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REGULAR MEETING OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
Tuesday April 7, 2026

Members Present: Chairperson Brook Smith, Vice-Chairperson Beth Filip, Secretary Peter Maier,
and Thomas Ehman. Members Absent: Shaun Smith, with notice.

Others Present: Fletcher Reyher, Dexter Township Director of Planning & Zoning, Janis Miller
Recording Secretary

1. Call to Order: Chairperson Smith called the meeting to order at 6:00pm
2. Pledge of Allegiance: Recited by all

3. Approval of Agenda: With no additions or corrections, Chairperson Smith approved the
agenda as submitted.

4. Approval of Minutes: Chair Smith asked for any proposed changes to the minutes from the
March 30 regular meeting. Member Thomas Ehman noted that the minutes indicated they were
approved 5-0 at the last meeting, but he didn't vote because he wasn't present at the previous
meeting and therefore wasn't entitled to vote. The correction was acknowledged.

Motion by Ehman, seconded by Maier, to approve the March 3, 2026 minutes as amended.
All ayes. Motion carried.

5. Public Comment, Non-Agenda Items: Opened 6:02 PM. No one came forward to speak

6. Action Items:
Item # 1.
Petition Number 26-ZBA-002, 9154 Dexter-Pinckney Rd.,
Applicant(s): Total Quality Construction, Scott Lewis, on behalf of homeowner Tom Gehling.
Project Description: Demolition of the existing dwelling and detached garage, and construction
of a new two-story single-family dwelling with attached garage.

Petition Description: Request for variance from Sec. 7.07(2) Required Front Yard Setback;
Request for variance from Sec. 7.07(3) Required Front Yard Setback. Property Location: 9154
Dexter-Pinckney Road, Pinckney, MI 48137 — Parcel D-04-01-300-014

A. Conflict of Interest/Ex-parte Contact Review:


http://www.dextertownship.org/

Thomas Ehman disclosed that he had email contact with Mr. Gehling regarding a land
conveyance. Ehman explained that Gehling had asked him to convey some land in front of his
property, which Ehman agreed to do. After some legal review and clarification about ownership
interests, Ehman executed a quitclaim deed conveying whatever interest he had in the property.
Ehman stated he had never met Gehling and had no knowledge that a variance request would
come before the ZBA.

Chair Smith, acting as Mr. Ehman’s attorney concerning the land conveyance, confirmed that
Ehman had no conflict and was unaware any variance request would be forthcoming. Maier
raised questions about the conveyance and its impact on the application, but DPZ Reyher
clarified that today's review concerned dimensional setbacks, not lot coverage, so the conveyance
issue was not directly relevant to the current variance requests.

B. Staff Presentation and Zoning Board of Appeals Member Questions:

DPZ Reyher explained that the applicant was requesting demolition of an existing home and a
detached garage and construction of a new 2-story single family dwelling with attached garage at
9154 Dexter-Pinckney Road.

The applicant requested two front yard setback variances: a 26-foot variance from the required
80-foot setback from Dexter-Pinckney Road (proposing 54 feet), and an 8.1-foot variance from
the required 25-foot setback from Lakeview Road (proposing 16.9 feet).

DPZ Reyher noted this was an unusual situation with dual front yard setbacks on one property,
which significantly constrained the building envelope. The existing 1920s home sits 5.5 feet
from Lakeview Road, and the garage sits 12.2 feet away, so the proposed structure would
actually be set back further than existing structures.

Ehman questioned why variances were needed given that the existing legally non-conforming
structure predated the 1961 zoning ordinance, and the applicants were proposing to make it more
conforming. DPZ Reyher explained that while the ordinance allows replacement in the original
footprint, the second story expansion required variances. Ehman argued this created an unfair
"taking" situation where property owners were penalized for trying to improve their properties.
Chair Smith suggested this was an issue the Planning Commission might want to review.

C. Petitioner Presentation and Zoning Board of Appeal Member Questions:

Scott Lucas, representing Total Quality Construction, explained that the current home was non-
livable without electricity or gas. He emphasized they were trying to comply with zoning
ordinances as much as possible given the constraints of the small lot. He noted they weren't
extending beyond the building line of neighboring houses and would provide a great
improvement to the lake area.

D. Public Hearing:
No letters were received regarding this petition. No members of the public came forward to
comment.

E. Zoning Board of Appeals Deliberations and Standards for Review:

The board discussed the practical difficulty posed by the tiny lot and dual front yard setback
requirements. Chair Smith noted that the applicant needed 3 out of 4 votes since only 4 board
members were present, making approval more difficult than with a full 5S-member board. The
applicant was given the opportunity to defer a vote until the next meeting. The applicant chose to
proceed with the vote.



