, Gooding. No: None. Absent: Hinterman, Urman. 
  

VII New Site Plan Reviews—None  
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VIII Public Comments  
 

• Karla Buckmaster asked if Beckett and Raeder is considering changing the order/table of contents 
in the Master Plan. She had heard that the implementation and future land use map sections 
would be moved to the beginning, which are ordinarily at the end of the Master Plan. She is 
excited about the idea. Many Master Plans are filled with “fluff and puff” and the public really 
wants to know about the future land use plans and action plans. She would like the Planning 
Commission to figure out what they want in the action plan instead of waiting for a consultant to 
tell them.  

• Tana Baldwin saw that there is a minor amendment to Legends Bear Creek on the agenda. She 
then read examples of minor amendments under Article 16, Section 16.04.3 (B). The request 
involves relocating the dog park and playground, which includes the elimination of restroom 
facilities. She stated that the ordinance does not list the relocation of amenities or elimination of 
previously approved facilities among the examples of minor amendments. She requested that the 
Planning Commission determine if the change was actually a minor amendment or if it should 
require rehearing.  

 

IX Other Business 

1. Text Amendment – Storage Uses – Input from Townships to be reviewed at the April 9, 2026 
Regular Meeting 

Doernenburg stated that the Townships were provided with a zoning evaluation of the suggested text 
and requested that they provide feedback before the April meeting. No Townships have responded as 
of yet. Beckett and Raeder has been contracted to review the proposal as well as battery storage and 
data centers. Information on data storage centers was submitted by Jackie Hall and will be provided at 
the next meeting. 
 

2. Master Plan – Update on survey #2, review draft chapters 1-4 
Moreau stated that survey 2 ended on 2/28/26. Roughly 2000 responses have been received. The 
Master Plan is in the background and foundational stages right now. Moreau reminded the Planning 
Commission that we are not at the point of working on goals such as supporting local businesses; that 
will come later in the process. The Master Plan is still in the stages of working on background studies, 
looking at data, and hearing what our citizens have to say. Herceg stated that this is the right direction, 
building a strong base for the eventual goal section. Moreau stated that all parts of a master plan 
inform Planning Commission decision making; it provides the basis and rationale for major 
development decisions and possible legal challenges.  
 
Moreau stated that there were requests from Planning Commissioners and the public to make the 
Master Plan user friendly. Staff requested to flip the Master Plan so that the action plan would be near 
the front. Staff feel that an executive summary or synopsis is important to have at the beginning. 
Moreau acknowledged comments from Neal about some sections being difficult to read, but she 
appreciated Beckett and Raeder adding key-takeaways at the end of chapters.  
 
The proposed revised table of contents would front-load policy, putting the synopsis, goals, and future 
land use first. The Master Plan will address housing because it is a requirement of the Planning 
Enabling Act and the grant received. Supporting analysis is grouped together; transportation, public 
services, natural resources, coastal resiliency, etc., provide context and rationale for the decisions. 
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Background would be moved to the end. The reorganization proposed would be ten chapters, with the 
first chapter being a synopsis.  
 
Bates is in favor of the proposal because it is more citizen-centric and feels appropriate. Moreau asked 
Neal if the proposal addressed her concerns. Neal stated that she was interested in having the 
summary at the beginning of the chapters and liked the synopsis chapter.  
 
Bates noted that there are occasional text modifiers that seem to indicate a bias or opinion. He 
provided a couple examples. Moreau asked that the Planning Commission review the chapters and 
provide feedback and suggestions. She asked the Planning Commission members to mark up the plan 
and send it to staff. If there is a major change requested, it can be brought to the Planning 
Commission.  
 
Due to the length of the meeting, Moreau asked if the Planning Commission wanted to continue with 
review of chapters 1-4, move the review to April, or schedule a special meeting to review. Bates asked 
how many cases were on the next agenda. Doernenburg stated that there are two. Bates did not like 
the idea of pushing off review again, but he suggested pushing the review to April and if they were not 
able to conduct the review, scheduling a special meeting at that point.  
 
Doernenburg clarified that the Engagement Committee is not involved in the draft of the Master Plan 
in any way. It is meant to get people involved. Bates stated that the engagement committee is why 
there were 2,000 responses to the survey. Moreau referenced the requested change to the previous 
meeting minutes suggested by Laughbaum and stated that the Planning Commission is not ready to 
work on the action plan for the Master Plan. She reiterated that the engagement committee does not 
add anything to the plan. Doernenburg stated that every public comment that is received will be read 
and taken into account, but not all comments will be brought before the board.  
 
Laughbaum believes that there is a liberal agenda bias in the plan. Bates clarified that is not the bias he 
referenced; he believes there are certain words that carry more weight than the writer intended, not 
that the whole plan has a bias. Laughbaum stated that page two in chapter four talks about diversity 
and he believes that we should treat all people the same. He then stated that page two of chapter five 
talks about prioritizing public transit. He is not in favor of that and stated that the Emmet County 
Board of Commissioners tried it several years ago. They spent a lot of money, and it failed. Cheboygan 
Straits Regional Ride buses come to Petoskey every morning and leave late in the afternoon. There are 
taxis, cabs, and so forth, and most care facilities have their own transportation. On page seventeen, he 
disagrees with the statement ”direct growth towards Petoskey, Harbor Springs, and Pellston, while 
discouraging scattered rural development”. He does not want to discourage any development in 
Emmet County. Page 18 talks about strengthening only small, locally owned businesses. He asked 
about medium and large sized businesses.  
 
Bates asked if he was reading a previous master plan. Laughbaum stated that he was reading from a 
black book he had received a few days ago. Bates asked him to clarify if his book had a chapter five on 
housing. Laughbaum stated that it was a chapter on public transit. Laughbaum stated that he had 
received a new notebook at the meeting and has not had a chance to go through it. Bates stated that, 
as far as he was aware, the chapters on those sections have not yet been reviewed and wondered if 
Laughbaum was reading a previous plan. Doernenburg requested that Laughbaum provide comments 
to staff for review.  
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3. Site Plans Reviewed Administratively  
o 1922 Harbor-Petoskey Rd, Food Trucks, Bear Creek Township 

Doernenburg stated staff are waiting for updated site plans to provide to the committee. 
o 8383 S US 31 Hwy, Office Building, Littlefield Township 

Doernenburg stated staff are waiting for updated site plans to provide to the committee. 
 

4. Site Plan Minor Modification Request – JB Donaldson, Legends Bear Creek PUD 
Doernenburg stated that this is a request for a minor modification to the site plan. In December of 
2025, the final PUD and site plan were approved with two separate motions. The motion to approve 
the site plan had ten conditions. The conditions that relate to the request are #7: the fenced play area 
shall be moved away from the access drive, as determined by the zoning administrator; and #9: 
restroom facilities to be located near the fenced-in play area, as offered by the applicant. A request 
was submitted to eliminate the condition to provide a bathroom near the playground based on 1) the 
new playground location within 300 feet of all residential buildings so residents could use their own 
bathroom, and 2) the safety and maintenance concerns regarding an unsupervised, lockable bathroom 
near a kids’ playground. Doernenburg feels that #7 has been met, but #9 must be discussed. Bates 
stated that he did not feel that the bathroom was necessary now that the playground was moved. 
Doernenburg agreed, but did not feel that she could approve the change administratively.  
 
Herceg made a motion to: 

Amend the site plan approved December 4, 2025 to allow a minor modification and eliminate 
condition #9 for JB Donaldson, the Legends PUD. 
 
The motion was seconded by Gooding. The motion passed on the following roll-call vote: Yes: 
Laughbaum, Neal, Eby, Bates, Alexander, Gooding, Herceg. No: None. Absent: Hinterman, Urman. 

 
5. Zoning Coordinating Committee – Resort Township, Conditional Rezoning, a 49-acre portion of 

7341 Upper Bay Shore Rd 
Doernenburg stated that the Resort Township Planning Commission made a recommendation to their 
Township Board to rezone property near the trailer park near Bay Shore. Doernenburg provided a 
letter of support for the rezoning, which is in compliance with the Emmet County Master Plan. Bates 
made a motion to support the Chairman signing the letter and a voice vote was taken. All members 
were in favor of the motion.  
 

6. Communications –  
1) Beckett & Raeder newsletter—Distributed  
2) Doernenburg explained a series of bills moving through the Michigan House of 

Representatives. HB 5530, 5531, 5581 – 5585. A synopsis was included in the PowerPoint, 
and she offered to email that synopsis to anyone interested. She would be happy to send 
an email to the legislators on behalf of the Planning Commission. The bills reduce lot sizes 
to a maximum of 1500 square feet for single family residences, which is 29 units per acre, if 
they are served by water and sewer. Site plan reviews would have to be completed within 
60 days of submittal. Minimum dwelling size could not exceed 500 square feet. A maximum 
of one parking space per dwelling unit. Mobile homes would have to be allowed in any 
single-family dwelling district. Bill 5583 would not apply to Emmet County. Bill 5584 would 
require duplexes to be allowed in all single-family districts and regulated as single family 
dwellings. Bill 5585 would allow accessory dwelling units with additional standards and five-
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foot rear and side yard setbacks. All of these bills would require changes to the Emmet 
County Zoning Ordinance.  

 
The MTA opposes these bills. The Michigan Association of Planning supports the bills with changes. 
The MML is opposed as well. No direction was provided by the Planning Commission. 

 

X Commissioner Comments 

• Neal thanked Bates for chairing and staff for working on the master plan.  
 

• Bates asked if there could be Zoom functionality for planning commission meetings. He 
believes that the community is being underserved. He would like to thank Eye on Emmet for 
their recording of public meetings.  

 
Moreau asked what level of engagement Bates would like to see with Zoom meetings. Bates 
would like to see a broadcast function to start. Gooding agreed with Bates.  

 

• Laughbaum stated he and Gooding recommended that the pay for Planning Commission 
members be paid the higher per diem rate. Laughbaum recently received the judgement 
from the Court of Appeals regarding the Crooked Lake Yacht Club case. The case started at 
the Zoning Board of Appeals and the applicant appealed to the Circuit court. The Circuit 
Court sided with the applicant. The Board of Commissioners were afraid that would set a 
precedent and appealed to the Michigan Court of Appeals, which was quite expensive. The 
Court of Appeals also sided with the applicant. 

 
XI Adjournment and Next Meeting 
  
 Bates made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Laughbaum supported the motion. Bates called the meeting 

adjourned at 10:29 p.m.  The next Planning Commission Regular Meeting is scheduled for April 9, 
2026, 7:00 PM  

 
 
 

 Jennifer Neal, Secretary      Date  
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APPLICANT:    ROGER C. GIETZEN, MD 

OWNER: GIETZEN ROGER 

ADDRESS/PARCEL ID:      9400 W ROBINSON RD 

TOWNSHIP:       READMOND 

REQUEST:         Special Use Permit – Campground   

MEETING: April 9, 2026 
 

LEGAL NOTICE 
PSUP26-002  
A request by Roger C. Gietzen, MD for a Special Use Permit to allow a campground on property 
located at 9400 W. Robinson Rd in Section 25 of Readmond Township. The property is tax parcel 12-
07-25-400-007 and is zoned FF-2 Farm and Forest. The proposal will be reviewed per Emmet County 
Zoning Ordinance Articles 8, 19, 20, 21, 22 and Section 26.21 

 

FACTS 
• The applicant proposes to develop a campground with four recreational units on a parcel 

which also contains the applicant’s residence.  

• The subject property is approximately 18.79  acres and is zoned FF-2 Farm and Forest. 
• Surrounding zoning is also FF-2 and uses are residential and agricultural. The site plan 

indicates the nearest residence to the proposed campground is 945’ to the southeast. 
• Applicant intends that the four recreational units would be available for rent. Initially the 

units would be space for tents or RVs, with the possibility of building camping cabins. 

 
SITE LOCATION MAPS 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

SUBJECT 
PARCEL 
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ZONING ORDINANCE STANDARDS 
 

 

Section 21.00   Special Land Uses – Intent 
Special Land Use permits are required for proposed uses which are essentially compatible with permitted uses 
within a zoning district, but which possess characteristics or locational qualities which require individual review.  
Special Land Uses are identified in each zoning district and the Land Use Matrix in Article 18 with an “S”.  The 
purpose of this individual review is to ensure compatibility with the character of the surrounding area, with 
public services and facilities, with adjacent properties, and to ensure conformance with the standards set forth 
in this Ordinance. Special Land Uses shall be subject to the schedule of regulation (Article 19), site plan review 
(Article 20), general provisions (Article 22) and supplemental regulations (Article 26) provisions of this 
Ordinance as well as to the provisions of the zoning district where it is located. Each use shall be considered on 
an individual basis. 

