
 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
March 23, 2021 

Regular Meeting 
1010 Clubhouse Drive 

Lake Isabella, MI 48893

 
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM by ZBA member Grey.  

Members Present: Ervin1, Grey, McGrath, and Schofield  
Members Excused: Prince 

Approval of Minutes:  
McGrath made a motion, which was seconded by Schofield, to approve the minutes of the 
September 22, 2020, meeting. VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED 4-0-0. 

Business: 
1. Variance Application 2020-05; 1014 Vallado Drive: 

Wolff provided an update to the ZBA on case 2020-05. The property owner is requesting 
that the ZBA remove one of the conditions from the approval granted in September. 
Condition six of the variance granted required the property owner to remove or relocate 
a shed that is encroaching on the adjacent property. The shed in question is roughly two 
feet over the property line and was located there since the previous owner built the 
shed in 1989.  After the ZBA's September meeting, the property owner attempted to 
purchase the property next to him where the encroachment exists. The owner of that 
parcel, the LIPOA, was open to selling the property; however, their attorney determined 
that the deed's language when the property was transferred from the original developer 
to the LIPOA prevents that transfer. In light of that information, the LIPOA has stated 
that they agree to allow the shed to remain in its current position due to their inability 
to sell the property. 

McGrath stated that the property owner has attempted to resolve the issue and was 
unable to due to no fault of his own. 

Grey made a motion, which was seconded by Schofield, to remove condition six from 
the variance approved for 1014 Vallado Drive, removing the requirement for the shed to 
be removed or relocated. VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED 4-0-0. 

2. Variance Application 2021-01; 1051 El Camino Grande: 
Wolff reviewed his staff report with the ZBA. The Zoning Board of Appeals is being asked 
to grant a side yard setback reduction to allow for the development of a new home at 
1051 El Camino Grande. The Applicant is requesting the setback reduction to 
accommodate his preferred floor plan on a stick-built house at the site. The variance 
from section 1232.17 would be to reduce not more than two feet in the total side yard 
required setback while still maintaining the minimum side yard setback of eight feet on 
each side. 

 
1 ZBA Member Ervin joined the meeting virtually from Lake Isabella, MI. 
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Grey opened a Public Hearing at 5:39 PM. 

The Applicant, Terry Holp, was in attendance virtually and discussed his request with the 
ZBA. He stated that he is looking for a reduction of about twenty inches, and he feels 
that the lot is narrow and that he will still be able to maintain the minimum side yard 
setback on both sides of the property if the request is granted.  

Public Comment: 

• Before the meeting, a letter of objection was submitted by Charlene Kerby. 

• Before the meeting, a letter of objection was submitted by Richard Kulin. 

ZBA Discussion: 
Ervin discussed his experience in building a home in the Village in the past year and 
working within the required setbacks. 

McGrath asked if this was a stick-built home or a modular home that was a set size from 
the factory. The Applicant stated it was a stick-built home and that he did not feel he 
could reduce the size further as the bedrooms were already small. He stated that he 
feels that he should not need to purchase additional property just for an extra twenty 
inches. 

McGrath stated that he agreed the request was minor; however, he did not see any 
unique hardship with the request that he could use to support granting a variance. 

Grey stated that he agreed with McGrath and Ervin and discussed how he had to adjust 
his plans when he remodeled his house due to needing to meet setback requirements. 

Schofield stated that the proposed house plans were nice; however, she did not see that 
a hardship to justify granting a variance. 

Grey discussed that the lot width of seventy-five feet is common in the area and 
throughout the community and that to his knowledge, the Village has not approved a 
side yard setback reduction due to that size lot width. 

Grey closed the Public Hearing at 5:51 PM. 

Grey made a motion, seconded by Schofield, to deny the request based upon the 
documentation and other information submitted to the Board, public comment 
received by the Board during its meeting, visits to the site by individual Board Members, 
and knowledge and experience of the Board Members with land use within the Village, 
the Board adopts the following findings and decision concerning the request for a 
variance from Section 1232.17. The Board finds that a unique situation does not exist for 
the property concerning the requirements contained in Section 1232.17 and that 
granting a variance to reduce the total side yards to less than twenty feet would bestow 
on the Applicant a special privilege not enjoyed by other properties in the LR-1 District. 
Further, the Board also finds that a variance is not necessary for the reasonable 
development of the property as is allowed in the zoning district and that the Applicant is 
not being denied of a substantial property right for development otherwise allowed in 
the zoning district. VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED 4-0-0 

Public Comments: None 
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Adjournment: 
With no further business to conduct, Prince adjourned the meeting at 5:53 PM. 

