
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF CHOCOLAY 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

Monday, October 16, 2017 - 7:00 pm 

I. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER BY: _________________ / ROLL CALL 

Name Term Ends Attendance 

Tom Mahaney (Chair) 12.31.19   Present  Absent 

Eric Meister (Vice Chair) 12.31.18   Present  Absent 

Donna Mullen-Campbell (Secretary) 12.31.18   Present  Absent 

Andy Smith (Vice Secretary) 12.31.19   Present  Absent 

Jon Kangas 12.31.17   Present  Absent 

Kendell Milton 12.31.17   Present  Absent 

Don Rhein Board Term   Present  Absent 

II. ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS / APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Motion to approve the agenda as (written/ with additions) by   

Seconded by   Vote:   Ayes   Nays 

III. MINUTES 

September 18, 2017 Planning Commission meeting 

Motion to approve the minutes as (written/ with additions) by   

Seconded by   Vote:   Ayes   Nays 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Limit of 3 minutes per person. 

V. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

None 

VI. PRESENTATIONS 

None 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Flood Plain Insurance Program Community Certification 

1. Staff introduction 

2. Commission discussion 

3. Commission decision 
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VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. US 41 / M-28 Business Overlay District 

1. Staff introduction 

2. Commission discussion 

3. Commission decisions 

B. Short Term Rentals 

1. Staff introduction 

2. Commission discussion 

3. Commission decisions 

IX. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Any item of interest – limit 3 minutes per person 

X. COMMISSIONER’S COMMENTS 

XI. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

XII. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS AND CORRESPONDENCE 

A. Minutes – Marquette City Planning Commission, 08.15.17 

B. Minutes – Marquette City Planning Commission, 09.05.17 

C. Minutes – Marquette City Planning Commission, 09.19.17 

D. Minutes –Township Board minutes, 09.11.17 

E. Minutes –Township Board minutes, special meeting 09.25.17 

F. Mulcahey and Ollila correspondence 

XIII. ADJOURNMENT 

Planning Commission Rules for Public Hearings and Public Comment 
1. Please wait for chair to acknowledge you before speaking. 
2. Begin by stating your name and address. 
3. Give your comments, opinion and/or question, on the issue being addressed.  Please stay on 

topic or you may be ruled out of order. 
4. Due to a full agenda, and to ensure that everyone has time to speak, we will limit comments to 

three (3) minutes per person.  For the same reasons, please be as brief as possible and try not to 
repeat what has been said by others before you. 

5. Please be as factual as possible and do not make comments on the character of people. 
6. Planning Commissioners are not required nor expected to respond to comments, opinions and/or 

questions from the floor. 
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 CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF CHOCOLAY 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

Monday, September 18, 2017 

I. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER BY: Tom Mahaney at 7:03 p.m.

ROLL CALL

Members Present: Tom Mahaney (Chair), Eric Meister (Vice Chair), Donna Mullen-

Campbell (Secretary), Andy Smith (Vice Secretary), Jon Kangas, Kendell Milton, Judy

White (Board)

Members Absent:  None

Staff Present: Dale Throenle (Planning Director/Zoning Administrator), Richard Bohjanen

(Township Supervisor), Suzanne Sundell (Community Development Coordinator), Lisa

Perry (Administrative Assistant), Sgt. Tony Carrick

II. ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEMS / APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Motion by Meister and seconded by Kangas to approve the agenda as written.

Vote: Ayes: 7 Nays: 0 MOTION CARRIED

III. MINUTES

July 6, 2017

Motion by Kangas, and seconded by Milton, to approve the minutes as written.

Vote: Ayes:  7   Nays: 0  MOTION CARRIED

July 17, 2017

Motion by Kangas, and seconded by Mullen-Campbell, to approve the minutes as

amended (Page 5, Section XII in the vote, the Nay is listed as Mahaney, should be

Nays:  1 (White).  The tape was reviewed.

Vote: Ayes:  7   Nays: 0  MOTION CARRIED

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT

Throenle indicated there are two spokespersons that would like to do a presentation on

the Short Term Rental issue, and would like additional time to speak.  Mahaney

questioned how long the presentation will be – it was indicated by spokespersons

Jennifer Bruggink and Scott Emerson that it would take approximately 10 minutes.  The

Planning Commission approved this, and after discussion on where to add this item, it

was decided it should be dealt with as a presentation.

Motion by White, and seconded by Meister that the presentation be included as part of

agenda under Item VI. Presentations, with a limit of ten minutes.

Vote:  Ayes:  7     Nays:  0 MOTION CARRIED

III
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Patrick Dudley, 2413 M-28 East – he is a vacation rental owner who opposes any bans 

of vacation rentals in Chocolay Township.  He appreciates the concerns of the residents 

of Lakewood Lane, but feels there are other ways to resolve issues rather than outright 

bans.  He has owned his house since 1990, and started doing vacation rentals in 2005 

when family circumstances changed.  The rental dollars pay for the property taxes and 

upkeep of the home he plans to retire to. He rents strictly through Airbnb, and has strict 

rules that the renters must comply with.  He knows of no complaints from the neighbors.  

Many of his renters return every year, and have some type of tie to the area – current 

and former residents of Marquette County and parents of NMU students.  He pays 6% 

sales tax, along with higher property taxes.  When he travels for work, he almost 

exclusively stays in short term rentals.  This allows him a better experience of the 

community.  The issue on Lakewood Lane appears to be a lousy neighbor issue.  He 

feels there are many ways to control this – a permit process, with maximum occupancy, 

permit fee, number of homes allowed as short term rentals per applicant, renewal 

process, complaints substantiated.  Also, there should be a safety check.  He feels 

banning a single area opens up the issue for a ban Township wide. 

Kenlyn Hubbard, 121 Wintergreen – Hubbard’s in-laws live at 739 Lakewood Lane.  She 

supports short term rentals – she feels people take better care of their property.  She 

stated that many people have family-owned camps along Lakewood Lane that they 

would like to keep in the family and retire to.  Short term rentals are a way to provide an 

income that would allow the taxes and upkeep on the property until the time they can 

retire.  There are other ways to control short term rentals.  The Township needs to allow 

the community to expand.   

Hal Pawley, 643 Lakewood Lane – he has lived there for 23 years, and is definitely 

against short term rentals.  He has four places that do short term rentals within 1/4 mile 

of his house, and they have not done anything to improve their properties.  He is against 

all the disturbances that come with short term rentals – parties, music, fireworks.  This is 

not why he moved to Lakewood Lane.  He tried to confront on his own, but now calls the 

Chocolay Police Department whenever there is a problem.  He thinks the Township 

should take action to put an end to short term rentals. 

Ruth Ziel, 734 Lakewood Lane – she is one of seven families that have deeded access 

to a pathway to the beach.  Last year she was told by a renter that she was not allowed 

on the beach.  When everyone left, and the places were closed, there was a lot of 

garbage.  She ended cleaning up after the renters.  She feels there should be phone 

numbers for residents to call if there is a problem.  She has used Airbnb and there are 

always numbers posted.  Trash is also put out on Sunday when the renters leave, and 

not picked up until Wednesday – this creates a nuisance with animals and birds.  Has 

the Planning Commission considered the septic systems and the age of these systems.  

There is a lot of work to be done. 

George Krzysmoski, 741 Lakewood Lane – there are always concerns about trash, 

septic and water, but he would like to bring up issues such as tax fraud and insurance 

fraud – when renting out a house, you are not insured with a homeowner’s policy.  There 
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are lots of safety issues.  There is a lot of work that needs to be done.  We are 

encouraging tax fraud by allowing the rentals. 

Peter Ollila, 633 Lakewood Lane – opposed to short term rentals.  The Planning 

Commission needs to reflect on what has been going on since 2011.  The former 

supervisor, Gary Walker, and the current supervisor, Richard Bohjanen, have both 

stated on record at Township meetings “short term rentals are not illegal because they 

are not prohibited in the waterfront district”.  The only thing that is permitted in the 

Waterfront Residential is a single family dwelling.  Zoning laws throughout the state are 

written to show what is permitted.  He went on to cite a Supreme Court decision from 

2003.  Some of his neighbors have been getting questionnaires from their insurance 

companies concerning number of people in house and if they are related.  This triggered 

him to call his insurance company – he has a residential policy that runs less than 

$1,000 per year.  In questioning his insurance company, a long term rental policy would 

cost approximately 2 – 2 1/2 times the residential amount, and his company would not 

offer a policy on short term rentals.  This would be under a resort / commercial basis and 

would cost 4 – 5 times the amount. 

Stephanie Gencheff, 597 Lakewood Lane – Lakewood Lane lots are sometimes only 50 

feet wide. Some homes are 20 feet away from the next home. She likes knowing who is 

sleeping 20 feet away from her, and does not feel this makes her selfish.  The difference 

between a hotel and short term rental is that you can call the front desk of a hotel and 

have the problem taken care of.  After the Township Board meeting the previous 

Monday, where M-28 short term rentals showed support, she went to the neighbors of 

the short-term rentals that were at the meeting.  There was mixed feelings.  She is 

having trouble understanding why the Township Board and Planning Commission feel so 

compelled to ignore Lakewood Lane residents who have gone on record stating their 

opposition to short term rentals.   

Richard Bohjanen, 140 Edgewood Drive – (Township Supervisor) He made a couple 

points. (1) Definitions must be concise, clear and true; (2) Most resorts are rentals, but 

not all rentals are resorts; (3) Some hotels are short term rentals, but not all residences 

are hotels; (4) It may be more appropriate to define the term vacation rentals; (5) It 

appears that we deal with long term rentals in the same way as short term rentals, that 

is, they are not delineated in the ordinance, (6) In order to be understood by all, the 

ordinance needs to be amended; and he finished with (7) “Not everything stated as fact 

is factual, some are opinions.  These are my opinions.” 

Marla Buckmaster, 519 Lakewood Lane – has lived at this address for 22 years and prior 

to that she lived in the 600 block of Lakewood Lane – has lived on Lakewood Lane since 

1971.  She loves Lakewood Lane, loves the diversity of Lakewood Lane.  She loves 

walking the beach and meeting the people that live there – sometimes as many as 20 

miles per day.  Up until three years ago, when she had to stop walking, she knew almost 

everyone on the beach.  There were no complaints on short term rentals.  She received 

a phone call a couple weeks ago in regards to the petition that was being circulated in 

opposition to short term rentals.   Her response to the caller was that short rentals have 
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always been a part of Lakewood Lane, that she loves the eclectic nature of Lakewood 

Lane, and that she does not believe laws should be based on one bad experience of one 

person.  They should be based on the negative experience of a broader population.  

Observations were that stories seemed to grow (climbing an apple tree to cutting down 

an apple tree) and that people who signed the petition may not have had an 

understanding of what they were signing.  She also stated that people that signed the 

petition received notice of the last Township Board meeting, and those that were 

unwilling to sign the petition were not notified, so the deck was stacked in opposition to 

short term rentals.  She feels there is a “mass hysteria” on Lakewood Lane based on 

some untruths, some exaggerated events, and a lack of factual information.  

Kim Parker, has short term rental on 483 Lakewood Lane – he would like to comment on 

the trash, disorderly conduct, and other things.  People, whether they are residents, 

short term renters, or long term renters, can be bad.  He has been renting for ten years 

with no complaints.  He also does not understand the magic number of 30 days – a 

person can be a bad renter no matter what the time frame.  Short term renters are good 

for the economy.  He works with Airbnb who is very good at vetting.   

Deborah Mulcahey, 633 Lakewood Lane – the magic of 30 days is based on the 

ordinance.  She is concerned about the short term rental definitions.  She is totally 

opposed to short term rentals on Lakewood Lane.  She would like to know what the 

Planning Commission vision is.  If the plan is to allow short term rentals along Lakewood 

Lane, she would ask that the Planning Commission remove Lakewood Lane from the 

WFR zoning district and make a separate zoning district for the properties that are 

abutted by Lake Superior and a county road, which would include north side of 

Lakewood Lane along with the properties on Shot Point.  If short term rentals go forward, 

she would ask that they be a conditional use as opposed to permitted use.  The Master 

Plan before 2015 did not include anything on short term rentals.  The current zoning 

ordinance does not list vacation rentals or short term rentals as either a permitted use or 

a conditional use.  In 2008, her property was converted to WFR from R1, and now the 

Township is looking to allow commercial operations.  The Township should take into 

consideration everyone’s property rights.  In the Master Plan, volunteers are discussed.  

Short term renters typically do not volunteer.  There is also the issue of availability of 

affordable housing. 

Public comment closed at 7:52 pm. 

V. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

None 

VI. PRESENTATIONS 

Jennifer Briggink, 673 Lakewood Lane – she questioned if the members of the Planning 

Commission would like to have their neighbors changing on a regular basis.  There was 

an overlay district to protect lakefront.  Then Lakewood Lane was changed to WFR.  She 

wants a sense of community and neighborhood that comes from having long term 

neighbors.  This provides stability.  She wants to be able to tell her children where to go 
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in case of an emergency or if someone has an extra key – you can’t do this with a short 

term renter.  She is looking for community neighborhoods that build health, trust, 

resilience, relaxation, etc.  There is a difference between Lakewood Lane and M-28.  M-

28 has bigger lots, more wooded, more private.  The letters in the packet from people 

that are in support are not residents.  The people that rent out their houses are 

businesses.  Lakewood Lane should stay residential. 

Scott Emerson, 119 Lakewood Lane – he has lived on Lakewood Lane for 38 years.  He 

feels this is a global issue – there is a global boom in short term rentals, the definition of 

which is less than 30 days.  This has been driven by web-based companies, and their 

business plans are very unique.  The other term thrown around is “creative destruction”.  

Short term rental business plans encourage illegal activity.  Zoning laws scramble to try 

to accommodate these business plans. He feels that this is a dangerous trend.  The 

zoning laws are part of the resident’s protection.  As governments try to accommodate 

these businesses, problems have arose such as (1) decrease in availability of long term 

rentals; (2) creation of dark zones, which are blocks of outside investor properties; (3) 

increases in complaints, such as noise, trespass, creation of party houses, etc.; and, 

most importantly, (4) loss of neighborhood character – loss of sanctuary.  When you look 

at integrated health, one thing that stands out is sense of community, and if this is lost, it 

increases your stress.  Two things that are contributing to this are non-owner occupied 

short term rentals and density and concentration of short term rentals in residential 

zones.  His recommendations to the Planning Commission are:  (1) Don’t rush this – it is 

continuing to evolve and sort itself out, and we need to learn from other’s experience; (2) 

the main thing to address is the non-owner occupied short term rental; (3) Keep the 

Township regulations on this simple and enforceable; (4) Need to enforce the existing 

zoning ordinance; (5) Ordinance change proposal (short term rentals in all commercial 

zones, and short term rentals in all residential zones, including Lakewood Lane, and a 

conditional use with 5 acres or more).  Handouts were given to Planning Commission. 

Presentation closed at 8:25 PM.  Short recess. 

Meeting resumed at 8:32 PM. 

VII. NEW BUSINESS 

None 

VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

IX. Short Term Rentals 

Staff Introduction 

Throenle indicated that on the cover memo, the Motion from the Township Board 

should be: 

“Rhein moved Engle second to give the Planning Commission three months to come 

up with a viable plan to present to the Township Board on Short Term Rentals.” 

MOTION CARRIED (Nays – Maki, White) 
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Throenle also indicated that when the packet was put together, the Short Term 

Rental Definition page was inadvertently left out.  It has now been put as a separate 

handout to the Planning Commission, along with additional copies on the back table 

for the public.  There is also one email that was received in the correct time frame. 

Comments on the packet information: Short term rentals have been in the Township 

since the 1980’s.  Since that time, there have been six zoning administrators, five of 

them since 2002, one for a period of three months.  With this change in 

administrators come different interpretations of the zoning ordinance.  In regard to 

the Jennifer Thum letter of 2011, at the time there was a motion made to direct the 

staff to consult with the Township Attorney.  There does not appear to be any follow 

up to this motion.  Thum then resigned in February of 2012.  He has consulted with 

the Police Department an outline of complaints generated from Lakewood Lane for 

the past year – nine complaints were found, most with the people not knowing the 

ordinances.  There is a need to be able to get this information out.  There is no 

distinction in the Police calls as to the type – short term rental, long term rental, 

resident.  Throenle has had two rental related incidents reported to his office – one of 

someone showing up at the wrong residence by mistake to request a key and the 

other was concerning trash.  There may also be group owners of a single property 

for consideration in this discussion.   

Another consideration is that there are two bills in front of the Michigan Senate and 

House right now – Senate bill No. 329 and House bill No. 4503.  Both are in 

committee right now, and have identical language.  If approved as written, the 

discussion on short term rentals will become a moot point. 

Throenle pointed out that as the Planning Commission goes forward, the definitions 

need to be concise, as there could be many interpretations. 

Based on emails and discussion, Throenle stated the arguments for opposition are 

loud music and noise, unleashed pets, fireworks, no respect for property or 

neighbors, privacy issues, safety issues, and trash.  The arguments for are 

enhanced tourism, assistance in paying for the existing property and keeping it in the 

family, income for local businesses, not a hotel or resort, property rights, and an 

option to use if circumstances change in the future.  Throenle also discussed the 

term “commercial”.  

Throenle explained that the Planning Commission is directed by the Township Board 

to come up with a viable plan in a three month period – there does not have to be an 

ordinance in place in that time frame.  His recommendations are:  (1) Develop a plan; 

and (2) Continue working on the short term rental ordinance at the same time.    

Throenle pointed out that the document laying on the Commissioner’s table was a 

petition that was signed by residents of Lakewood Lane – 183 signatures 

representing 135 properties.   

Throenle also encouraged the Planning Commission to consider the long term vision 
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for the Township – 10 to 15 years out.  This should be based on the vision in the 

Master Plan.   

Commission Discussion 

Mahaney asked how many properties are in the waterfront district.  Throenle 

explained he has two maps that show Lake Superior property – Lakewood Lane to 

Shot Point.  It does not include anything on the river or on Kawbawgam Lake.  This 

would include the ECF districts that are classified as Superior 1 and Superior 2.  

When running a report on properties that are less than 100% homestead, 37% fall 

into this category. 

Smith questioned why, if we have a Zoning Ordinance and it appears that it is being 

violated consistently, we are not enforcing it.  Throenle indicated it comes back to 

ambiguity of the ordinance – very hard to take to court and enforce.  

Mahaney indicated that he has been researching this – this is a tough issue, and with 

the bills that are in the House and Senate he wonders what will happen if they do go 

through.  There is a lot to consider. 

Smith asked if there has ever been an attorney opinion requested.  Throenle 

indicated that the first was a verbal from Mike Summers and the second was a 

written from Roger Zappa. 

Kangas felt that the Planning Commission needs to adopt a definition for short term 

rental (or vacation rental), there will continue to be the ambiguity which makes it a 

challenge for staff to be able to enforce it.  The reason that this is so public now is 

because of the internet – properties can no longer fly under the radar.  He feels that 

it ultimately comes down to the property owner / manager responsibility.  Attention 

has been diverted at this point to focus on one small district, when the real need is to 

take a look at the big picture.  Need to focus on the definition. 

Milton indicated that he like the term “vacation rental” – he feels this term fits better.   

Meister thought it would be useful to include other concerns when talking about short 

term rentals such as requirements, restrictions, protection of property owners, and 

the entire township.   

Kangas indicated that in his time on the Planning Commission there has never been 

talk of allowing short term rentals unrestricted in the Township.   

Smith indicated that he would like there to be some type of criteria behind the 

definition of short term rentals.  No reason to reinvent the wheel.  

Meister feels the definition is a good place to start.  Kangas feels if you have a 

definition it allows you to make a better determination on which district it would be 

considered appropriate in.   

Throenle indicated that the definition should be fluid. 
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Smith moved, Kangas seconded, to have the Planning Director follow through on the 

motion that was made on September 12, 2011 and look at a broad range of 

communities for the next meeting. 

Vote:   Ayes:  7   Nays:  0  MOTION CARRIED 

X. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Peter Ollila, 633 Lakewood Lane – the proposed definition of short term rentals – the first 

sentence needs boundaries.  Less than 30 days, monthly, what about February?   

John Peterson, 733 Lakewood Lane – has live here for 47 years.  Has not seen any 

change in the fireworks ordinance – still the same from year to year.  People are 

complaining about the trash problem – people are putting out there in bags  - need to put 

in garbage cans.  The people who took the petition up and down Lakewood Lane were 

basically harassing the public. 

Jennifer Bruggink, 673 Lakewood Lane – the one thing that wasn’t mentioned previously 

was community.  Other issues can be resolved.  Community is about quality of life.  She 

thinks there approximately 200 – 225 parcels on Lakewood Lane with water frontage.  

She apologized for the fact that some residents may have felt harassed – if it’s hard to 

tell someone you won’t sign their petition think of how hard it would be to tell someone 

you don’t like what they are doing.  Hopes there are some rules that can be made 

concerning short term rentals. 

Kenlyn Hubbard, 121 Wintergreen Trail – wanted to talk about community and 

neighbors.  Her mother-in-law who lives on Lakewood Lane has a neighbor on one side 

who is wonderful, on the other side is the neighbor from hell.  Everyone wants 

community and good neighbors.  Short term rentals are not a bad thing – make some 

rules, but don’t cut them out.  Community comes from the heart, not property.   

Deborah Mulcahey, 633 Lakewood Lane – the two pieces of legislation in committee – 

suggested the Planning Commission look at the Birch Township Supreme Court 

decision.  Sense of community and property rights are important to her.  The WFR 

district specifically says the permitted use is single family dwellings. There is nothing 

about short term rentals.  Mulcahey, Jennifer Thum, and Mike Summers had many 

discussions about this issue.  She stated that the Supreme Court has ruled that if 

something is not specified as allowed, then it is not allowed.  Any attorney will say that 

enforcement may be problematic.  Mulcahey read one sentence from a document from a 

previous attorney, “… The conversion of what is otherwise a single family dwelling in a 

residential for seasonal rental on a periodic basis to different families or groups is a 

commercial use by definition …”  If you are going to have zoning, you should do the 

enforcement. 

Public comment closed at 9:52. 

XI. COMMISSIONER’S COMMENTS 
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White – Stated that this is her last meeting.  She has given notice to Supervisor 

Bohjanen than she no longer wishes to serve on the Planning Commission.  She stated 

she has learned a great deal, and has a lot of respect for the members of the Planning 

Commission.  The Planning Commission is derived of many talents and much 

experience – they give up their time for the community and the citizens should be proud 

of all the work that they have done.   

Milton – None 

Kangas – Something to remember during the short term rental discussion – if it’s not 

enforceable, the Planning Commission is probably wasting their time. 

Mullen-Campbell – Don’t be too discouraged – there is a lot to digest on the subject of 

short term rentals.  Feels the Planning Commission needs to persevere. 

Smith – None 

Meister – Feels the Planning Commission needs to get the overlay district back on the 

agenda. 

Mahaney – Thanked the audience for their comments. Also wondered about the tablets 

– Suzanne will have a report the next meeting. 

XII. DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS 

Throenle thanked the Planning Commission for their patience, and also apologized for 

the quality of the packets.   

Throenle had also recently completed FEMA training and has been designated as the 

Flood Plain Manager for Chocolay Township.  In the future, this may mean looking at 

certifying our community which would possibly help with reductions in flood insurance for 

the residents. 

XIII. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS AND CORRESPONDENCE 

A. Minutes – Marquette City Planning Commission, 07.11.17 

B. Minutes – Marquette City Planning Commission, 07.18.17 

C. Minutes – Marquette City Planning Commission, 08.01.17 

D. Minutes – Township Board minutes, 07.10.17 

E. Minutes – Township Board minutes, 08.14.17 

XIV. ADJOURNMENT 

Mahaney adjourned the meeting at 9:56 pm. 

Submitted by: 

 

Planning Commission Secretary 

Donna Mullen-Campbell 



To: Planning Commission 

From: Dale Throenle, Planning Director / Zoning Administrator 

Date: October 3, 2017 

Subject: Flood Plain Insurance Program Community Certification 

Background 

Chocolay Township is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). This insurance 

program is designed to provide insurance coverage for citizens that live or have property in the 
designated flood plains and floodways that are found in the Township. 

To continue participation in the NFIP program, the Board adopted Ordinance # 60 Floodplain 
Management on April 6, 2016. On April 19, 2016, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
issued new flood plain maps for the Township. 

Further conversations with our FEMA representatives also indicated that the Township must have a 
floodplain manager. As designated by the Township Manager, The Zoning Administrator has assumed 

that role. 

In August, the Zoning Administrator attended FEMA floodplain management training. During that course, 
the Zoning Administrator learned of a Community Rating System (CRS) program available to the 

Township that, if incorporated, would reduce the overall cost of flood insurance for those individuals that 
are required to carry it as part of their mortgage or because their property is located in the designated 

floodplain or floodway. 