Section 21.02   Special Land Use Review Standards 
In reviewing all requests for Special Land Uses, the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator shall require 
compliance with any of the following as may reasonably apply to the particular special land use under 
consideration (See also Article 20 and Section 21.01):  
 
A. The proposed use is listed as a special land use within the Zoning District within which it’s proposed.  

✓ Standard is met. The property is zoned FF-2 and campgrounds are permitted as a SLU in this 
district. 
 

B. The proposed special use does not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, or equipment that will 
create a substantially negative impact upon the surrounding uses in the vicinity. A traffic impact study may 
be required by the Planning Commission. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. With a limit of four campsites, the use is not likely to create a 
substantially negative impact on the surrounding residential uses. Applicant indicates quiet 
hours will be imposed from 10pm to 8am. Note: Four camping sites may be permitted in FF-2 
by the Zoning Administrator but does not allow the sites to be rented. Since the applicant 
intends the four camping sites for a commercial purpose, he was directed to the SUP permit 
process for approval as a campground. 
 

C. The proposed special land use is on a large enough parcel or project site to accommodate the use, its 
future expansion, customary accessory uses and on-site services (such as but not limited to sewage 
disposal and water supply).  

✓ Standard appears to be met. The property is nearly 19 acres which appears sufficient to 
accommodate four camping sites in addition to the existing residence. 

 
D. The proposed special land use complies with the standards of this Ordinance, including, but not limited to, 

setback standards, parking requirements, greenbelts, and building height. The proposed special land use 
shall comply with the applicable standards of Article 26. 

➢ Requires further review. Setbacks and building standards appear to be met per the review 
that follows. For standards of Article 26, see Supplemental Regulations review for 
Campgrounds below. 
 

E.  The proposed special land use shall not have a negative impact on the natural resources of the County. The 
proposed special land use shall not have a negative impact on the quality and quantity of water resources, 
domestic water supplies and capacity to accommodate the anticipated sewage disposal demand. The 
Planning Commission may require a hydrologic study or a sewer capacity study. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Applicant indicates lot coverage of 0.57%. Property is served by 
an existing well. Sewage disposal is proposed by portable restrooms and facilities in the 
existing residence. 
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F. Suitability of vehicular access to the use, assuring that minor residential streets are not used to serve uses 

that are open to the public.  

✓ Standard appears to be met. The subject property is located on W. Robinson Rd and no 
minor residential streets will be used to serve the use.  

 
G. Allowance is made for vehicles to enter and exit the property safely and there are no visibility impediments 

to drivers created by signs, buildings, land uses, lighting, plantings, etc. The use will not generate traffic 
which will exceed the intended capacity of the roads serving the property. Road agency review shall be 
required.  

➢ Requires further review. An existing circular drive provides access and maneuverability on 
the property. No visibility impediments are apparent. Road agency review is pending. 

 
H. The use is in accord with the principles, goals, or objectives of the County Master Plan and applicable 

township master plan.  

✓ Standard appears to be met.  
 
I. The proposed use would not constitute a public or private nuisance. The proposed use will not adversely 

affect the health, safety of the public and the workers and residents of the area. The proposed use will not 
be detrimental to the use or development of adjacent properties or of the general neighborhood. The 
proposed use shall not place undue demands on fire, or other public resources. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. With the limit of four camping sites, the standard appears to be 
met. 

 
J. Open spaces and common areas, when offered by an applicant as an integral element of a Special Land 

Use Project, may be required to be formally assured by one or more of the following instruments: Scenic 
Easement; Conservation Easement; Deed Restriction; or similar dedication mechanism. The open space 
dedication instrument shall name the State, the County, a Local Unit of Government, or a land 
conservation/conservancy organization, as a party to the instrument, as determined to be most acceptable 
for the particular property and agency involved. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Not applicable. 
 
 

 

Section 20.05   Site Plan Review Standards 
The Planning Commission, or the Zoning Administrator in consultation with two (2) designated Planning 
Commissioners, shall approve an application for a site plan only upon a finding that the proposed site plan 
complies with all applicable provisions of this Ordinance and the standards and considerations listed below 
unless the Planning Commission waives a particular standard upon a finding that the standard is not applicable 
to the proposed development under consideration and that waiver of that standard will not be  detrimental to 
surrounding property or the intent of the Ordinance. 
 
A. Compliance with District Requirements 

The site plan shall comply with the district requirements for minimum floor space, height of building, lot 
size, yard space, density and all other requirements as set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Total lot size, setbacks, and density comply with standards. 

SETBACKS 
W Robinson 

FRONT 
West 
SIDE 

North 
SIDE 

Church Rd 
FRONT 

 
BLDG HGT LOT SIZE DENSITY 

Standard 40’ 20’ 20’ 40’  30’ 2 acres 35% 

Proposed ~150’ ~360’ ~600’ ~185’  NA 18.79  .57% 
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B. Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation  
Safe, convenient, uncongested, and well-defined vehicular and pedestrian circulation shall be provided for 
ingress/egress points and within the site. A pedestrian circulation system shall be provided and shall be as 
insulated as much as possible from the vehicular circulation system. Drives, streets and other circulation 
routes shall be designed to promote safe and efficient traffic operations within the site and at 
ingress/egress points. The arrangement of public or common ways for vehicular and pedestrian circulation 
shall respect the pattern of existing or planned streets and pedestrian or bicycle pathways in the area. 
Streets and drives which are part of an existing or planned street pattern which serves the project area 
shall be capable of safely and effectively accommodating the traffic volume and pattern proposed by the 
project. Where possible, shared access drives shall be encouraged. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. A parking area is provided off the driveway from W. Robinson 
Rd with a two-track continuing around to the east to Church Rd intended for a walking path 
and emergency access. 2 parking spaces per camping site are provided for a total of 8 spaces. 
Per Section 22.02, one (1) space per bed and breakfast unit or hotel/motel sleeping room 
would be required. 

 
1. Walkways from parking areas to building entrances. 

a. Internal pedestrian walkways shall be developed for persons who need access to the building(s) 
from internal parking areas.  The walkways shall be located within the parking areas and shall be 
designed to provide access from these areas to the entrances of the building(s). 

b. The walkways shall be designed to separate people from moving vehicles. 
c. These walkways shall have a minimum width of five (5) feet with no car overhang or other 

obstruction. 
d. The walkways shall be distinguished from the parking and driving areas by use of any of the 

following materials:  special pavers, bricks, or scored concrete.  Other materials may be used if they 
are appropriate to the overall design of the site and building and acceptable to the review 
authority.  

✓ Standard appears to be met. The campground is planned for rustic accommodations. An 
unpaved walking path is proposed from the parking area to the camping sites. 
 

C. Emergency Vehicle Access 
All buildings or groups of buildings shall be so arranged as to permit emergency vehicle access as required 
by the fire department serving the development. Approval by the Fire Department serving the property 
shall be required. 

➢ Requires further review. Main access is off W. Robinson Rd. and a two-track is shown 
connecting to Church Rd for emergency access. A letter from Marty MacGregor, Fire Chief for 
the Readmond, Friendship, & Cross Village Fire Department, was included in the application 
packet with a recommendation to construct a road that will accommodate emergency 
vehicles and apparatus.   
 

D. Loading and Storage 
All loading and unloading areas and outside storage areas which face or are visible from residential 
districts or public thoroughfares shall be screened by a vertical screen consisting of structural or plant 
materials of sufficient height to obscure the direct view from adjacent first floor elevations. The site plan 
shall provide for adequate space for the proposed use being screened.  

✓ Standard appears to be met. Not applicable. 
 
E. Snow Storage 

Proper snow storage areas shall be provided and it shall not adversely affect neighboring properties, 
vehicular and pedestrian clear vision lines, and parking area capacity. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Not applicable. The proposal is for a seasonal campground so 
use will not be conducted during snow season.  
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F. Buffers 

To provide reasonable visual and sound buffers, techniques such as screening, fences, walls, greenbelts, 
and landscaping may be required by the Planning Commission in furtherance of the objectives of this 
Section and/or as a condition of the establishment of the proposed use. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Setback distances and existing vegetation appear sufficient to 
screen and buffer the camping sites. 
 

G. Drainage 
1.   Stormwater drainage plans shall be designed to follow Best Management Practices (BMP), as 

referenced in Michigan Department of Transportation’s Drainage Manual, Section 8.2, designed to 
prevent pollutants from entering into stormwater flows, to direct the flow of stormwater, or to treat 
polluted stormwater flows. The drainage plan shall indicate the manner in which surface drainage is to 
be disposed of on site. This may require making use of the existing ditches, natural watercourses, or 
constructing tributaries, but shall not result in stormwater that exits the detention pond and/or 
property site at an erosive velocity.  All plans shall meet the standards of Section 20.02 paragraph M. 

2. All proposed hard surfaces, including additions to existing development, for a site shall provide for 
detention and/or retention. The applicant shall show in plans and elevations the proposed stormwater 
management facilities. (Refer to subsection 20.05.G.2. for complete minimum design requirements.) 

3. Stormwater retention basins designed to keep a pool of water shall include one or more of the 
specified safety features listed in zoning ordinance subsection 20.05.G.3. 

4. For stormwater management, the Planning Commission has the authority to a.) waive the 
requirement, b.) defer the requirement, or c.) determine that a fully engineered storm drainage plan is 
not necessary and can be completed without a sealed drawing.  

5. Zoning Administrator can waive the requirement for a fully engineered storm drainage plan for site 
plan review that does not increase the impervious surface coverage by 25% or more on the site or for 
new development on sites with less than 15% impervious surface.  

6. Performance Guarantees shall be required, unless the requirement for a stormwater plan has been 
waived, for all stormwater drainage plans in the amount estimated by the design professional to 
guarantee completion of the project in accordance with the approved site plan.  The performance 
guarantee will be released upon final inspection and approval by the Zoning Administrator, and 
receipt of sealed as-built plans for stormwater drainage. The Performance Guarantee may be in the 
form of a bond, cash, certified check, or irrevocable letter of credit.  

➢ Requires further review. Per G.5. above, the Zoning Administrator may waive the 
requirement for an engineered storm drainage plan based on the impervious surface 
coverage of less than 15% of the site. Subsection G.4. authorizes the Planning Commission to 
waive or defer the plan or determine that a drainage plan can be completed without a sealed 
drawing. A motion approving the site plan should reference the waiver decision. 
 

H. Waste Receptacles 
1. Receptacles, including waste receptacles, waste compactors, and recycling bins shall be designed, 

constructed, and maintained according to the requirements of this Section. 
2. Waste receptacles, including dumpsters or compactors, shall be required for all nonresidential 

uses unless interior facilities are provided. The requirement to provide a waste receptacle may be 
waived by the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator if the applicant provides 
documentation that the development will not necessitate a waste receptacle. 

3. All outdoor waste receptacles shall be enclosed on three (3) sides and screened. The enclosure 
shall be constructed of brick or decorative concrete material, or other permanent structure, 
consistent with the building materials of the principal building. 

4. The enclosure shall also include a gate made of wood or other high-quality material, as 
determined by the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator, on the fourth side. If the waste 
receptacle is a dumpster, it must have an enclosing lid or cover. 

5. The enclosure shall have a minimum height of six (6) feet or one (1) foot above the height of the 
waste receptacle, whichever is greater.  
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6. Waste receptacles and enclosures shall be located in the rear yard, not closer than three (3) feet 
to the side or rear lot line, unless otherwise approved by the Planning Commission and shall be as 
far as practical, but in no case be less than twenty (20) feet, from any off-site residential use. If 
practical, the back side of the waste receptacle enclosure should be placed against the building. In 
this circumstance, the wall may count as one (1) side of the enclosure. 

7. Waste receptacles shall be easily accessed by refuse vehicles without potential to damage 
automobiles parked in designated parking spaces and without interfering with the normal 
movement of vehicles on or off the site. 