 
 
 
Approved:      May 25, 2021   
 
 
 

 Carol Shannon    

Carol Shannon, Village Clerk 
 
 



 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
May 25, 2021 

Regular Meeting 
1010 Clubhouse Drive 

Lake Isabella, MI 48893

 
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM by ZBA Chair Prince.  

Members Present: Dauffenbach, Ervin, Grey, and Prince 
Members Excused: Schofield 

Approval of Minutes:  
Dauffenbach made a motion, seconded by Ervin, to approve the March 23, 2021, meeting 
minutes. VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED 4-0-0. 

Business: 

1. Variance Application 2021-02; 1002 Wedge Drive: 
Prince stated that he reviewed the Application and site and supports granting the 
request. 

Wolff provided a staff report to the Zoning Board of Appeals. Wolff reported that the 
Zoning Board of Appeals is being asked to grant several variances to allow for the 
placement of a shed on the northwest corner of a parcel along Wedge Drive. The parcel 
consists of two platted lots and is roughly 0.80 acres. Per the plot plan on file from the 
zoning permit for the home construction, the nearest point of the structure to the front 
property line is roughly 47 feet. Per our ordinance, the shortest distance that the shed 
could be placed to the street property line is that distance. Our ordinance also requires 
that a side yard setback of 8 feet be maintained for sheds; the Applicant requests a 50% 
reduction in that setback. Specifically, the Applicant is asking for the following variances: 

1.  Allowing a shed in a street-side yard of a non-waterfront parcel. 

2.  If allowed in the street side yard, a reduction of the minimum street yard setback of 
2 feet for a new setback of 28 feet. 

3. A reduction in the required side yard setback of 4 feet for a new setback of 4 feet. 

Wolff reported that in his opinion as the Zoning Administrator, the request does not 
meet several conditions needed to obtain a variance. Wolff discussed the following 
points from his staff report that he feels the Application does not meet: 

• The Applicant must show that the variance is needed to preserve a substantial 
property right. Wolff stated that there is ample room on the Applicant’s property to 
place a shed of the desired size in a location that meets the ordinance's parameters; 
the request for the location is a matter of preference not to obstruct their view of the 
golf course. The motivation is understandable, but that does not meet the ordinance’s 
threshold for preserving a substantial property right. 

• The Applicant needs to describe some practical difficulty that prohibits the reasonable 
development of the property as allowed in the zoning district. No practical difficulty 
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exists in meeting the ordinance requirements; this request is based on the preferred 
location for the placement of the shed.  

• The Applicant must show that the practical difficulty is not a self-created problem. As 
the request is a matter of preference, it is a self-created problem.  

• If granted, the request would not bestow upon the Applicant a privilege not enjoyed 
by other properties in the same zoning district. Wolff stated that granting a variance 
to allow a non-waterfront home on the golf course to place a shed street side within 
the required setback would be a unique privilege not enjoyed by other homes along 
the golf course. 

• If granted, the request would be the minimum variance necessary (i.e., the least 
variation or change from the particular requirement of the zoning regulation involved) 
that will make possible the reasonable use of the land, structure, or building involved. 
It is the second part of the request, a reduction in the front yard setback (in addition 
to allowing the shed to be placed nearer the street than the home) that goes well 
beyond the minimum request needed in his opinion as the Zoning Administrator. 

Public Comment: None 

ZBA Discussion with Applicant: 
Prince stated that he has been in a situation similar to this and was forced to move his 
shed and feels where the Applicant is proposing to place his shed is the most 
appropriate location on the property for the shed. For those reasons, he feels that the 
Board should grant the request. 

Grey stated that he feels that the ZBA should work with people when there is a hardship 
denying them the ability to build something allowed in the code. Unfortunately, he does 
not see hardship in this case. 