Staff Analysis 

Staff has reviewed various FEMA-published documents on the subject (see attached), and has 

determined that with effort from staff and other participants, a level of insurance deduction ranging from 
five percent to forty-five percent can be achieved for those residents located in the designated flood plain 

or floodway by attaining points for the various levels on the insurance scale. 

Staff has also contacted a FEMA representative to determine if the Township has achieved the first step, 

which is a site visit. As it turns out, a FEMA representative did visit with us back in July, which counts as 

the starting point for the program, assuming we receive a “clean” visit report from FEMA.  

As an example of savings for a resident in this situation, a ten percent reduction on an annual policy of 

$3,000.00 would result in a $300.00 savings for that resident.   

Staff Recommendations 

Based on this information, staff is requesting a direction from the Planning Commission in regards to this 

program. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission request staff to continue with this process, as 
there are several benefits from obtaining a CRS rating. They are: 

1) Reduction in insurance costs to those already owning property in the floodplain or floodway

2) Documented information that residents can obtain in regards to their insurance possibilities

3) Reduction in insurance costs to future property owners in the floodplain or floodway

4) Documented zoning regulations regarding structures and building in the floodplain or floodway

Charter Township of Chocolay 

Planning and Zoning Department 
5010 US 41South 

Marquette, MI 49855 

Phone: 906-249-1448 Fax: 906-249-1313 

VII.A



Flood Plain Insurance Program Community Certification 

2 

Commissioner Discussion 

Commissioners are requested to be prepared for a discussion on the direction for CRS certification in the 
Township. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION 

 

  moved,  seconded, that the Zoning Administrator begin 
the process for a Community Rating System (CRS) certification for the Township. 
 
Alternative 

The Planning Commission may choose the option not to pursue a Community Rating System (CRS) 
certification for the Township at this time. 



National Flood Insurance Program 

Community Rating System
A Local Official’s Guide to

Saving Lives

Preventing Property Damage

Reducing the Cost of Flood Insurance

FEMA B-573 / May 2015

VII.A.1



How the Community  
Rating System Works

Every year, flooding causes hundreds 
of millions of dollars’ worth of dam-
age to homes and businesses around 
the country. Standard homeowners 
and commercial property policies do 
not cover flood losses. So, to meet 
the need for this vital coverage, the 
Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) administers the 
National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP). 

The NFIP offers reasonably priced 
flood insurance in communities that 
comply with minimum standards for 
floodplain management.
 
The NFIP’s Community Rating 
System (CRS) recognizes commu-
nity efforts beyond those minimum 
standards by reducing flood insur-
ance premiums for the community’s 
property owners. The CRS is similar 
to — but separate from — the pri-
vate insurance industry’s programs 
that grade communities on the effec-
tiveness of their fire suppression and 
building code enforcement.

CRS discounts on flood insurance 
premiums range from 5% up to 
45%. Those discounts provide an 
incentive for new flood protection 

activities that can help save lives and 
property in the event of a flood.

To participate in the CRS, your  
community can choose to under - 
take some or all of the 19 public 
information and floodplain manage-
ment activities described in the CRS 
Coordinator’s Manual. 

You’re probably already doing many 
of these activities. To get credit,  
community officials will need to 
pre  pare an application documenting 
the efforts.

The CRS assigns credit points for 
each activity. Table 2 lists the activities 
and the possible number of credit 
points for each one. The table also 
shows the average number of credit 
points communities earn for each 
activity. These averages may give 
a better indication than the maxi-
mums of what your community  
can expect.

To be eligible for a CRS discount, 
your community must do Activity 
310, Elevation Certificates. If you’re  
a designated repetitive loss commu-
nity, you must also do Activity 510, 



Floodplain Management Planning.  
All other activities are optional.

Based on the total number of points 
your community earns, the CRS 
assigns you to one of ten classes. 
Your discount on flood insurance 
premiums is based on your class. 

For example, if your community 
earns 4,500 points or more, it quali-
fies for Class 1, and property owners 

in the floodplain get a 45% discount. 
If your community earns as little as 
500 points, it’s in Class 9, and prop-
erty owners in the floodplain get  
a 5% discount. If a community does 
not apply or fails to receive at least 
500 points, it’s in Class 10, and 
property owners get no discount.

Table 1, below, shows the number  
of points required for each class  
and the corresponding discount.

How the Community  
Rating System Works

Table 1:

How much discount property owners in your community can get

 Discount
Rate Class SFHA* Non-SFHA** Credit Points Required

 1 45% 10% 4,500 +
 2 40% 10% 4,000 – 4,499
 3 35% 10% 3,500 – 3,999
 4 30% 10% 3,000 – 3,499
 5 25% 10% 2,500 – 2,999
 6 20% 10% 2,000 – 2,499
 7 15% 5% 1,500 – 1,999
 8 10% 5% 1,000 – 1,499
 9 5% 5% 500 –    999
 10 0% 0% 0 –    499

 * Special Flood Hazard Area
 **  Preferred Risk Policies are available only in B,C, and X Zones for properties that are shown to have a 

minimal risk of flood damage. The Preferred Risk Policy does not receive premium rate credits under the 
CRS because it already has a lower premium than other policies. Although they are in SFHAs, Zones AR 
and A99 are limited to a 5% discount. Premium reductions are subject to change.



Table 2:

What You Can Do to Get Credit

The CRS grants credit for 19 different activities that fall into four series: 

Series Public Information Maximum Average
300  Points* Points*

This series credits programs that advise people 
about the flood hazard, flood insurance, and ways 
to reduce flood damage. The activities also provide 
data that insurance agents need for accurate flood 
insurance rating.

310 Elevation Certificates 116 46
•	Maintain	FEMA	elevation	certificates	for	new	 

construction in the floodplain.
(At a minimum, a community must maintain  
certificates for buildings built after the date of its 
CRS application.)

320 Map Information Service 90 63
•	Provide	Flood	Insurance	Rate	Map	(FIRM)	informa-

tion to people who inquire, and publicize this service.

330 Outreach Projects 350 63
•	Send	information	about	the	flood	hazard,	flood	

insurance, flood protection measures, and/or the 
natural and beneficial functions of floodplains to 
flood-prone residents or all residents of a community.

340 Hazard Disclosure 80 14
•	Real	estate	agents	advise	potential	purchasers	 

of flood-prone property about the flood hazard.
•	Regulations	require	notice	of	the	hazard.

350 Flood Protection Information 125 33
•	The	public	library	and/or community’s website  

maintains references on flood insurance and  
flood protection.

360 Flood Protection Assistance 110 49
•	Give	inquiring	property	owners	technical	advice	on	

how to protect their buildings from flooding, and 
publicize this service.

370 Flood Insurance Promotion 110 0

 Series 300 Total 981 268

* Maximum and average points are subject to change. See the current CRS Coordinator’s Manual  
for the latest information.



Series Mapping and Regulations Maximum Average
400  Points* Points*

This series credits programs that provide increased 
protection to new development.

410 Floodplain Mapping 802 65
•	Develop	new	flood	elevations,	floodway	delinea

tions, wave heights, or other regulatory flood  
hazard data for an area not mapped in detail by  
the flood insurance study.

•	Have	a	more	restrictive	mapping	standard.

420 Open Space Preservation 2,020 474
•	Guarantee	that	currently	vacant	floodplain	parcels	

will be kept free from development.
 

430 Higher Regulatory Standards 2,042 214
•	Require	freeboard.
•	Require	soil	tests	or	engineered	foundations.
•	Require	compensatory	storage.
•	Zone	the	floodplain	for	minimum	lot	sizes	of	 

1 acre or larger.
•	Require	coastal	construction	standards	in	AE	Zones.
•	Have	regulations	tailored	to	protect	critical	facilities	

or areas subject to special flood hazards (for exam-
ple, alluvial fans, ice jams, subsidence, or coastal 
erosion).

440 Flood Data Maintenance 222 54
•	Keep	flood	and	property	data	on	computer	records.
•	Use	better	base	maps.
•	Maintain	elevation	reference	marks.

450 Stormwater Management 755 119
•	Regulate	new	development	throughout	the	water-

shed to ensure that post-development runoff is no 
worse than pre-development runoff.

•	Regulate	new	construction	to	minimize	soil	erosion	
and protect or improve water quality.

 Series 400 Total 5,841 926



Series Flood Damage Reduction Maximum Average
500  Points* Points*

This series credits programs that reduce the flood 
risk to existing development.

510 Floodplain Management Planning 622 123
•	Prepare,	adopt,	implement,	and	update	a	com

prehensive flood hazard mitigation plan using a  
standard planning process. 
(This is a minimum requirement for all repetitive 
loss communities.)

520 Acquisition and Relocation 1,900 136
•	Acquire	and/or	relocate	floodprone	buildings	so	

that they are out of the floodplain.

530 Flood Protection 1,600 136
(Protection of existing floodplain development by 
floodproofing, elevation, or minor structural projects.)

540 Drainage System Maintenance 570 214
•	Conduct	periodic	inspections	of	all	channels	and	

retention basins, and remove debris as needed.

Series 500 Total 4,692 609



Series Flood Preparedness Maximum Average
600  Points* Points*

This series credits flood warning, levee safety,  
and dam safety projects.

610 Flood Warning and Response 395 144
•	Provide	early	flood	warnings	to	the	public,	and	have	

a detailed flood response plan keyed to flood crest 
predictions.

620 Levee Safety 235 0
•	Maintain	existing	levees	not	otherwise	credited	in	

the flood insurance rating system that provide some 
flood protection.

630 Dam Safety 160 0
(Communities in a state with an approved dam 
safety program that have at least one building subject 
to inundation from the failure of a high-hazard- 
potential dam receive some credit.)

Series 600 Total 790 144

All Series Total 12,304 1,947



Extra Credit

Your community can get extra credit 
for regulating development outside 
the	SFHA	to	the	same	standards	as	
development	inside	the	SFHA.	Also,	
if your community faces growth 
pressures, the mapping and regula-
tion activities in Series 400 receive 
extra credit. See the CRS Coordinator’s 
Manual for full details.

Many communities can qualify for 
what the CRS calls “uniform mini-
mum credit,” based on the activities 
a state or regional agency imple-
ments on behalf of its communities. 
For example, some states have dis-
closure laws eligible for credit under 
Activity	340,	Hazard	Disclosure.	
Any community in those states can 
receive the uniform minimum credit.

Your community may want to con-
sider floodplain  management activi-
ties not listed in the CRS Coordinator’s 
Manual. You should evaluate these 
activities for their ability to increase 
public safety, reduce property dam-
age, avoid economic disruption and 
loss, and protect the environment. In 
addition, you can request a review 
of these activities to determine 
whether they should be eligible for 
CRS credit. FEMA welcomes innova-
tive ways to prevent or reduce flood 
damage.



How to Apply

Participation in the CRS is voluntary. 
If your community is in full compli-
ance with the rules and regulations 
of the NFIP, you may apply. There’s 
no application fee, and all CRS 
publi cations are free.

Your community’s chief executive 
officer (that is, your mayor, city 
manager, or other top official) must 
appoint a CRS coordinator to handle 
the application work and serve as the 
liaison between the community and 
FEMA. The coordinator should know 
the operations of all departments 
that deal with floodplain manage-
ment and public information. And 
the coordinator should be able to 
speak for the community’s chief 
executive officer.

The first step in the application 
process is to get a copy of the CRS 
Application, which contains all the 
instructions and procedures you 
need for preparing and submitting 
your community’s initial application 
for a CRS classification. The CRS 
Application includes easy-to-follow 
worksheets that provide credits  
for applicable activities. The CRS 
Application also identifies the docu-
mentation you must submit to sup-
port the credits you are requesting.

You may also want to order a copy 
of the CRS Coordinator’s Manual, which 
describes the program in full and 
provides specific information, includ-
ing eligible activities, required docu-
mentation, and resources for assistance. 

Your designated CRS coordinator 
should fill out and submit your 
appli	cation.	Help	is	also	available	
through the contact information 
below. The CRS will verify the infor-
mation and arrange for flood insur-
ance premium discounts.

To order CRS publications at no 
charge, fax the order form on the 
following page to 201-748-1936,  
or mail to the address below. You 
can also e-mail your request to  
nfipcrs@iso.com. Both the CRS 
Application and the CRS Coordinator’s 
Manual are also available at FEMA’s 
CRS Resource Center website — 
www.training.fema.gov/emiweb/crs. 

For more info, write, phone, or fax: 

NFIP/CRS
P.O. Box 501016
Indianapolis, IN 46250-1016
Telephone: 317-848-2898
Fax: 201-748-1936
E-mail: nfipcrs@iso.com
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“FEMA’s mission is to support our citizens and first responders to ensure that as a nation we work together to build, sustain, and 
improve our capability to prepare for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate all hazards.” 

Community Rating System May 2016 

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 

Community Rating System (CRS) was implemented in 

1990 as a voluntary program for recognizing and 

encouraging community floodplain management 

activities exceeding the minimum NFIP standards. 

Any community in full compliance with the minimum 

NFIP floodplain management requirements may apply 

to join the CRS. 

1,391 Communities Participate in 
the CRS 

Nearly 3.8 million policyholders in 1,391 communities 

participate in the CRS by implementing local mitiga- 

tion, floodplain management, and outreach activities 

that exceed the minimum NFIP requirements. 

Under the CRS, flood insurance premium rates are 

discounted to reward community actions that meet the 

three goals of the CRS, which are: (1) reduce flood 

damage to insurable property; (2) strengthen and 

support the insurance aspects of the NFIP; and (3) 

encourage a comprehensive approach to floodplain 

management. 

Although CRS communities represent only 5 percent of 

the over 22,000 communities participating in the NFIP, 

more than 69 percent of all flood insurance policies are 

written in CRS communities. 

CRS Classes 

The CRS uses a Class rating system that is similar to fire 

insurance rating to determine flood insurance premium 

reductions for residents. CRS Classes* are rated from 

9 to 1. Today, most communities enter the program at a 

CRS Class 9 or Class 8 rating, which entitles residents in 

Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) to a 5 percent 

discount on their flood insurance premiums for a Class 9 

or a 10 percent discount for Class 8. As a community 

* CRS Class changes occur on May 1 and October 1 of each year. The data contained 
in this fact sheet were current through May 2016. 

engages in additional mitigation activities, its residents 

become eligible for increased NFIP policy premium 

discounts. Each CRS Class improvement produces a 

5 percent greater discount on flood insurance premiums for 

properties in the SFHA. 

Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration 

Best of the Best 

Five communities occupy the highest levels of the CRS. 
Each has developed a floodplain management program 
tailored to its own particular hazards, character, and 
goals. The average discount in policyholder premiums 
varies according to a community’s CRS Class and the 
average amount of insurance coverage in place. Some 
highlights: 

Roseville, California was the first to reach the highest 
CRS rating (Class 1). Damaging floods in 1995 spurred 
Roseville to strengthen its floodplain management 
program. Today the City earns points for almost all 
CRS creditable activities. The average premium 
discount for policies in the Special Flood Hazard Area 
(SFHA) is $850. 

Comprehensive planning for floodplain management 
has been a key contributor to Tulsa, Oklahoma’s 
progress in reducing flood damage from the dozens of 
creeks within its jurisdiction. The City (Class 2) has 
cleared more than 900 buildings from its floodplains. 
The average premium discount for policies in the SFHA 
is $630. 

King County, Washington (Class 2) has preserved 
more than 100,000 acres of floodplain open space and 
receives additional CRS credit for maintaining it in a 
natural state. The average premium discount for policies 
in the SFHA is $664. 

Pierce County, Washington (Class 2) maintains over 
80 miles of river levees. County officials annually mail 
informational brochures to all floodplain residents. The 
average premium discount for policies in the SFHA 
is $687. 

Fort Collins, Colorado (Class 2) has suffered extreme 
flash flooding in its past and has developed one of the 
nation’s most exemplary comprehensive programs. The 

average premium discount for policies in the SFHA is $589.   
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“FEMA’s  

 

 
mission is to support our citizens and first responders to ensure that as a nation we work together to build, sustain, and 

improve our capability to prepare for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate all hazards.” 

 

 
 

CRS Credit 
A community accrues points to improve its CRS Class 

rating and can receive increasingly higher discounts. 

Points are awarded for engaging in any of 19 

creditable activities, organized under four categories: 

● Public information 

● Mapping and regulations 

● Flood damage reduction 

● Warning and response. 

Formulas and adjustment factors are used to calculate 

credit points for each activity. 

The communities listed below are among those that have 

qualified for the greatest premium discounts: 

Class 1:  Roseville, California 

Class 2:  Tulsa, Oklahoma 

King County, Washington 

Pierce County, Washington 

Fort Collins, Colorado 

 
Class 3:  Sacramento County, California 

 Ocala, Florida 
Louisville-Jefferson County, Kentucky     
 

Class 4: Charleston County, South Carolina  

 Maricopa County, Arizona 

Thurston County, Washington 

 

Benefits of the CRS 

Lower cost flood insurance rates are only one of the 

rewards a community receives from participating in the 

CRS. Other benefits include: 

● Citizens and property owners in CRS communities 

have increased opportunities to learn about risk, 

evaluate their individual vulnerabilities, and take 

action to protect themselves, as well as their 

homes and businesses. 

● CRS floodplain management activities provide 

enhanced public safety, reduced damage to property 

● Technical assistance in designing and implementing 

some activities is available to community officials 

at no charge 

● CRS communities have incentives to maintain 

and improve their flood programs over time. 

 

● Communities can evaluate the effectiveness of 

their flood programs against a nationally 

recognized benchmark. 

 

How to Apply 

To apply for CRS participation, a community must 

initially inform the Federal Emergency Management 

Agency (FEMA) Regional Office of its interest in 

applying to the CRS and will eventually submit a CRS 

application, along with documentation that shows it is 

implementing the activities for which credit is requested. 

The application is submitted to the Insurance Services 

Office, Inc. (ISO)/CRS Specialist. ISO works on behalf 

of FEMA and insurance companies to review CRS 

applications, verify communities’ credit points, and 

perform program improvement tasks. 

A community’s activities and performance are reviewed 

during a verification visit. FEMA establishes the credit 

to be granted and notifies the community, the State, 

insurance companies, and other appropriate parties. 

Each year, the community must verify that it is continu- 

ing to perform the activities that are being credited by 

the CRS by submitting an annual recertification. In 

addition, a community can continue to improve its Class 

rating by undertaking new mitigation and floodplain 

management activities that earn even more points. 
 

CRS Training 

CRS Specialists are available to assist community 

officials in applying to the program and in designing, 

implementing, and documenting the activities that earn 

even greater premium discounts. A week-long CRS 

course for local officials is offered free at FEMA’s 

Emergency Management Institute (EMI) on the National 

Emergency Training Center campus in Emmitsburg, 

Maryland, and can be field deployed in interested states. 

A series of webinars is offered throughout the year. 
 

For More Information 
A list of resources is available at the CRS website: 
www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program-2/community-
rating system. For more information about CRS or obtain the 
CRS application, contact Insurance Services Office by phone at 
(317) 848-2898 or by email at nfipcrs@iso.com. 

 
 
 

Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration 

Community Rating System 

http://www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program-2/community-rating
http://www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program-2/community-rating


NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM COMMUNITY

RATING SYSTEM 

For CRS participating communities, flood insurance premium rates are discounted in increments of 

5% (i.e., a Class 1 community would receive a 45% premium discount, while a Class 9 community 

would receive a 5% discount (a Class 10 is not participating in the CRS and receives no discount)). 

The CRS classes for local communities are based on 18 creditable activities, organized under four 

categories: 

1. Public Information,

2. Mapping and Regulations,

3. Flood Damage Reduction, and

4. Flood Preparedness.

The table below shows the credit points earned, classification awarded and premium reductions 

given for communities in the NFIP CRS. 

Credit Points Class Premium Reduction 
SFHA* 

Premium Reduction 
Non-SFHA** 

4,500+ 1 45% 10% 

4,000 – 4,499 2 40% 10% 

3,500 – 3,999 3 35% 10% 

3,000 – 3,499 4 30% 10% 

2,500 – 2,999 5 25% 10% 

2,000 – 2,499 6 20% 10% 

1,500 – 1,999 7 15% 5% 

1,000 – 1,499 8 10% 5% 

500 – 999 9 5% 5% 

0 – 499 10 0 0 

* Special Flood Hazard Area

** Preferred Risk Policies are available only in B, C and X Zones for properties 

that are shown to have a minimal risk of flood damage. The Preferred Risk 

Policy does not receive premium rate credits under the CRS because it 

already has a lower premium than other policies. The CRS credit for AR and 

A99 Zones are based on non-Special Flood Hazard Areas (non-SFHAs) (B, C 

and X Zones). Credits are: classes 1-6, 10% and classes 7-9, 5%. Premium 

reductions are subject to change. 

Material in this document was extracted from https://www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program-community-

rating-system. 
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GET LOW-COST FLOOD INSURANCE  
FOR HOMEOWNERS AND RENTERS WITH  

A PREFERRED RISK POLICY
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Protect What Matters 
Without flood insurance, most residents have to pay out of pocket 
or take out loans to repair and replace damaged items. Flood 
insurance reduces the financial burden of a flood event, and makes 
it easier to make your house a home again. 

Most homeowners insurance doesn’t cover  
flood damage.

Most homes outside of high-risk areas qualify for the 
National Flood Insurance Program’s (NFIP) Preferred 
Risk Policy (PRP).

PRPs offer the same quality of coverage as a 
Standard Flood Insurance Policy and can cover your 
home and its contents.

PRPs are available in most communities across the 
country, wherever flood insurance is available to 
homeowners and renters.

Did You Know?
You are 25 percent more likely to experience  

a flood than a fire in your home.

The average cost of a PRP  
is approximately $395 per year.



Flood Risk is Real
Every year, thousands of homeowners and renters experience 
devastating flooding events, even though they don’t live near a river 
or coastline. In fact, floods are the leading natural disaster in the 
United States and it only takes a few inches of water to cause tens 
of thousands of dollars in property damage. 

Despite the risk, only a fraction of residents protect themselves 
against the cost of flooding by purchasing flood insurance.

Get Flood Insurance Today
There are nearly 80 insurance companies that sell PRPs through 
the NFIP, all for the same low price. It’s never too soon to contact an 
insurance agent. And remember, flood insurance typically goes into 
effect 30 days after your purchase.

About NFIP
The NFIP aims to reduce the impact of flooding on individuals and 
communities across the country. It does so by providing flood 
insurance to property owners like you—who live in communities 
that adopt and enforce floodplain management standards. These 
efforts reduce the costs and adverse consequences associated 
with flooding and help families recover more quickly.

For more information about PRPs, call 1-800-427-4661 or contact 
your insurance agent.



fema.gov/nfip
1-800-427-4661

F-436
06/2017



GET LOW-COST FLOOD INSURANCE 
WITH A PREFERRED RISK POLICY  

FOR BUSINESSES
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Protect your business from unexpected 
flood damage. 
Far too many businesses end up having to close their doors after a 
flood event. What starts as a drop of water can quickly turn into a 
destructive flood. Just a few inches of water can damage walls and 
floors, wreck expensive equipment, ruin furniture, destroy supplies 
and cost tens of thousands of dollars to repair. 

From 2011 through 2015 the average commercial flood claim was 
nearly $90,000. And without flood insurance, you are often faced 
with only three choices after a flood:

Paying recovery costs out of your own pocket

Taking out a loan to cover the costs—adding financial 
stress to your business

Closing your doors and walking away

There is another option. Call your insurance agent and ask about a 
flood insurance policy that covers both the building of your business 
and the contents inside.

Did You Know?
At least 25 percent of small businesses never reopen 

following a disaster. 

Commercial property insurance does not generally cover 
flood damage. Only flood insurance does. 



A small investment can protect you from 
a huge problem.
Every year, thousands of businesses throughout the United States 
are affected by flood events. Flood damage can mean paying huge, 
unexpected bills to recover, or could cost you your livelihood. 

With a Preferred Risk Policy (PRP), businesses located outside 
high-risk flood areas can get up and running again faster. And with 
new commercial rates for flood insurance now in effect, you can 
customize the coverage that’s right for you.

For the most up-to-date information on commercial flood insurance 
and PRPs, call 1-800-427-4661 or contact your insurance agent.

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) works with nearly  
80 private insurance companies to sell NFIP PRPs. This means 
that NFIP can ensure you’ll get identical coverage and rates on 
your flood insurance policy, regardless of which private insurance 
company you use.

So don’t wait; call an agent and get a policy today. Remember,  
it usually takes 30 days from the date of purchase for the policy  
to go into effect.