8. The Planning Commission may waive or modify the standards of this Section, provided the intent 
of the Section is maintained. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Waste will be managed utilizing trash bins and standard 
residential waste removal. 
 

J. Mechanical or Electrical Equipment. 
1. Ground mounted mechanical or electrical equipment, such as blowers, ventilating fans, and air 

conditioning units are permitted only in side yards or in the rear yard, unless fully screened. 
2. Mechanical or electrical equipment shall be placed no closer than three (3) feet to any lot line. 
3. Any ground, building, or roof mounted mechanical or electrical equipment or utilities, including 

water and gas meters, propane tanks, utility boxes, transformers, elevator housings, stairways, 
tanks, heating, ventilation and air conditioning equipment (HVAC), and other similar equipment, 
shall comply with the following standards: 
a) All such equipment shall be screened by a solid wall, fence, landscaping, and/or architectural 

features that are compatible in appearance with the principal building. 
b) Roof mounted equipment shall not exceed a height of ten (10) feet above the roof surface. All 

roof mounted mechanical units must be screened so they are not visible from ground level, 
even if not specifically addressed as part of site plan review. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Not applicable. 
 

 

Section 26.00   Supplemental Regulations—General 
In every case the uses referred to shall be prohibited from any Districts not specifically listed.  These uses 
require special consideration since they may service large areas, require sizeable land areas and/or may create 
problems of control with reference to abutting use Districts. 

Section 26.21   Campgrounds, RV Sites, & Camping Areas  
 
RR, SR, FF-1, FF-2  
 
A. Campgrounds  

1. The minimum health requirements governing campgrounds shall be met.  

✓ Standard appears to be met. Applicant indicates he will develop/operate the site according 
to EGLE regulations. A letter from the Health Department of Northern Michigan was included 
in the application packet indicating a permit is not required for a port-a-potty and state 
license is not required for 4 camp sites. 
 

2. The use shall be developed on a site of at least ten (10) acres and no less than 600 feet of lot width or 
property width.  

✓ Standard appears to be met. The parcel is approximately 18.79 acres and is 745 feet in 
width. 

 
3. The use shall not be visible from public streets and shall be screened using a combination of privacy 

fencing and natural or planted greenbelts. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. The camping sites are proposed behind existing trees and 
vegetation that appear to provide screening from public roads. 



 

Emmet County – Office of Planning and Zoning 

CASE# PSUP26-002 ZONING EVALUATION 03/10/2026 
 

 

PAGE 8 of 8 

OUTSTANDING ITEMS 

• Road Agency Review 

• Readmond Township Recommendation 
 
ITEMS FOR FURTHER REVIEW AND/OR POSSIBLE CONDITIONS 
Special Land Use – Section 22.02 

 D. Compliance with Supplemental Regulations for Campgrounds—Determine if met. 

 G. Road Agency Review—Review is pending. 
Site Plan Review Standards – Section 20.05 

 C. Fire Department Review—Determine if Fire Chief requirements are to be met. 

 G. Stormwater Management—Determine if waiver will be granted. 

 Any exterior lighting or signage to be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator. 
Supplemental Regulations – Section 26.21 

 Standards appear to be met—Determine if Zoning Evaluation is accepted as presented. 
 
 
MOTION TEMPLATE 

To APPROVE / DENY Case #PSUP26-0002, Roger C. Gietzen MD, for a campground at 9400 W. 
Robinson Rd., Section 25, Readmond Township, tax parcel 24-12-07-25-400-007, as shown on the 
site plan dated Received February 3, 2026 because the standards of Articles 8, 19, 20, 21, 22 and 
Section 26.21 HAVE BEEN MET / HAVE NOT BEEN MET based on the following findings: 
 

[STATE FINDINGS] 

1. The facts, as presented in the Zoning Evaluation dated 3/10/2026 and during Site Plan 

Review, are accepted as PRESENTED / AMENDED  [if amended, state what is being changed] 

2. Readmond Township recommended APPROVAL / DENIAL 

3. The Stormwater Management Plan is WAIVED / REQUIRED based on [state findings] 

4. Emmet County Road Commission determined [state findings] 

5.  

 
[IF APPLICABLE, continue motion by listing all conditions of approval.] 

And further that approval is conditioned on the following:   

1. Fire Chief requirements for the access road shall be met as PRESENTED / AMENDED [if 

amended, state what is being changed] 

2. Any exterior lighting or signage to be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator. 

3. 

 

 
To POSTPONE Case #PSUP26-0002, Roger C. Gietzen MD, for a campground at 9400 W. Robinson 
Rd., Section 25, Readmond Township, tax parcel 24-12-07-25-400-007 to [state reason(s) for 

postponement] _____________________________________________________________________________ . 

 
  



REQUEST 
PPUDF26-01 
A request by Frederick Hackl for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) - Preliminary Amendment, 
Final PUD amendment and Site Plan Review to allow for outdoor sales of automobiles, auto 
body/vehicle repair and an oil change facility to be located at 2430 E Mitchell Road in Section 4 
of Bear Creek Township. The parcel is zoned R-1 on the south 1/2 and B-2 on the north 1/2 with 
a PUD overlay on the entire parcel. The proposal will be reviewed per Article 16 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
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Emmet Cou Oflice ofPlarurin Zoni and Construction Resources
3434 Hartor-Peioskey Rd., Suite E
Harbor Mt 49710

48-1735 F: (231 39-8933P: 231

Email: pircr@enrmetcor,mtv.ors

Date Submitted:
Site PladChecklist Road Agency Review Elevations
lmpact Statement Fire Depa.tment Review Drainage plan

SIGNATLRE: As ouner/and or applicant reprcsenting the ovmer, authorize Emmet
Courty (staff, appointed board, and/or commissioners, or committee members) to enter upon the subject property

for purposes ofnraki[g impections relaled to lhe project or rcqu€st identified in this application. lfauthorized,
such s or site-walks shall be conducted at rEasonable hours and times

I certify that ,ll thc abovc information is sccurrte !o m! fq!!9!!Lt!qwl9dg9!

Date Received: ; Application #7I it )1
$ Fee: Date Paid:

Please make checks IE tO EMMET COUNTY also aoceor

's Name: F€derid( A. Hacti Phone: (231 ) 88r €62a
cant's AddEss: eB1 W. Comrry Rd. U tO. Harb6 q,rlrEs, Ml d9740

icant's email address:

Owner's Name: MOR Enbarbe3, tlc Phone;(231) 8306123
O$n€r's Address:PO Bos 128. P6ro.k6y, Mt49710

Owncr's email address

JOB SITE I,OCATION:
Tormshi : 8€ar Cl€€k Tax PaIcel #: 2+oi-iso+2@{x2
Address: zlso e. i.ti.*r.t Rd., pcloGk y. Mt a9770

ZQ\lllG BEaUEST: Plaoning Conunission
Special Use permit

Plannqd Unit D€velopment
Zoning rrap change

T.oning text chEnge

Attach a complete si& plsn and checklist per Article 20, digital plans and data
Iayers may bc rcquired
2 full siza d plans, 24" x 36"
14 rcduced size plans, I l" )i I7"
l4 copies ofchecklist and impact statement

Siqnature ofAppl tcartt'-a)L ;l - a,-lhll Dat€
7- 3l4na

* Required Signlue of the Property Owrer ,fr.fu:{- a.,-l{r,>1-! Datc
14nO6

Application for Zonins Action

ir:;i..ri;(

Site Plan Review

SITE PLAN REQUIRED;

SCAtrn'",



Tammy Doernenburq

Flom:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Frederick Hackl <f_hackl@yahoo.com >

Thursday, March 12, 2026 9:45 AM
Tammy Doernenburg
Scott Newsted
Special Use 2430 E. Mitchell Rd.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Tammy.

We are requesting an amendment to the PUD to allow outdoor sales and auto repair within the PUD.

We are requesting that parking be allowed within the 25' setback on the E. Mitchell Road boundary. The setback would
be reduced from 25'to 15'.

Than k you

Fred Hackl, AIA

I



TMPACT STATEIVIENT
FOR SITE PLA.II REVIEW

APPLICANT'S NAME tcP A. +Lt.
PHONE
NUMBER

PROJECT TITLE
z4ne rn

6 DATE b

l<P.

PROPERTY TAX lD # or ADDRESS
z1-a -ln'rl'ze'olL

DIRECTIONS TO APPLICANT
THE EMMET COUNW ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIRES AN IMPACT STATEMENT TO BE
SUBMITTED AS PART OF SITE PLAN REVIEW. EACH OF THESE ITEMS MUST BE
ADDRESSED AND AN IMPACT STATEMENT SUBMITTED WITH THE SITE PLAN REVIEW
APPLICATION AS REQUIRED BY THE ZONING ORDIMNCE. ITEMS LISTEO ARE MINIMUM
REOUIREMENTS. ADDITIOt{AL INFOR[,lATlON MAY BE SUBMITTED TO DESCRIBE THE
PROJECT IMPACT, COMPARE THE EXISTING CONDITIONS TO THE PROPOSED
CONDITION,

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Give a detailed description of the proposed development including: Site area,
number of proposed lots and/or units, population density, other pertinent
population data, vehicle traffic, and estimated construction schedule (slart dale
and completion date) and related.
,/7T r*€ = l;|ot<.
-fUo LPTS \AHe OrHLbt Nq ,

(EN E\e;?€tt.
1^flHli sr"€ 6E S ( lzn. E{o bhr€ ; z-/ (*.
'iJ,iJ,r .r*'* ;f, ;friT_,*ffi#* ?^Rrs,

####*d F4' t1< t: €:ds7/,fr Aio P-'r*$tn et-

{r€r- e *4tT ?A1t E?+ls AN.o ADTA.€ xf 2n{ t il1 
"t 

t tH o tl
ANY A9V{P,SE E(Ftc-Is I
o.L,a t,a,i?',S FL-* .r V&L 7v1-6t t €s 1 A'*'tb Bc,b'?/V€ql rc-E
pE? AitF.- Ar.,9 o1L caa2*tftg <-oNFoRbl'Tz -TAE ffJ??or{n 4sE

Foe- ?ao g'z No tr-l Z.t'ttt't1 '

!;::ia

TOWNSHIP

TrAk <-R.EEE_



b. Domastic Waler
Nb It^pA<-A bF.t tt rNfr N€u: t >5ya .

c. Traffic Volum*
t.lo theL4. LIqHT <-a3{at4gi2 TRAF(I,

d. Schools
lJo lmM. Aa3tNE 5 ettL'|,

e. Fire Protection
3EAYI.-€3 Ai a€Le cR.€fl< aq7,

?E16 fo e'ruflilc|

2 cEXPE ET DD DSEMAN No NCOMMU SITY RE vtcES
tn what tm wt beExpla o then fo nlowipact rvrceSE ns S d sde cribe

how services IIwi be rovided if blep ( app )s Servicesanitary
I 7'/ k4 u* AI-H4E n\ tJ€vZLJ

lnclude statements relative to the impact of the proposed development on (if
applicable):
a. Soil Eroslon

N)!
b. Storm Drainage

?t.\JNAqd 6 LoD4zrsy'p aN TH€ s774' PrA1.( Lt(p Tar
sto?*tt^L\T€k ?i-/{ @Vt€N ,

c. S ho rel I n e Protectlo n

AIA

d. witdtife

ilr
e. Air Pollulion

NA

f. Water Pollution
NA

g. ffo,se
A

the commun ity

a,

3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS



SITE PLAN REVIEW CHECKLIST

This checklist is intended to be used to ensure the site plan
provided with the Zoning Action Application is complete. Use

the checklist to cross reference the site plan to ensure all
required elements are included on the plan. Special Land Uses
or Permitted Uses with supplemental regulations may require

addltional information. See the Emmet County Zoning
Ordinance for detailed descriptions and standarde.

Case #-- Date Receivcd

CHECKLIST

Tax Parcel Number: 24-_ eJ_-_Jq-_-_a+_ -__z-" "._ a aL-

o
VA..A AJ-T /,AND

d2-

Number of Em o

Existing Use of Property
Proposed Use of Property
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I
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locat€ site). May usa plat map. Google map or other map to
idsntify parcEl.
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2 Appropriate scale x S<-ALE
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25
Access drives, internal roads (nole public or privab) service
roads. Wk th of Right-of-Way x 56{a.D}J 4{

stttS4t
26 Loadin g/unloading, seryice areas

Na,',lF
oo:fsl?E

27
Sidswalks, paths, and trails (inEmal and public within road right
of-way). x AJ alv6

7*-. btu

28
Parkhg areas (dimension€d typacal psfting space, man6uvering
Ianes). x ?edltPr9

,o Parking spaces required, parking Bpaoes provided x S+lorrof{ 't'tJ.t6 Ar\,r{

Pr@osed buildrng elevations (to scale).