The Applicant asked where on the Application it is asked that they need to demonstrate 
a hardship. Grey stated that the Application asks for an explanation of a practical 
difficulty on page 2.  

The Applicant stated that he plans to use the shed to store his personal items. 

Dauffenbach asked if there would be any items stored that are used for commercial 
purposes. The Applicant stated that all of the items are for personal use. 

The Applicant stated that he feels he should be allowed to place a shed at the proposed 
location as the adjacent lot could place a shed 20 feet from the street side property line. 
Prince asked Wolff to address this point. Wolff stated that the adjacent lot is a corner 
lot, allowing for one street setback to be reduced to 20 feet from the usual street 
setback. He stated that until development is proposed, the point is hypothetical. He did 
note that for a shed to be placed at the minimum 20-foot setback, the future home 
would need to be at the same setback. He noted that if the home was built at 25 feet 
from the street setback, the nearest a shed could be placed is the same setback. 

The Applicant discussed issues with other areas on the property where the shed could 
be placed. He stated there are several issues with their septic system, propane tank, and 
sprinkler system that limit where they can place a shed. 
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Dauffenbach discussed if the placement issues should be viewed as a self-created 
problem. 

There was further discussion regarding the orientation of the shed. The Applicant stated 
that it would be oriented north-side with a door opening towards the driveway. 

Dauffenbach stated that he does not see a hardship with reducing the street yard 
setback to 28 feet. 

Ervin stated that he understands the purpose of the request, but the wording in the 
ordinance does not give the board flexibility to approve a variance for the reasons that 
the Applicant has offered. 

Grey stated that he feels that the Applicant has options that conform to the ordinance 
where they can develop a shed. 

Prince discussed his experience and stated that he feels the request should be approved 
and that it would be wrong to deny this request after the Village allowed a barn to be 
built last spring on Clubhouse Drive. 

A motion was made by Grey, which was seconded by Ervin, to deny the requested 
variances for the reasons that were presented earlier by the Zoning Administrator 
regarding the areas of the zoning code that the Application does not satisfy. ROLL CALL 
VOTE: YEAS: Dauffenbach, Ervin, and Grey; NAYS: Prince. MOTION CARRIED 3-1-0. 

Public Comments: None 

Adjournment: 
With no further business to conduct, Prince adjourned the meeting at 5:58 PM. 

 
 
 
Approved:      June 22, 2021   
 
 
 

 Carol Shannon   

Carol Shannon, Village Clerk 
 
 



 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
June 22, 2021 

Regular Meeting 
1010 Clubhouse Drive 

Lake Isabella, MI 48893

 
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 PM by ZBA member Grey.  

Members Present: Ervin, Grey, Dauffenbach, and Peavey  
Members Excused: Schofield 
 
Election of ZBA Chairperson: 

Ervin made a motion, which was seconded by Peavey, to appoint Jeff Grey as ZBA 
Chairperson. VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED 4-0-0. 

Approval of Minutes:  
Dauffenbach made a motion, which was seconded by Ervin, to approve the minutes of the 
June 22, 2021, meeting. VOICE VOTE: MOTION CARRIED 4-0-0. 

Business: 
1. Variance Application 2021-03; 1100 Clubhouse: 

The ZBA is being asked to grant a second variance for a lot near the intersection of 
Clubhouse Drive and Birdie Drive. The ZBA has previously granted a variance to this 
property at its July 2020 meeting. That variance allowed for the reduction in the street 
side setback. At that meeting, the Applicant did not have plans finalized for the home 
that was planned for the property to present to the ZBA for review. When the Applicant 
submitted the plans for the home, they proposed to have two attached garages. The 
Zoning Ordinance does not permit multiple attached garages. The Applicant is seeking a 
variance from Section 1212.13 (10-G) that limits parcels to a single attached garage.  

The Applicant was made aware of the ordinance provisions limiting homes to one 
attached garage and moved forward with the project, making minor alterations so that 
the second space would not be treated as a garage. These alterations included not 
having it connected to the driveway in a manner where vehicles could easily enter and 
exit and not having garage-style doors on the exterior of the building. The Village’s 
ordinance defines an Attached Garage as “an area of a primary structure used primarily 
for the storage of self-propelled vehicles.” The Village’s zoning code states, “An attached 
garage is required for all new single-family dwellings. An attached garage built or 
modified after the effective date of this Chapter shall comply with the following 
requirements: Single-family dwellings shall have no more than one attached garage.”  

