
 
 

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF HIGHLAND 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

APPROVED MINUTES 
September 4, 2013 

 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m.  
 
ROLL CALL:   Margie Brockway, Chairperson  
    James Gorman, Vice Chairperson - Absent 

  Mary Michaels, Secretary 
  Eugene Beach 
  Robert Hoffman 
  David Gerathy 
  Jacob Probe 
   
  Candace Sereno, Recording Secretary 

 
Visitors:     6 
Students:  10 
                  
 
Ms. Michaels took the roll call and stated that there was not a full board present. Ms. 
Brockway, the Chairperson, welcomed those present and explained the procedure to address 
the Board. Ms. Brockway informed the applicant that four affirmative votes are required to 
approve a motion. 
 
 
New Business: 
 

1.           CASE NUMBER:                    13-14                                                                        
              COMPLAINT #:                                    NONE                              
              ZONING:                                               R-3/PRD      
              PARCEL #:                                            11-32-177-006      
              PROPERTY ADDRESS:                       2164 Wildflower Lane     
              APPLICANT:                                        Stander, Jeff    
              OWNER:                                                Stander, Jeff & Mame 
              ORDINANCE SECTION:                     4.15 (Table)   
              VARIANCE REQUESTED:                 20 ft. variance for the rear yard setback 
                                                                             from 100 ft. to 80 ft. 
                                                                             This variance is for an in-ground pool 

outside the building envelope. 
 
 
Discussion from the Applicant:  
 
Mr. Jeff Stander, owner, 2164 Wildflower Lane, was present.  Mr. Stander stated that they 
plan to put in an in-ground, L-shaped pool in their back yard.  When the pool contractor went 
to the township for the permit approval, they discovered that there was a tree preservation 
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easement that would require a variance.  Mr. Stander explained the irony in that if the pool is 
placed where they would like to have it installed, there are not any trees that would need to 
come down.  If they were to place the pool within the building envelope and outside the tree 
preservation easement; there would be trees that need to come down.  Mr. Stander referenced 
a picture showing that they are asking for 20 ft. for the proposed fence and 8 or 9 ft. to the 
edge of the pool.  He explained that his neighbors are in approval and the Homeowner’s 
Association board has approved it as well.  There were signatures submitted in the 
application in favor of the pool.  Mr. Stander stated that he is looking to improve his home, 
invest in the neighborhood and create jobs.   
 
Discussion from the Board: 
 
Ms. Brockway stated that her question was answered in regards to the PRD and having 
permission from their homeowner’s board.  Mr. Hoffman stated that he does not have a 
problem with the variance.  Ms. Michaels stated that she had no problem with the in-ground 
pool as they are temporary in nature and can always be filled in in the future.  Mr. Gerathy 
had no problem with it either.  
 
Mr. Beach questioned the L-section of the pool and the distance from the deck.  Mr. Stander 
stated that he was hoping for some room between the deck and the pool and that it is a matter 
of preference.  Mr. Stander cited that they would prefer some room between the deck and the 
pool for safety, so no one would stumble off the deck and fall into the pool.  Ms. Michaels 
questioned whether the L-section was a shallow end.  Mr. Stander confirmed that it was.  
There was some discussion on flip-flopping the direction of the pool.  Mr. Beach suggested 
the possibility that the motion may have a condition that the trees on the west side become a 
part of the tree preservation and that no trees be removed.  Mr. Stander was firm that he did 
not have any interest in removing any trees but also does not have an interest in putting 
limitations on the balance of his property that are not subject to this.  Mr. Beach explained 
that the applicant wants to encroach 20 ft. into a tree preservation easement, so to balance it 
out, take another area that does have tree cover and make the variance conditioned on the 
preservation of those trees.  This idea, however, did not appeal to the other board members. 
 
 
Motion: 
 
Mr. Beach moved in Case No. 13-14, parcel #11-32-177-006, owner, Jeff Stander, to grant a 
variance from Ordinance Section 4.15 (Table) of 15 ft. from the required rear yard 
setback/tree preservation easement of 100 ft. to a requested 85 ft.  This variance is for the 
construction of an in-ground pool to be measured to the edge of the pool.  It is further 
understood that any fence surrounding the pool will not encroach more than 20 ft. into the 
tree easement.   The pool to be constructed in shape and location per the plans submitted.  
This variance is conditioned upon the construction of the pool not requiring the cutting or 
endangerment of any existing trees. 
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The following facts and findings in support of the motion are as follows: 
 

• This is an existing lot of record, irregular in shape within a planned residential 
development. 