All oxisting strucirrBs (labeled) within 100 bet ot perimeter
property lina€ .

x

Lot coverage of pfoposed buildings.

16
Boundaries ofexisting natural betures (tE€s, lakes, ponds,
streams, s6v6re topography, lveiands, ll/oodlands, etc.). x

Method i,r ensur;ng landscaping will b6 maintained.

19

Wetlands identified.

22 Soilanalysis.

I



30 Requir€d landscaping in pa*ing areas x
31 Location of snow storage X

5 t/t,,otJ o+t
,fir PLA|)

Snow management plan 4
Ou.tNFR LDILL
PLzD tPtrt+
,Jdr?,

Waste receptac{e location, scG€ning indication Y TtovtbED

34 lf no wasE recsptacle, d€scfiba how waste to be managtsd

^
Existing easements (utilrty, access) within site limits. A

fpao>fl aY
,r7E FLA}{

Jb Locaton of Water^^,ell, Sswsrlseplic X
1H-rl 4'l
3t'(f ?tatt

JI
Site grading and drainage plan (on-site elevations fur pavements,
driva6, roads, parkhg loE, curbs. sidewalrc end fnished gredes
at building faced6s). X 5 Ha,'N otl

stTE TLaIl{

38
EnginserBd drainag€ plan s€eled by a Michigan RegisteEd
Probssional Enging€r musl b€ provd6d (unless wair/ed by the
Planning Commission)-

x ?L.4/t?fl

Estimated cost of drainage work &"--
40 Request wai\€r of engineered drainage plan? x f.rD (

?.448dry

41
Location ol machanical or electical equipm€nt (ground le\€l or
roof{ountad oquipment). x

x No artDD-*"
.9Hfr'

43
Location of outdoor lightrs, pole holghb, bollards, building
atlaclr6d, luminary shielding EchnQues'

Lo.{.r1afl
34oo)N,sHE):
?Ere aF,illrrd

44 Location of 6ign(s)* I ??"vtW

Site arn6nities (play area, pools, beachas. tsnnis courts, etc.) X

46 lmpact Statement attached? x
47 Fire Department approval? X
48 Road Agency approval?

49 Hea(h ag€ncy approvsl? X

Rd-
mao$T{D

42 Locatjon and descriptlon of any existing or proposed outdoor
storage facilrties (above ground and below ground stolag€).

x

l-lod€
?c-'/aviD

x



50 US Army Corps of Enginasrs approval? I
it Micfijgan Department of EnMronment Great Lakes and Energy

approval? X
52 ls the site located in the Shoreline Bluff Protection O!€rlay Zone? X

ls the sito located in a FM Plain? x

x54 ls the site a Critical Dun6?

x At4
TFaol

General Floor Plan must bo provided

x56 Elevation Plan must b€ provided

*Slgrts and light! will noed to be epproved by the Emmet County Zonlng Admlnbbetot.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:

This pack€t contains the zoning map for the subj€ct parc€|. Th€ nonh % ts zoned B-2 Gen€ral
Business. lt also has a PUD overlay that was establbhed when Louie's was approvod. A retail sbre
would be allowable on the portion of the property zoned B-2. A sales lol would b€ a special land use.
The PUD could be updated to include a change on the entire parcel.

lThe Site Plan from Bendlmark Engin€ering is included in

Ithe above listed !tsms.

this packel lt contains the graphic detail fur

licants Signature Date

948f,r
A to5
?P.aVl ril)

B/+/2-6
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Excerpt 9/1/2005 Emmet County Planning Commission

Meeting minutes

2. Caw # l75A-77 Dan Pietfer, FINAL, MD(ED USE, PUD-I MASTER PLAN & SITE
PLAII REIaIEW gas station, drlve through conveniencc store rnd
reteil sales, 2430 E. lVlitchell Road, Section 4, Be.r Creek Township

A request by Dan Picfier for a Mixed Us€ PLJD I Fiml Master Ptan and Site Plar Review for the prop€rBr tax parcel
number of24-01-19-04-200-012, located at2430 E. Mitchell Road. The review is per Article XVUI, PUD-I
Planned Unit Devetopment of the Ernmct County Zonilg Ordinarce.

Micbalek explained the request for a Final Mixed Use PtiD-l Master Plan using the Final Site Plar- The
property is zoned B-2 in the front and R-lB in the rear half ofthe propaty. The entrance ways have been
approved by the Ernrnet County Road Commission. The gas station and drive thru convenierce store is
proposed ifl the B-2 portion of the propedy ard a retail store at th€ rear of the property. There is a future
addition shown on the south commercial building which is shown to extend to meet a I 0' s*back if the
adjacent property is approved for a PUD.

Jim Malewitz explained that there is no change to the overall plan. Malewitz explained the changes
made since the previously approved plan.

No comments have beeu received fiom any neighbors since the re-notification

Doernenburg remiaded ofthe previous motion which included conditions regarding the building de,sign.
'Ihere was discussion regarding the previous motion and approval. The site plan lists allowed uses.

Anderson made a motion, supported by Scott, to approve Case #175A-77 a request by Dan Pieffer for
Final Mixed Use PUD-I and Site Plan for tax parcel number 24-01-19-26-200-012, with the following
cooditions:

All Principal Uses Permitted in the B-2 General Business District as per Section 1000 be allowed
up to a dcpth of 200 feet from the North property line, with allowance for a community trail
tkough the property in the future, either il the front setback or elsewhere on the property.

2 . The uses permitted in the southem portion of the property mned R- I B One Family Residential
District be restricted to uses listed in the B-l District uoder Section 90O-Paragraph I, 2, 3 and 5 aud

Section 90I-Paragraph 3, but limited to the tbllowing specific uses:

Administrative, professional, medical, govemmental, and sales offices

Bank and financial institutions (Non drive-thru)

Personal service establishments which perform the following services: shoe repair,

tailors, hairdressers, barber shops, beauty salon, art studios, physical exercise, self

service Laundromat, mini-storage, photography studios.

D. Offices and showrooms ofplumbers, electricians, decorators, designers, car?€'floor

coverings, fumiture sales, lighting centers, or similar Eades.

Maintain a minimum of fifty (50) foot perimaer setback on the east side of the southem part of
the property (zoned R-lB) anil aien (10; foot setback on the east side ofthe southem part ofthe

property if th" aaiacent pro,p€f,ty is approved for a Final PUD'

Approximately 55 fea ofdriveway shall be permitted in the east and west side 50'setbacks with

l

A

B

C

J

4.



the permission to bave up to five (5) paldng spaces oa the west side in the R-l B zoned portion
as showa in the site plan dratrd 07-2945.

J. plpvids s miiimrrm offifty (50) foot perineto *tback along the south property line.

6. A mi''i-r''n of teir (10) foot perimeto setback to be provided on the eas md west side of the B-2
zoned portion ofthe property.

J. { minimrrrn oftwenty five (25) foot p€rime*er setback is to be pmvided aloag the front (north)
Iine ofthe property, measured from the south right of way line of Mitchell Road.

8. And subject to any other conditions stated on the Fin81 PUD-I Mixed Use Master Plan (Dated
07-294s)

9. The buildings and canopi€s are to be dcsigned with gabled roofs, similar 1o the gas station
located on US-3 1 in the Village of Alanson.

10. Screening along the south to be incr€ased to provide adequate screening from neighboring
properties.

I 1. Dumpster to be adequately screened.

12. The 20' rlrive required to provide access to the bordering pmperty iine as shown otr the Site Plan.

13. Sigtr & Lighting Committee rwiew will be required for all exterior signs and lights.

the motion passed oa the followiog roll call vote: Yes; Jones, Scott, Laugfubaum, Anderson" Derrohn,
Alexaoder. No; l,etzmaon" Absent; Eby, Summers.

I

I

I

I

t

t



Office of Planni
3434

231-348-r

MEMO
Emmet County Planning Commission

Office of Planning and Zoning

3118D026

Stormwater Revaew of 01-19-04-200-012

on Resources
Suite E

33 (fax)

Tor

Frornr

Date:

Rer

I've reviewed the proposed storrnrater plan and it meets the requirements of the Emmet County
zoning ordinance section 20.05 G.

There is a preexisting drain lrom neighboring property that terminates on this propert_v. The
proposal is to reroute the drain around the proposed retention area. It uould seem to make more
sense to leave the existing drain going into the proposed retention area. The proposed retention
basin exceeds the required volume fbr the new impervious surface. There is an emergency
overflorv built into the retention basin design if the volume exceeds u-hat it can hold. Directing
the \,!'ater around the basin mal have the polential to undermine the retention basin.



Tammy Doernenburq

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Godzik <jgodzik@emmetcrc.org >

Friday, March 13,2026 1:09 PM

Tammy Doernenburg
Proposed Project at 2430 Mitchell Road PID Number 01- 19-01-200-012

Hi, Tammy

We were able to review the proposed site ptan for 2430 Mitchett Road, that was prepared by Benchmark
Engineering dated Feb 20h 2026. The proposed access tocation off MitcheU Road meets Emmet County Road
Commissions Commerciat Standards for sight distance and driveway [ocation.

Best regards,

James Godzik
Permit Technician
Emmet County Road Commission
W ork 231 -347 -81 42 ext. 2

1

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not ctick tinks or open attachments untess you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.



Resort Bear Creek Fire Department
373 N. Division Road
Petoskey, Michigan 49770 (231) 347-2496

Affted L. Welsheimer'Al" Fire Chief

March 12,2026
TO: BEAR CREEK PLANNING COMMISSION

FROM: CHIEF ALFRED L, WELSHEIMER

SUBJECT: SITE PLAN REVIEW 2-20-2026

Case # PPUDF26-01

FOR: Auto Repair

LOCATION: 2430 Mitchell Rd

After reviewing the plan, the following needs to be met

Codes: lntemational Fire Code 2024 Edrlion

'1. Access road that would with stand at least 750001bs

2. \ ,/aste oiland other class lllB liquids shall be stored
in approved tanks or containers.

U{P 
'3

3. Cleaning of part shall be conducted in listed and approved
parts cleaning machines

4. Show Drainage and disposal of llquids and oil-soaked waste

5. Provide information on storage and use of ffammable and
combustible liquids

6. Portable fire extinguishers are to be provided

7 Knox box key retention box

lFC, Section D102

tFC,2311 .2.2

lFC,2311 .2.1

tFC,2311.2.3

lFc,2311.2

tFc,231'1.7

IFc,506.1

This review is based upon and limited to the information presented on the drawings and/or
materials submitted. Matters not presented within the construction documents submitted, nor items
not requested for review, which ls required for the granting of permits, are assumed to be reviewed
and inspected by others and not to be considered as part of this review unless herein specifically
requested. The review does not release lhe contractor from mmpliance with the applicable codes.

AtfiefL. We[sfieimer

trte (frief

(rRG

o E

1



Tammy Doernenburq

From:
Sent:
To:
subject:

Gailitis, Jason (MDOT) <GailitisJ@michigan.gov>
Thursday, March 12, 2026 1'l:.42 AM
Tammy Doernenburg
RE: 2430 E Mitchell Rd updated legal notice

Hey Tammy-- Doing wett, ready for spring! I don't think we'd have any comments on this one but I have
shared with my staff in case they do. Thanks for sharing, and have a great weekend!

From: Tammy Doernenburg <tdoernenburg@emmetcounty.org>
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2026 11:23 AM
To: Gailitis, Jason (MDOT) <GailitisJ@michigan.gov>

Subject: 2430 E Mitchell Rd updated legal notice

CAUTION: This is an External email. Please report suspicious emails via the "Report to Abuse" button in
Outlook

HiJay,

Hope you're doing wetl.

Attached is an updated legal notice for proposed devetopment at the address listed above.

Fee[ free to offer comments if you'd tike. This is not on a state highway, but we provide notice to MDOT
because it's a Ptanned Unit Development.