The NFIP aims to reduce the impact of flooding on individuals  
and communities across the country. It does so by providing flood 
insurance to property owners like you—who live in communities 
that adopt and enforce floodplain management standards. These 
efforts reduce the costs and adverse consequences associated 
with flooding and help businesses recover more quickly.



fema.gov/nfip
1-800-427-4661

F-437
06/2017



Preferred Risk Policy Premium Table: Residential
(Effective April 1, 2017)  

Building & Contents Contents Only 
Coverage Annual Premium Coverage Annual Premium 

With 
Basement or 

Enclosure 

Without 
Basement or 

Enclosure 

Contents 
Above 

Ground Level 
(More Than 
One Floor) 

All Other 
Locations 

(Basement- 
Only not 
eligible) 

$20,000/8,000 $127 $100 $8,000 $20 $40 
30,000/12,000 $160 $133 12,000 $37 $66 
50,000/20,000 $214 $187 20,000 $70 $104 
75,000/30,000 $258 $226 30,000 $85 $125 

100,000/40,000 $286 $255 40,000 $98 $143 
125,000/50,000 $302 $270 50,000 $111 $161 
150,000/60,000 $321 $290 60,000 $124 $179 
200,000/80,000 $358 $321 80,000 $149 $200 

250,000/100,000 $386 $344 100,000 $175 $222 

Preferred Risk Policy Premium Table: Commercial
(Effective April 1, 2017) 

Building & Contents Contents Only 
Coverage Annual Premium Coverage Annual Premium 

With 
Basement or 

Enclosure 

Without 
Basement or 

Enclosure 

Contents 
Above 

Ground Level 
(More Than 
One Floor) 

All Other 
Locations 

(Basement-
Only Not 
Eligible) 

$50,000/50,000 $918 $564 $50,000 $138 $335 
100,000/100,000 $1,592 $916 100,000 $218 $517 
150,000/150,000 $2,127 $1,197 150,000 $294 $688 
200,000/200,000 $2,532 $1,487 200,000 $372 $866 
250,000/250,000 $2,881 $1,719 250,000 $451 $1,044 
300,000/300,000 $3,228 $1,950 300,000 $530 $1,222 
350,000/350,000 $3,576 $2,125 350,000 $609 $1,401 
400,000/400,000 $3,866 $2,299 400,000 $688 $1,579 
450,000/450,000 $4,157 $2,472 450,000 $765 $1,757 
500,000/500,000 $4,446 $2,646 500,000 $844 $1,936 

Source: National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Flood Insurance Manual (Effective April 1, 2017) 
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National Flood Insurance Program

The Benefits of  
Flood Insurance  
Versus Disaster Assistance

VII.A.7



The Benefits of Flood Insurance 
Versus Disaster Assistance

F-217 (Revised 11/12)

For more information about the NFIP and flood insurance, call 1-800-427-4661, or contact your insurance company or agent. 
For an agent referral, call 1-888-435-6637 •  http://www.floodsmart.gov •   

http://www.fema.gov/national-flood-insurance-program

Flood Insurance

■ You are in control. Flood 
insurance claims are paid even  
if a disaster is not declared by  
the President.

■ More than 20 percent of 
NFIP claims come from outside  
of mapped Special Flood  
Hazard Areas.

■ There is no payback requirement.
 

■ Flood insurance policies are 
continuous, and are not  
non-renewed or canceled  
for repeat losses.

■ Flood insurance reimburses you 
for all covered building losses 
up to $250,000 for residential 
occupancies and up to $500,000 
for businesses. Contents coverage is 
also available up to $100,000  
for residential occupancies and up 
to $500,000 for businesses.

■ The average cost of a flood 
insurance policy is about 
$600 annually. The cost of a 
preferred risk policy is less than 
$200 annually, if you live in a 
moderate-to-low-risk area.

Disaster Assistance

■ Most forms of Federal 
disaster assistance require a 
Presidential declaration. 

■ Federal disaster assistance 
declarations are not awarded  
in all flooding incidents. 

■ The most typical form of disaster 
assistance is a loan that must be 
repaid with interest.

■ The duration of a Small 
Business Administration (SBA) 
disaster home loan could  
extend to 30 years.

■ The average Individuals and 
Households Program award for 
Presidential disaster declarations 
related to flooding in 2008 was 
less than $4,000. 
 
 

■ Repayment on a $50,000 SBA 
disaster home loan is $240 a 
month or $2,880 annually at  
4 percent interest.



To: Planning Commission 

From: Dale Throenle, Planning Director / Zoning Administrator 

Date: October 5, 2017 

Subject: US 41 / M-28 Business Overlay District 

BACKGROUND 

General discussion and activity has occurred over the last several months in relation to a Business 

Overlay District in the US 41 / M-28 corridor. This discussion and activity has resulted in the following: 

 Determination of the proposed overlay district location

 Identification of parcels that would be included in the proposed overlay district

 Development of maps showing the parcel locations in the proposed overlay district

 A matrix determining permitted and conditional uses in the proposed overlay district

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Staff researched business overlay district language from several locations throughout the State of 

Michigan. Information was extracted from those documents and revised in the attached document as a 
base that will serve as language in the Township Zoning Ordinance for the proposed overlay district. 

The attached draft document includes: 

 General definitions that would be inserted into the Definitions section of the Zoning Ordinance.

 Definitions for the overlay district

 Permitted and conditional use tables and text

 Language for the overlay district, including the purpose and standards for the district

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff is requesting the Commissioners review the attached documents, and be prepared to discuss these 

documents at the meeting. The intent is to look at all of the proposed language to ensure the purpose 
and standards are clear and understandable, and that they meet the goals set by the Planning 

Commission when the discussion of the proposed overlay district began. 

Please bring your recommendations in regards to the document to the meeting for discussion. 

Charter Township of Chocolay 

Planning and Zoning Department 
5010 US 41South 

Marquette, MI 49855 

Phone: 906-249-1448 Fax: 906-249-1313 
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Proposed US 41 / M-28 Business Corridor Properties 

PROPOSED US 41 / M-28 BUSINESS CORRIDOR PROPERTIES 

As of October 16, 2017 

By Property Address 

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-107-003-00 Baker St 

52-02-106-022-25 175 Bayou Rd 

52-02-440-010-00 101 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-011-00 101 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-012-00 101 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-003-00 110 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-004-00 120 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-005-00 130 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-008-00 133 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-006-00 140 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-007-00 150 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-013-00 101 Cherry Creek Rd 

52-02-252-007-00 412 Corning Ave 

52-02-252-006-00 418 Corning Ave 

52-02-252-008-00 422 Corning Ave 

52-02-253-017-00 425 Corning Ave 

52-02-252-010-00 426 Corning Ave 

52-02-106-043-50 505 Corning Ave 

52-02-107-001-00 E Main St 

52-02-106-047-00 112 E Wright Pl 

52-02-106-045-00 116 E Wright Pl 

52-02-106-046-00 132 E Wright Pl 

52-02-107-003-20 160 E Wright Pl 

52-02-210-013-00 304 Hoppock St 

52-02-107-021-00 1001 M-28 E 

52-02-107-019-00 1010 M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-00 1060 M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-20 1060 M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-31 1060 M-28 E 

52-02-108-009-00 M-28 E 

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-108-020-30 M-28 E 

52-02-106-040-00 219 Silver Creek Rd 

52-02-251-006-00 197 Terrace St 

52-02-208-008-00 321 Terrace St 

52-02-208-007-00 331 Terrace St 

52-02-252-005-50 Terrace St 

52-02-106-022-10 2201 US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-30 2208 US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-00 2210 US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-20 2220 US 41 S 

52-02-106-022-30 2245 US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-10 2250 US 41 S 

52-02-106-011-00 2260 US 41 S 

52-02-106-012-00 2270 US 41 S 

52-02-106-013-00 2288 US 41 S 

52-02-106-014-00 2296 US 41 S 

52-02-106-015-00 2306 US 41 S 

52-02-201-003-00 2315 US 41 S 

52-02-106-016-00 2318 US 41 S 

52-02-201-002-00 2333 US 41 S 

52-02-106-017-00 2336 US 41 S 

52-02-106-021-00 2354 US 41 S 

52-02-201-001-10 2361 US 41 S 

52-02-106-020-00 2366 US 41 S 

52-02-206-001-00 2414 US 41 S 

52-02-206-012-00 2424 US 41 S 

52-02-251-001-00 2801 US 41 S 

52-02-251-012-00 2801 US 41 S 

52-02-252-001-00 3000 US 41 S 

52-02-252-015-00 3000 US 41 S 

VIII.A.2



 Proposed US 41 / M-28 Business Corridor Properties  

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-252-004-00 3035 US 41 S 

52-02-252-005-00 3035 US 41 S 

52-02-252-013-00 3035 US 41 S 

52-02-252-011-00 3061 US 41 S 

52-02-254-003-00 4021 US 41 S 

52-02-254-004-00 4021 US 41 S 

52-02-254-005-00 4027 US 41 S 

52-02-106-041-00 4050 US 41 S 

52-02-106-044-00 4067 US 41 S 

52-02-107-010-00 5010 US 41 S 

52-02-107-009-00 5023 US 41 S 

52-02-107-007-20 5025 US 41 S 

52-02-107-008-00 5029 US 41 S 

52-02-107-007-00 5043 US 41 S 

52-02-107-011-00 5048 US 41 S 

52-02-107-011-10 5048 US 41 S 

52-02-107-005-00 5057 US 41 S 

52-02-107-004-00 5059 US 41 S 

52-02-107-006-00 5063 US 41 S 

52-02-107-003-40 5087 US 41 S 

52-02-107-003-30 5091 US 41 S 

52-02-107-020-00 5095 US 41 S 

52-02-107-023-00 5096 US 41 S 

52-02-107-022-00 5099 US 41 S 

52-02-107-019-50 6023 US 41 S 

52-02-107-018-00 6027 US 41 S 

52-02-107-017-00 6035 US 41 S 

52-02-440-002-00 6040 US 41 S 

52-02-107-015-00 6041 US 41 S 

52-02-440-001-00 6044 US 41 S 

52-02-108-020-40 6047 US 41 S 

52-02-106-022-20 

 

US 41 S 

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-106-023-10 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-106-023-20 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-208-006-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-252-002-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-252-012-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-252-014-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-106-028-00 202 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-029-00 214 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-030-00 220 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-031-00 228 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-032-00 232 Van Epps Place 

52-02-205-001-00 

 

W Main St 

52-02-251-007-00 201 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-023-10 205 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-025-00 209 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-026-00 213 W Terrace St 

52-02-252-003-00 216 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-010-00 217 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-011-00 225 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-008-00 310 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-007-00 318 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-006-00 326 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-004-00 330 W Terrace St 

52-02-106-043-00 110 W Wright Pl 

52-02-106-043-75 114 W Wright Pl 

52-02-106-043-80 118 W Wright Pl 

52-02-254-002-50 190 W Wright Pl 

52-02-254-002-00 200 W Wright Pl 

52-02-210-014-00 321 W Wright Pl 

52-02-210-015-00 325 W Wright Pl 

52-02-210-016-00 331 W Wright Pl 

52-02-254-001-00 210 W Wright Place 

 



 Proposed US 41 / M-28 Business Corridor Properties  

By Parcel Number 

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-106-011-00 2260 US 41 S 

52-02-106-012-00 2270 US 41 S 

52-02-106-013-00 2288 US 41 S 

52-02-106-014-00 2296 US 41 S 

52-02-106-015-00 2306 US 41 S 

52-02-106-016-00 2318 US 41 S 

52-02-106-017-00 2336 US 41 S 

52-02-106-020-00 2366 US 41 S 

52-02-106-021-00 2354 US 41 S 

52-02-106-022-10 2201 US 41 S 

52-02-106-022-20 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-106-022-25 175 Bayou Rd 

52-02-106-022-30 2245 US 41 S 

52-02-106-023-10 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-106-023-20 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-00 2210 US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-10 2250 US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-20 2220 US 41 S 

52-02-106-025-30 2208 US 41 S 

52-02-106-028-00 202 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-029-00 214 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-030-00 220 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-031-00 228 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-032-00 232 Van Epps Place 

52-02-106-040-00 219 Silver Creek Rd 

52-02-106-041-00 4050 US 41 S 

52-02-106-043-00 110 W Wright Pl 

52-02-106-043-50 505 Corning Ave 

52-02-106-043-75 114 W Wright Pl 

52-02-106-043-80 118 W Wright Pl 

52-02-106-044-00 4067 US 41 S 

52-02-106-045-00 116 E Wright Pl 

52-02-106-046-00 132 E Wright Pl 

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-106-047-00 112 E Wright Pl 

52-02-107-001-00 

 

E Main St 

52-02-107-003-00 

 

Baker St 

52-02-107-003-20 160 E Wright Pl 

52-02-107-003-30 5091 US 41 S 

52-02-107-003-40 5087 US 41 S 

52-02-107-004-00 5059 US 41 S 

52-02-107-005-00 5057 US 41 S 

52-02-107-006-00 5063 US 41 S 

52-02-107-007-00 5043 US 41 S 

52-02-107-007-20 5025 US 41 S 

52-02-107-008-00 5029 US 41 S 

52-02-107-009-00 5023 US 41 S 

52-02-107-010-00 5010 US 41 S 

52-02-107-011-00 5048 US 41 S 

52-02-107-011-10 5048 US 41 S 

52-02-107-015-00 6041 US 41 S 

52-02-107-017-00 6035 US 41 S 

52-02-107-018-00 6027 US 41 S 

52-02-107-019-00 1010 M-28 E 

52-02-107-019-50 6023 US 41 S 

52-02-107-020-00 5095 US 41 S 

52-02-107-021-00 1001 M-28 E 

52-02-107-022-00 5099 US 41 S 

52-02-107-023-00 5096 US 41 S 

52-02-108-009-00 

 

M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-00 1060 M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-20 1060 M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-30 

 

M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-31 1060 M-28 E 

52-02-108-020-40 6047 US 41 S 

52-02-201-001-10 2361 US 41 S 

52-02-201-002-00 2333 US 41 S 



 Proposed US 41 / M-28 Business Corridor Properties  

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-201-003-00 2315 US 41 S 

52-02-205-001-00 

 

W Main St 

52-02-206-001-00 2414 US 41 S 

52-02-206-012-00 2424 US 41 S 

52-02-208-006-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-208-007-00 331 Terrace St 

52-02-208-008-00 321 Terrace St 

52-02-210-004-00 330 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-006-00 326 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-007-00 318 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-008-00 310 W Terrace St 

52-02-210-013-00 304 Hoppock St 

52-02-210-014-00 321 W Wright Pl 

52-02-210-015-00 325 W Wright Pl 

52-02-210-016-00 331 W Wright Pl 

52-02-251-001-00 2801 US 41 S 

52-02-251-006-00 197 Terrace St 

52-02-251-007-00 201 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-010-00 217 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-011-00 225 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-012-00 2801 US 41 S 

52-02-251-023-10 205 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-025-00 209 W Terrace St 

52-02-251-026-00 213 W Terrace St 

52-02-252-001-00 3000 US 41 S 

52-02-252-002-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-252-003-00 216 W Terrace St 

52-02-252-004-00 3035 US 41 S 

52-02-252-005-00 3035 US 41 S 

Parcel Number Property Address 

52-02-252-005-50 

 

Terrace St 

52-02-252-006-00 418 Corning Ave 

52-02-252-007-00 412 Corning Ave 

52-02-252-008-00 422 Corning Ave 

52-02-252-010-00 426 Corning Ave 

52-02-252-011-00 3061 US 41 S 

52-02-252-012-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-252-013-00 3035 US 41 S 

52-02-252-014-00 

 

US 41 S 

52-02-252-015-00 3000 US 41 S 

52-02-253-017-00 425 Corning Ave 

52-02-254-001-00 210 W Wright Place 

52-02-254-002-00 200 W Wright Pl 

52-02-254-002-50 190 W Wright Pl 

52-02-254-003-00 4021 US 41 S 

52-02-254-004-00 4021 US 41 S 

52-02-254-005-00 4027 US 41 S 

52-02-440-001-00 6044 US 41 S 

52-02-440-002-00 6040 US 41 S 

52-02-440-003-00 110 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-004-00 120 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-005-00 130 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-006-00 140 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-007-00 150 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-008-00 133 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-010-00 101 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-011-00 101 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-012-00 101 Carmen Dr 

52-02-440-013-00 101 Cherry Creek Rd 

 



US 41 / M-28 Business Overlay District

5.5 US 41 / M-28 BUSINESS OVERLAY DISTRICT 

Definitions 

General Definitions (note: will be moved to the definition section of the Zoning 

Ordinance) 

Word or Phrase Definition 

B 

Buffer An area of land, including landscaping, walls, and fences located between 
land uses of different characters and which is intended to mitigate 
negative impacts of the more intense land use on the less intense land 
use. 

Build-to zone An area at the front of the lot in which a front building façade must be 
located. 

C 

Civic use Land used for community-oriented purposes or objectives, including 
those of not-for-profit dedicated to arts and culture, education, 
recreation, religion, government, and the like. 

Commercial Conducting sales or trade intended for the sake of profit. 

E 

Effective turning radius The minimum radius appropriate for turning from a through or turning 
lane on an approach street to an appropriate lane on the receiving street. 

F 

Frontage line The lot line that coincides with the public right-of-way or edge of a space 
dedicated for public use. 

Building facades parallel to frontage lines define public space and are 
therefore subject to a higher level of regulation than the elevations that 
face other lot lines. 

VIII.A.3
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Word or Phrase Definition 

H 

Habitable space Building space that involves human presence with direct view of the 
fronting streets or public or private open space. Habitable space does not 
include parking garages, storage facilities, warehouses, and display 
windows separated from retail activity. 

L 

Liner shop or liner building A building or part of a building with habitable space specifically designed 
to front a public space while masking a function without the capacity to 
monitor public space such as a parking garage, storage facility, or large 
building exceeding the building width limitations of this article. 

Lodging Lodging uses provide sleeping accommodations occupied on a rental 
basis for limited periods of time. Lodging uses are measured based on the 
number of lodging units provided. A lodging unit is a furnished room of a 
minimum 200 square feet that includes sanitary facilities and may include 
limited kitchen facilities. 

Use Definitions 
 

 

Word or Phrase Definition 

Civic Uses 

Community facility A non-commercial facility for the benefit of and service to the general 
public, including, but not limited to community centers, cultural facilities 
(such as libraries or museums), police and fire stations, and municipal and 
government uses. 

Daycare center A facility, other than a private residence, receiving one or more preschool 
or school age children for care for periods of less than 24 hours a day, and 
where the parents are not immediately available to the child. 

Essential services The erection, construction, alteration or maintenance by public utilities or 
municipal departments of underground, surface, or overhead gas, 
electrical, steam, fuel or water transmission or distribution system, 
collection, communication, supply or disposal systems, including towers, 
poles, wires, mains, drains, sewers, pipes, conduits, cables, traffic signals, 
hydrants and similar equipment, but not including buildings which are 
necessary for the furnishing of adequate services by such utilities or 
municipal departments for the general health, safety or welfare. 

Wireless communication towers or antennas, utility buildings and storage 
yards are not considered essential services under this ordinance.  

Major facility A large facility of institutional nature including, but not limited to 
hospitals, non-educational research facilities, shelters, and similar uses. 

Place of worship A facility used for regular organized religious worship and related 
activities. 

Public parking A parking facility available to the general public for parking motor 
vehicles, including parking lots or parking structures. 
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Word or Phrase Definition 

Recreation facility A non-commercial recreational facility consisting of primarily open space 
including, but not limited to parks, playfields and playgrounds, and golf 
courses. 

Transit facilities A facility providing accommodations by public, private, and non-profit 
entities for the conveyance of persons from one place to another by 
means of a transportation system, including but not limited to bus and 
rail terminals. 

Commercial Uses 

Bar, tavern, or other alcohol service 
establishment 

A place of business selling alcoholic beverages for consumption on the 
premises, and where the sale of food may be incidental to the sale of 
such beverages. 

This includes any establishment in receipt of a valid alcoholic beverage 
license from the state which permits the sale of alcoholic beverages for 
consumption on the premises as a principal use. Examples of such uses 
include, but are not limited to bars, taverns, cocktail lounges, or 
nightclubs. 

Commercial A place of business providing for the sale and display of goods or sale of 
services directly to the consumer, with goods available for immediate 
purchase and removal from the premises by the purchaser. General 
commercial services include, but are not limited to barber shops, beauty 
salons, travel agencies, retail dry cleaning, express delivery service, 
photographic and art studios and galleries, funeral homes, animal clinics, 
and repair service establishments (excluding vehicle service). 

Commercial goods include, but are not limited to clothing, food, 
furniture, pharmaceuticals, books, and art objects. 

Drive-through facility accessory to a 
principal use  

A business establishment so developed that its principal retail or service 
character is dependent on providing a driveway approach or parking 
spaces for motor vehicles to service patrons from a window or booth 
while in their motor vehicles, rather than within a building or structure, 
so that consumption off the premises may be facilitated. 

Entertainment and recreation A place of business providing entertainment or recreation services such 
as bowling alleys, health or sports clubs, movie theatres, billiards parlors, 
dance halls, or video arcades. 

Open air retail A retail sales establishment operated substantially in the open air, 
including but not limited to vending carts, kiosks, farmers or flea markets 
and the like. Not included are car sales, equipment sales, boat sales, and 
home and garden supplies and equipment. 

Place of assembly A commercial facility for public assembly including, but not limited to 
arenas, auditoriums, conference facilities, convention centers, exhibition 
halls, and theatres and performing arts centers. 

Restaurant A place of business dedicated to the preparation and sale of food and 
beverage for immediate consumption on or off site. 
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Word or Phrase Definition 

Education Uses 

College / university A facility for post-secondary education that grants associate, bachelor, 
master, or doctoral degrees and that may include research functions or 
professional schools. 

Learning center A facility offering training, tutoring, or instruction in subjects such as 
languages, music, fine arts, or dance. This may include provision of 
electronic testing or distance learning. 

Research facility A facility for research and development that does not involve the use of 
human testing, animal husbandry, incinerators, heavy equipment, mass 
manufacturing, fabrication, processing, or sale of products. Any facility 
involving human testing, animal husbandry, or incinerators shall be 
considered a Major Facility. 

School A facility offering instruction at the pre-school to high school level. 

Special training / vocational A facility offering instruction or training in trades or occupations such as 
secretarial, paralegal, business, beauty, barber, bartender, acupuncture, 
massage, design, or other similar vocations. This classification excludes 
training and education in any activity that is not otherwise permitted in 
the zone. 

Lodging Uses 

Bed and breakfast A group of 10 or fewer lodging units that may provide services for dining, 
meeting, or recreation. 

Inn A group of 25 or fewer lodging units that may provide services for dining, 
meeting, or recreation. 

Hotel A group of more than 25 lodging units that may provide services for 
dining, meeting, or recreation. 

Office Uses 

Office An office is a room or group of rooms used for conducting a business, 
profession, service, or government. Such facilities may include, but are 
not limited to, offices of attorneys, engineers, architects, physicians, 
dentists, accountants, financial institutions, real estate companies, 
insurance companies, financial planners, or corporate offices. Offices 
exclude manufacturing activities. 

Residential Uses 

Dwelling unit in a mixed-use building A dwelling unit located in a building with non-residential land uses. Such 
units may not be located on the ground floor of the building. 

Live / work unit A dwelling unit that contains a commercial component. 

Multiple-family dwelling unit A unit in a building used exclusively for residential purposes containing 
two or more residential dwelling units. A multiple-family structure where 
units are available for lease or rent for periods of less than one month 
shall be considered a lodging use. 

One-family detached dwelling unit A detached building containing one dwelling unit. 
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Word or Phrase Definition 

State licensed residential facility Any structure constructed for residential purposes that is licensed by the 
State of Michigan pursuant to Michigan Public Act 116 of 1973 (the Child 
Care Licensing Act) or Michigan Public Act 218 of 1979 (the Adult Foster 
Care Facility Licensing Act). This definition includes adult foster care 
facilities, foster family homes, foster family group homes, family day care 
homes, and group day care homes. 

 

 

 

Administration 

Intent 

The Business Overlay District is designed to foster vital, lively, and sustainable development 

that creates a neighborhood identity for the portion of the Township located in district. The district is 

adopted to implement the vision of the Master Plan. 

Establishment of the Business Overlay District 

The Business Overlay District is an optional overlay district. Any land that is located within 

the boundaries of the overlay district will have two zoning designations, the Business Overlay and the 

standard underlying zoning district as shown on the Township Zoning Map. 

Property in the Business Overlay District may continue to be used as permitted by the 

standard zoning district. Any new development or major redevelopment in the Business Overlay 

District may be accomplished following either the requirements of this section or the regulations 

applicable in the underlying zoning district. 