In reviewing the conditions expressly laid out in the Village’s ordinance and the request, 
it is the Zoning Administrator’s feeling that several conditions have not been satisfied 
that would justify granting a variance. 

Grey opened a Public Hearing at 5:35 PM. 
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The Applicant(s), Scott and Landa Slasar, were in attendance and discussed their request 
with the ZBA.  Scott and Landa stated that they are trying to preserve the natural beauty 
of Lake Isabella by hiding their toys.  They would like to put everything away in garages 
instead of parking them in the yard or driveways.  They wanted to say that they are not 
circumventing the system and had two garages on the plan for their 1st variance.  It 
wasn’t until they went to apply for the zoning that they became aware that two 
attached garages were not allowed.  So they worked with the Zoning Administor to 
make their current plans conform with the Villages ordinances.  They stated it was told 
to them by Wolff that if this variance doesn’t go through then, they could put barn-style 
doors on it.  Ultimately they want the community to look nice and understand there are 
rules that everyone has to follow. 

Public Comment: 

• Before the meeting, a letter of objection was submitted by Lou-Ellen Ehnis. 

• Before the meeting, a letter of objection was submitted by Mary Lou Schilling. 

• Tom Fox of Birdie Drive is not opposed to the variance but wants to know why the 
Village is reacting to a done deal instead of being reactive. 

• Julie Ann Sisson of Clubhouse stated the problem isn’t what they want, but It’s that 
the downhill slide will occur should this variance go through as people will start 
saying, “well, they were allowed to do this.” 

ZBA Discussion: 
Grey stated that he does not see enough of a hardship in this case.  He stated this issue 
has been brought up to the planning commission in the past and there has been no 
action to amend the zoning ordinance. 

Dauffenbach wanted to know where the driveway would eventually end up being.  

Peavey stated that the timeline of all the events that led the Applicant (s) to apply for 
this variance does not coincide with the paperwork they submitted. 

Ervin asked which driveway they currently use to enter the existing and approved 
garage.  The Applicant (s) answered the north drive as the north garage is the approved 
garage, and the south building is what they are asking the variance for now.  

Jessica Manley, Deputy Manager, stated that the village was aware of the two garages 
from the point of the Slasor’s turning in plans for the house.  Once they brought the 
plans in they were told that the Village does not allow two attached garages.  They did 
not want to change their plans, so they worked with Village staff to make their existing 
plans conform to the village’s ordinances, with the knowledge that the second building 
is for storage purposes only the same as a basement would be and that no motorized 
vehicles or “toys” could be stored in that storage area. 

Grey closed the Public Hearing at 5:58 PM. 
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Dauffenbach made a motion, seconded by Ervin, Motion to deny the variance 
application 2021-03; 1100 Clubhouse request based upon the documentation and other 
information submitted to the Board, public comment received by the Board during its 
meeting, visits to the site by individual Board Members, and knowledge and experience 
of the Board Members with land use within the Village, the Board adopts the following 
findings and decision concerning the request for a variance to allow for the 
development of second attached garage. The Board finds that a variance is not 
necessary for the reasonable development of the property as allowed in the zoning 
district and that the Applicant is not being denied a substantial property right for 
development otherwise allowed in the zoning district. Further, the Board finds that 
granting the request would bestow upon the Applicant a special privilege not enjoyed by 
other properties in the district for new home construction. ROLL CALL: YEAS: 
Dauffenbach, Grey, Ervin, Peavey; NAYS: None.  

MOTION CARRIED 4-0-0 

Public Comments: 

• Tom Fox of Birdie Drive would like to see speed bumps on Birdie Drive as people drive at 
excessive speeds, and someone is eventually going to end up getting hurt or worse.  
Grey stated that state law prohibits the Village from placing speed bumps on roads 
classified as Major Streets. 

Adjournment: 
With no further business to conduct, Grey adjourned the meeting at 6:11 PM. 

 
 
 

   Carol Shannon   

      Carol Shannon, Village Clerk 
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