Take care!

Tammy **"**************************************** Tammy Doernenburg Director, Emmet County
Ptanning & zoning3434 Harbor-Petoskey Rd, Suite E Harbor Springs, Ml 49740 231-439-8998 (direct tine)
231-439-8933 (fax) 231-348-17 35 (main office [ine) www.em metcou nty.org

1

CAUTION: Thls emait originated from outside of the
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
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Tammy Doernenburg

From: Kayla Rockey <K.Rockey@nwhealth.org>
Sent: Monday, March 9, 2026 11:34 AM
To: Tammy Doernenburg
Cc: Linda Smith
Subject: RE: 2430 E Mitchell Rd

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Morning Tammy, 
 
The following questions/concerns were raised when reviewing the provided application and site plan for 
the proposed Jeep customization and auto repair shop. 

 Note that this well will be a Type III well based on the information we have so far to help in 
planning. 

 The proposed plan and property is adjoining to Louies Fresh Market with Underground Storage 
Tanks (USTs). Type III well requires 800’ isolation from USTS, so they will need to request a 
variance from us prior to any permitting and will need to maximize isolation distance from the 
USTs (i.e., place well on the eastern/southeastern portion of the property).  

o This variance request must be provided to us in writing before we can do anything to move 
forward 

o EGLE may or may not want to be involved in the permitting process of this well. We would 
have to assess during the request for variance process. 

 Construction requirements may have to be implemented based on the proximity to USTs and the 
planned use of the building as an auto repair shop, which generally involve chemical use and 
storage. This may involve steel casing, depth requirements (vertical isolation), etc. 

 We will need more information on the planned chemical use on the property prior to permitting. 
We will need to know the plans and storage capacity for oil, waste oil, antifreeze, any other auto 
chemicals, if there are any pits/hydraulic oils, painting operations and paint storage, planned 
interior/exterior grease traps or oil/water separators (OWS), etc. 

o Depending on chemical storage quantity, another variance request may be required for 
isolation distance from chemical storage area to the well 

 Vehicular barriers would be a requirement for this well to protect it from damage, especially due 
to increased vehicle traffic/parking throughout the lot 

 I am not seeing where on the building the sewer would tie into, however, it should be noted that a 
75’ isolation distance is required for the following: 

o Buried gravity sewer (sanitary or storm sewer). Construction requirements for piping 
include service weight or heavier ductile-iron or cast iron, or SCHD 40 PVC, all with water 
tight joints 

o Buried pressure sewer (sanitary or storm). Construction requirements for piping include 
watertight joints (pressure tested to 100 psi), equivalent to SCHD 40 PVC or SDR 21, and 
meets or exceeds ASTM Specifications D1785-91 or D2241-89 

 
Please let me know if you have any questions on the above, you can also provide them with my contact 
information directly if they have any questions.  
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Regards, 
 
KAYLA ROCKEY, 
SANITARIAN I 
3434 M-119, Suite A, MI, 49740 
Office: (231)373-5184  |  Fax: (231)347-2861 
www.nwhealth.org  

 

  
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidential information, 

including patient information protected by federal and state privacy laws.  It is intended only for the use of the person(s) named 

above.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, distribution, or duplication of 

this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this transmission in error, please contact the sender immediately 

by replying to this email and destroy all copies of the original message. 
 
 
From: Linda Smith <L.Smith@nwhealth.org>  
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2026 4:37 PM 
To: Tammy Doernenburg <tdoernenburg@emmetcounty.org> 
Cc: Kayla Rockey <K.Rockey@nwhealth.org> 
Subject: FW: 2430 E Mitchell Rd 
 
Hi Tammy – I wanted to forward this to Kayla Rockey, as she covers Bear Creek and Resort Townships for Emmet 
County for HDNW.  Thanks so much – Linda  
 

Linda K. Smith, REHS, CP-FS 
Environmental Sanitarian III  
Emmet County 
3434 M-119 
Harbor Springs, MI 49740 
Office: (231) 347-4102 
Cell: (906) 286-2371   
www.nwhealth.org  

 

 
 
ConfidenƟality NoƟce: The informaƟon contained in this transmission may contain privileged and confidenƟal informaƟon, including 
paƟent informaƟon protected by federal and state privacy laws.  It is intended only for the use of the person(s) named above.  If you 
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby noƟfied that any review, disseminaƟon, distribuƟon, or duplicaƟon of this 
communicaƟon is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this transmission in error, please contact the sender immediately by 
replying to this email and destroy all copies of the original message. 

 
 

From: Tammy Doernenburg <tdoernenburg@emmetcounty.org>  
Sent: Friday, March 6, 2026 2:55 PM 
To: Linda Smith <L.Smith@nwhealth.org> 
Subject: 2430 E Mitchell Rd 
 
Hi Linda, 
 
We received the attached application and site plan for a new commercial building at the address above. 
The application and site plan will be reviewed by the Planning Commission on March 25. Would you be 
able to review the proposal and let me know of any concerns you might have related to the proposed 
well? The site is served by municipal sewer. 
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If you would like to discuss the proposal and what we would be looking for, please let me know. 
Thank you. 
 
Tammy ******************************************* Tammy Doernenburg Director, Emmet County 
Planning & Zoning 3434 Harbor-Petoskey Rd, Suite E Harbor Springs, MI 49740 231-439-8998 (direct line) 
231-439-8933 (fax) 231-348-1735 (main office line) www.emmetcounty.org  



tdoernenburg
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Tammy Doernenburg

From: PZCR
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2026 10:51 AM
To: Tammy Doernenburg; Laura Moreau
Subject: FW: 01-19-04-255-120

 
 
From: jean currey <jeanc49770@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 24, 2026 10:38 AM 
To: PZCR <pzcr@emmetcounty.org> 
Subject: RE: 01-19-04-255-120 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

CASE#ppudf26-01 
 
I am a resident of Bear Creek Township and my home is located directly behind Louie's Market and the property in 
question. I object to the re-zoning of this above sited property. 
 
First of all, I have a "shared well" with my neighbors John and Keri Simonis.  The well is located on a 12 foot easement 
near and along side of Louie's Market building. Louie's well is near our well. There is one well noted on the site drawing 
but not two wells. This easement is not mentioned in the site plans. 
 
The property in questions is also very wet from the Tannery Creek tributary that leads into Lake Michigan. I'm concerned 
about contamination of our well as well as runoff into Lake Michigan.  
 
I oppose the fact that there will be much lighting on that property that will spill over to mine. The noise from the car repair 
and oil change buildings.  
 
The traffic is already difficult when exiting our subdivision at most times of the day. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Jean Currey 
2285 Cedardale Ct. 
Petoskey, MI 49770 
231-881-6996 



Site Plan for MDR 

I would like to start by stating that I am in support of the sites redevelopment. With that being said, 
there are a few items that do need to be addressed. 

1). Relocate Trash / Recycle pad from the SE corner to the SW corner: 

Visually, the Southwest comer dumpster location would be in the same general area as Louie's 
Market dumpster when viewed from Mitchell Road. 

The spill-over around a dumpster that inherently 'occurs over time — large bulky items such as 
pallets, wooden boxes or shipping containers would be toward the already commercially developed 
area (Louie's Market). 

i 

It would keep the eastern undeveloped property line cleaner looking. 

2). It appears that the bituminous curb along the eastern paved area runfiing from north to 
south is not shown on the drawing. I believe it would be required to provide the shoulder for two 
EJ Frame and Cover as shown at locations "D" and "E". 

3). Comments in regards to the Retgntion Pond: 

Can the overflow of the retention4fea be relocated to the west end (instead of the east end). This 
would provide a larger dissipation area on the proposed MDR site if the retention area is 
overflowing. 

The base of the retention area, elevation 728', may not be shown exactly to size/scale when 
compared to the call-out. Reference the Retention X-Section: the width of the base is shown to be 
25'. The Scale of the Drawing is 1' = 20'. So, the width of the 25' base would be 1.25" on the 
drawing. The width of the base at elevation 728' on the drawing is roughly .75". That is most likely 
why the retention area looks a little out of proportion. 

The Retention area has both an overflow at the elevation of 730' along with a 4" PVC drain on the 
bottom of the retention area between the elevations of 729' and 730'. Requesting that the 4" 
Drainpipe be removed so that it is a true retention area, not just direct drain, or redirected flow 
path onto an adjacent parcel. A sites retention area should provide an area where the sites 
stormwater is contained allowing it to be absorbed / evaporated. 

Note: We have owned the adjacent 70-acre parcel for 65 years. We have seen the results of the 
redirected stormwater from the uphill businesses since the early 1970's. It is with this background 
that it is suggested that the Retention Area on MDR's site plan should be enlarged. This site is 
going to be receiving both inherited water along with its own site generated water. Presently, 
stormwater run-off that should be to be going to Louie's retention Area is being drained directly 
onto MDR's site. The direct water inputs that are not going into Louie's Retention Area are: 1) 
from the roof of Louie's building itself, 2) the North Parking Lot (where a storm drain was removed 
somewhere between the first site plan and construction), and 3) the water that has been redirected 
to the shoulder Mitchell Road (from the other businesses up the hill starting at Division Road) 
which flow inward once it reaches Louie's paved entrance. Those water inputs directly end up on 

tdoernenburg
Typewritten Text
Received 3/25/2026



MDR's property via a make-shift above grade concrete water trough that was installed by Johnson 
Oil, a few years ago. The concrete diversion trough is not visible at the present time due being 
covered by snow. 

As a result of the inherited wafer that the MDR site will be receiving, it is suggested that the 
retention area for MDR be designed • to form a U-shaped collection basin; with the base of the 
retention area at elevation 728' being extended northward an additional 15 feet, then transitioning 
with an upward slope terminating at the southern parking lot. 

It is also being requested that a slight berm be installed close to the eastern property line, with an 
elevation of 732'. It is requested that the berm be started at the right-of-way on Mitchell Road and 
extending south forming the eastern slope boundary of the Retention area. The reason for the 732' 
elevation berm is that the drawing states `10% of parking area required for snow storage'. When 
the snow piles are placed in the designated areas on the pavement, the storm drains will be 
completely covered with a snow pile. As a result, catch basins `D' and `E' would not be available 
to direct the water into the retention area during the periodic thawing in the months of Jan to March 
or the main thaw in the spring. Realistically, what will occur is that the snow plowing contactors 
will pile the snow up as necessary on the grass to the east all along the 35' of grassy area. When 
that occurs, the spring thaw run-off will flow directly onto the adjacent parcel, including into any 
underground electrical vaults, at the city of Petoskey's Electrical Substation (which is opposite the 
gravel drive shown on the print). As a refsult, it is requested that a berm 12" in height be installed 
from north to south, at the elevation 32', so the run-off water would be contained in the expanded 
water Retention Area. 

Although the above issues initially appear to be extensive, there are only a few. Move the areas of 
the dumpster and retention overflow, remove the 4" drain at the bottom of the retention area and 
reshape the water run-off retention area to address today's actual water inputs, on the site. The 
issues are small in nature, but the effects are going to last a long time into the future. 
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Tammy Doernenburg

From: Emma Radatovich <clerk@bearcreektownshipmi.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2026 3:28 PM
To: Tammy Doernenburg
Subject: FW: PC Comment

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 
 
From: Garrett Muir <assessing@bearcreektownshipmi.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2026 3:20 PM 
To: Emma Radatovich <clerk@bearcreektownshipmi.gov> 
Subject: Fw: PC Comment 
 
Can you please forward this to the planning commission members? I will also print out a copy and put it on 
their tables.  
 
Thank you, 
 Garrett Muir 
 
 
 

Hey Garrett, it’s Matt Hausler. I am out of town until April 3 but I think there’s a meeting tonight at the 
township regarding a mechanic/oil change place going in next to Louise, which butts up to the back of my 
neighborhood if I could put some input in I am against this project because I feel it could negatively affect. The 
home value is in my neighborhood, Orchard Ridge, Neighbourhood, especially the homes that are right behind 
it plus I believe there is a wellhead that’s very close to that as well and if there were any sort of 
contamination, that wouldn’t be good anyhow just wanted to pass that along thanks, Garrett. Please excuse 
the talk to text in case anything ended up sounding weird. 