Minor redevelopment of existing buildings and uses developed in accordance with the 

standards of the underlying zoning district may be permitted to redevelop according to the 

dimensional standards of the Zoning Ordinance even if those dimensional standards may violate the 

dimensional standards applicable in the underlying zoning district. In the case of such minor 

redevelopment, the Planning Commission shall determine which regulations of the Zoning Ordinance 

shall apply based on the size, scale, and location of the proposed minor redevelopment. 

Instructions 

Application of Requirements 

The provisions of this section are activated by “shall” or “must” when required, “should” or 

“encouraged” when recommended, and “may” when optional. 

Conflict 

Wherever there appears to be a conflict between the regulations of this Section and other 

sections of the Zoning Ordinance (as applied to a particular development), the requirements 

specifically set forth in this Section shall prevail. For development standards not addressed in this 

section the other applicable sections of this Zoning Ordinance shall be used as the requirement. 
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Approval Process 

Any proposed development using the Business Overlay District option shall require only site 

plan approval unless a use or design characteristic that requires conditional use approval as 

identified in this Section is proposed as part of the development. 

Site Plan Approval 

Site plan approval shall be required in accordance with the requirements of Section 9, Site Plan 

Review. The type of site plan review required and the site plan review process shall follow the 

procedures identified in Section 9. Site plans must contain all of the information required in Section 

IX. 

Conditional Use Approval 

For any proposed development or establishment of use that requires conditional use 

approval, the application shall be reviewed following the procedures and review criteria found in 

Section XVI Conditional Use Permits. 

Planned Unit Development and Site Condominium 

Any proposed planned unit development (PUD) or site condominium shall be approved 

following the procedures contained in sections X Planned Unit Development or XII Site Condominiums 

with the exception that any design requirement contained in this section shall take precedence over 

any similar design requirement contained in section X or XII. 

Permitted and Optional Regulations 

Wherever in this Article reference is made to permitted and optional improvements, 

permitted improvements shall be permitted by right, while optional improvements shall require the 

approval of the Planning Commission. An optional improvement or layout may be permitted by the 

Planning Commission if it is consistent with the following criteria: 
 

a) The requested option is consistent with the intent of the Business Overlay District as 

established in this Section. 

b) The requested option is consistent with existing or planned development on adjacent or 

nearby parcels. 

c) The requested option will not negatively impact the potential of adjacent parcels to develop in 

accordance with the standards of this Section. 

d) The requested option will, in the opinion of Planning Commission, result in a design or layout 

that would provide improvement or layout. 

Existing Development in the Business Overlay District 
 

Any development activity in the Business Overlay District that requires administrative or 

sketch plan review, or does not require site plan review per Section IX Site Plan Review may be 

reviewed following the requirements of this Section. Site or building improvements shall be 
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consistent with the provisions of this Section to the greatest extent possible; however, complete 

compliance with the provisions is not required. 

Any development activity in the Business Overlay District that requires site plan approval 

shall comply with all of the requirements herein, except as may be modified per the Dimensional and 

Design Standards in this Section. 

Permitted Uses 

Table 1 lists the uses that are permitted as principal, conditional, and accessory uses in the 

Business Overlay District. 

Table 1 – Overlay District Uses 

Use Permitted Use Conditional Use 

Civic 

Community facility  x  

Daycare center  x  

Essential services x  

Major facility  x 

Place of worship   x 

Public parking x  

Recreational facility  x  

Transit facilities x  

Commercial 

Bar, tavern, or other 
alcohol service 
establishment  

 x 

Drive-through facility 
accessory to a principal 
use  

 x 

Entertainment and 
recreation  

x  

General commercial  x  

Open air retail   x 

Place of assembly  x  

Restaurant  x  

Education 

Learning center x  

Research facility x  

School x  

Special training / 
vocational  

x  
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Use Permitted Use Conditional Use 

Lodging 

Bed & Breakfast  x  

Inn x  

Hotel x  

Office 

Office  x  

Residential 

Dwelling unit in a 
mixed-use building  

x  

Live / work unit  x  

Multiple-family 
dwelling unit  

x  

One-family detached 
dwellings  

x  

State licensed 
residential facilities (all 
types) 

x  

Permitted Uses 

 Accessory drive-through facility (such as a bank, fast food, or pharmacy) 

 Accessory food and beverage service, laundry, entertainment facilities, and other similar 
compatible uses. 

 Accessory gas sales 

 Accessory residential home occupation - Tier 1. 

 Agricultural commercial sales (such as rental and small equipment and repair; fertilizer, 
herbicide, and pesticide sales; and garden centers and nurseries) 

 Animal Services – Indoor facilities (such as animal hospitals or shelters, breeding / boarding 
kennels, and veterinary services) 

 Athletic / fitness /exercise establishments (such as bowling alleys; ice or roller blade rinks; and 
fitness membership clubs) 

 Auditoriums and other places for public assembly 

 Bed and breakfast, tourist home, or similar with four units or less 

 Business office (such as attorneys; accountants; architects; engineers; commercial business; real 
estate; small clinics; and government) 

 Charitable or philanthropic organizations (such as Habitat for Humanity, Red Cross, and 
Salvation Army) 

 Commercial outdoor recreation (such as miniature golf, amphitheaters, and batting cages)  

 Community center (for social activities such as neighborhood, community or senior centers) 

 Child and adult care (such as day care center with fewer than seven children; family day care 
home; adult foster care family home; adult foster care homes with fewer than seven adults; 
foster family home; foster family group home, and State licensed residential facility) 
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 Financial institutions (such as banks, credit unions, lenders, and brokerage houses) 

 Food trucks and other mobile vendors 

 Hotels, motels, or similar lodging facilities with five units or more 

 Libraries, museums, culture centers, and other similar compatible uses 

 Light intensity processing with accessory storage (such as kitchen incubators, commercial 
kitchens, and small craft bottling facilities) 

 Medium intensity processing and handling (such as  food aggregation sites; small meat, food and 
beverage processing; and wineries and breweries with bottling, packaging, and distribution 
activities) 

 Moderate regional commercial – moderate traffic intensity can include some outdoor storage 
and handling areas (such as automotive parts; appliances and household goods and service; 
business supplies and service; convenience store without gas sales; discount store; large grocery 
store; hardware store; building trades or specialty contractor office; car or truck wash; gas 
station; garden center; shopping center or department store; stone monuments or slab; funeral 
services; indoor auction or flea market facility; ATV, motorcycle, and snowmobile sales and 
repair; repair of small engines and small electric motors, lawn mowers, snowmobiles, boat 
motors, ATVs, and trail groomers; and other similar uses) 

 Neighborhood retail (such as arts, crafts, and hobby supplies; handcrafted items; art gallery and 
fine art instruction; sporting goods; pet grooming; personal care products or services; health 
stores; bicycle sales, repair and rental; books and magazines; caterer; small grocery stores; 
laundromat, dry cleaning, and tailoring; prepared or prepackaged food and beverage sales; 
rental, sales and service of non-motorized recreation equipment such as kayaks, canoes, and 
outdoor equipment; light repair of consumer goods such as televisions, clocks, watches, 
cameras, shoes, guns, office equipment, clothing and upholstery; and other similar uses) 

 On-site agritourism (such as special event hosting, hayrides and other events open to the public) 

 Outdoor display and sales area 

 Outdoor food and beverage service 

 Outdoor food preparation 

 Places of worship (such as churches, synagogues, temples and mosques) 

 Public offices (such as government offices and services; publicly owned tourist information 
centers and other similar uses) 

 Retail food and drink – can include indoor entertainment (such as restaurants, bakeries, bars, 
taverns, nightclubs, brewpubs, coffee shops, ice cream stores, delicatessens, soup kitchens and 
other similar uses) 

 Roadside parks, public parks, public gardens, trails and trail easements 

 Storage facilities 

 Utilities (such as telephone, cable, and electrical lines; sanitary sewer; and gas and water lines) 

 WECS towers under ten feet and alternative energy arrays of less than seven panels 

Conditional Uses 

 Accessory residential home occupation - Tier 2. 

 Animal Services – Outdoor facilities (such as animal hospitals or shelters; breeding / boarding 
kennels and veterinary services) 

 Apartments, attached townhouses, condominiums and other similar uses 

 Community or urban gardens as a principal use on a lot 
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 Farmer's market or food truck as the principal use of a lot 

 Heavy regional commercial / high traffic intensity or large outdoor storage and handling areas 
(such as passenger vehicle sales and service; boats and marine supplies; building supplies; 
building trades or specialty contractor yards; large vehicle / equipment sales, repair, and rental; 
industrial equipment or heavy consumer good sales and service; mobile  home and RV sales and 
service; warehouse or superstore; and other similar uses) 

 Large child and adult care (such as day care center with more than six children; group day care 
facility; child caring institutions; children's therapeutic group homes; adult foster care homes 
with more  than six adults; adult foster care facilities, and adult foster care congregate facilities) 

 Large housing (such as monasteries, seminaries, convents, fraternity or sorority and other 
housing similar to and compatible with the above housing. 
Does not include prisons, other correctional facilities, community residential care facilities or 

institutions for human care and habitation 

 Light manufacturing, including large scale processing and assembly (such as food; printing, 
publishing and engraving shops;  small vehicle, machinery or vehicle parts assembly; fabricated 
metal products; forming and molding plastic products; machine shops; musical instruments; 
monument and art stone production; industrial laundry operations; furniture and related wood 
products processing facility; electrical appliances and electronic instruments; solar devices; and 
other similar uses) 

 Light use structures (such as electrical substations; gas regulator stations; communication 
towers; satellite antennas larger than ten feet in diameter; and recycling collection centers) 

 Medical or social care (such as nursing or convalescent homes; homes for the aged; assisted 
living facilities; orphanages; sanitariums; halfway houses; spouse abuse shelters; and homeless 
shelters) 

 Medium manufacturing, including some outdoor operations or temporary storage of materials 
or vehicles (such as welding shops; machine shops; small vehicle, body, and frame repair; towing 
with temporary outdoor storage; exterminators; recycling operations other than vehicles; 
wholesale lawn and garden services; and landscape supply) 

 Mobile processing facility (such as food, meat, and game processing) 

 On-site composting accessory to a non-residential use 

 Outdoor flea market 

 Outdoor recreation areas (such as fairgrounds; zoos; riding stables; amusement and water 
parks; theme parks; and golf driving ranges) 

 Outdoor storage –not accessory to a business 

 Public or private schools (such as K-16, vocational, art, music, dance, driver’s training, and 
associated education research) 

 Resorts 

 Riding stable or animal breeding facility accessory to a residence 

 Sawmills, whether temporary or permanent, as an accessory use 

 Self-service storage facilities (such as mini-warehouses and rental storage units) 

 Transportation (such as Park and Ride facility; commuter parking; parking garages; bus depots; 
helipad; and other similar uses) 

 Truck stops 

 WECS towers ten feet or higher, and alternative energy arrays of more than six panels 
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Dimensional and Design Standards 

Genera 

Lot Design Standards 

The lot design standards set forth where buildings, parking, and other improvements shall be 

placed on a lot. The lot design standards are based on the type of street upon which the lot has 

frontage. 

Building Entrances 

Buildings located on corner lots or lots that front upon two or more streets or roads shall be 

required to have a principal entrance onto each street or a corner entrance oriented toward the 

intersection of the two streets. 

Density 

There are no maximum or minimum density standards for residential dwelling units in the 

Business Overlay District. The number of dwelling units that may be developed will be determined 

by lot design requirements such as the maximum height and minimum parking requirement for 

buildings. 

Setback Requirements 

Buildings in the Business Overlay District shall comply with the following minimum and 

maximum setback requirements. When there is a minimum and a maximum requirement for a 

setback, the building must be located within the build-to area that is created by the minimum and 

maximum setback requirement. 

Parking Requirements 

All parking requirements found in Section VIII Off Street Parking and Loading Requirements 

shall apply in the Business Overlay District. 

Outdoor Amenity Space 

Amenity Required Space 

All developments in the Business Overlay District shall provide outdoor amenity spaces with 

a minimum area of 2% of the gross land area of the development. The size and disposition of the 

amenity space shall be proportionate to the size and scale of the development. The emphasis of the 

amenity space requirement is on the quality rather than the quantity of the space. 

Storm Water Management 

All storm water management facilities in the Business Overlay District shall be attractively 

designed as a site amenity. However, storm water management facilities may not be used to satisfy 
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the amenity space requirement. The area of a storm water management facility is defined as any area 

within 25 feet of the freeboard elevation of a detention pond. 

Landscaping and Buffering 

All landscaping requirements found in Section XI Landscape and Grading Requirements shall 

apply in the Business Overlay District. 

Signs 

All sign requirements found in Section XVIII Signs and Fences shall apply in the Business 

Overlay District 

Modification of Dimension and Design Standards 

Intent 

The requirements of this Section are comprehensive in scope and detailed in nature. The 

regulations have been designed to establish specific design criteria for new development in the 

Business Overlay District while still allowing for flexibility in site layout and design, architecture, and 

landscaping. However, unique site conditions or other factors may justify modifications from the 

dimensional standards of this Section. 

It is the intent of this Section to establish a procedure by which the Planning Commission 

may modify the dimensional standards of this Section and the procedure by which those dimensional 

standards may be modified. 

Relief from any standard or provision of this ordinance not specifically identified as a 

modifiable standard shall require a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals following the 

procedures of Section 1.6 Administrative Standards and Procedures of this Zoning Ordinance. 

Modification Procedure 

The Planning Commission shall determine that all of the following apply prior to approving a 

requested modification: 

1. The proposed development will still meet the purpose and intent of the Business Overlay 
District as identified in this Section if the requested modification is approved. 

2. The applicant shall submit evidence demonstrating that compliance with the strict standards 
of this Section makes development impractical on the site, and that the modification is 
necessary to develop in accordance with the standards of this Section. 

3. The requested modification will not make further development on the site or adjacent or 
nearby sites according to the standards of this Section impossible or impractical. 

4. The requested modification is the smallest modification necessary. If the proposed 
development could be constructed in a substantially similar manner with a smaller 
modification, the smaller modification may be approved. 

5. The modification will permit innovative design. 
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Modifiable Standards 

Only the standards and regulations specifically identified in Table 2 may be modified. If the 

reference refers to a subsection, only the identified standards of that subsection may be modified. If 

the reference refers to an entire section, any standard in the entire section may be modified. 

Table 2 – Modifiable Standards 

Requirement Applicable Zoning Ordinance Sections 

Street and highway Section 5.3 US 41/M-28 Access Management Overlay 

Section 6.7 Road Frontage Requirements 

Setback Section 6.1 Height and Placement Regulations 

Section 6.2 Zoning District Boundary Setback 
Regulations 

Minimum and maximum parking, 
parking layout standards, parking lot 
access standards and parking structures 

Section VIII Off Street Parking and Loading 
Requirements 

 
 



To: Planning Commission 

From: Dale Throenle, Planning Director / Zoning Administrator 

Date: October 3, 2017 

Subject: Short Term Rental Plan 

Background 

At the Township Board meeting on September 11, 2017, the following motion was passed by the Board: 

“Rhein moved Engle second to give the Planning Commission three months to 

come up with a viable plan to present to the Township Board on Short Term 

Rentals.” 

MOTION CARRIED. (Nay – Maki, White) 

Based on that motion, the Planning Commission has been directed to develop a plan and deliver it to the 

Board by the December meeting. 

Staff Analysis 

In listening to public comment over the last several months, reviewing all of the documents presented at 

the last meeting and analyzing property characteristics from the Assessing data base, staff has looked at 
developing a plan regarding short term rentals in the Township for the Planning Commission.  

After reviewing public comment and related documents, staff has determined there is no documented 
evidence that short term rentals are causing problems in the Township. Short term rentals have existed 

in the Township since the late 1970s, and no documented enforcement actions were taken against any of 

those rentals from that time frame through today. Six different people have been in the Zoning 
Administrator position during that time frame, and no documented citations of any kind have been 

written to those operating short term rentals. 

Staff Recommendations 

Based on this information, staff has written a plan that addresses the short term rental topic. This plan 
will give the Planning Commission the ability to thoroughly address questions and concerns about short 

term rentals Township-wide before making any decisions regarding this topic. 

Staff is recommending that the plan be presented to the Board as shown in the attachment. 

Commissioner Discussion 

Commissioners are requested to be prepared for a discussion on the proposed plan. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION 

 moved, seconded, that the Short Term Rental Plan as 
[written / changed] be submitted to the Township Board for consideration. 

Charter Township of Chocolay 

Planning and Zoning Department 
5010 US 41South 

Marquette, MI 49855 

Phone: 906-249-1448 Fax: 906-249-1313 
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SHORT TERM RENTAL PLAN 

October 16, 2017 

The Planning Commission plan for Short Term Rentals is as follows: 

1) Direct the Planning Director to review short term rental ordinances from other localities
in the Upper Peninsula to determine a base for Township ordinance language.

2) Establish definitions for the Township Zoning Ordinance for short term rentals in the
Township.

3) Determine if definitions for long term rentals should be included in the Township
Zoning Ordinance.

4) Establish language for short term rentals to be included in the Township Zoning
Ordinance.

5) Determine if language for long term rentals should be included in the Township Zoning
Ordinance.

6) Determine, based on the language, processes and monitoring for short term rentals in
the Township, and include those in the Township Zoning Ordinance as necessary. This
determination will have the following considerations:

a. How to look at established short term rentals that existed prior to new language
being written

b. Permits versus conditional use applications – new and existing short term rentals

c. Safety monitoring of all short term rentals

d. Reporting processes for citizen issues (police and zoning)

e. Processes for short term rental owners

f. Other items as determined to be necessary

7) Monitor the progress of Michigan House Bill 4503 and Michigan Senate Bill 329 to
determine if either bill will be passed and signed into law in its current form.

8) Hold public hearings after all language for the Township Zoning Ordinance has been
discussed and reviewed.

9) Alter, if necessary, the proposed language for the Township Zoning Ordinance.

10) Present the proposed language for the Township Zoning Ordinance to the Board for
consideration.

VIII.B.1
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HOUSE BILL No. 4503 

April 25, 2017, Introduced by Rep. Sheppard and referred to the Committee on Tourism and 

Outdoor Recreation. 

A bill to amend 2006 PA 110, entitled 

"Michigan zoning enabling act," 

(MCL 125.3101 to 125.3702) by adding section 206b. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN ENACT: 

SEC. 206B. (1) FOR THE PURPOSES OF ZONING, ALL OF THE  1 

FOLLOWING APPLY TO THE RENTAL OF A DWELLING, INCLUDING, BUT NOT 2 

LIMITED TO, SHORT-TERM RENTAL: 3 

(A) IT IS A RESIDENTIAL USE OF PROPERTY AND A PERMITTED USE IN 4 

ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES. 5 

(B) IT IS NOT SUBJECT TO A SPECIAL USE OR CONDITIONAL USE 6 

PERMIT OR PROCEDURE DIFFERENT FROM THOSE REQUIRED FOR OTHER  7 

DWELLINGS IN THE SAME ZONE. 8 

(C) IT IS NOT A COMMERCIAL USE OF PROPERTY. 9 

(2) THIS SECTION DOES NOT PROHIBIT REGULATION APPLIED ON A 10 

CONSISTENT BASIS TO RENTAL AND OWNER-OCCUPIED RESIDENCES FOR NOISE, 11 

VIII.B.2
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ADVERTISING, TRAFFIC, OR OTHER CONDITIONS. 1 
 
 (3) AS USED IN THIS SECTION, "SHORT-TERM RENTAL" MEANS THE  2 
 
RENTAL OF ANY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE OR 1-TO-4-FAMILY HOUSE OR  3 
 
DWELLING UNIT, OR ANY UNIT OR GROUP OF UNITS IN A CONDOMINIUM, FOR  4 
 
TERMS OF LESS THAN 28 DAYS AT A TIME. 5 
 
 Enacting section 1. This amendatory act takes effect 90 days  6 
 
after the date it is enacted into law. 7 
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 SENATE BILL No. 329 
April 25, 2017, Introduced by Senator HUNE and referred to the Committee on Local 

Government. 

A bill to amend 2006 PA 110, entitled 

"Michigan zoning enabling act," 

(MCL 125.3101 to 125.3702) by adding section 206b. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN ENACT: 

SEC. 206B. (1) FOR THE PURPOSES OF ZONING, ALL OF THE 1 

FOLLOWING APPLY TO THE RENTAL OF A DWELLING, INCLUDING, BUT NOT 2 

LIMITED TO, SHORT-TERM RENTAL: 3 

(A) IT IS A RESIDENTIAL USE OF PROPERTY AND A PERMITTED USE IN 4 

ALL RESIDENTIAL ZONES. 5 

(B) IT IS NOT SUBJECT TO A SPECIAL USE OR CONDITIONAL USE 6 

PERMIT OR PROCEDURE DIFFERENT FROM THOSE REQUIRED FOR OTHER 7 

DWELLINGS IN THE SAME ZONE. 8 

(C) IT IS NOT A COMMERCIAL USE OF PROPERTY. 9 

(2) THIS SECTION DOES NOT PROHIBIT REGULATION APPLIED ON A 10 

CONSISTENT BASIS TO RENTAL AND OWNER-OCCUPIED RESIDENCES FOR NOISE, 11 

VIII.B.3



 
2 
 

02460'17                  Final Page TMV 

ADVERTISING, TRAFFIC, OR OTHER CONDITIONS. 1 
 
 (3) AS USED IN THIS SECTION, "SHORT-TERM RENTAL" MEANS THE  2 
 
RENTAL OF ANY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE OR 1-TO-4-FAMILY HOUSE OR  3 
 
DWELLING UNIT, OR ANY UNIT OR GROUP OF UNITS IN A CONDOMINIUM, FOR  4 
 
TERMS OF LESS THAN 28 DAYS AT A TIME. 5 
 
 Enacting section 1. This amendatory act takes effect 90 days  6 
 
after the date it is enacted into law. 7 



Chocolay Township
Lake Superior Frontage

Summary

Frontage Total Parcels Total Lakefront
Total Lakewood 

Lane

Total Outside 

Lakewood Lane

No Parcel 

Address

No Lakefront 

Address

No Lakewood 

Lane Address

No Outside 

Lakewood 

Addresses

Zero 1,328 2 2 0 264 0 0 0

> 0 and <= 50 58 18 16 2 12 4 3 1

>50 and <=100 430 174 96 78 29 5 1 4

>100 and <=150 713 113 46 67 24 10 3 7

>150 and <=200 322 41 7 34 10 3 0 3

> 200 314 48 20 28 38 7 0 7

Total Parcels 3,165 396 187 209 377 29 7 22

Frontage Total Parcels Total Lakefront
Total Lakewood 

Lane

Total Outside 

Lakewood Lane

No Parcel 

Address

No Lakefront 

Address

No Lakewood 

Lane Address

No Outside 

Lakewood 

Addresses

Zero 41.96% 0.51% 1.07% 0.00% 70.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

> 0 and <= 50 1.83% 4.55% 8.56% 0.96% 3.18% 13.79% 42.86% 4.55%

>50 and <=100 13.59% 43.94% 51.34% 37.32% 7.69% 17.24% 14.29% 18.18%

>100 and <=150 22.53% 28.54% 24.60% 32.06% 6.37% 34.48% 42.86% 31.82%

>150 and <=200 10.17% 10.35% 3.74% 16.27% 2.65% 10.34% 0.00% 13.64%

> 200 9.92% 12.12% 10.70% 13.40% 10.08% 24.14% 0.00% 31.82%

Total Percentage 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

3,620

3,165

87.43%

Residential Parcel Count

Residential Parcel Percentage

Total Township Properties

Total Parcels

Total Residential Class (401)

Percentage Residential

1 of 1
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Zoning Ordinance Definitions in Relation To Short Term Rentals 

ZONING ORDINANCE DEFINITIONS IN RELATION TO

SHORT TERM RENTALS – REVISIONS 

Bed & Breakfast 

Current 

Means a use that is subordinate to a single-family detached dwelling unit in which transient guests 
are provided sleeping rooms (not to exceed four (4) rooms) and a breakfast only, in return for 
payment; is the owner’s personal residence; is occupied by the owner at the time of rental; and, the 
length of stay of any guest is not to exceed 14 consecutive days and 30 days in one year.  

Proposed 

A use of a single-family dwelling unit in which guests are provided temporary sleeping rooms, meals, 
and related amenities in return for monetary payment to the owner. 

The dwelling unit is the owner’s personal residence, is occupied by the owner at the time of rental, 
and the owner does not provide more than six sleeping rooms for guests. 

Campground 

Current 

A parcel or tract of land under the control of any person wherein sites are offered for the use of the 
public or members of an organization either free of charge or for a fee, for the establishment of 
temporary living quarters consisting of any combination of three or more recreational vehicles, tents 
or other temporary habitable structures or sites. 

Proposed 

A tract of land under the control of a state-licensed owner or owner designee where the land is 
divided into sites offered for use by organizations or the public for the establishment of temporary 
living quarters consisting of any combination of three or more recreational vehicles, tents or other 
temporary habitable structures or sites. 