• This lot and it’s neighbors include a rear yard, woodland easement that is 
approximately 100 ft. in depth.   

• The lot is improved with a home and deck on the rear yard.   
• The applicant is seeking to install an in-ground pool that roughly straddles this 

woodland easement. Based on the drawing and the photographs submitted, the 
location of the pool will not require the removal of any existing tree cover. 

• The portion of which the pool is proposed to be located is in fact fairly open, flat and 
grassy.  Although there may be other areas on the property that might accommodate 
this pool, it would be more likely to be in view of adjacent neighbors and may cause 
problems with septic, well and/or underground electrical equipment.  

 
 
Mr. Gerathy supported and the motion carried with a roll call vote:  Beach-yes; Gerathy-yes; 
Michaels-yes; Probe-yes; Hoffman-yes; Brockway-yes.  (6 yes votes) 
 
 
 

2.           CASE NUMBER:                    13-15                                                                        
              COMPLAINT #:                                    EE-13-0181                              
              ZONING:                                               LV      
              PARCEL #:                                            11-13-203-012      
              PROPERTY ADDRESS:                       2920 N. Duck Lake Rd.     
              APPLICANT:                                        Hansard, Jannette    
              OWNER:                                                Hansard, Lindsey 
              ORDINANCE SECTION:                     8.03.A.4.a, 9.02.D   
              VARIANCE REQUESTED:                 3 ft. variance for the projection of deck  

into the side yard from 5 ft. to 2 ft. 
40 ft. variance for the ordinary high 
water mark from 65 ft. to 25 ft. 
This variance is for a deck built without a 
permit. 

 
 
Discussion from the Applicant:  
 
Ms. Jannette Hansard, applicant, 2920 N. Duck Lake Rd., was present and presented a letter 
of approval from a neighbor and a picture of an added doorwall.  Ms. Brockway read the 
letter from Christa Duffeny, 2898 N. Duck Lake Rd. stating that they had no opposition to 
the variance being changed from 5 ft. to 2 ft.  They feel that the addition of the deck has 
improved the overall appearance of the house and appreciate the current homeowners taking 
pride in fixing up the home. 



 
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF HIGHLAND 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
September 4, 2013  Page 4 of 4 
 
Discussion from the Board: 
 
Mr. Beach stated that not long ago it was not even necessary to have a permit to build a deck 
not more than 2 ft. off of the ground.  This deck built without a permit is more narrow than 
the house as well.  Ms. Michaels questioned how far off the ground the deck is and Ms. 
Hansard stated that it was 16 – 20 inches off of the ground.  Mr. Probe stated that it has 
cleaned up the back of the house. 
 
Motion: 
 
Mr. Hoffman moved in Case No. 13-15, parcel #11-13-203-012, applicant, Jannette Hansard, 
to grant a variance from Ordinance Section 8.03.A.4.a, 9.02.D consisting of a 3 ft. variance 
for the projection of the deck into the side yard from 5 ft. to 2 ft.  and a 40 ft. variance from 
the ordinary high water mark from 65 ft. to 25 ft.  This variance is for a deck. 
 
The following facts and findings in support of the motion are as follows: 
 

• This is an existing lot of record that is a narrow cottage lot. 
• The deck is only 16-20 inches off of the ground and does not require a railing.   
• The size of the deck does not project wider than the existing home. 
• The deck is per plans submitted, with the understanding that the deck is to remain 

open and uncovered. 
 
Ms. Michaels supported and the motion carried with a roll call vote:  Beach-yes; Gerathy-
yes; Michaels-yes; Probe-yes; Hoffman-yes; Brockway-yes.  (6 yes votes) 
 
Mr. Beach explained to the students present the Zoning Ordinance in Highland Township and 
the role of the Zoning Board of Appeals.   
 
Minutes: 
 
Ms. Michaels moved to approve the minutes of August 21, 2013 as corrected.  Mr. Probe 
supported and the motion carried with a unanimous voice vote (6 yes votes). 
 
Adjournment: 
 
At 8:25 p.m. Ms. Michaels moved to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Beach supported and the 
motion carried with a unanimous voice vote (6 yes votes). 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Ms. Mary Michaels, Secretary 
MM/cs 