 

 

Garrett Muir 
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Tammy Doernenburg

From: Denny Keiser <supervisor@bearcreektownshipmi.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2026 4:28 PM
To: Tammy Doernenburg; Emma Radatovich; Garrett Muir; Mitch Brown
Subject: Fwd: 2430 East Mitchell Property.

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

 
Dennis Keiser  
Supervisor / Assessor 
Bear Creek Township 
373 North Division Road 
Petoskey, MI 49770 
Phone:  (231) 347-1311 
Fax: (231) 347-0736 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Mark Peterson <mlpson@charter.net> 
Date: March 25, 2026 at 4:23:31 PM EDT 
To: Denny Keiser <supervisor@bearcreektownshipmi.gov> 
Subject: 2430 East Mitchell Property. 

I apologize for late comment submission. 
 
My schedule has me out of town and unable to attend tonight’s meeting. 
 
Two  observations about this project: 
 
The applicants are a family with long personal and business roots in our community, which 
I believe make good neighbors. 
 
Keeping the placement of the project at the north end of the property certainly seems like 
gesture of goodwill to all neighbors. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Mark Peterson 
Property Owner. 
 
 
 
 
Please excuse brevity , 
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response sent via phone. 
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APPLICANT:    HACKL FREDERICK A 

OWNER: MDR Enterprises LLC 

ADDRESS/PARCEL ID:      2430 E MITCHELL RD 

TOWNSHIP:       BEAR CREEK 

REQUEST:         

Planned Unit Development – Preliminary Amendment, Final PUD & Site 
Plan Review   

MEETINGS: 3/25/2026 
Bear Creek Township Planning Commission – Review (decision 
postponed) 

 

04/08/26 Bear Creek Township Board – Review & Recommendation 

04/09/26 Emmet County Planning Commission – First Hearing 

 

LEGAL NOTICE 
PPUDF26-01 
A request by Frederick Hackl for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) - Preliminary Amendment, Final 
PUD amendment and Site Plan Review to allow for outdoor sales of automobiles, auto body/vehicle 
repair and an oil change facility to be located at 2430 E Mitchell Road in Section 4 of Bear Creek 
Township. The parcel is zoned R-1 on the south 1/2 and B-2 on the north 1/2 with a PUD overlay on the 
entire parcel. The proposal will be reviewed per Article 16 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The site includes two zoning districts, the north ½ is zoned B-2 General Business and the south ½ is 
zoned R-1 Residential. In 2006, a Planned Unit Development was proposed for the site along with the 
adjacent parcel to the west (under separate applications). The proposals were combined into one PUD – 
reviewed under a prior PUD ordinance. Uses and conditions of approval of the Preliminary PUD were 
established. Both parcels proposed convenience stores and gas stations, however, when Louie’s Market 
and gas station started, the owner of this subject parcel amended the Final PUD and Site Plan and 
proposed retail stores and storage uses on the entire parcel. A storage facility had been located on this 
subject parcel prior to 2006. Today’s proposal is to amend the PUD by allowing uses not originally 
allowed within the PUD, but which are special land uses listed in the B-2 zoning district. Another option 
for the applicant would be to request revocation of the PUD, contain the proposed use entirely on the 
portion of the property zoned B-2 or request a rezoning for a portion of the property. The applicant has 
opted to request an amendment to the PUD to add the proposed uses of outdoor auto sales and vehicle 
repair facility. Further, the original PUD required a 25’ front yard setback, which is being requested to be 
reduced to 15’.  
 

FACTS 

• The subject property is 1.98 acres located on the south side of E. Mitchell Road, east of 
Louie’s Market/Gas Station.  

• Subject property is zoned B-2 General Business on the north ½ of the parcel, R-1 
Residential on the south ½ of the parcel and has a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
overlay established with the adjacent parcel to the west in 2005. 
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• Uses authorized by the Preliminary PUD included all Principal Uses permitted in the B-2 
General Business district. 

• Final PUD and Site Plan approvals were approved for retail/gas station and storage 
facilities in 2005. An amended Final PUD and Site Plan was approved in 2006 for 
retail/offices in two buildings on the north side of the building and storage uses on the 
south side of the building. No development has occurred and the Site Plan approval has 
expired. 

• The current proposal is to allow an Automotive Sales and Service business, including 
outdoor sales of vehicles and indoor sales and repair facility. This land use requires an 
amendment to the Preliminary PUD because it is a Special Land Use in B-2, not a 
Principal Use Permitted. The request includes an amendment to the perimeter setback 
along the north property line, requesting a modification from the originally approved 
setback of 25’ to 15’ for auto display/parking within the front setback. 

• The plans have been submitted to the Emmet County Road Commission, Health 
Department and Bear Creek Township for review. 

SITE LOCATION MAPS 
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Zoning Map 
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Aerial Map (2025) 

 

 

 

ZONING ORDINANCE STANDARDS 
 
Section 16.04   FINAL PUD PLAN 
After approval of a Preliminary PUD Plan, applicants may submit a Final PUD Plan for review and approval under this 
Section, which, if approved, shall be subject to the preparation and approval of a PUD Agreement in accordance with 
the procedures set forth in this Section. 
 
SECTION 16.04.1     FINAL PUD PLAN SUBMISSION 

The applicant shall file a request for Final PUD Plan approval with the Zoning Administrator.   All of the materials 
described and submitted under this Section shall constitute the Final PUD Plan.  The request for Final PUD Plan 
approval shall include all of the same materials as submitted for Preliminary PUD Plan approval and all of the 
materials described in subsections (A) through (G) below, which shall be in the format required under Section 
16.03.2(B): 
 
(A) Additional information or modifications to the Preliminary PUD Plan submission materials shall be provided to 

address any conditions required for Final PUD Plan approval established as part of the Planning Commission 
approval of the Preliminary PUD Plan. 

➢ Standards warrant discussion – see 2005 PUD approval. The following conditions were 
included in the motion to approve the PUD Plan; each is addressed within this Zoning 
Evaluation. 

1. All Principal Uses Permitted in the B-2 General Business District as per Section 1000 be 
allowed up to a depth of 200 feet from the North property line, with allowance for a 
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community trail through the property in the future, either in the front setback or 
elsewhere on the property. 

➢ Standard warrants discussion. Outdoor sales and vehicle repair is a Special Land Use in 
the current zoning ordinance. The proposed uses, except the parking along the south of 
the proposed development, are located within the portion of the property zoned B-2 
General Business. 

 
2. The uses permitted in the southern portion of the property zoned R-1B One Family 
Residential District be restricted to uses listed in the B-1 District under Section 900-
Paragraph 1, 2, 3 and 5 and Section 901-Paragraph 3, but limited to the following specific 
uses: 
A. Administrative, professional, medical, governmental, and sales offices. 
B. Bank and financial institutions (Non drive-thru) 
C. Personal service establishments which perform the following services: shoe repair, 
tailors, hairdressers, barber shops, beauty salon, art studios, physical exercise, self service 
Laundromat, mini-storage, photography studios. 
D. Offices and showrooms of plumbers, electricians, decorators, designers, carpet/floor 
coverings, furniture sales, lighting centers, or similar trades. 
✓ Standard appears to be met. No use, other than parking and stormwater management, 

is proposed within the south ½ of the property. 
 
3. Maintain a minimum of fifty (50) foot perimeter setback on the east side of the 
southern part of the property (zoned R-1B) and a ten (10) foot setback on the east side of 
the southern part of the property if the adjacent property is approved for a Final PUD. 
➢ Standard warrants discussion. The standard appears to be contradictory. Likely the 

intent was to allow a 10’ side yard setback on the west side of the parcel. The setback is 
met except for the dumpster and parking in the southeast corner of the parking area. 
However, condition #4 appears to allow the paved area within the side setback on the 
east side of the parcel and this plan creates less impervious surface along the east 
boundary than the 7-29-05 plan referenced in #4 below. 

 
4. Approximately 55 feet of driveway shall be permitted in the east and west side 50' 
setbacks with the permission to have up to five (5) parking spaces on the west side in the R-
1B zoned portion as shown in the site plan dated 07-29-05. 
✓ Standard appears to be met. Parking area/drive is setback farther and does not extend 

as far south as the 2005 plan. 
 

5. Provide a minimum of fifty (50) foot perimeter setback along the south property line.  
✓ Standard is met. South property line setback is 130’ +. 

 
6. A minimum of ten (10) foot perimeter setback to be provided on the east and west side 
of the B-2 zoned portion of the property.  
✓ Standard is met. East side setback is 35’ and west side setback is 16’. 
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7. A minimum of twenty five (25) foot perimeter setback is to be provided along the front 
(north) line of the property, measured from the south right of way line of Mitchell Road. 
➢ Standard warrants discussion. Display of vehicles is shown at 10’ from the right-of-way 

line. The building is setback 80’ from the road right-of-way. 
 
8. And subject to any other conditions stated on the Final PUD-1 Mixed Use Master Plan 
(Dated 07-29-05) 
➢ Standard requires discussion. Applicant proposes to amend the allowable uses 

established within the PUD to allow for the use. PUD-1 Note on 7/29/05 PUD plan states 
“No outdoor sales or displays – including outdoor vending machines—are allowed in this 
PUD.” Second note on the plan states “Fuel island canopy and commercial building to 
south must have gable roof design. Commercial building must be sided and fit the 
character of the residential zone.” 

 
9. The buildings and canopies are to be designed with gabled roofs, similar to the gas 
station located on US-31 in the Village of Alanson. 
➢ Standard requires discussion. This standard does not appear to be met based on the 

elevation plans submitted. Elevation appears to propose a flat roof. See note listed 
above in condition #8. 

 
10. Screening along the south to be increased to provide adequate screening from 
neighboring properties. 
➢ Standard warrants discussion. Additional screening on the approved PUD plan was 

proposed to screen a building to be located approximately 50’ from south property line. 
Proposed building is 130’ from rear property line. Parking is proposed 80’ from rear 
property line. Existing vegetation to remain.  

 
11. Dumpster to be adequately screened. 
✓ Standard appears to be met. Dumpster screened on 3 sides by chiseled face concrete 

block with a gated front. 
 
12. The 20' drive required to provide access to the bordering property line as shown on the 
Site Plan. 
✓ Standard appears to be met. A 24’ connector to the westerly property is shown on the 

plan. 
 
13. Sign & Lighting Committee review will be required for all exterior signs and lights. 
✓ Standard warrants discussion. No Sign and Lighting Committee exists. Ordinance 

amendments now allow for signs and lighting to be reviewed and approved 
administratively when they are found to be compliant with the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
(B)  All maps shall be submitted with map scale identification information as prescribed for site plans under Sections 

20.03(A) and 20.03(B) with allowable modification for parcels that are too large to practically map under those 
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standards.  Such maps are subject to and shall satisfy the Land Development Standards of Section 22.08 unless 
modifications were authorized by the Planning Commission during Preliminary PUD review and approval.   

✓ Standard is met.  
(C) The proposed conditions map submitted as the Preliminary PUD Plan shall be supplemented to address any 

conditions required for Final PUD Plan approval established as part of the Planning Commission approval of the 
Preliminary PUD Plan and to also address, include, and show all of the following: 

(1) If and to the extent requested by Planning Commission, architectural details, including without 
limitation elevations, roof lines, balconies, porches, exterior wall materials, and other details; 

✓ Standard warrants discussion. Setback standards requested to be modified. Height 
standard is met as building height is proposed at ~20, consistent with the height standards 
of the Zoning Ordinance. The roof design approved at Preliminary PUD, was required to 
be gabled and appears to be flat. 
(2) Parking lots, parking areas, ingress and egress points and access drives from bordering public and 

private roads, all internal roads and drives (designated as private or to be publicly dedicated), and on-
site circulation routes for vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and the like, and multi-modal pathways and 
sidewalks; 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Parking lots/areas, access drives, and vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation appear to meet standards (see Site Plan Review Standards review, 
Section B).  
(3) Lighting that complies with this ordinance for parking lots, sidewalks, and multi-modal pathways;  

✓ Standard warrants discussion. Fixtures are proposed as full cut off, dark sky compliant. 7 
light poles are proposed to be located throughout the site at a height not to exceed 20’, 
however, the graphic shows the height to the bottom of the fixture, and the maximum 
height of 20’ is measured to the top of the fixture. See Lighting notations on Site Plan. 
Note also, metal halide lights may not be practical or desired as typical lighting is now LED. 
Further review would be required administratively. Photometric plans will be required. 
(4) Information necessary to establish conformance with the design standards under Section 16.06 and 

other Zoning Ordinance requirements applicable to the property and development and proposed 
deviations from same; 

✓ Standard warrants discussion. The proposed modifications must first be established by 
the Planning Commission to determine compliance with this standard. See also Site Plan 
Review Standards below. 
(5) All improvements, amenities, and features proposed for purposes of addressing impacts identified in 

the applicant’s impact statement, as supplemented under subsection (D) below.  