This tract of land can be offered for use either free of charge or for a fee. 

VIII.B.5



 Zoning Ordinance Definitions in Relation To Short Term Rentals   

Dwelling, Multi-Family 

Current 

A structure containing two or more dwelling units designed for residential use, with or without 
separate kitchens or dining facilities, and conforming in all respects to the standards set forth in 
Section 6.3. These may include apartment houses, apartment hotels, rooming houses, boarding 
houses, fraternities, sororities, dormitories, row houses, townhouses, and similar housing types, but 
not including hotels, motels, hospitals, or nursing homes. 

Proposed 

A structure containing two or more dwelling units designed for residential use, with or without 
separate kitchens or dining facilities, without interior access to the other dwelling units, and 
conforming in all respects to the standards set forth in Section 6.3 of this ordinance. 

This definition does not include hotels, hospitals, or nursing homes. 

  

Dwelling, Single-Family 

Current 

A structure containing not more than one dwelling unit designed for residential use and conforming 
in all respects to the standards set forth in Section 6.3.  

Proposed 

A building designed for use as one dwelling unit. 

A single-family dwelling unit must meet all requirements described in Section 6.3 of this ordinance. 

  

Hotel 

Current 

Means a structure designed, used, or offered for residential occupancy for any period less than one 
month, including tourist homes, resorts and motels, but not including hospitals and nursing homes. 

Proposed 

A place of business that rents multiple rooms at the same location for temporary occupancy, and 
generally offers other amenities that may also be offered to the public (such as restaurants, pools, 
meeting rooms, and retail stores). 

The length of stay for the same guest is not limited to a set number of calendar days. 

This definition does not include bed and breakfast, short term rentals, hospitals, nursing homes, or 
group homes. 
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Recreational Unit 

Current 

Means a tent or vehicular type structure, primarily designed as temporary living quarters for 
recreational, camping or traveling use, which either has its own motive power or it is mounted on or 
drawn by another vehicle which is self powered. (Such unit shall not include a mobile home as 
defined herein.) 

Proposed 

A tent or vehicular type structure, primarily designed as temporary living quarters for recreational, 
camping or traveling use, which either has its own motive power or it is mounted on or drawn by 
another vehicle which is self-powered. 

This definition does not include single-wide or double-wide mobile homes. 

  

Recreational Structure 

Current 

Means a cabin, cottage, camp, hunting camp, mobile home or other similar structure used 
intermittently for recreational or vacation purposes and which is not a permanent place of domicile 
or residency. 

Proposed 

A permanent structure used intermittently for occupancy for recreation or vacation purposes and 
which is not a permanent place of domicile or residency. 

This definition does not include tents, hunting blinds, tree houses or trailers generally used for travel 
or camping. 

  

Resort 

Current 

Means any parcel or tract of land under the control of any person wherein buildings or building 
space are offered for the use of the public or members of an organization, either free of charge or 
for a fee, for temporary living quarters incident to recreational use for any period less than one 
month. 

Proposed 

A tract of land under the control of an owner or owner designee where one or more structures are 
offered for use of the public or members of an organization either free of charge or for a fee, for the 
establishment of temporary living quarters for any period less than one month. 

A resort has generally offers other amenities that may also be offered to the public (such as 
restaurants, pools, meeting rooms, and retail stores). 



 Zoning Ordinance Definitions in Relation To Short Term Rentals   

This definition does not include bed and breakfast, hotels, short term rentals, hospitals, group 
homes, and nursing homes. 

  



 Zoning Ordinance Definitions in Relation To Short Term Rentals   

Short Term Rental 

Current 

None 

Proposed 

A dwelling unit providing temporary accommodations for periods as short as one overnight stay. 

Such rentals must meet the established regulations for Short Term Rentals (section to be defined). 

Such rentals are not permitted in any zoning district if restricted by deeds or covenants. 

(define the timeframes) 

Additional Language for Consideration 

This definition does not include the use of campgrounds, hotels, transitional housing operated by a 
nonprofit entity, group homes such as nursing homes and adult foster-care homes, hospitals, or 
housing provided by a substance-abuse rehabilitation clinic, mental-health facility, or other health 
care related clinic 

This definition does not include housing units owned by a business entity and made available on a 
temporary basis to employees of that business entity or employees of a contractor working for that 
business entity. 

Staff comment for consideration how to deal with new trends of rentals and short-term stays (i.e., 
couch surfing) 

Consideration for other forms of rental / non-rental such as 
hostels 

  

Structure 

Means any constructed, erected, or placed material or combination of materials in or upon the 
ground, including, but not by way or limitation, buildings, mobile homes, radio towers, sheds, signs, 
and storage bins, but excluding fences, sidewalks, and paving on streets, driveways, parking areas, 
and patios excluding uncovered open porches not to exceed four feet above grade and not to 
encroach into the front yard setback by more than six feet in front of the single family dwelling. 

Proposed 

Placement of constructed, erected, or placed material or combination of materials in or upon the 
ground, including, but not by way or limitation – buildings, garages, mobile homes, pole barns, 
sheds, signs, and towers that will be in use more than six consecutive months. 

This definition does not include fences, sidewalks, paving on streets, driveways, and parking areas. 

This definition does not include patios and uncovered open porches or decks that do not exceed 
four feet above grade and do not encroach into the front yard setback by more than six feet in front 
of the dwelling unit. 

  



 Zoning Ordinance Definitions in Relation To Short Term Rentals   

Rural Character 

Current 

The rural character of Chocolay Township embodies a quality of life based upon traditional rural 
landscapes, activities, lifestyles, and aesthetic values. The measures of this quality of life and what 
future rural developments to look like can be found in the Comprehensive Master Plan. For 
purposes of this section, rural character shall also be defined to mean areas perceived as having a 
low density pattern of development, being generally void of man-made improvements such as city 
essential services and exhibiting open fields, farmlands or woodlands as common elements of the 
visual landscape. 

Proposed 

Remove as a definition, and incorporate as part of the introduction of the Zoning Ordinance. 

  



XII.A



T. Klipp opened the public hearing. Nobody wished to speak so T. Klipp closed the public hearing. 

II was moved by P. Schloegel, seconded by W. Premeau, and approved 6-0 to suspend the rules 
for discussion. 

P. Schloegel asked if the Community Master Plan recommendations for this area were likely to change. 
0. Stensaas stated that no proposed amendments to the Downtown Marquette Form-Based Code had 
been discussed, but that it is a good question because the stall had mentioned to the Planning 
Commission that they may propose scaling back the extent of the South Marquette Form-Based Code 
district, and that just before the meeting he and the consultant drove around that area to view and discuss 
some of the locations where form-based coding seems to be overly-ambitious, and that some projects 
there have caused staff to question the sensibility of continuing to impose the form-based standards in all 
of that district. 

M. Larson asked stall H the stall recommendations for plan approval would be adequate. 
A. Landers stated they are aimed al making everything adequate to comply with codes. 

J. Carslon asked if someone could explain what "air rights" means. O. Stensaas stated that Mr. Polzin 
could probably explain that better than him, but that it really is just referring to the building envelope 
above ground that conforms to what the Code allows - how high and what they can build. 

P. Schloegel asked if there ware any kind of grade Issues that might cause a surprise concerning the 
views from uphill. Mr. Polzin stated that the maximum height allowed is eo feet above grade. and they are 
working towards that, and he showed the attic story portion of the building that would reach the maximum 
height. D. Stensaas slated that the Plannlng Commission had limited the height of buildings in Founders 
Landing to no higher than the Ore Dock. which is about 80 l~t. and that is how the number was selected. 
He stated that the upper two stories have to be stepped back from the required building line, so there 
won't be an unbroken wall going straight up five stones anywhere. He also stated that the perception that 
the condo buildings were built higher than approved was not reality. that the buildings came out to just 
about exactly where the original site plan showed them in profile with Front Street. Mr. Polzin stated that 
they put a tape on the first one and ~ came out % Inch low. 

W. Premeau stated that the plan elevations show a height of 67 feet to the highest point, but he wasn't 
sure how the parking was calculated into the height. Mr. Polzln stated that for unit 2 there shows 76 feet 
elevation from the top of the parking and that is where the highest point will be. 

A. Andres asked how many living units would be barrier free. Mr. Polzin stated that in this first building all 
the units are convertible to fully barrier free and lour are designed barrier-fr~. 

T. Klippp slated that the plan appears to be developmental book·keeping, and he is fine with what is 
being presented, and asked if anyone else had any questions. 

P. Schloegel asked how many parking spaces are public versus private. Mr. Polzin stated that 30 spaces 
are required to be transient, for public use and that would be on the first subsurface level, and that on the 
lowest subsurface level residents would have designated parking spots. He also stated that the open 
areas on the surface will be open to the public. 

II was moved by J. Carlson, seconded by P. Schloegel, and carried 6·0 that alter review of the 
Condominium Plan for Marquette Place Condominiums and the STAFF FILE REVIEW· 
ANALYSIS for 02·CSD·OB·17, lhe Planning Commission finds substantial compliance with the 
City of Marquette SubdiVision and Zoning Ordinance and hereby recommends that the City 
Commission approves the site plan with the following conctitions, that an amended Site Plan is 
submitted to meet stall comments. and only after stall verifies that the revised plan meets staff 
comments will stall advance the Si1e Plan to the City Commission for their review, and that all 
structures or expansion indicated on this sile plan that were not reviewed under case # 20.SPR· 
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11 ·16 cannot be constructed until they receive site plan review approval, and this CSD request 
does not grant approval for proposed construction. 

WORK SESSION 
A. Land De11elopment Code Update 

D. Stensaas stated that Patrick Sloan from McKenna Associates is here to present the draft outline of the 
new Code. 

Patrick Sloan stated that in month one they went though the kick off meeting and laid out everything that 
would be done over the next 12-months and at last month's meeting they presented the Diagnostic 
Review that indicated all of the issues that they saw in the Land Development Code project, as well as 
comments received form staff. He also stated since then they have also received other comments from 
staff that they have compiled to keep a running list so that as they are amending it they do not forget 
anything as they go. He stated tonight they will present the outline to Jet the Planning Commission know 
what is proposed, the format and how it is similar and different than the current codes. He also stated in 
the diagnostic review lest month they had a short list of how they would format the proposed articles in 
the new Land Development Code and what is before the Planning Commission now is a long document 
and most ol it is blank pages that will be filled in, but the intent is to put all of the articles in sections, in the 
format that was proposed. 

He stated some of this is consistent with the existing Zoning Ordinance in terms of where it is located and 
other areas it is not, so for that reason in every section • in the parentheses alter the title • it will say new 
section or where it is current located. He also stated in some cases it includes several sections where 
there are several areas of the Zoning Ordinance and other codes that address the same thing that they 
want to try and compile into one section. He stated in that section, if they do not treat it the same they can 
make those differences within the section itseff. He also stated what they propose are fifteen different 
articles. He slated that some are fairly minor and the most substantive ones are the ones that are in the 
middle. He also stated that he will walk through each article and talk about the general format and the 
plan going forward. 

Mr. Sloan stated in Article One ii is Iha title, purpose and scope, and most of these will be existing 
standards and they will put those existing standards in as proposed. He also stated that they are going to 
track the changes in Microsoft Word and that basically means that anything that is added will be red and 
underlined, and anything that is proposed to be deleted will be in the margin marked for deletion. He 
stated when the Planning Commission receives the ne><I version of the document they will see what has 
been changed. He also stated Article Two is the definitions, and there is currently a definitions article in 
the Zoning Ordinance, but there are several other sections that address delini1ions. He stated proposed 
section 54.202 will have all of the definitions there, with the exception of any defini1ions that are specific to 
certain i1ems. He also stated for example, they recommend keeping the Sign definitions in that article 
because they are going to be closely tied to the Sign regulations. He stated where the definitions can be 
standardized and have general applicability they will have those in the definitions article. He also stated if 
there are 500 defin~ions in the Zoning Ordinance for example, they would each correspond to a number 
when trying to reference to it. 

Mr. Sloan stated the third article without question will be the longest article as this is the article on the 
zoning districts and the zoning map. He also stated the first few sections are fairly standard, and they are 
derived from the existing Zoning Ordinance. He stated they started the land use table that you see on 
page 3-2. He also stated there are the existing districts and existing uses, and any duplication will be 
ironed out as they go through It. He stated next is Article Six, standards applicable to specific uses. He 
also stated that there are use standards that are throughout the entire Zoning Ordinance that relate to 
specific uses and not just in the Zoning Ordinance but also Form Based Codes. He stated that H 
sometliing can be standardized they want to just write it once and then link to it as appropriate. He also 
stated ii there are any distinctions between districts they can put that within tlie specific section as 
appropriate. He stated starting on page 3-0, these are the individual pages tliat are going to be a repeat 
,..I•\..,.. t ,....,_,ft,...., T-t...t ... --.J .~ ... ...... k ... """'"' ,.t .. _ ... ,.t .... : .......... o ....... ,,.tu k ... :.., A,.4!,..t .... ,t 
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He also stated this would be used for someone who owns a certain type of properly and they want to 
know what they can do wtth it. He stated that they are going to try to keep ii to one page. He also slated 
that ii will have the intent statement that is existing in the Zoning Ordinance, permitted uses, special uses, 
the dimensional regulations from the schedule of regulations in Article 4, and then at lhe bottom they will 
try to link to as many sections as they can to have good cross reference. He stated this will be more of a 
tool than any changes, and the changes will take place in the table and schedule of regulations in Article 
4. He also stated that there will be text at the bottom that basically states that if there is a discrepancy 
between the uses or the schedule of regulations that the Use Table or Article 4 will prevail. He stated that 
every district will get one of those pages but some of the exceptions will be the Form Based Code 
districts. 

He also staled that the From Based Codes will be put into the Land Development Code so it is unified. 
He stated one of the proposed new districts that they are still working through is called the watershed 
overlay district and ii is recommende<i by the Master Plan and it is something that they are going to be 
wotklng with. He also stated along with that in Article 8, they have environmental performance standards. 
He stated within the environmental performance standards they have subsections on riparian buffers. 
storm water management and steep slopes and as they work through it they may have both a watershed 
overlay and some of the same standards in the environmental performance article that have city-wide 
applicability. 

D. Stensaas asked if the purpose clause of the Land Development Code would be written in Article One. 
Mr. Sloan stated there Is a short title and the application of it in terms of what it applies to, but there is no 
purpose section, per se. D. Stensaas stated that there may need to be a purpose section, rather than 
leaving it vague. He also stated next month they are going to have to start to talk about some of the 
issues that Mr. Sloan has brought to his attention regarding some of the zoning districts. Mr. Sloan stated 
that is one of the main reasons that the first chunk that gets put in are the zoning districts, because it will 
be the hardest part and could take several months. 

Mr. Sloan stated next in Article Four will be the schedule of regulations. He also stated currently there is a 
table in the Zoning Ordinance for that and the format will be much the same with this table. He stated in 
Article Five there are supplemental zoning district standards. He also stated there is currently a 
Subdivision Ordinance that Includes both subdivision and site condominium regulations, and they are 
going to recommend splitting !hose because they are two different state Acts and processes. He state<i 
that there is a section there on land division regulations, and before the meeting it was brought to his 
attention that there are regulations In the code right now for platted lots. so for platted lots they will cross 
reference the existing code and leave it at that. He also stated for metes and bounds lots they will include 
some standards straight out of the Land Division Act 

He stated that Article Six will be a fair1y long article and it Includes all of the specHic uses that are In the 
Zoning Ordinance that have standards applicable to them. He also stated there are many uses in the 
ordinance that do not have an associated standard wtth them, so they recommending just putting It all 
one article. He staled this wlll apply lo both permitted uses and conditional uses. He also stated some of 
the sections are new and as they go through the document this article will come in the second wave, 
sometime in late September or early October. He stated In Article Seven are general provisions and it 
includes anything with a general application within the Land Development Code. He also stated that it 
includes existing regulations for fences and walls, swimming pools, and for solar and wind energy the 
new sections would be there. He stated that there are a few items in the Zoning Ordinance where it does 
no! quile fit in any other article so general provisions is a good place for that. He also stated Article Eight 
is a new article for environmental performance standards, and one of the first ones are standards 
applicable to industrial uses in districts. He state<i these are types of environmental standards that apply 
to different types of manufacturing and processing. and that the standards do not apply to the use itself, 
and those uses are accounted for in article six. He also stated that there are now several sections that 
address lighting so he recommends having just one section that addresses that. He stated that if any of 
the lighting standards from the form based code can be moved into this article it would make ~ easier. He 
also stated that there are several new sections for storm water management, riparian buffers, wetlands, 
.... __ ..., -•-.-.-- _,..,.., •• ,,.._,,.,o,.., .... ...t _ .... + ...... •:--
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Mr. Sloan stated there are also things that have recommendations in the Master Plan for provisions in the 
Code, but they are not really specific recommendations, so they want to start with a section and go from 
there. He also stated that as this end the watershed overlay fills out they will get a little bit better idea how 
the city wants to proceed on that. He stated one of the things that they are emphasizing with the state 
grant from the DEQ and Michigan Association of Planning is an emphlysis on environmental protection 
and being a costal community accounting for storm water runoff and riparian buffers. He also stated they 
fen it was important at this point to put it in a section header knowing that it could change at some point. 
Mr. Sloan stated neKI in Article Nine • parking, loading and access management ·this is mostly existing 
sections in the Zoning Ordinance. He also stated that they will have a section at the end on access 
management, driveways and sidewalks and where there are city standards to reference they will 
reference them. He stated there was some work done at the last attempt of Iha Land Development Code 
with parlling modifications and standards, so where they find it useful they may use some of that 

He also slated that Article Ten will be a brand new article and most of it will be new. He stated the only 
landscape standards that are in the current Zoning Ordinance are in section 80.43 and it Is fairly light. He 
also stated that they want to have a completely new article dedicated to it, starting with an intent 
statement and the scope of the application. He stated in most cases the landscaping and screening 
regulations apply to uses that undergo site plan review. He also stated there are new sections on the 
design standards, the plant material standards, the instillation and maintenance and modifications to 
landscaping requirements. He stated most communities have a section at the end that allows for 
modifications either by the Planning Commission or the staff, because in all cases it is not always going to 
work. He also stated in Article Ten on page 10-1, they filled out section 54. 1003 and the reason that they 
did that is to show some of the design recommendations that they will be coming up with. 

D. Stensaas stated that the Planning Commission needs to deal with what is exempt with landscaping in 
residential areas and the need to clarify some other issues about landscaping structures. He also stated 
that the ordinance right now does not really deal well with this issue and they have had to make some 
staff interpretations. He stated that natural screening in addition to fencing and walls is something that we 
definitely went to have incorporated into the code at some level. 

Mr. Sloan stated Article Eleven treats signs, and the format will be much the same as the existing Sign 
Ordinance. He also stated it covers a lot of the outline here that is shown, and a lot of the sections ere the 
same. He stated that they are going to go through and make a lot of the changes recommended by the 
comminae a few years ego. He also stated that they are going to put an emphasis on regulating the signs 
by zoning district end will be es content neutral as possible, and then depending on what district someone 
is in they will look at the sign regulations. He stated that they will look al some of the regulations as they 
apply to downtown and some of the issues that may be coming up in terms of window signs. 

He also stated in Article Twelve • nonconformities • much of that will be the same. He stated there are the 
class A and class B nonconforming structures and uses. He also stated article thirteen. administrative 
organization, is going to be the easiest article to do because it basically just describes the roles of 
everybody. He stated there is no standard in terms of procedures or development standards, so this 
describes who does what. He also staled that Article Thirteen will be seldom used but it will be there in 
case anyone wants to know who is responsible for what end who has which authority. He slated that 
Article Fourteen will have the procedures. He also stated that the procedures will be broken down into 
different sections. He staled for zoning permits, zoning compliance reviews it will be one procedure. He 
also stated most people will go for that when they want to know how to get a permit for something. Ha 
staled site plan review will be next and some of the subsection headers are put in now just to kind of 
show where everything Is coming from. He also stated that they are going lo propose lo have a table of 
different activtties and what is required for those. He staled that site plan review will be required for 
certain types of activities and they want to have a nice clean table to look lhal information up. 

P. Schloegef asked ii it would make sense to include such things as pricing for site plan review, permits, 
etc. A. Landers stated no because ii changes annually by the City Commission. She also slated that it is 
on the permit applications. P. Schloegel asked ii someone would have the ability to have links from the 
,..,.,..,: .................... ·~- ---1: ...... :......... t..t .. ("1 ... _ ... ........ _ ........... +\.. ...................... =· : .... .... : ............. h \ltl ..... ...1 ............... :+ ... :u f: ... 1. ·-

Marquette City Plannl09 Commission Meeting Minutes 09·15·2017 Page 5 ol6 



an extemal document. He also stated this will be in Word and ultimately created as a PDF and then will 
go to Municode for online use. He stated that ii the City uses the PDF version It might be more user 
friendly than the Munfcode format. A. Landers stated that she prefers the PDF version of ordinances. 

Mr. Sloan stated the next few sections go into existing procedures for special land uses, variances and 
appeals, and for Zoning Ordinance amendments and public hearings. He also stated for the zoning 
amendment procedures there are a lot of different changes and most of them are related to re·zoning with 
conditions. Ha stated the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act allows a community to approve a rezoning with 
conditions, but the state act has very few procedures on it in terms of how that procedure goes, so in the 
absence of any standards it can be kind or a haphazard process. He also stated that if the City of 
Marquette allows for zoning with condi1ions it is important lo have standards to have a situation that both 
the Cily and the applicant know what the expectations are. He stated the last section • Article Fifteen • is 
for public hearings. He also stated in 2006 when the Zoning Enabling Act was adopted it standardized all 
public hearing procedure for special land uses, variance and Zoning Ordinance amendments. He stated it 
is a best practice to also consolidate any municipal public hearing procedures for those uses into one 
article. He also stated if the state Act is ever changed for public hearings they just have to change the 
ordinance once to reflect the new state Ac!. He staled lhal this section will probably have more cross 
references than most just because whenever a public hearing is required they will put a link in there and 
people can go right to that section. He also stated that finally in Article Fifteen are violations. penalties 
and enforcement, which will contain existing sections, and it will also have a lot of cross references. He 
stated a lot of these standards are in existing sections throughout the Zoning Ordinance and they will 
consolidate them and will cross reference them as needed. 

J. Carlson asked how many of these kinds of projects that McKenna Associates will take on In a year. Mr. 
Sloan slated they will take on probably more than a dozen a year. J. Carlson asked how the City of 
Marquette is compared lo others. Mr. Sloan stated that it has been pretty standard. He also stated most 
of the ones that they do are refonnatting or tweaking different ordinances or working wnhin the structure 
of an existing ordinance. He stated that every community has dillerent problems so there is always 
something new that they find. He also stated that Marquette is not in any more disarray than a lot of 
communities that have adopted an ordinance in the 1970's and have made minor amendments along the 
way. J. Carlson asked H Marquette is overregulated or average compared to other communities. Mr. 
Sloan staled he does not get the sense that it is over-regulated. He also stated that one section • 
landscaping and screening • Is pretty under-regulated. He staled the origin of regulation is •to make 
regular" so it is not that we want to prohibn things, it is that they want to allow certain things but allow 
them a certain way. He also stated that essentially all of the things that are in there are there because 
they need to be. 

T. Klipp stated that It looks great and a lot more usable than what the City currently has. 

COMMENTS 

D. Stensaas stated that the former "Engine Works" buildings at 955 Lakeshore Blvd. is scheduled to be 
demolished later this month, that the owners came to the decision recently and had retained a local 
contractor for the job, and they may get started as soon as August 22"". 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved by A. Andres, seconded by P. Schlaegel. and carried &-0 to adjoum the meeting. The 

~a~;it7:20p.m. 
~ 12:16-1 a a 'Q.. 

Reviewed by: 
David Stensaas, City Planner and Zoning Administrator 
Planning Commission Secretary 
Prepared by: 
D. Stensaas, lmedaVsmc 

MarquetteOly PlliMing Commlsslon Meat\tlg Mlnutas09·1S·2017 PageSof 6 



XII.B



J. Carlson asked if this is approved and legal. Mr. Veer stated yes, the Liquor Commission hes approved 
outdoor seating but the City of Marquette Planning Commission has not yet. 

0. Stenseas stated that to clarify there ere two separate permils for the outdoor use in this case, one is 
for a sfdawalk caf~ that is on public property rn the right·Of·way, which the owner acquired through a 
permit issued by the Clerk's office. and the Conditional Use Permit that is now being applied for on the 
private property in the building entrance. 

A. Andres asked about noise, if there would be bands or any other loud noise. Mr. Vear stated that there 
are speakers outside but that the volume would not be loud. 