Standards of Review:

7.07(2) variance for a 26-foot setback, instead of the required 80-foot required setback on

Dexter-Pinckney Road.

7.07(3) variance for an 8.1-foot setback, instead of the required 25-foot setback, on

Lakeview Road. 7.07(3)

A B
(1) Practical Difficulty §29.06(C)(1) FrO:g ay?(rd Fm:g aya;(rd
Does the requested variance meet the following standard: s7e.07(§) s7e.07(§)
The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance would constitute a YES YES
practical difficulty. Ehman Ehman
Notes: Filip Filip
’ Maier Maier
B Smith B Smith
NO NO
None None
A B
(2) Physical Conditions §29.06(C)(2) F 1‘0:1; ys;:’ d FI‘O:IJ yﬁ;:‘d
Does the requested variance meet the following standard: 57?07?;) s7e.07?§)
The practical difficulty is due to some physical condition peculiar to the YES YES
property involved. Ehman Ehman
Notes: Filip Filip
B. Smith — Clearly the lot is small and it would be pretty much impossible to develop it Blvéerlrlleiih Bl\/grllllei{h
without a variance.
NO NO
None None
A B
(3) Self-Created §29.06(C)(3) F YO:IIE yﬁgd FYO:II; yﬁ;(rd
Does the requested variance meet the following standard: 57?07?;) s7e.07?§)
The practical difficulty is not self-created. YES YES
Notes: Ehman Ehman
B. Smith — Clearly circumsta isted 1 fore this applicant fore us. Filip Filip
mi early circumstances existed long before this applicant came before us Maior Maier
B Smith B Smith
NO NO
None None
A B
(4) Reasonable Amount Necessary §29.06(C)(4) F "’ﬁf yzgd Frog; ya;(rd
Does the requested variance meet the following standard: 57?07?;) s7e.07:8)
The variance is a reasonable amount necessary to mitigate the practical YES YES
difficulty. Ehman Ehman
Notes: I\Ij[ﬂ;p hljlll}p
e : - - aier aier
Filip — Yes, and [ would just say this is actually an improvement over what was there already. B Smith B Smith
NO NO
None None




A B
(5) Public Health, Safety, and Welfare §29.06(C)(5) Frsg;gay:gd F:g;'gaycfd
Does the requested variance meet the following standard: 7.07Q2) 7.07(3)
Approval of the variance will not be injurious to the public health, safety, YES YES
and welfare. Ehman Ehman
Notes: l\lj[ﬂ}p l\ljllhp
. " . .. . aier aier
B. Smith — It looks like it’s going to be a big improvement to the neighborhood. B Smith B Smith
NO NO
None None
A B
(6) Adverse Effect §29.06(C)(6) Frsg;g ﬁ{d Fgfe’;g ﬁrﬂ
Does the requested variance meet the following standard: 7.07Q2) 7.07(3)
Approval of the variance will not affect the use of the adjacent properties or YES YES
the area in a substantially adverse manner. Ehman Ehman
Notes: 1\ljlll}p 1\ljlllgp
. alcr alcr
Ehman — Not substantially. B Smith B Smith
NO NO
None None
A B
(7) Intent of the Ordinance §29.06(C)(7) Frsg;g ﬁ{d Fgfe’;g ﬁrﬂ
Does the requested variance meet the following standard: 7.07Q2) 7.07(3)
Approval of the variance is consistent with the intent and purpose of this YES YES
Ordinance. Ehman Ehman
Notes: l\lj[ﬂ!p l\ljllhp
. . . aier aicr
Ehman — Not sure what the intent is but I will say yes. B Smith B Smith
NO NO
None None

F. Motion by Filip, seconded by Ehman, to approve the variances requested for property 9154
Dexter-Pinckney Road, Pinckney, Michigan, 48137, Parcel D-04-01-300-014, ZBA petition
26-ZBA-002, for the variance from Ordinance Section 7,07(2) for the proposed setback of
54-feet, a 26-foot variance from the 80-foot setback from Dexter-Pinckney Road, and to a
variance to Section 7.07(3) for a 16.9-foot setback, or a 8.1-foot variance from the 25-foot
setback from Lakeview Road.

Roll Call Vote: Yeas — Ehman, Filip, Maier and B. Smith: Nays — None: Absent — None.
Motion approved 4 - 0.