➢ Requires further review. Applicant has provided a notation on the site plan related to a 
future non-motorized access within the front setback, however, based on the topography, 
proposed sign location and proposed 15’ setback, it may not be feasible to install as 
indicated. More details necessary. Planning Commission will need to determine if the 
landscape screening is sufficient. See also Site Plan Review Standards, section F for 
landscape screening review. 
(6) All infrastructure and utilities servicing the proposed development as approved by the agencies 

having jurisdiction, including, without limitation, potable water, wastewater and roads;   

➢ Requires further review. WATER/SEWER: Health Department review has been provided 
(see email). Concerns regarding required well and proximity to underground storage tanks 
was identified. Site proposed to be served by Sanitary Sewer Service. No information from 
township regarding that item has been received.   
(7) Where allowed by approving agencies, utilities shall be buried; and 
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✓ Standard warrants discussion. It is unclear whether or not this standard is met.  
(8) All open space areas, greenbelts, buffers, transition areas, recreation areas, natural feature areas, 

and setback areas. 

✓ Standard requires discussion. Setback standards from original PUD have been requested 
to be modified.  Lot coverage is proposed at 8.7% for buildings. 

(D) An updated impact statement that is supplemented in a manner that addresses any issues identified by the 
Planning Commission, township of impact, regulatory agencies, and providers of the utilities and services for the 
proposed PUD.  

➢ Requires further review. To be determined following township and Planning Commission 
reviews. Road Commission and sewer reviews needed. 

(E) Any existing and proposed deed restrictions, easements, and covenants pertinent to the PUD and project 
property, but actual signing and recording of proposed documents need not occur until after site plan review, 
but before a zoning permit is issued. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Not applicable. Existing easements identified on the plan. 
 (F) If the PUD is to be constructed in phases, a phasing plan delineating the boundaries of each phase, describing 

the sequence and order of construction of each phase, and demonstrating all of the following: (1) development 
continuity; (2) that each phase shall contain the required open space to support the densities of each phase; and 
(3) that the necessary components, improvements, infrastructure, facilities, and amenities will be planned, 
designed, and completed in such a manner as to insure each phase will be capable of standing on its own in 
terms of the presence and provision of services, infrastructure, facilities, amenities, and open spaces for the 
protection of natural resources and the health, safety, and welfare of the users of the PUD and the residents of 
the surrounding area.  In addition, in PUDs that include residential and nonresidential uses, the phasing plan 
shall contemplate that at least thirty-five percent (35%) of all proposed residential units are completed 
concurrent with the first phase of any nonresidential construction; completion of at least seventy-five percent 
(75%) of all proposed residential construction is completed prior to the second phase of nonresidential 
construction; and completion of one hundred percent (100%) of all residential construction prior to the third 
phase of nonresidential construction. For purposes of carrying out this provision, the percentages shall be 
approximations as determined in the discretion of the Planning Commission. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. No phasing plan is proposed. 
 (G) Approval of a PUD Plan does not constitute or include approval of a site plan, but an applicant may, at its option, 

submit a site plan in accordance with this Zoning Ordinance and any other applicable ordinances and laws for 
concurrent review and consideration with its Final PUD Plan. 

➢ Requires further review. Review of Site Plan follows below. 
 

SECTION 16.04.2     FINAL PUD PLAN REVIEW AND APPROVAL  

 
(E) Reasonable conditions may be required with the approval of a PUD, to the extent authorized by law, for the 

purpose of ensuring that public services and facilities affected by a proposed land use or activity will be capable 
of accommodating increased services and facility loads caused by the land use or activity, protecting the natural 
environment and conserving natural resources and energy, ensuring compatibility with adjacent uses of land, 
and promoting the use of land in a socially and economically desirable manner. Conditions imposed shall be 
designed to protect natural resources and the public health, safety and welfare of individuals in the project and 
those immediately adjacent, and the community as a whole, shall be reasonably related to the purposes 
affected by the planned unit development, and shall be necessary to meet the intent and purpose of this 
Zoning Ordinance, and be related to the objective of ensuring compliance with the standards of this Zoning 
Ordinance. All conditions imposed shall be made a part of the record of the approved PUD.  

➢ Requires further review. See page 13 for possible conditions.  
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Section 20.05   Site Plan Review Standards 
The Planning Commission, or the Zoning Administrator in consultation with two (2) designated Planning 
Commissioners, shall approve an application for a site plan only upon a finding that the proposed site plan complies 
with all applicable provisions of this Ordinance and the standards and considerations listed below unless the Planning 
Commission waives a particular standard upon a finding that the standard is not applicable to the proposed 
development under consideration and that waiver of that standard will not be  detrimental to surrounding property 
or the intent of the Ordinance. 
 
A. Compliance with District Requirements 

The site plan shall comply with the district requirements for minimum floor space, height of building, lot size, 
yard space, density and all other requirements as set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Setbacks, height, and density comply with PUD standards 
and stipulations of approved Preliminary PUD Plan. 

SETBACKS FRONT WEST SIDE EAST SIDE REAR  BLDG HGT LOT SIZE DENSITY 

PUD Standard 50’ 50’ 50’ 50’  Up to 40’ -- Up to 20 units/acre 

Proposed 85’ 65’+ 65’+ 180’  20’ 1.98 N/A 
 
B. Vehicular and Pedestrian Circulation  

Safe, convenient, uncongested, and well-defined vehicular and pedestrian circulation shall be provided for 
ingress/egress points and within the site. A pedestrian circulation system shall be provided and shall be as 
insulated as much as possible from the vehicular circulation system. Drives, streets and other circulation routes 
shall be designed to promote safe and efficient traffic operations within the site and at ingress/egress points. 
The arrangement of public or common ways for vehicular and pedestrian circulation shall respect the pattern of 
existing or planned streets and pedestrian or bicycle pathways in the area. Streets and drives which are part of 
an existing or planned street pattern which serves the project area shall be capable of safely and effectively 
accommodating the traffic volume and pattern proposed by the project. Where possible, shared access drives 
shall be encouraged. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Pedestrian walk along the front of the building. Cross access 
provided with business to the west.  

1. Walkways from parking areas to building entrances. 
a. Internal pedestrian walkways shall be developed for persons who need access to the building(s) from 

internal parking areas.  The walkways shall be located within the parking areas and shall be designed to 
provide access from these areas to the entrances of the building(s). 

b. The walkways shall be designed to separate people from moving vehicles. 
c. These walkways shall have a minimum width of five (5) feet with no car overhang or other obstruction. 
d. The walkways shall be distinguished from the parking and driving areas by use of any of the following 

materials:  special pavers, bricks, or scored concrete.  Other materials may be used if they are 
appropriate to the overall design of the site and building and acceptable to the review authority.  

✓ Standard appears to be met. See note above. 
C. Emergency Vehicle Access 

All buildings or groups of buildings shall be so arranged as to permit emergency vehicle access as required by the 
fire department serving the development. Approval by the Fire Department serving the property shall be 
required. 

➢ Standard appears to be met – with conditions. See Fire Department review. 
D. Loading and Storage 

All loading and unloading areas and outside storage areas which face or are visible from residential districts or 
public thoroughfares shall be screened by a vertical screen consisting of structural or plant materials of sufficient 
height to obscure the direct view from adjacent first floor elevations. The site plan shall provide for adequate 
space for the proposed use being screened.  
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✓ Standard appears to be met. Loading and storage area provided behind the building. 
Screening shown to retain existing trees in the southern setback.  
 

E. Snow Storage 
Proper snow storage areas shall be provided and it shall not adversely affect neighboring properties, vehicular 
and pedestrian clear vision lines, and parking area capacity. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Snow storage locations and calculations are noted on plan. 
F. Buffers 

To provide reasonable visual and sound buffers, techniques such as screening, fences, walls, greenbelts, and 
landscaping may be required by the Planning Commission in furtherance of the objectives of this Section and/or 
as a condition of the establishment of the proposed use. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Sound and visual buffering is provided by the existing 
vegetation.  

G. Drainage 
1.   Stormwater drainage plans shall be designed to follow Best Management Practices (BMP), as referenced in 

Michigan Department of Transportation’s Drainage Manual, Section 8.2, designed to prevent pollutants 
from entering into stormwater flows, to direct the flow of stormwater, or to treat polluted stormwater 
flows. The drainage plan shall indicate the manner in which surface drainage is to be disposed of on site. 
This may require making use of the existing ditches, natural watercourses, or constructing tributaries, but 
shall not result in stormwater that exits the detention pond and/or property site at an erosive velocity.  All 
plans shall meet the standards of Section 20.02 paragraph M. 

2. All proposed hard surfaces, including additions to existing development, for a site shall provide for 
detention and/or retention. The applicant shall show in plans and elevations the proposed stormwater 
management facilities. (Refer to subsection 20.05.G.2. for complete minimum design requirements.) 

3. Stormwater retention basins designed to keep a pool of water shall include one or more of the specified 
safety features listed in zoning ordinance subsection 20.05.G.3. 

4. For stormwater management, the Planning Commission has the authority to a.) waive the requirement, b.) 
defer the requirement, or c.) determine that a fully engineered storm drainage plan is not necessary and can 
be completed without a sealed drawing.  

5. Zoning Administrator can waive the requirement for a fully engineered storm drainage plan for site plan 
review that does not increase the impervious surface coverage by 25% or more on the site or for new 
development on sites with less than 15% impervious surface.  

6. Performance Guarantees shall be required, unless the requirement for a stormwater plan has been waived, 
for all stormwater drainage plans in the amount estimated by the design professional to guarantee 
completion of the project in accordance with the approved site plan.  The performance guarantee will be 
released upon final inspection and approval by the Zoning Administrator, and receipt of sealed as-built plans 
for stormwater drainage. The Performance Guarantee may be in the form of a bond, cash, certified check, 
or irrevocable letter of credit.  

➢ Standard appears to be met. Stormwater drainage calculations and retention included on 
the site plan. Suggestion made to incorporate existing stormwater runoff into new 
drainage facility/basin. 

H. Waste Receptacles 
1. Receptacles, including waste receptacles, waste compactors, and recycling bins shall be designed, 

constructed, and maintained according to the requirements of this Section. 
2. Waste receptacles, including dumpsters or compactors, shall be required for all nonresidential uses 

unless interior facilities are provided. The requirement to provide a waste receptacle may be waived by 
the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator if the applicant provides documentation that the 
development will not necessitate a waste receptacle. 
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3. All outdoor waste receptacles shall be enclosed on three (3) sides and screened. The enclosure shall be 
constructed of brick or decorative concrete material, or other permanent structure, consistent with the 
building materials of the principal building. 

4. The enclosure shall also include a gate made of wood or other high-quality material, as determined by 
the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator, on the fourth side. If the waste receptacle is a 
dumpster, it must have an enclosing lid or cover. 

5. The enclosure shall have a minimum height of six (6) feet or one (1) foot above the height of the waste 
receptacle, whichever is greater.  

6. Waste receptacles and enclosures shall be located in the rear yard, not closer than three (3) feet to the 
side or rear lot line, unless otherwise approved by the Planning Commission and shall be as far as 
practical, but in no case be less than twenty (20) feet, from any off-site residential use. If practical, the 
back side of the waste receptacle enclosure should be placed against the building. In this circumstance, 
the wall may count as one (1) side of the enclosure. 

7. Waste receptacles shall be easily accessed by refuse vehicles without potential to damage automobiles 
parked in designated parking spaces and without interfering with the normal movement of vehicles on 
or off the site. 

8. The Planning Commission may waive or modify the standards of this Section, provided the intent of the 
Section is maintained. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. A dumpster is proposed along the south of the parking area 
with screened 3-sided enclosure and gate for both trash and recycling. 
 