J. Cardillo asked if the fence would be removable. Mr. Vear stated that it would be remo112ble. 

J. Carlson asked if the fence would be a picket, and asked Mr. Vear what he wanted to put there for a 
barrier. Mr. Vear slated that he likes the velvet ropes that an!! there now because they fit with the theatre. 

M. Carlson stated that he would support lealling it as is if that is what the applicant would like. 

It was moved by J. Carlson, seconded by J. Cardillo, and carried 7·0 that after review of the 
STAFF FILE REVIEW/ANALYSIS for 06-CUP-09-17, the Planning Commission finds that the 
request meets the intent and requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and hereby approves 06· 
CUP-09·17with the following conditions: 1) that the current barrier cordon for the seating area 
continues to be used. end the proposed barrier fence is removed from the site plan. and 2) that 
the site plan ls amended to meat staff comments. 

Mr. Vear asked to speak briefly. T. Klipp staled that he could. 

Mr. Vear stated that he appreciates that the commissioners are volunteers and all of the work that they 
do. He also stated that he would like to comment that H was easier to get Iha permit for the outdoor 
seating on the right-of-way for the city and it cost $180 for an alcohol permit and it took 10-day&. He 
stated that the application for tonight cost $838 plus the architectural fees for drawing the plan and it took 
40-days to coincide with the meeting times. He also stated that he realiies that he was in violation when 
he put the tables out. He stated that the process is overdone for what he is applying for and it is 
expensive and a long process to gel It approved. He alao thanked the Planning Commission for approving 
his application. 

WORK SESSION 
A. Land Development Code Update 

O. Stensaas stated that he just yeste<day received the update to the draft Land Development Code 
(LDC), which consists mainfy of the zoning districts, schedule of regulations for the districts. definitions. 
and that there are a lot of pages to the update-over 100. He stated that he would send the document to 
the Planning Commission on Wednesday and that they should begin to look at it as soon as possible, and 
that the consultants would be here on the 19'" to present lhia to the PC and begin discussing the 
proposals. He also steted thet the ad-hoc LDC advisory committee has been selected. and siK members 
were appointed last week by the Commission. and that the other two members would be appointed next 
Monday night. and that he will schedule a meeting for them at 4:00 p.m. on the 19"'. 

T. Klipp slated that it is 7:30 and asked if it would be okay lo spend fifteen minutes talking about what we 
need lo do with the outdoor food and drinking permits downtown. 

o. Stensaas stated that the Planning Commission has to decide if they want to get rid of the requirement 
for the CQnditional Use Permit for the outdoor food and beverage service. 

T. Klipp slated that he thinks with Third Street they would w;int some sort of public relliew because most 
of the businesses butt up against something residential. He also stated that sidewalks cares are different 
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and a quick permit. but on your property it takes longer. D. Stensaas stated they can have a cafe as long 
as they have the space on the sidewalk for It, but if ii is not managed well there are problems wtth chairs 
and tables left in the sidewalk. A. Andres stated that he does not see how the Planning Commission can 
prevent something like chairs getting pushed into the right of way from happening. and how do you 
enforce it. 

P. Schloegel stated that he is okay wtth taking care of the processing and making it quicker so it does not 
have to come to the Planning Commission like Iha earlier case tonight did, but at the same time he has 
seen how much traffic is going on In the streets he would like to see some type of barrier and possibly 
smaller tables because sitting more than two people to a table pushes into the sidewalk. 

W. Premeau stated if the maximum width of the sidewalk is 12-feet and you take 5-feet, 4-inches off, 
there is not room for tables. He also stated that from what he understands where the pavers take over it is 
not considered handicap aocessible. He stated the two times that he was downtown recently the Chairs 
were blocking hatt of the sidewalk. He also staled what kind of impression does n make when everywhere 
you go in town there are tons of people sitting there drinking. He stated that he thinks that it is promoting 
alcoholism. He also stated ~ bothers him that if someone wants to put a porch on the front of their house 
they have to go through a long, costly process, but if a business is going to put in an outdoor seating and 
drinking area it is going to be expedited. He stated that he thinks that this is going in the wrong direction 
and when the population grows and more people are trying to get through downtown ~ is going to be 
difficult. 

M. Larson stated that he can see the Issue with the outdoor cafe space but as far es on private property 
side if things, there is certainly a way to make that quicker because it is their own property. He asked H 
they just keep getting pushed through Is there an easier process. He also stated he would be in support 
of to speed It up In some way when tt is on private property. 

J. Carlson asked under what circumstances would the Planning Commission refuse one of the permits. 
He also stated that if they never refuse them it is just an administrative thing and that planning staff could 
take care of it. 

T. Klipp stated that they are not talking about the caf~ seating, but it seems llke the cafe seating is easier 
to gel than putting the service on your own property. 

J. Carlson stated that he is leamlng about the ODA and the politics of it. and there is that to consider also. 

A. Landers stated the lest time that this request went through the Planning Commission, as a text 
amendment lo the Zoning Ordinance to remove the Conditional Use requirement. the PC and the City 
CQmmission had hearings. and the PC recommended to deny it because of the outdoor food and 
beverage services that they have had that were contentious, and the City Commission did not want to 
approve that zoning ordinance amendment. D. Stensaas stated that the DOA applied for that text 
amendment of the zoning ordinance just last year, for both the Central Business District and the 
Community Business District - which is mainly on N. Third St . • and also stated in the downtown there are 
still some areas where people are living in houses next to some bars that serve outdoors and have five 
music, and that people do not complain much about it because the bars end the music relatively earty and 
the neighbors are probably accustomed to it. He stated some of those places have been doing it for many 
years, and they manage it well enough to prevent neighbor complaints. Ha also stated that one other 
thing that has brought this out is that in the Downtown Marquette Waterfront Form-based Code areas, 
along Front St. and down to the lake, the outdoor food and beverage service is allowed by right and does 
not require a conditional use permit. 

T. Klipp stated the other thing to remember is that they are not talking about giving someone the ability to 
build a new structure and then have drinking and eating there, it is just an existing area and should 
people be able to do it. He also stated that he is neutral on this and if the Planning Commission wants to 
leave ~ as is that is fine. 
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J. Cardillo stated that she is in favor of incre;ising the density on Washington Street and the liveliness is 
good, and she does not have an issue with it. She also stated that maybe they need to go beck and 
readdress how the sidewalk ca~·s are treated. She stated that people should be able to use their private 
space for cafe's. 

D. Stensaas stated thet the ODA is going to ask the City to reduce the requirement for sidewalk space. 
He also stated right now there is a connict because In the City code it says the clear space on a sidewalk 
is supposed to be 5-feet and in the application for sidewalk tale it says 6-feet. He stated that there is 
almost nowhere downtown where you can have a sidewalk cal& and have 6-feet of clear space lil<e the 
pemiit asks for, and the terraoe area of stamped concrete block or real block Is not s!dewalk and should 
not be considered as part of sidewalll for purposes of pedestrian travel. He stated there ere so many 
variations in the surface on the terrace that ~ is hazardous for some people to walk on and that he talked 
to A. Andres and David Boyd about it and let the DOA know what their thoughts were about it ·that 
wheelchair users are not cool with the terrace being considered part of the sidewalk. He also stated that 
the DOA has a proposal they will be bringing to the Commission to have more sidewalk sale time and 
designated areas up against the building for merchandise displays, and maybe for reducing the standard 
for what the minimum required clear travel space of a sidewalk. 

A. Andres stated that he is okay with someone doing what they want on their own property. He also 
stated that downtown is a mess for anybody in a wheetchair to get around. He stated he thinks there 
needs to be more education on how disabled people get around. 

T. Klipp stated that makes sense. He also stated that thought of the sidewalks getting lined with things is 
scary. 

J. Cardillo stated there is also the ability to make a fol of money with these things so she is not concerned 
about people paying a fee to do it. 

A. Landers stated the reason it is site plan revlew is because they need to know exactly what they are 
placing. where are the property lines • that they are on their property • and what the distanced are, and 
the fire department has to took at the escape plan. She also staled if this was to be moved to an 
administrative application these things still need to be required. 

M. Larson asked if other downtown areas have similar administrative processes. A. Landers stated the 
only other similar administrative things in the ordinance for commercial properties are commen:lal interior 
remodeling, and a site plan with a small addition or a small site improvement that is fess than 2.000-
square feet. She also stated that the Planning Commission does not see these but they do require 
sealed site plans because it is commercial use. 0. Stenseas stated most of these outdoor service areas 
would qualify for the less than 2,000-square foot site improvement. 

P. Schloegel stated one of the reasons the cases that come to the Planning Commission and get passed 
anyway is because the administration does the job that they do vettin9 everything before it gets to the 
Planning Commission. He also slated considering all that has been done on a case to get ii to the 
Planning Commission It would have to take something pretty blg for It not to get approved. D. Stensaas 
staled it comes back to the state's Zoning Enabling Act. which states the Planning Commission must 
approve an application request if It meets all the standards of the Zoning Ordinance, given there are no 
olher codes that would clearly be violated. D. Stensaas stated that you tannot really deny something if it 
meets the standards of the Zoning Ordinance and you would have to have a pretty compelling reason to 
deny a request. A. Landers stated that conditions have been added per public comment also for the 
outdoor food and beverages. 

T. Klipp stated that they will hold tight and they trust staff, but the Planning Commission still wants there 
to be a public he<iring and want to review this. 
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COMMENTS 

P. Schloegel stated that he was contacted by a local triplex owner who has had two short-term rentals 
and one long term re<1tal since prior to the short-term rent<tl rules that well:! adopted. He said the person 
was upset because he had been told that existing short-term rentals (STRs) would be waived into 
compliance when an ordinance was adopted. and now he is finding out th;;it is not the case. D. Stensaas 
staled that they have been in touch with this person, and that it was a mistake for staff to have said there 
was going to be a waiver for existing STRs while the codes were being drafted, because we realized that 
any type of waiver would constitute legalizing a land use that was never legal and that can't be done. He 
stated that waivers, or "grandfathering•, only applies to uses that were legal prior to a change in the 
ordinances. so it w;;is a mistake. but that the option some people will have is to request a v<iri<tnce for the 
minimum 100 ft. separation distance between STRs since the BZA can grant dimensional variances. He 
also stated th;;it for multi·family zoning districts. like this triplex. this would not be an option be<:ause the 
ordinance specifies only one dwelling unit can be an STR when there are less than 10 units. and only ten 
percent can be STRs no matter how many units there are. and that an STR is defined as a dwelling unit 
and only one dwelling unit per structure can be an STR in the single family zoning districts so in <t duplex 
only one can be an STR under the current oode. A Landers stated that he was Illegally doing it because 
short-term rentals were not allowed. except through a Conditional Use Permit for a Homestay, and th;;it 
they still had to come to the Planning Commission for that and meet all of tne conditions specified in the 
Ordinance. She stated only two people had done that. <tnd all the others that we<e being rented short· 
term were doing it illegally because ii was not an approved use in the Zoning Ordinance. A. Landers 
stated that so far they have had over ninety (90) applications for short term rentals. She stated that letters 
were sent out by the fire department since the new regulations wei'e put in plilce stating that the owner 
has to le$Ubmtt. She also slated that the person that P. Schloegel la referring to has resubmitted and now 
meets the requirements so she can approve it. P. Schloegel stated that when someone asks him about 
this he tells them to go to the City and get the information to find out exaclly how much money it is going 
to cost to be legal, and talk to the City staff and figure ii out before putting money into ii. 

W. Premeau stated thal the tower that is in the O'Oovero building al Third St and Washington SI. was 
where the priest lived, and the church removed most of the building because they couldn't ;;ifford to keep 
~open. 

J. Carlson stated thal he has gone to Black Rocks <tnd used the outdoor seating. He also stated that he 
has not seen outdoor music there yel but the seating out back seems to be fine. He stated that the times 
that the food truck is there ii is really loud. He also stated that he went to Blues Fest and tney had all of 
the food trucks there and there was no noise because the City has put in electrical service outlets and 
they were all plugged in. He stated that when a business has food trucks all the time there could be 
something done in the Conditional Use Permit to require an electrical service. 

A. Andres stated that he would like to talk with the ODA about their proposal to put more stuff on the 
sidewalks. He also stated that ne thinks that ii Is a bad idea and more education is needed on it. 0. 
Stensaas sl<tled that he would withhold judgement on what the ODA is proposing until everyone can see 
their plan. He also stated that they have done some good research on what olher communities have done 
end how it might fit in with our downtown. He stated that the ODA has no obligation to lake It in front of 
the Planning Commission so he suggested attending meetings or calling them or the Manager to voice 
concerns. 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved by A. Andres, seconded by J . Carlson, and carried 7-0 to adjourn the meeting. The meeting 
was adjourned al 7 :18 p.m. 

(}\\ /JJC:.--
~ -'1.Lt·-~~-

Rev1ewed by: 
David Stensaas, City Planner and Zoning Administrator 
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T. Klipp stated that he remembers Mr. O'Neill being at a lot of the meetings and he does appreciate that. 
He also stated that they did discus& the duplex and triplex issue at length and they e<1me up with this 
decision after a lot of discussion. He stated the Planning Commission wiN take it under advisement and 
they are going to have to review it because this is something that they are going to see more of. 

Mr. O'Neill stated that he has talked to the Fire Department an<! they have no problem w~h the way It is 
set up. He also stated that ha has talked to Mike Angeli, and he understood that there is a problem. He 
stated it is unfortunate that this slipped through and he was told that it was going to be oxay. T. Klipp 
stale<! that he wants Mr. O'Neill to know that ~ did not slip through an<! it was Intentional, and they 
intentionally set one dwelllng per duplex. 

P. Schloegel state<! that he has been contacted by others with the same concerns. He also stated one of 
the misconceptions that he has discovered is that the people that ware involved with these prtor to the 
regulations that were put in place thought they were going to be able to maintain what they had, and this 
is his mistake. He also stated that people who tried to do the right thing by registering and being a part of 
the process and giving the input were under the impression that they were still going to be able to 
maintain what they had. He stated that there are going to be more people who come in and talk about this 
and he would hope that the Planning Commission can rethink how this has been done. 

Mr. O'Nelll stated that he was under the same assumption as P. Sctiloegel. 

J. Carlson asked if this does not apply to downtown. and that i& really the only place around town where 
the resttlctlons don't apply. D. Stensaas stated that there were no standards written for the downtown 
district or other mixed·use areas. J. Ca~son asked how far out Mr. O'Neill has his one bedroom unit 
rented. Mr. O'Nelll stated up to about two years from now where people want to come b;ick. He ;ilso 
&lated that he knows that he is supposed to have a letter in and have it <:hanged by the first of the year. 
He stated that if he has to cancel all of those reservations he has lo give all of that money back. 

M. Larson asked what the penelties are for not following through. A. Landers stated that the short term 
rental application is denied and they can get a ticket every day tor renting. 0. Stensaas stated that the 
Fire Department's fine is pretty steep now if you are not registered. 

P. Schtoegel stated that he would recommend that the Planning Commission talk about this at the next 
meeting. 

T. Klipp stated that they ara going to re-address this and probably draft some sort of memo to the City 
Commission. He also stated that again. he would like to point out, there is no certainty that short term 
rentals are going to be allowed long term in this town. He stated that the Planning Commission said this 
during the entire debate and going forward changing a house just so you can short term rent tt is a 
strategy that is at risk in this town currently. 

Mr. O'Neill stated b!lci< when this started he made mention at that time that a rental ts a rental whether~ 
is short or long and if you are going to eliminate one you should eliminate both. 

WORK SESSION 
A. Land Development Code Update 

Patrick Coleman. Principal of North of 45 LLC. stated that he was going to go over the entire draft Code 
and htt the highlights. He explained the contents of each Article of the Code. 

D. Stensaas stated he would like to have the staff have the first cot at the definitions because they deal 
With it everyday and have a deeper familiarity with why things are worded certain ways and wtiat is 
neede<I in the definitions. 

D. Stensaas stated that the consultants proposed something different that what was proposed in the 
Master Plan on the Civic District and with the BLP. He also stated this Is sllll something that they are 
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going to have to l<llk about because it does not jive with the Master Plal'I. He staled that the Master Plan 
has a municipal district just for City property and then there is a proposed BLP District, and he got 
conformation from the attorney that there is no problem wilh the City having a separate dlsttlct for the 
BLP as long as none of their authority is taken away from them. He also stated what makes sense about 
having those separate is that the City can wave ils own Zoning Ordinance when ~ needs to for functions 
related to government, like providing lifeguard stations on the beach. He stated another big change to 
bring to the Planning Commission's attention is that staff has reached a conclusion that they want to gel 
rid of the South Marquette Form Based Code altogether and tum It back into zoning districts, but with 
improvements to the corridor zoning. 

P. Schloegel asked if the term special means that is has to be applied for but is allowed there. A. Landers 
stated that 'special" ii is the same as "conditional'. She also slated the technical term is special land use 
but that we now use the term conditional in our ordinanoe. Mr. Coleman stated that the Zoning Enabling 
Act in Michigan, since 2006, refers to uses which require additional review and the potential to put 
oond~ions on it as "special land uses.' P. Schloegel asked if these need to be reviewed in order to be 
approved. Mr. Coleman stated he has seen It both ways ln zoning code. He also stated usually when you 
update the zoning ordinance you change lo be consistent with the stale law. 

D. Stensaas slated on page 310, tt says that the new Mixed Use distric:l is intended to replace many of 
the uses permitted in the current OS and BC Districts, which are proposed for deletion. He aleo stated 
that actually the Community Business District/BC District is not proposed for deletion, it is proposed to 
become the Village Commercial District along N. Third Sl and have the Third Street Corridor code 
applied to it. He also stated there is also some Community Business District along that west side of 
Presque Isle and that has all been proposed to be oonverted to Mixed Use, which has the same intent. 
He staled that all the olfice would be done away with and become mixed use. He also stated they will 
come back with a proposal on how to re-zone the South Marquette Form Based District and South 
Marquette would have a tot of Mixed Use districts as well if that happens. He slated in the Master Plan 
one of the proposals was to make the General Business District more pedestrian friendly and beautify it 
by adding landscaping requirements. He also stated that a lot of the Front Street area in South Marquette 
has some landscaping between the perl<ing and the street and there are some sidewalks. and so n would 
not be a radical change. He stated ll ls a lot less radical than what the Form Based Code proposes for 
an)itlody redeveloping Jn the area. which basically requires you lo put up walls and fences or other 
screening for parl<ing areas, or moving parking areas around to the side or b8CK. He also stated that they 
do not think that it fits with what Is going on in the district or the future of the district. Mr. Coleman slated 
that ii is the south entrance to Marquette and a major entrance to Marquelle. and people were not happy 
with the appearance of the town as you come down the hill In Marquette and that Is why a lot of those 
requirements were included in the Form Based District. D. Slensaas stated that they are seeking 
standards that would make all of the arterial corridors more attractive without such stringent requirements. 

W. Premeau asked if there is any way !hat you can designate if it is stale law when these are put 
together. J. Cartson staled that It would be nice to know as they read through 1t If It Is state law or noL Mr. 
Coleman stated that the only state laws that are right in the legislation are for group homes. A. Lenders 
stated also adult entertalnment. Mr. Coleman stated the need to address that is there, or you could get 
taken to court for excluding that under the first amendment. He also stated that you can put restrictions 
that say that adult entertainment has lo be so far !Tom schools. parks and homes and make it really 
difficult. J. Carlson stated that he was wondering the same thing and as they go through this as ii is 
developing. if there is a way that they can know if a change that is being proposed is an opinion of 
consulting or planning or staff, and whether changes are being proposed because they are aligning 
something wtth regulation and sl<lte raw. D. Stensaas stated eveiything that the consult<ints are proposing 
is in line with stale law. Mr. Coreman stated in line with court case law as well which is very Important. 0. 
Stensaas stated that everybody has been given access to a drive where he will put a staff foldef with all 
of the marl<ups and when he sends something to the consultant firm for a marl<up he will copy ii In there 
so everybody can see. He also stated that he has marl<:ed up a bunch of stuff from this already. He 
stated that this is going to be an ·or1 your wn" project. T. Klipp stated that it sounds like they can assume 
that whatever changes are made are really derived from stale law and they are best p1<1clice. 
Mr. Coleman stated that ultimately it is the City of Marquette's ordinance and they will let everyone know If 
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something needs to be in there. He also stated regarding adult entertainment you do not have to have 
that in there to meet state law, but you need to have It in there to meet case law. He stated tllat it is a free 
speech issue but the City is allowed to make reasonable standards for those kinds of land uses. 

W. Premeau asked what tha definition of a setback is. D. Stensaas stated that tt is in the definitions 
section. A. Landers stated tt is the outermost wall of the dwelling to the lot line. W. Premeau stated tllen if 
you put a planter box on your window you have lost a few Inches. M. Larson asked if W. Premeau would 
like to make a suggestion lo change that. Mr. Coleman asked staff to make a note of this, that they ne<ld 
to define exactly what the point of measurement is. He also stated that it is important to define whatever 
that measurement is. 

W. Preme..u asked when the September 14 document was available for him to review because he was 
looking at the older one. He also stated that they cannot study these if they are not available. D. Stensaas 
stated that he does want to give the members copies of versions that staff hasn't had time to review, and 
that this has been revised frequently in the past two weeks, but that the Articles they needed to focus on 
were fairly complete on Sept. 8th. J. Cardilfo stated between the September 8 and September 14 copies 
there was a lot of information missing. Mr. Coleman stated that perhaps they can have a discussion with 
McKenna Associate& that the Cey has a deadline for when they need the material to give to the Planning 
Commission. He also stated that they might keep wor!(ing. but they are only going to give the Planning 
Commission as of that date. He also stated that he was also surprised that there was one on September 
8 and then another on September 14. D. Stensaas stated that he does not want to give Planning 
Commission members something that he has not reviewed, but that Mr. Coleman is presenting the Sept. 
14•• version now so that everyone can look at it together. 

A. Andres asked wllat the recommendatlon is to keep up w~h all of it. D. Stensaas stated that is why he 
did not sencl a newer version because he did not want there to be too much confusion about what is 
going on. He also stated that he wanted Mr. Coleman to come in and explain this version and then he will 
send out the most current one. Mr. Coleman stated ii is just a matter of having good communication with 
Patrick Sloan. He also stated that going through this can be very tedious. J. Cardillo stated going forward 
it would be helpful if they could l\ave the moat reoent version to review before the meeting. 0. Stenseas 
stated it s69ms like someone will always be catclling up wllh this. He also stated that he will try to 
straighten this out and will talk to Patrick Sloan and try to come to some kind of consensus. 

J. Cardillo stated to bring the setback down to zero in the Mixed Use district is her big thing right now, and 
the chart is re..lly important and they should be looking al tt specifically. Mr. Coleman stated that 
dimensional variances are what affect 99% of all of the citizens in the community. 0. Stensaas stated that 
Is also what drives of all of the variances. He also stated one of the valuabte sources of information in all 
of this that drives what is being done is the Community Master Plan. He also stated within there they have 
well documented the rationale and intent for all of the different new zoning districts and there are a bunch 
of re<:ommended changes in there for the zoning ordinance and the sign ordnance. He stated that is the 
one thing that you can always point back to when the community asks why the Planning Commission did 
something. T. Klipp slated that they are looking at a seriously changing cey when looking at new zones. 

Mr. Coleman stated that this Is all good discussion. P. Schloegel stated that they are all so new into this 
that there is going to be a big bunch of things to deal with first. He also stated the eiq>ertise of the people 
who are placed on the committee is to hopefully eliminate the distance between the people in the 
communtty utilizing the ordinances and the City. T. Klipp asked If at the next meeting they could take a bit 
of time to specifically talk about setbacks. J. Cardillo stated she would like to take a took at each zone 
and look at the setbacks, and what the positives and negatives are for cl\anging each. T. Klipp stated that 
he thinks that would be very helpful for the Planning Commission and concentrate the brain power where 
it should be. He also stated if the committee could put that together it would be a good use of their tlme 
bec;ause there are some special and new uses that they are looking at and it would be incredibly helpful 
for the Planning Commission. J. Carlson stated that the Planning Commission members are kind of like 
the communey representatives that will use the rules that are set forth in this document to make decisions 
for the community members. 0. Stensaas stated that this is a team thing and everyone together has a lot 
of e~pertise to bring to this to make it a great new coele. He also stated that everything that can be done 
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individually and together is going to make it good. A. Andres stated that everyone has to remember that 
they are all only human and they are not going to catch every little thing and tlley just have to do the best 
they can. He also stated if they keep overanalyzing the things that are going to be eventually changed 
they will never gel it done. J. Cardillo staled she agrees. She also stated that not everything needs lo be 
gone over with a fine tooth comb, but there are a couple of pieces that are really worth looking at. 