Item # 2

Petition Number 26-ZBA-003, 7511 Noah’s Landing

Applicant(s): Dexter Builders — Randy Raiford

Project Description: Construction of a one-story residential addition and an enclosed porch.




Petition Description: Request for variance from Sec. 7.07(3) Required Front Yard Setback,
Request for variance from Sec. 7.02 Required Waterbody Setback
Property Location: 7511 Noah’s Landing, Gregory, MI 48137 Parcels D-04-18-100-020

A.
B.

Conflict of Interests/Ex-parte Contact Review: No conflicts were disclosed.

Staff Presentation and Zoning Board of Appeals Member Questions:

DPZ Reyher explained that Dexter Builders was requesting construction of a 1-story residential
addition and enclosed porch at 7511 Noah’s Landing. This property had a history of ZBA
requests, with previous variances granted in 2003 and 2006. The current owners had appeared
before the board the previous year but modified their plans based on board concerns.

The applicant requested a front yard setback variance to allow an 11.5-foot setback (requesting
13.5-foot variance from the 25-foot requirement) and a water body setback variance to allow a
39-foot setback (requesting 11-foot variance from the 50-foot requirement).

DPZ Reyher clarified that staff had to reevaluate which ordinance sections applied and
determined the request fell under standard setback requirements rather than the straight-line
provision between adjacent homes. The current home sits 50 feet from water, and the proposed
screened porch would create a new non-conformity by extending 11 feet closer to the water.

Maier questioned several aspects of the staff report, seeking clarification on existing versus
proposed measurements and legal non-conformities. The board discussed the distinction between
decks and enclosed structures regarding water body setbacks.

Petitioner Presentation and Zoning Board of Appeal Member Questions:

Mr. Raiford explained that the applicants had listened to previous board concerns and modified
their plans. They moved the screened porch from the north side to the south side to avoid
blocking neighbors' lake views and reduced the covered porch from 6 feet to 5 feet. He
emphasized the practical difficulty created by the small lot size relative to setback requirements,
noting the owners would never have space for a garage and were simply trying to improve the
property for their family.

Public Hearing:
No letters were received.

Two neighbors spoke in support:
Joel Holowicki, 7500 Noah’s Landing
He expressed support for the project.

Melanie Johnson. 7481 Noah’s Landing
Her house would face the screened porch and she stated she had no problem with the proposal.

Zoning Board of Appeals Deliberations and Standards for Review:

Chair Smith expressed support for the request given the lot size constraints. Maier indicated
philosophical opposition to creating new non-conformities, particularly the water body setback
variance, though he acknowledged the neighbors supported the project and the impact wouldn't
be great. Filip suggested adding language about the project being "substantially as shown and
described" and keeping it as a screened porch rather than a four-season room.

The Chair again noted only 4 members were present, requiring 3 votes for approval and again
offered the applicant the opportunity to defer a vote until the next meeting. After discussion
about whether to proceed or postpone, the applicant requested postponement.



Motion by Filip, seconded by Ehman, to postpone the proceeding until the May 5th meeting.

Roll Call Vote: Yeas — Ehman, Filip, Maier and B. Smith: Nays — None: Absent — None.
Motion approved 4 - 0.

7. Public Comment — Non-Agenda Items: Opened 7:25 PM. No public comments.

8. Concerns of Zoning Board of Appeals Members, Director of Planning and Zoning

DPZ Reyher noted it was encouraging that applicants were making projects more conforming
when they returned with revisions. He also noted the legal notice was appropriately vague to
accommodate the types of changes being discussed.

Ehman expressed discomfort with applicants having to decide whether to "roll the dice" with a 4-
member board or wait for a full board. He suggested the Director should be in a better position to
advise applicants about likely outcomes before they reach the ZBA.

Filip raised concerns about whether the Township Board was comfortable with the practice of
allowing applicants to hear ZBA concerns and return with modifications, noting it uses township
resources. However, she acknowledged it could be helpful for applicants to understand what
might be reasonable to request.

The board discussed whether to offer withdrawal and modification opportunities to all
applicants, not just those appearing before boards where fewer than 5 Board Members are
present.

9. Adjournment: With no further business, Chairperson Smith adjourned the meeting at 7:32 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Peter Maier, Secretary Janis Miller, Recording Secretary

These minutes were initially generated using ClerkMinutes™ Al software and subsequently reviewed
and edited by the Zoning Board of Appeals Secretary and the Recording Secretary.