J. Mechanical or Electrical Equipment. 
1. Ground mounted mechanical or electrical equipment, such as blowers, ventilating fans, and air 

conditioning units are permitted only in side yards or in the rear yard, unless fully screened. 
2. Mechanical or electrical equipment shall be placed no closer than three (3) feet to any lot line. 
3. Any ground, building, or roof mounted mechanical or electrical equipment or utilities, including water 

and gas meters, propane tanks, utility boxes, transformers, elevator housings, stairways, tanks, heating, 
ventilation and air conditioning equipment (HVAC), and other similar equipment, shall comply with the 
following standards: 
a) All such equipment shall be screened by a solid wall, fence, landscaping, and/or architectural 

features that are compatible in appearance with the principal building. 
b) Roof mounted equipment shall not exceed a height of ten (10) feet above the roof surface. All roof 

mounted mechanical units must be screened so they are not visible from ground level, even if not 
specifically addressed as part of site plan review. 

➢ Standard appears to be met. No roof mounted mechanical and electrical equipment is 
identified on the elevation plans. May need to confirm.  

 

From Supplemental Regulations: 

 

Section 26.28   Auto Body/Vehicle Repair/Boat Repair/Oil Change 
 

B-2, I  

 

Major engine and body repair, steam cleaning and undercoating when conducted on the site shall 

be within a completely enclosed building.  The storage of damaged or wrecked automobiles on 

the site shall be obscured from public view. 

➢ Standard may warrant discussion. May consider additional screening – if found to be 
inadequate. 
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Section 26.29   Outdoor Vehicle/Equipment Sales 
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Outdoor sales lots for automobile, trucks, motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles, boats and marine 

craft, recreation vehicles, manufactured homes, farm implements, contractors equipment/ 

vehicles, and similar units, new or used, subject to the following: 

  

A. No display shall be permitted in or within ten (10) feet of the right-of-way of any abutting 

road or highway. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. PUD standards require review. 
 

B. The use of racks, berms, platforms, or similar devices intended for the elevated display of 

units regulated shall be limited to not more than two, or one (1) per one hundred fifty 

(150) ft. of display lot road frontage, whichever is greater.  No such display device shall 

elevate the under frame of a vehicle more than five (5) feet above the ground.  Such 

display shall meet the setback ten (10) feet from the road right-of-way and shall be 

identified on the site plan. 
 

✓ Standard appears to be met. PC may wish to add a condition if this is a concern. 

 

C. Display lot lighting shall comply with terms of Section 22.06, which shall apply whether 

or not the lighting is projected from buildings, private poles, or from utility company 

poles, i.e. as yard lights. 

➢ Standard warrants further review. Review can be conducted at a future time by the 
Zoning Administrator. Photometric plan will be required. 

 

D. The display of units regulated shall only be in areas indicated or designated on the site 

plan, and areas shall be differentiated as to the display units and/or inoperable units. 

✓ Standard appears to be met. Areas of display identified on the site plan. 
 

E. The front setback line of the vehicle display area shall be marked by a permanent curb or 

other material(s) approved by the Planning Commission and shall be of sufficient height 

and stability to serve as a tire stop. 

➢ Standard warrants further review. Light poles are proposed along the front display line. 
No other marker/curb or other material appears to be identified. 
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OUTSTANDING ITEMS 

• Sewer capacity verification 

• Health Department confirmation of potable water 
 
 
 

ITEMS FOR FURTHER REVIEW  AND/OR  POSSIBLE CONDITIONS 
 

➢ Final PUD Plan Standards and conditions of Preliminary PUD Plan approval 

 A proposal to add the uses listed as Special Land Uses within the Preliminary PUD to allow 
auto sales – including outdoor sales, and repair.  

 Determine if front setback of 15’ is acceptable within the PUD which required a 25’ front 
yard setback. 

 Determine if both side yard setbacks are acceptable as proposed. 

 Building design/roof details need to be accepted or modified to be gabled roof as required 
by the PUD. 

 Determine if additional landscape buffering is sufficient. 

 Determine if sewer capacity is available. 

 Health Department concerns considered and/or satisfied. 

 Fire Department included conditions in the review. 
 
 

➢ Site Plan Review Standards 

 Stormwater standards met.  

 Exterior lighting and signage to be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator. Lighting details 
needed and height adjustment necessary for pole mounted lighting. Signage to be reviewed 
administratively. 

 Is screening adequate to meet supplemental regulations of Section 26.28? 

 Vehicle display area – identification with curb or other material requires discussion. 

 Performance Guarantee for Stormwater Plan – estimated cost of drainage system $5000. 
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MOTION TEMPLATE 
 

To APPROVE / DENY Case # PPUDF26-01, Frederick Hackl, for an amendment to the 
Planned Unit Development - Preliminary to allow an outdoor sales lot and auto repair 
facility and to allow a modification of the front yard setback to 15 feet at 2430 E 
Mitchell Road, tax parcel 24-01-19-04-200-012, Section 4, Bear Creek Township, as 
shown on the Site Plan dated Received March 4, 2026 because the standards of Article 
16 of the Zoning Ordinance HAVE BEEN MET / HAVE NOT BEEN MET based on the facts presented 
in this case and because Bear Creek Township recommended APPROVAL / DENIAL. [If 

applicable, continue motion by listing all conditions of approval.] 

And further that approval is conditioned on the following:   

1. 

2. 

3. 

 
 

To APPROVE / DENY Case # PPUDF26-01, Frederick Hackl, for an amendment to the 
Planned Unit Development - Preliminary to allow an outdoor sales lot and auto repair 
facility and to allow a modification of the front yard setback to 15 feet at 2430 E 
Mitchell Road, tax parcel 24-01-19-04-200-012, Section 4, Bear Creek Township, as 
shown on the Site Plan dated Received March 4, 2026 because the standards of Articles 
16, 19, 20, 21, 22 and Sections 26.28 & 26.29 of the Zoning Ordinance HAVE BEEN MET / 

HAVE NOT BEEN MET based on the facts presented in this case and because Bear Creek 
Township recommended APPROVAL / DENIAL. [If applicable, continue motion by listing all conditions 

of approval.] 

And further that approval is conditioned on the following:   

1. 

2. 

3. 

 
 

To POSTPONE PPUDF26-01, Frederick Hackl, for an amendment to the Planned Unit 
Development - Preliminary to allow an outdoor sales lot and auto repair facility and to 
allow a modification of the front yard setback to 15 feet at 2430 E Mitchell Road, tax 
parcel 24-01-19-04-200-012, Section 4, Bear Creek Township, as shown on the Site Plan 
dated Received March 4, 2026 to [state reason(s) for postponement]  

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________  
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Tammy Doernenburg

From: David McBride <dave@northlandselfstorage.com>
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2026 1:39 PM
To: Tammy Doernenburg
Cc: Conwaystorageinc@gmail.com; Matt Buza
Subject: U Haul Example
Attachments: DJI_20260314163722_0011_D.JPG; DJI_20260314203738_0015_D.JPG; IMG_0769.JPG; 

IMG_0775.JPG; IMG_0774.JPG; IMG_0773.JPG; IMG_1106.JPG; IMG_1105.JPG; IMG_
1099.JPG; IMG_1102.JPG

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Please share with the planners as well as board members of Bear Creek 
Township and Emmet County. 
 
 
Dear planners and board members, 
 
As you craŌ the new regulaƟons for storage faciliƟes in Emmet County, I 
thought it would be helpful to see some photos of projects.  The example 
I use in this E mail is the U haul in Traverse city. 
 
Note the scale of the facility and the fact it backs up to a mobile home 
park. Is the scale too big for our standard commercial areas? Should 
something like this be contained in a PUD for big box stores? 
 
Note the display parking area, scale and locaƟon all along the hi way 
frontage. No cap on amount of displays and where they should be. 
 
Note Emmet County currently limits the storage garage doors to be not 
adjacent to the high way. (Not on the wall facing the Highway)  This 
facility is able to get away from that rule by having inside doors displayed 
through glass windows. 
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Note the display doors are not on first floor only on 2nd and 3rd floor. 
 
Note to get around the night sky regulaƟon all of the lighƟng comes from 
inside the glassed walls. This is a large CorporaƟons way to get what they 
want and avoid local regulaƟons. Emmet County has worked very hard to 
maintain a dark sky and a project of this nature will have a major negaƟve 
impact. 
 
Note this building is built 6 feet below the highway, (The lot is lower than 
the road) if the building was built level or above the highway it would 
tower over all, much more than it does in the photos. 
 
Please use the photos as visual aides as you craŌ new regulaƟons. 
 
Thanks in advance 
 
Dave 
 
David McBride 
  
5945 Charlevoix Avenue 
Petoskey, Michigan 49770 
(231) 838-2897-Mobile 
(231) 348-5680-Petoskey/BH Office 
(231) 844-9780-Alanson Office 

  
www.northlandselfstorage.com 
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Tammy Doernenburg

From: David McBride <dave@northlandselfstorage.com>
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2026 2:13 PM
To: Tammy Doernenburg
Subject: Share with Planners
Attachments: DJI_20260314205517_0027_D.JPG; DJI_20260314160822_0002_D.JPG; DJI_

20260314160746_0001_D.JPG; IMG_8739.jpeg; IMG_8738.jpeg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Bear Creek and Emmet County planners 
 
I have aƩached photos of Cube Smart in Traverse City 
 
Note this project is one story and there is a consistent look along 
the main road. 
 
There are plenty of trees along the main road to soŌen and 
screen. A large three story building would be very difficult be 
soŌened or screened with landscaping. 
 
There is a small peek of the motor home and boat storage 
through small openings. 
 
The project is well lit at night but not overly so 
 
This is a great example of not limiƟng the lot coverage to 50%. 
They have covered a large percentage of the ground area for 
storage as well as RV open side wall storage. 
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Also note the large storage building has drive up units on the 
perimeter and climate controlled accessed through hall ways. 
Truly a hi-Bred Design. I personally think this would look good in 
most communiƟes, it is large scale but the 0ne story design helps 
it to not dominate the area. 
 
Thank you for reviewing the photos, 
 
Dave 
 
 
David McBride 
  
5945 Charlevoix Avenue 
Petoskey, Michigan 49770 
(231) 838-2897-Mobile 
(231) 348-5680-Petoskey/BH Office 
(231) 844-9780-Alanson Office 

  
www.northlandselfstorage.com 
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Tammy Doernenburg

From: David McBride <dave@northlandselfstorage.com>
Sent: Monday, March 23, 2026 2:40 PM
To: Tammy Doernenburg
Cc: Matt Buza; Conwaystorageinc@gmail.com
Subject: Planning for storage regulations
Attachments: IMG_1943.JPG; IMG_1942.JPG; IMG_1941.JPG; IMG_1940.JPG

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Emmet County and Bear Creek Township planners and board members. 
 
As you review the regulaƟons for storage faciliƟes I have aƩached a few photos of 
a project in Florida. These types of projects are popping up all over Florida on 
commercial property surrounded by rural developments and open land. Florida 
and growing communiƟes are always the start of trends. These trends take shape 
and then spread to smaller communiƟes like ours. 
 
Here are a few photos of a standalone place in Forida 
 
Note the setbacks, these projects are pushed as close to the road as possible. 
 
This project is adjacent to residenƟal as well as commercial faciliƟes 
 
The quesƟon I have for planners is do you want something like this in our 
community?? 
 
Places this could go.. Visualize, I am sure there are more places that I have not 
thought of. When I say could go, I mean in current zoning without much 
modificaƟon. 
 
The Old Chase Bank across from Harbor Brenn (May need addiƟonal land but a 
prime example) 
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The old Michigan Reclaimed (Rosenthal Motors), a perfect fit for this, great 
visibility. 
 
How about replacing J.W. Filmore’s with storage?? 
 
How about State and Stutsmanville road storage converƟng to this?? 
 
How about converƟng my TJ marble building across from Bay Harbor to this??? 
 
As you craŌ the regulaƟons, I just want you to be aware of what can happen. Lets 
craŌ the regulaƟons so what happens is what the community wants to happen! 
 
Thanks 
Dave 
 
David McBride 
  
5945 Charlevoix Avenue 
Petoskey, Michigan 49770 
(231) 838-2897-Mobile 
(231) 348-5680-Petoskey/BH Office 
(231) 844-9780-Alanson Office 

  
www.northlandselfstorage.com 
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