T. Klipp slated that communication and staging of the plan& for review are the concerns. D. Stensaas 
stated that he suggested that everyone stay on one article until they are done with it. He also stated that 
they have gotten Articles 3 and 4 done and some of the Olher articles are not done. He stated that they 
shoukl proceed through each section as a whole. 

W. Premeau asked if anything is being put in to try and control the homeless population so that they are 
not all over the place. Mr. Coleman stated that there is a definition of a homeless shelter in the definitions 
section. W. Premeau asked if there are any rules and regulations. D. Slenseas stated that in different 
zoning dislricls they have added homeless shelter to the list of pennltted uses. He also stated that they 
are either permitted or a special land use just about everywhere downtown. He stated it is all in the code 
and they took out requirements for parl<in9, and basically made those almost nOlhing because 11 ls mostly 
homeless people that are staying there and they do not need much for vehicle space. He also stated that 
other than that they have not really addressed that. 

T. Klipp stated that hitting the dimensional issues et the meeting is a good plan. 

P. Schloegel suggested taking one completed section at a time and looking at them as they have done 
with large projects in the past. Mr. Coleman stated that they do have a project schedule to meat as well 
and there are challenges in doing this from the consullanl standpoint. but looking at one section at a time 
is a good idea because some are easier than others. 

B. Urban Agriculture Model Code Presentation 

Brad Neumann. Michigan State University-Extension (MSU·E) land-use educator, presented important 
aspects of the MSU·E ·sample zoning for agricullure-like and urban agriculture model 0tdinance·. He 
explained how elements of the model ordinance and Michigan's Right to Farm Act and the state's 
Generally Acoepted Agricultural Management Practices {GAAMPs) can be applied locally and the 
considerations that should be made on the topic during the development of the Land Development Code. 

D. Stensaas asked if the case from Forsyth Township has been reviewed after this It might have been 
considered that they have been using the GAAMPs as a sword rather than a shield. and maybe it would 
not have gone the way that ii went where the judge found that they were a legitimate farm atthough they 
did everything to avoid complying with local zoning. Mr. Neumann stated it is hard to say. He also stated 
that 0. Stensaas is referring to a case in Forsyth Township where the circuit court here said that that farm 
operation ooutd continue In a lake residential district even though agrlculture was not listed as a permitted 
or special use in that zoning district. He stated that is a result that is unsettling to a lot of local 
governments because it basically undercuts zoning completely. Ha also stated that was a circuit court 
case and does not have weight outside that circuit. He stated in this pilot court case it is a little more 
definitive that yes, certain standards are enforceable and it is only those that ere expressly in oonflict with 
what is In the statute or the GAAMPs. 

Mr. Neumann staled that the Category 4 standards are what Is most relevant lo Marquette's si1uation, and 
he explained how as of 2014. using the site selection GAAMPs. areas that locations that are primarily 
residential and in those areas that don't allow agnculture as a use by right, that the possession and 
raising of animals is subject to local regulation - stating what can be there if anything at all. Primarily 
residential is a determination made on a case-by-case basts for a place where someone is proposing a 
livestock facility, and there are two thresholds to meet for the property to free from local control. He stated 
that ·primarily residential' is a site where there more than13 non-farm residences wi1hin an eighth of a 
mile of the site or there is one non-farm residence wi1hin 250 feel of the proposed facility, and in those 
areas the !ocal government can determine what is appropriate in terms of raising animals. 
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J. Cardillo asked if this is for (arming that is already there or for somebody new that wants to start a farm if 
they are in an area that is covered by the Righi to Farm Act, regardless of the zoning they can farm there. 
Mr. Neumann slated outside of a primary residential area, yes for either, and this supersedes any zoning. 
He also stated that there is still some debate and there is still some unseUled case law. 

P. Schloegel stated that the clear differentiation here is that they are not grouped into one, agrlculture and 
livestock. Mr. Neumann stated that is correct. He also stated in a sijuation where the authority is not 
delegated back to you, which means if a township is going to allow croup based production you have to 
allOw cows and pigs and you cannot pick and choose types of agriculture. He stated the debate is 
whether or not you can say no to all types of agriculture In any one dislrict. 

M. Larson stated that under Category 4, liVestock within a resldential area, are you able to define which 
livestock you allow. He also stated that the local government can regulate and say what you are allowing. 
Mr. Neumann stated that is correct. 

M. Larson asked about bees and if they would fall under the livestock 0<dinance. Mr. Neumann stated 
generally yes. and they will get to the specifics. 

A. Andres asked in terms of plants how does that relate to medical marijuana. Mr. Neumann staled that is 
a key question. He also stated that they have had that question come up to them and it could change. bul 
the short answer Is he does not think that marijuana is yet considered a farm product. Ha stated in 
particular because the new statute PA-261 of last year which is the Medical Marijuana FaciMles Licensing 
Act. specifically says that a unit of government can decide where a grower can and cannot be located. He 
also stated the legislatiVe intent in that statute is yes you can determine where a grower can and cannot 
be. He stated that the Righi to Fann Act was in 1981 and happened way before. 

0. Stensaas stated what Chocolay Township has is number 3. regulating agriculture by animal units. Mr. 
Neumann stated they might have some areas that are primarily residential but again it is a case by <:ase 
basis and the suburban townships have difficulty in terms of administering or enforcing this because it is a 
specific site and not an area wide consideration. 

D. Stensaas asked if community gardel'IS fall into the ag~ike agricutture. Mr. Neumann stated that a 
community garden by the definition that they have, a community garden would not be for commercial 
production. He also stated that the other term is 'market garden" and th<lt by definition is a diversified 
crop operation and someone is trying to sell their products. He stated that wtth a community garden they 
are good. D. Stensaas stated that they already have ag~ike activity that they are allowing in the City with 
the two community gardens. although it is not acknowledged. 

A. Landers stated that they have been getting questions about people having trailers and then grOINing a 
garden inside of them. 0. Stensaas stated a semi-trailer or a shipping container can be used, and there is 
a company that makes a system to put into a standard size shipping container for setting up a grow 
operation. Mr. Neumann stated they have some flexibility on the animal agriculture side of things and 
maybe a liltle less so on the etop production side of things because there 18 not that specific authority 
delegated back. 

D. Stensaas asked if they were going to adopt something that is permissiVe for category-4 sites. this 
would apply. He also stated that they woul(I need those to go into their schedule of regulations. but what 
calegory would it go under. Mr. Neumann stated that n would be ag-like and they would want to have 
some language that would speak to the two different types of activities - agriculture versus ag-fike ·in the 
definition section. He also stated they would have any of these as a permitted use in certain districts and 
have that discussion, and also either special use standards or general regulalions. 0. Stensaas stated 
they would need to specify that it i& not commercial agrtcutture, and that is not allowed because if they 
allow commercial they cannot restrict what types of <igricutture. Mr. Neumann stated that would only apply 
in those non-primary residential areas. A. Landers stated that if someone wanted to do something in a 
commercial zone inside a building, etc. wilh crops then they cannot regulate ii. Mr. Neumann stated that 
is correct unless the attorney was comfortable with that commercial restriction. 
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J. Cardillo asked if it is category-4 and commercial agriculture once you let commercial agriculture in you 
cannot regulate it at all. Mr. Naumann stated that category-4 only applies to livestock so yov have to think 
of those two different types of production, crops or livestock. He also stated most of the anxiety Is with 
livestock in urban agricultu1e. 

M. Larson stated that with category-4. where they would fall into for Iha majority of the residential areas II 
allows the City to regulate it. He also stated that the City could say you can have 4 hens and you are 
allowed to sell your eggs because the City allowed it to happen, because that zone and category-4 they 
meet that bulden that allows regulation to happen. Mr. Neumann stated that you can also prohibit the sale 
of eggs. 

J. Carlson stated that category-4 applies to livestock and not plants and asked if they can regulate 
whether someone can sell plants. Mr. Neumann stated it is a great question for the City attorney. He also 
stated it is somewhat of a grey area. He stated that communities may prohibit commercial sales if they 
feel like they have authority to regulate it, but if it goes to court they may not win on the ciop side of 
things. D. Stensaas stated that if they comply with the GAAMPs and they are In a district that would 
otherwise allow for commercial activity via the GAAMPs and The Right to Farm Act then you cannot 
preempt that. Mr. Neumann stated that you have to most aulhorily on the small livestock thing for sure. 

D. Slensaas asked if they do not acknowledge ttie commercial agriculture piece in commercial dlstrlcts, it 
sounds like if they are silent on it then it does not matter because if somebody wants to do it and they 
comply with the state law they can do It and the City cannot prohibit it. He also stated that the City by not 
acknowledging tt would not necessaiily be prohibiting, because they cannot override the state. but at the 
same time is there an upside lo prohibiting anything like crop production. He stated that it seems like crop 
production is where you are going to get into the most conflicts. Mr. Neumann stated another approach la 
!hat you have the regulations but you have language that says that they do not apply if this Is addressed 
by The Right lo Farm Act or the GAAMPs. A. Landers stated that the GAAMPs would not cover noise 
after a certain hour or structure siding 0< things like that. and if it does not cover that the City can regulate 
that. Mr. Neumann stated that is correct. 

D. Stensaas stated that several people have presented ideas to put in either temporary or pennanent 
crops or fruit trees on vacant City property. He alao stated that that would not necessarily be commercial, 
and that could of already happened if the City had been amenable to the proposals. Mr. Neumann stated 
that there is a new cMc districi being prosed and maybe a special use Is In the cMc dislricl could include 
fruit production. and then it goes through a special land use process. 

A. Landers asked how many communities that are close in size lo the City of Marquette are going for the 
small animals and not having an issue with it. Mr. Neumann stated a lot of communities are jumping Into 
the poultry thing and several townships In the area have added the pouttry provision in their animal 
control ordinance. He also stated their approach covkl be challenged but they see the benefit and the 
demand. 

0. Stensaas asked to clarify the category-4 sites and if it qualifies f0< having livestock it can be 
commercial as long as you state that commercial is allowable. Mr. Neumann staled that if it is not a 
primarily resldenllal area then presumably that person can raise their livestock following the GAAMPs and 
they cannot be found lo be a nuisance or have the ordinance enforced upon them. 0. Stensaas staled 
that the commercial bit is not up to the City. Mr. Neumann stated consult your attorney with that if that's 
an approach you feel comfortable with. and that Is one of your three options. M. Larson stated in the 
primary residential you can regulate if ii is ccmmercial or not. 

COMMENTS 
D. Stensaas stated at the next meeting he is going to add a work session on Article 3 and Article 4. 
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ADJOURNMENT 
It was moved by A. Andres. seconded by J . Carlson, and carried 7-0 to adjoum the meeting. The meeting 
was adjourned al 8:35 p.m. 

9daa4~---
Revrewed by: 
David Stensaas. City Planner and Zoning Administrator 
Planning Commission Secretary 
Prepared by: 
0 . Stensaas, 
lmedatlsmc 
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September 11, 2017 

A Regular meeting of the Chocolay Township Board was held on Monday, September 11, 2017 at 
the Chocolay Township Hall, 5010 U S 41 South, Marquette, MI.  Supervisor Bohjanen called the 
meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.  

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. 

TOWNSHIP BOARD. 
PRESENT: Richard Bohjanen, Max Engle, Ben Zyburt, David Lynch, Judy White, Don Rhein, Mark 
Maki. 

ABSENT: None. 

STAFF PRESENT: Steve Lawry, Mary Sanders, Suzanne Sundell, Lisa Perry, Scott Jennings, Jeff 
Czarney. 

MINUTES –AUGUST 14, 2017. 
Rhein moved Zyburt second to approve the minutes of the regular meeting of August 14, 2017 as 
presented. 
MOTION CARRIED. 

AGENDA ADDITIONS/DELETIONS. 
Supervisor Bohjanen informed the Board that GEI would not be available to make their 
presentation as they do not have all the material ready. They have requested an additional two 
weeks to complete the task.  Supervisor Bohjanen asked if Board members would be available to 
attend a Special Meeting on September 25, 2017. 

Engle moved Zyburt second to call a Special Meeting of the Chocolay Township Board on Monday 
September 25, 2017 at 5:30 pm for the GEI presentation on Road Asset Management Plan. 
MOTION CARRIED. 

PUBLIC COMMENT. 
Supervisor Bohjanen asked if anyone had something to discuss under public comment other than 
short term rentals, please speak now.  Supervisor Bohjanen indicated that if the spokesperson of 
the group that opposes short term rentals would speak now under public comment and anyone 
else that had additional input voice that.  If you concur with the speaker but do not have new 
information to add, we can send a note pad around so you can enter your name and address to be 
added to the minutes showing that you are (not in favor) or (in favor) of short term rentals. 

Jennifer Briggink, 673 Lakewood Lane – Spokesperson on the short term rental petition. 
Presented a map showing where the people live that signed the petition.  There were over 190 
properties that they attempted to visit (some were not home) and a petition with over 180 
signatures (representing over 120 properties) against short term rentals on Lakewood Lane.  The 
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sense of community and neighborhood in a residential district is not one you get with tourists that 
change every week.  What you get instead is parties, fireworks, trash on the beach and people 
getting lost and wandering through your yard.  This is what you get with short term rentals.  These 
are narrow properties, a lot only 50 feet wide.  A living space for less than a month is a short term 
rental.  She is concerned with the Planning Commission working on definitions that they already 
have and did not know it was already in the Ordinance.  The people that rent the short term 
rentals don’t pay property tax in the Township, the residents do.  There is also some question 
about if State sales tax is paid on short term rentals.  People that are in a short term rental are not 
able to be counted properly in the census. 
 
Trustee Maki feels that the residents should be able to speak when the agenda item comes up.   
 
Scott Emerson, 119 Lakewood Lane- Spokesperson on the short term rental petition.   This is just a 
sneaky commercial spot zoning in a residential area.  The definition of short term rentals 
(Nationally) is anything less than thirty days.  Anything longer than thirty days are considered long 
term.  This is a motel business activity that is being allowed in established residential zones.  We 
need to learn from areas across the Country that already dealt with this.  The advocates of short 
term rentals call it a property rights issue and they should be able to do whatever they want with 
their property.  That is a complete violation of zoning.  This violates the rights of the residents that 
purchase a home in a single family residential area expecting family and community values. This is 
a public health issue, not just a zoning issue. The loss of sense of community has an adverse effect 
on your health and longevity.  The history on short term rentals is that there are many cities all 
over the United States that have allowed short term rentals and are now reversing their approval 
because of all the problems short term rental have caused.  The reversals have been upheld.   
 
Peter Ollila, 633 Lakewood Lane – Zoning Ordinances in Michigan have been written to identify 
land uses that are permitted in certain zoning districts.  Zoning Ordinances generally do not say 
what is not permitted.  He spoke to the Attorney Zappa letter on short term rentals and quoted 
Michigan Court rulings and Michigan Zoning Enabling Act.   
 
Pete Magas & Sandra Page, 1082 Ortman Road – Had questions on how his Lakewood Lane family 
camp would be affected by allowing or not allowing short term rentals.  Lakewood Lane in the 
past was mostly all camps and used as short term rentals. 
 
Keith Glendon, 2971 M-28 East - He has property on Lake Superior to be used in the future.  He 
rents it out short term, to supplement his mortgage.  He does not want problems with his 
property and has rules that renters must adhere to.  He feels his guests are part of our community 
and utilize local businesses.  He hopes the Township will only consider regulations on short term 
rentals  targeting health, safety and welfare of the Township. 
 
Andy Jones, 2385 M-28 East – Short term rentals are good for the community.  People with short 
term rentals  put money in their homes to upgrade them and spend money in the Township.  
Short term rentals allow people from out of the area to have a family vacation that a hotel does 
not offer.   
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Lauri Krzymowski, 741 Lakewood Lane – Has the luxury of owning two homes, one in Chocolay 
Township and one in Petosky, Michigan and before that, had a third home in  Telluride, Colorado. 
She has never rented any of these properties.  All of her homes are very charming.  She has two 
little boys and had difficulty putting her boys to bed while people are shooting off fireworks.  She 
has had strangers walking through her yard, neighbors would not do that.  It’s a fun place to 
explore,  but that is what State parks are for. 
 
Lori Rietman, 3112 M-28 East – She grew up in Harvey and has many good memories here.  She 
has a place that she rents as a short term rental and employs locals to do work on her rental.  
There is a rating review not only for the rental but the people that rent them.  She quoted 
comments from people that stayed at the short term rental.  Marquette and Chocolay Township 
are benefitting from short term rentals.  She sends her guests to local stores. 
 
Paul Balconi, 213 N. Front Street – Has lived here his whole life and owns property on Lake 
Superior that he rents out on a weekly basis only.  It is a great way to live in a community for a 
short period and feel what the community is.  He is against fireworks on the beach and people 
should contact the Chocolay Township police if there is a problem.  We don’t have a lot of hotels 
and motels in Chocolay Township and VRBO’s fill in the gap. 
 
Ruth Zeil, 734 Lakewood Lane – Has lived in her house since 1990.  Last summer she was walking 
on her deeded easement to the lake, when someone that she did not know accosted her.  They 
said they were staying for a couple of weeks.  They also blocked her walkway with boats, life 
jackets, and junk.  It is still sitting there. 
 
Hal Pauley, 643 Lakewood Lane – Has lived there for 23 years.  It sounds like all the people in the 
audience tonight are great landlords and they have good renters.  He has called the police several 
times for drunken parties and fireworks on the beach. 
 
John Briggink, 673 Lakewood Lane – It’s great to say call the police, but you could call the police 
each time there are new renters.  You cannot get back lost sleep. 
 
Pat Dudley, 2413 M-28 East – The complaints that people have made tonight are justifiable, but 
are not strictly limited to short term rentals.  He has had these same problems with full time 
neighbors having parties and fireworks.    
 
Kenlyn Hubbard, 121 Wintergreen Trail – Commented that community is having a heart and 
sharing with others.  Her mother has a neighbor on one side that is the nicest person and on the 
other side that is horrible.  It is not the property that makes a community, it is the people.  Some 
people rent out their property to earn enough money to keep the family camp. 
 
Kelly Sturdy, Nevada – Utilizes VRBO’s when she travels all over the country.  She feels that she 
becomes part of the community when she stays at a short term rental.   
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Stephanie Genchef, 597 Lakewood Lane – Read a letter from Bill Karas opposing short term 
rentals in residential neighborhoods.  They do not respect the neighborhood and feel this is a 
safely issue. 
 
Bill Karas, 195 Lakewood Lane –  Emailed and sent a letter in opposition to short term rentals. 
 
June Rydholm, 221 Lakewood Lane – Feels that short term rental people want to remain 
anonymous.  She woke up at 2:30 am and a man was walking around her property.  It is a danger 
for people living alone.  
 
Deborah Mulcahey, 633 Lakewood Lane – People who sit here talking about heart and 
neighborhood and maybe they don’t know it but they are blatantly  violating the law.  Short term 
rentals are not allowed on Lakewood Lane and M-28.  Lakewood Lane is made up of 50 foot lots.  
We are looking only at stopping short term rentals on Lakewood Lane.  She is not against short 
term rentals, just on Lakewood Lane.  She read excerpts from a letters from Dale Throenle, 
Planning Director and previous Chocolay Township Attorney Mike Summers.   
 
Mark Maki, 370 Karen Road -   Enforced the Chocolay Township Zoning Ordinance from 1977 until 
2002 and short term rentals were not allowed in certain districts then and are still not allowed in 
those districts.  In 2011, Jennifer Thum, Planning Director wrote a letter to the Planning 
Commission stating that short term rentals were not allowed in the WFR.  The next Planning 
Director also wrote that they were not allowed.  Mark questioned why our current Planning 
Director was not at this meeting.  He is proposing that the Board rezone Lakewood Lane to R-1 
zoning and allow short term rentals in the WFR zoning district as a conditional use. 
 
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE. 
White moved Lynch second that bills totaling $25,880.83 including checks numbered  
21972-2200 are approved for payment.  
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
PAYROLL. 
Lynch moved Zyburt second that payroll for August 10, 2017 for $32,386.05 including checks 
numbered 24124-24144 and 10520-10525 and ACH payments for Federal tax, State tax and MERS 
and for August 24, 2017 for $38,932.87 including checks numbered 24145-24188 and 10526-
10531 and ACH payments for Federal tax, State tax and MERS are approved for payment. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
FINANCIAL REPORT – JULY 2017. 
Zyburt moved Rhein second to accept the July Financial Report. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
 
TREASURER’S REPORT AND FUND WITHDRAWAL AND DEPOSIT REPORT. 
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Treasurer Zyburt reported to the Board that we had a $250,000 C/D mature from Flagstar and he 
is currently researching investment options and will report to the Board in October how it was 
invested. 
 
Rhein moved Engle second to accept the Treasurer’s report.  
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
ROAD ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN. 
The Road Asset Management Plan will be presented to the Board at a Special Board Meeting on 
September 25, 2017. 
 
LAKE SUPERIOR COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP UPDATE.  
Caralee Swanberg, Vice President of Economic Development and Mary Van Tilburg, Business 
Development Specialist representing Lake Superior Community Partnership presented an update 
on what the partnership is doing for Chocolay Township and the entire County.   
 
SUPERVISOR’S REPORT.  

 The speed limit on M-28 East of Kawbawgam has changed to 65 MPH.   

 We have lost our tax assessor and we are in the process of figuring out plan B which will 
involve advertising for a new assessor or restructuring within the Township for the tasks 
that are necessary. 

 
CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST REGARDING SHORT –TERM RENTALS. 
Supervisor Bohjanen presented a memo to the Board and the Board has heard citizen comment 
on this.  The Planning Commission has been working slowly but diligently on redefining the 
Ordinance.  We have heard a lot of opinions and ideas today and not everyone is in agreement.  
There is still a lot of work to do.  Part of this work is looking at definitions in the current Ordinance 
and finding out if they are appropriate to circumstances.  I disagree with the concept that if it is 
not stated in the ordinance then it is prohibited.  Our State Legislature is looking at changing the 
concept of what short term rentals are and taking the power away from the Township.  We 
should still continue on with our work with this issue.  We don’t have many options as a Board 
other than make the amendment of the ordinance a high priority for the Planning Commission or 
encourage reporting of problems related to current vacation rentals to the police department or 
spend legal fees on trying to enforce the current ordinance.  I would ask the Board to make a 
recommendation from one of those three or any other ideas they may come up with. 
 
Clerk Engle stated that we need to look at the historical use of the properties used as short term 
rentals in Chocolay Township. They started out over sixty years ago as camps, being used as short 
term rentals.  Things have changed over the years, but some of them were there before 1977.  I 
don’t believe that we should eliminate short term rentals entirely, but maybe put some 
restrictions on them.  The process needs to start with the Planning Commission. 
 
Trustee Rhein would like to speed up the process and have the Planning Commission working on 
short term rentals as a priority and resolve this in a timely and proper manner.   
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Trustee Maki asked if anyone was concerned that the Zoning Administrator has refused a short 
term rental permit on Lakewood Lane.  Isn’t that a clear indication that they are not allowed.  
Many people have said tonight that they have short term rentals and the Township is not doing 
anything about it.  That could cause legal action of discrimination from the person that was 
denied a permit.  The Planning Commission has had this on their agenda since 2011.   
 
Trustee White and Supervisor Bohjanen both stated that we do not have a permit for short term 
rentals. 
 
Trustee Lynch stated that Planning Commission is working on short term rentals now, we do not 
want to short circuit that. 
 
Trustee White asked if the person on Lakewood Lane that asked for a short term rental permit 
and was denied signed the petition against short term rentals, and if so why would they sign the 
petition.  
 
Rhein moved Engle second to give the Planning Commission three months to work on short term 
rentals and bring a viable plan to the Board. 
MOTION CARRIED. (2 Nay – Maki, White) 
 
2017 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND BUDGET AMENDMENT #8 TO REFLECT RECEIPT OF 
INSURANCE PAYMENT FOR DAMAGED POLICE EQUIPMENT. 
Zyburt moved Lynch second that Whereas, a budget was adopted by the Chocolay Township 
Board to govern the anticipated Capital Improvement Fund receipts within the Township on 
October 5th, 2016 for fiscal year 2017, and Whereas, as a result of receipt of unanticipated 
revenue it is necessary to modify the aforesaid budget, Now Therefore, Be It Hereby Resolved, 
that the budget be modified as follows: 
ACCOUNT                      PREVIOUS                     CHANGE               AMENDED 
          BUDGET        BUDGET 
REVENUE 
Miscellaneous Revenue 
401.698.000            $  23,157.91  +$3,088.93          $  26,246.84                  

 
EXPENDITURE  
Police Vehicles                 
401.305.981.000           $126,167.14  +$3,088.93          $129,256.07 
ROLL CALL. 
AYES:  Maki, Rhein, Lynch, White, Zyburt, Engle, Bohjanen. 
NAYS: None. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
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2017 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND BUDGET AMENDMENT #9 TO REFLECT RECEIPT OF UTILITY 
REVIEW COMMITTEE PAYMENT. 
Lynch moved Rhein second that Whereas, a budget was adopted by the Chocolay Township Board 
to govern the anticipated Capital Improvement Fund receipts within the Township on October 5th, 
2016 for fiscal year 2017, and Whereas, as a result of receipt of unanticipated revenue it is 
necessary to modify the aforesaid budget, Now Therefore, Be It Hereby Resolved, that the budget 
be modified as follows: 
ACCOUNT                      PREVIOUS                     CHANGE               AMENDED 
          BUDGET        BUDGET 

REVENUE 
Miscellaneous Revenue 
401.698.000             $26,246.84  +$1,417.39  $27,664.23                  

EXPENDITURE  
Streets     401.440.972            
Land Improvements  $34,707.04  +$1, 417.39               $36,124.43 
ROLL CALL. 
AYES:  Maki, Rhein, Lynch, White, Zyburt, Engle, Bohjanen. 
NAYS: None. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
REQUEST TO DESIGNATE THE COMMUNITY AS “NIGHT-SKY FRIENDLY”. 
Maki moved Engle second to refer the Night Sky Friendly to the Planning Commission for review 
and comment. 
MOTION CARRIED. (Nay - White) 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT. 
Lori Rietman, 3112 M-28 East – Had a question about her property deed.   
 
Jennifer Briggink, 673 Lakewood Lane –Expressed condolences to the Township for the loss of an 
employee.  In the 1950’s Lakewood Lane was camps, not a residential area.  She has called the 
Chocolay P D on short term renters for fireworks.  She feels that M-28 larger lots may be  fine for 
rentals, but Lakewood Lane lots are small in width.  She contributes to the community. 
 
Paul Balconni – We should not carve out one portion of Chocolay Township to not allow short 
term rentals.  This is something to be looked at Township wide.   
 
Mark Maki, 370 Karen Road – It is fairly obvious that the Township Board is 6-1 for short term 
rentals and the Planning Commission will be 7-0.   
 
Deborah Mulcahey, 633 Lakewood Lane – She hopes Mark is wrong on this issue.  She met some 
very nice people on Lakewood Lane while getting the petition signed.  People do not understand 
what they can do on their property because we don’t have leadership in the community and in 
the Township Zoning Official Administrator to tell someone directly what they can do.  We should 
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work together to help create criteria for those people that want short term rentals on M-28 
instead of be pitted against each other and she holds the Township accountable for this.   
 
Scott Emerson, 119 Lakewood Lane- This Board needs to be educated on the nationwide push 
back on short term rentals.  Cities that originally allowed short term rentals and have now 
reversed the policy.  180 votes can alter an election. 
 
Lauri Krzymowski, 741 Lakewood Lane – Hopes the Board will give guidance to the Planning 
Commission on short term rentals.  This group is only asking the Board to look at the lake side of  
Lakewood Lane for not allowing short term rentals. 
 
INFORMATIONAL REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS. 

 

A. Minutes – Marquette Area Wastewater Treatment Authority, Regular Meeting of July 
20th, 2017. 

 
B. Minutes – Marquette County Solid Waste Management Authority, Regular Meetings of 

July 19th, 2017 and August 16, 2017, Draft. 
 
C. Minutes – US 41 Corridor Advisory Group, Regular Meetings of August 8th, 2017. 
 
D. Short Term Rental Correspondence 

 
Supervisor Bohjanen adjourned the meeting at 8:15 pm. 
MOTION CARRIED. 
 
 
 
________________________    _________________________ 
Max Engle, Clerk     Richard Bohjanen, Supervisor 
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September 25, 2017 
Special Meeting 

A Special meeting of the Chocolay Township Board was called for a Presentation of the Road Asset 
Management Plan by GEI Consultants and to schedule a date for the 
public presentation of the plan. The meeting was held on Monday, September 25, 2017 at the 
Chocolay Township Hall, 5010 U S 41 South, Marquette, MI.  Supervisor Bohjanen called the 
Township Board meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.  

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. 

TOWNSHIP BOARD. 
PRESENT: Richard Bohjanen, Max Engle, Ben Zyburt, David Lynch, Judy White, Don Rhein, Mark 
Maki. 

ABSENT: None. 

STAFF PRESENT: Steve Lawry, Mary Sanders, Suzanne Sundell, Brad Johnson. 

MINUTES – SEPTEMBER 11, 2017. 
Maki moved Rhein second to table the approval of the regular meeting minutes of September 11, 
2017 until the October Board meeting. 
MOTION CARRIED. 

AGENDA ADDITIONS/DELETIONS. 
Maki moved Rhein second to approve the agenda as presented. 
MOTION CARRIED. 

PUBLIC COMMENT. 
Deborah Mulcahey, 633 Lakewood Lane- The addresses of people making public comment at the 
September 11th meeting were not necessarily their legal address but the address of their rental 
properties.  She questioned some of the material from the consultants that was not available to 
the public.  Under administrative law if a permit is not issued, it is considered denied.   

Trustee Maki stated that we approved the contract to develop a plan for the projects, but we 
have not approved any projects yet. 

PRESENTATIONS - ROAD ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN. 
Sean Beckman, GEI Consultants presented the Asset Management Plan.  This is preliminary at this 
time because they are looking for feedback from the Board and the public, when the public 
meeting is held.  PASER ratings are used nationwide to rate roads and rating is done visually, no 
digging to the subsurface to do the readings.  GEI utilized PASER ratings to evaluate Chocolay 
Township roads.  Chocolay Township has a lot of 6-7-8 rated roads.  Those generally do not 
require much work.  The asset inventory for Chocolay shows less than 46 miles of roads.  Chocolay 
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has 5.59 miles of roads in the 1-3 category, 10.39 miles in the 4-5 category, 13.76 miles in the 6-7 
category, 7.78 miles in the 8 category and 8.4 miles in the 9-10 category.  The repair options are: 
 

 Roads rated 7, 8 or 9 – Seal the cracks and pavement joints with a hot poured rubber 
material. 

 Roads rated 5 or 6 – Chip seal coat the road. 

 Roads rated 4 to 5 -Cold mill and pave with thin asphalt overlay. 

 Roads rated 1, 2 or 3 – Full reconstruction. 
 
A very conservative estimate utilizing 2017 construction costs and bringing all Township roads up 
to a PASER rating of 7 within 5 years would be roughly 13 million dollars.  This number includes 
drainage and subsurface repairs, so there is room to make adjustments.  To bring everything up to 
an 8 rating, would bring the cost up to 18 million dollars.   The costs do not include soft costs 
(engineering, legal, bond counsel and administrative which typically is 15%).  Bonding is very 
common, Marquette County Road Commission bonding are an option; grant programs, USDA and 
special assessments are other funding options.  Currently construction prices are high and if the 
Township waited a few years to do the projects the price may come down.  
 
Trustee Maki asked about the additional State gas tax money that the Marquette County Road 
Commission is receiving; will they help the Township paving projects with any of that. 
 
Manager Lawry responded that Marquette County Road Commission expects about 8 million 
dollars from the additional State gas tax, with a 3 year phase in.  They are committing a chunk of 
the additional State gas tax money for replacement of their fleet.  As far as road projects go, the 
Road Commission will be limited to the County primary system.   They did vote to use a portion of 
it toward maintenance, but they will do road sweeping and mowing with that money.  They will 
not use any of the money for Township secondary roads. 
 
Manager Lawry explained that a lot of the dollars that Sean has in the estimate include much 
more than pavement maintenance.  It includes ditching and shoulder restoration.  That is routine 
maintenance that the Marquette County Road Commission should be doing.  If we can target a 
couple of roads each year and work with the Marquette County Road Commission to have them 
do the shoulder and ditch work, that should substantially lower our costs and keep the roads in 
good condition.  The cost numbers will fall tremendously if we can get the County to do this. 
 
PASER road rating, project repair costs, traffic volume, public safety and feedback from the 
Township Board and the public all are part of prioritizing roads. 
 
Trustee Maki asked what information will be available to the private citizen at the public meeting 
for the road that the resident lives on. 
 
The information that will be available is the rating of their road and what the cost estimate will be 
for repair of their road.  The time line will not be available. 
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Manager Lawry thinks the biggest factor for the time line is if we spend the tax money each year 
as we receive it, or if and when we bond, and if we do all the work at one time.  The Board also 
needs to decide what the criterion is for selecting the time line.   
 

Clerk Engle asked who will speak to the cost estimates being larger than the proposed millage 
income.  Manager Lawry will address that question at the public hearing.  
 
Trustee Maki suggested that GEI provide informational handouts for the public to take with them. 
 

SCHEDULE PUBLIC PRESENTATION OF ROAD ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

Maki moved Zyburt second that the Public Meeting on the Road Asset Management be scheduled 
for October 9, 2017 at 7:00 pm at the Cherry Creek School. 
MOTION CARRIED. (No-Bohjanen) 
 
When setting up the public presentation, we learned that Cherry Creek School was not available 
and the presentation was changed to Silver Creek Church at 7:00 pm on October 9th. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT. 
Peter Ollila, 633 Lakewood Lane- The Board has a hard sell with not much time to get the 
information out before the election. Voters that do not have information, tend to vote no. 
 
Deborah Mulcahey, 633 Lakewood Lane- Commented on whether GEI looked only at surface or 
subsurface.  The RFP talks about 5 years and the millage is 15 years, explain that to the public.  
She also commented on the number of miles and ratings.  The public needs to be educated that 
this is a County responsibility.  The Township needs to let the County know what the safety issues 
are with the roads.  As a follow up to the short term rental issue she questioned Dale Throenle’s 
absence at the September 11th meeting.   
 
INFORMATIONAL REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS. 
None. 
 
Supervisor Bohjanen moved Lynch second to adjourn the meeting at 6:52 p.m. 
 
 
 
________________________    _________________________ 
Max Engle, Clerk     Richard Bohjanen, Supervisor 



October 10, 2017 

Chocolay Township Planning Commission 
Chocolay Township 
Marquette, MI 49855 

Dear Chocolay Township Planning Commissioners; 

In 1999 the consultants hired to assist Chocolay Township (CT) with their zoning ordinance worked to 
protect both residents and properties of those residents along the lakeside of Lakewood Lane (LWL.) 
The recommendations of the consultant were adopted by both the Planning Commission (Commission) 
& the Township Board (Board.) They wanted the ordinance to be restrictive to protect the character of 
the single family districts. In October 2011 the Commission determined that STR's were a priority. In 
September 2017 both the Commission and the Board received citizen petitions urging CT to take action 
against allowing STR's, an indication that the majority of owners and residents along the lakeside of 
LWL want restrictions. And now in October 2017 we learn that Planner Throenle has presented the 
Commission with a plan without any definitive time period to create a definition of a STR or address 
the issues of STR's on LWL. It is frightful to think of how short this letter could have been, and how 
much time and money could have been spend on other community issues had CT addressed the issue of 
STR's in 2011/2012. 

This letter and the supporting document are provided to assist the Commission with the issue of short 
term rentals (STR's) in CT. As you may recall a group ofresidents provided documents to the Board 
and the Commission at the September 11 and September 18 2017 meetings in regard to our desire to 
NOT allow STR's on the lakeside ofLWL. Specifically, the Commission was provided with a copy of 
Petitions with 183 signatures of those who are property owners or residents of property on the lakeside 
ofLWL. Attached is a copy of the map we presented to both boards, which depicts the properties 
where owners or residents indicated that they do not want STR's. (Attachment) 

There are four known STR's on the lakeside ofLWL. None of these properties are occupied by the 
property owners. Three of these properties are owned by owners who do not live in CT, including one 
property that is owned by an out of state corporation. Surely you as Commission members would give 
deference to the property owners or residents that do NOT want STR's over the 4 property owners that 
are using the residential single family dwellings for commercial use. 

We understand that on September 11, 2017 the CT Board directed the Commission to provide a plan to 
the Board in three months as to how the Commission purposes to address STR's. And at the September 
18, 2017 Commission meeting you passed a motion to deal with the definition of STR's, " ... to have the 
Planner follow through on the motion that the Commission made on September 12, 2011 and look at a 
broad range of communities for the next meeting. 

We were disappointed to learn that the Planner failed to provide the Commission with the information 
that you requested. Instead the Planner chose to further delay dealing with the issue of STR's with his 
STR Plan dated October 16, 2017. In addition to not providing you the information you directed the 
Planner to provide you, he is now attempting to further distract from the issue of STR's by adding in 
the issue of long term rentals. Our petition was presented to deal with the issue of STR's and not long 
term rentals. Please do not create issues or spend time on issues that do not exist. We would like to see 
the Commission prove Supervisor Bohjanen correct that the Commission has been deliberate in 
addressing the issue of STR's. 

XII.F



To keep the process simple and assist you with that work to develop a plan to address STR's and meet 
the desires of the majority of the residents who do NOT want STR's on the lakeside ofLWL we offer 
the following: 

-1. Rezone all lands located North of Lakewood Lane from WFR to a new district being WFR-2, or 

-2. Rezone all lands located North of Lakewood Lane from WFR back to R-1, and not add STR's as a 
Conditional Use in the R-1 District; 

-3. In the zoning ordinance add and define the term "Vacation Rentals." 
Within Section II Definitions, Vacation Rentals would be defined as, "A single family dwelling or 
recreational structure rented for temporary use and accommodation, that is 30 days or less." and; 

4. In the zoning ordinance within section 4.4 Waterfront Residential District (WFR) under ( C) 
Conditional Uses add #8. Vacation Rentals. 

Please note that the above recommendations are based on historical information as to where STR's 
would be allowed considering the legislative history for the WFR district and rentals. The historical 
documents found are associated with the Commission and Board taking actions to protect properties for 
use as single family homes only. 

In September 1999 the CT Commission was looking at a text amendment for "Accessory Housing." 
The provision was made to allow such housing due to the social issue of a need for alternate "assisted 
living accommodations." The relevance to STR's is the fact that the Commission stated, "However, it 
is believed that any such Ordinance provisions should be rather restrictive in order to avoid these 
units from becoming duplexes or rental apartments and changing the character of the single family 
districts in which they may be located." 

The " ... key elements ... " included, 
-1. " .. . .limits it to the parent( s) or grandparent( s) of the owner-occupiers of the single-family 
dwelling. (i.e. does not allow rentals for unrelated persons). 
-2. Adds this use as being permitted as a Conditional Use in the districts permitting single family 
homes. This is very important as it provides for public notice and adjacent property owner 
notification and the stricter review powers afforded the Planning Commission." 

Further within the minutes for this meeting under the section, "Commissioner Comments;" one reads, 
"We are worried about these additions turning into rental units." 

In June 2007 at a Special zoning ordinance meeting the Commission listened to Mr. Coleman, the same 
consultant they worked with in 1999, to update and revise the zoning ordinance. "Mr. Coleman also 
reported that the waterfront residential section of the zoning ordinance was cleaned up in regards to 
allowable uses to better protect the waterfront residents and their property. The intent section was 
changed to state that premier principal uses of the property are for single-family homes only. The 
conditional uses section encompasses fishing piers, resorts, bed and breakfasts, outdoor wood burners and 
wind energy conversion systems on lots of 5 acres or more including conditions for approval, trails and 
accessory housing units." 

And because of the Commissions concern for how residents and their properties would be protected in 
the waterfront residential area, "There was a question related to Conditional Uses on page 16 in 



regards to "resort". Should this be moved to the agricultural section so it is not part of the 
residential section. A motion was made by Dennis Magadanz and seconded by Ken Tabor to 
move "resort" from the residential conditional use section to the agricultural (AF section). 
Ayes 5 Nays 0 Motion approved." 

During a public hearing in October 2007 the Commission dealt with the final draft of the zoning 
ordinance to consolidate zoning districts. "Lakeshore (LS/R) is now called Waterfront Residential for 
Lake Superior and some of the inland lakes and streams." When the Board adopted the ordinance in 
April 2008, current Board Trustee Mark Maki was seated on this Board. 

In June 2009 the Commission approved a zoning amendment to "Remove any and all references to 
USE VARIENCES." "The Township Board, would amend the Zoning Ordinance to include the use 
that the Township Board may deem should be allowed within a designated Zoning District. Therefore, 
the Township Board would not be approving or issuing a use variance, but amending the ordinance, per 
MZEA, to accomplish the desired action or in this case, the desired use within said district(s)." 

In preparation for the Sept 2011 Commission meeting, the CT Planner Jennifer Thum sent a letter dated 
August 8, 2011 to the Commission with the subject "Rental Properties in the Waterfront Zoning 
District". She wrote, "Recently I have noticed several homes that are located in the Waterfront 
Residential Zoning District have been advertising their homes as vacation rental properties. 
Under the zoning ordinance rental properties, except bed and breakfasts, are not a permitted or 
conditional use. " According to the ordinance anything that is rented less than a month is 
considered a Hotel or B & B. She provided definitions of Bed and Breakfast, Dwelling-Single family, 
Family, and Hotel, and told the Commission that she wanted to discuss the issue with them. 

The Commission told Ms. Thum that they wanted her to determine what other communities where 
doing with vacation rentals and to discuss the issue with CT legal counsel. Ms. Thum and I spoke after 
she spoke with CT's legal counsel and she read me the letter that was sent to owners that were using 
their properties in violation of the ordinance. This was an informational letter not a citation. 

CT insists that they do not find any letters of violation or citations that were issued about STR's. 
Possibly CT has copies of letters that were informational in nature sent to those violating the ordinance. 
After the letters were sent I had discussion with CT legal counsel about the issue of STR's and was 
happy to report that the problem I had experienced had been eliminated. 

Some of you were Commissioners in September 2011 and have spoke recently about this letter from 
Ms. Thum. Recently on September 18, 2017 Commissioner Andy Smith asked that the Planner follow 
up with the request that had been made to Ms Thum in 2011; and a Motion was approved to that effect. 

Approximately 6 months after the September 2011 Commission meeting Ms. Woodward is employed 
as the CT Planner. In October 2012 Ms. Woodward reported that she had received a couple of 
complaints with STR's. After discussion the commissioner's, " ... determined that the issue of STR's 
was a priority." 

In March 2013, Gary Walker who was than the Supervisor of CT reported that, " ... that the Township 
attorney advised caution when he attends Planning Commission meetings because of his authority to 
appoint Planning Commission members. He should not be perceived as exercising undue influence on 



the Commission. He said he would continue to attend but he will be uncharacteristically quiet so as not 
to intrude on decisions so that the decisions are not subject to challenge." Supervisor Walker chose not 
to address the issue of STR's and did not or chose not to understand that violations of an ordinance can 
not be grandfathered to make them legal. 

In March 2013 through June 2013 the Planner worked to address with the Commission concerns about 
past procedural problems that resulted in administrative errors. There was no mention of any issues 
associated with STR's. 

In June 2014, greater than a 1 Yz years after the Commission determined that STR's were a priority, 
"The Commission discussed concerns relating to seasonal rentals ... " 

In August 2014 under NEW BUSINESS the Commission had a Discussion of Future Land Use for the 
Master Plan update. The Commission discussed vacation rentals as a water--oriented residential land 
use. "Woodward said these properties were labeled as such on the future land use map because that's 
what they are - residential uses that have a special relationship with a water feature." 

In October 2014 the Planner reported to the Commission about correspondence she received from CT 
Trustee Maki & Scot Emerson in regard to their concerns about vacation rentals. 

In January 2015 the Commission discussed correspondence from Trustee Maki in regard to STR's. 
STR's were also briefly discussed as concerns for including or not in the Master Plan. Bohjanen said 
in referencing STR's in the Master Plan it should enable it to happen when the time is right. 

In February 2015 at a joint special meeting for the Board & Commission there was a lengthy discussion 
on the master plan allowing STR's of residences, mixed use zoning districts and expanding the 
commercial district. 

In February 2015 the Commission agreed to have Planner Woodward gather information on STR's 
and options on how to proceed. The Chairperson, " ... suggested that "Short-term rentals" be 
moved to Priority 1 .•• " 

In March 2015 Planner, " .. . Woodward stated presentation was the first in a series ofland use 
explorations related to future zoning decisions that may arise in implementing Master Plan 
recommendations. The first topic was STR's of single-family homes, which are sometimes called 
vacation homes." "Woodward feels the single defining characteristic of a short-term rental is transient 
use of a single-family home." 

Woodward explored key definitions with the Planning Commission, offering suggested clarifications 
should the Commission decide to pursue regulation of this land use. She suggested that "Short-term 
rental housing" be defined as a single-family dwelling unit that is offered for transient lodging 
(accompanied by appropriate definitions for "dwelling unit" and "single-family dwelling"). 

After extensive discussion Commissioner/Trustee Bohjanen's stated, " ... that nothing need be done until 
zoning ordinance changes are pending. He further said nothing needs to be done as a result of the 
Master Plan, and there is no citizen petition urging action, so this is not crunch time." Meister 
indicated, " ... but restrictions could be considered if there is indication that citizens want them, 



considering there will be those that don't want restrictions as well." 

In response to Chairperson Sikkema's request, " ... for a consensus decision regarding any action.", the 
Commission passed a motion, " ... Moved by Ventura, seconded by Smith, to have Planning Director 
Woodward write a brief summary to the Board explaining why the discussion of this item is being 
tabled following a determination that no action is necessary at the present time. 
Vote: Ayes: 5 Nays: 1 (Sikkema) MOTION CARRIED" 

. So what happened to the Commissioner's determination that STR's were a priority in October 2012, and 
again should be made a Priority 1 in February 2015? 

In July 2015 at the CT Board meeting Trustee Maki stated that he, "Was the Zoning Administrator for 
Chocolay Township from 1977-2002 and all during that period, consistently told realtors and home 
owners that short term rentals are not allowed in residential zoning area. In 2008 Lakewood Lane was 
changed from R-1 to WFR. At that time (2008) resorts which includes rental of a dwelling less than 30 
days at a time was not included as uses permitted in the R-1 and or WFR zoning district, but were listed 
as uses authorized in other zones." 

Remember that in addition to being the CT zoning administrator Mr. Maki had been the CT Assessor; 
and he is the only Trustee or Commissioner who worked in that capacity on updating of the 2008 
Zoning Ordinance. So now 2 years after he spoke at the 2015 Board meeting we have a 40 year period 
of time when STR's have not been a principal or permitted use on LWL. The fact that someone rented 
their property as a STR on LWL does not make it a legal activity. 

In November 2015 Mr. Murry became the CT Planner for a few months and Mr. Throenle became the 
Planner effective February 2016. During Mr. Throenle's tenure of20 months he has continued to delay 
the process for addressing the issues associated with STR's. Regardless of both written and oral 
communications, including public comments at CT meetings about problems with STR's to the CT 
Board, Commission and or staff since 2008 Mr. Throenle suggests that there is no documented 
evidence of STR's causing problems in the Township. 

For this October 2017 Commission meeting Mr. Throenle chose to work on the issue of the US 41/M 
28 Business Overlay District, instead of following the Motion this Commission made in September 
2017 to work on a definition for STR's. Granted this business overlay district has been in discussion 
for almost 2 years; however, as you all know the issue of STR's in the WFR district has languished 
since Planner Thum's letter of August 2011 . 

At the September 2017 Commission meeting Planner Throenle blamed Ms. Thum for failing to follow 
up with the Commissioner's request for information in September 2011. During the less than five 
months that Ms. Thum continued her employment with CT she consulted with legal counsel and sent 
out correspondence to property owners that were using their property as vacation rentals in the WFR 
district. She was able to resolve the problems with the STR's that we had experienced. Mr. Throenle 
however, in his tenure of 20 months has chose to complicate the issue of STR's by adding in the issue 
of long term rentals and it is obvious that he hopes legislation will pass to prevent communities from 
having STR's in our residential areas. There have been no legislative committee hearings for the April 
2017 draft bills. 



Please remember that CT is a zoned community. As a community we have adopted an ordinance 
pursuant to the State of MI Zoning Enabling Act. An ordinance that some of you have spent many 
hours creating. Property owners who do not want to be told what they are allowed to do with their 
property in CT should choose to live in another community. The majority of the property owners who 
reside on the lakeside ofLWL desire to maintain our rural residential character and not allow STR's. 
We desire to live in a community not a resort. 

We hope to learn that you as commissioners want to expeditiously address and resolve the issues 
associated with STR's, accept the definition we provided you for vacation rentals, and zone those 
properties on the lakeside ofLWL separate from other WFR properties. You could than allow STR's, as 
a conditional use, for properties in the WFR district, that would not include properties on LWL. 

We look forward to learning that you are working to protect the health, safety, and welfare our residents 
within our community by keeping the permitted principal use on the lakeside ofLWL as single-family 
dwellings, with the seven conditional uses that are currently allowed. Thank you. 

Attachment (I map) 
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