






Zoning Board of Appeals – Non-Use Variance Request Summary 
Zoning Context and Proposal 

The subject property is zoned R-2 Moderate Density Residential. The applicant proposes a land 

division to create one additional single-family residential lot, a use permitted by right within the 

zoning district. All applicable dimensional standards are met except for private street access and 

frontage requirements, which are constrained by an intervening parcel owned by Consumers 

Energy separating the property from Chicago Drive. Consumers Energy controls the access 

easement and will not permit public street dedication or a wider easement. 

Applicable Zoning Standards and Compliance 

Lot Dimensional Standards (Chapter 4): 

• Front Yard Setback: 35 feet required (Section 4.3, Table 4.3B). Existing residence setback 

is a lawful pre-existing nonconformity and is not expanded or intensified. 

• Side Yard Setback: 7 feet required and satisfied (Table 4.3B). 

• Rear Yard Setback: 25 feet required and satisfied (Table 4.3B). 

• Minimum Lot Width: 64 feet required and satisfied (Section 5.2 – R-2 District Standards). 

Access and Private Street Standards (Section 8.2): 

• Private Street Easement Width: 66 feet required (Section 8.2.B.1). 

• Required Lot Frontage via Private Street: Section 8.2.B.2. 

• Private Street Paving Width: 22-foot paved surface required (Section 8.2.B.3.a). 

• Private Street Construction Specifications: Section 8.2.B.3.c. 

Requested Non-Use Variances 

Variance 1 – Private Street Easement Width (Section 8.2.B.1): Relief is requested from the 66-

foot private street easement width to permit a 22-foot access and utility easement across the 

Consumers Energy parcel. This represents the minimum relief necessary to provide legal access, 

utilities, and emergency services and is necessitated by third-party ownership beyond the 

applicant’s control. 

Variance 2 – Lot Frontage via Easement (Section 8.2.B.2): Relief is requested to allow required 

lot frontage to be satisfied through a shared access easement in lieu of a fully compliant private 

street right-of-way. Strict compliance is impractical due to access limitations imposed by the 

intervening utility-owned parcel. 

Variance 3 – Private Street Paving Width (Section 8.2.B.3.a): Relief is requested from the 

requirement for a 22-foot paved private street surface due to constrained easement width. The 



driveway will serve limited residential traffic and remain adequate for emergency and service 

access. 

Variance 4 – Private Street Construction Specifications (Section 8.2.B.3.c): Relief is requested 

from full private street construction standards given the reduced easement width, residential 

scale, and low traffic volumes. 

Variance 5 – Front Yard Impact from Private Street Easement (Section 4.3, Table 4.3B): Relief is 

requested where establishment of the private street easement would be interpreted as creating 

a front yard condition for an existing legally nonconforming structure. The existing condition is 

unchanged by the proposal. 

Additional Zoning Consideration 

The proposed land division reduces an existing nonconformity related to the ordinance’s 

maximum 4:1 lot depth-to-width ratio (Section 5.2), resulting in more balanced and conforming 

lot geometry. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Response to Standards for Granting of a Non-Use Variance 

Practical Difficulty: The subject property is separated from Chicago Drive by an intervening 

Consumers Energy parcel, creating exceptional access constraints not typical of R-2-zoned 

properties. Consumers Energy will not permit public street dedication, additional access points, 

or an easement width sufficient to meet private street standards. Compliance with the 

ordinance is therefore physically impractical, not merely inconvenient. 

Unique Circumstances: The access limitations affecting the property are site-specific and 

uncommon within the zoning district. Most nearby parcels possess direct frontage or can 

establish compliant access without reliance on a utility-owned intervening parcel. 

Preservation of Substantial Property Right: The requested variances are necessary to allow 

reasonable single-family residential use consistent with zoning intent. Without relief, third-party 

access constraints would preclude the creation of a buildable lot despite compliance with 

permitted use, density, and area standards. 

No Substantial Detriment: Approval of the variances will not negatively impact adjacent 

properties or neighborhood character. The proposal results in only one additional single-family 

residence and does not create new public access points or traffic impacts. 

Not Self-Created: The hardship arises from historic parcel configuration and utility ownership 

predating current ownership. The applicant did not create or exacerbate the access constraints. 

Public Interest: Granting the variances is consistent with the spirit and intent of the Zoning 

Ordinance by formalizing legal access, supporting emergency and utility services, reducing 

existing nonconformities, and achieving substantial justice. 

















Variance Application Summary – 10671 Chicago Drive 

Thank you for your consideration of the variance request for 10671 Chicago Drive. While the 

following Exhibits 1 and 2 are not directly part of the current application, they are provided to 

demonstrate intent, precedent, and the positive outcomes associated with similar approvals. 

Exhibit 1 relates to a nearby parcel, 10581 James Street, which my wife and I purchased in 2015. With 

the guidance and support of township staff, we successfully obtained non-use variances that, while 

different in structure, were similar in principle to the current request. These approvals allowed us to 

retain an existing detached structure and establish a 40-foot access and utility easement to the 

parcel in Exhibit 2. Since that time, we have maintained ownership of the property and invested in its 

ongoing improvement and beautification. 

Exhibit 2 reflects my personal residence and illustrates the broader outcome of the township’s 

willingness to approve such variances. The result has been increased property value, enhancement of 

the surrounding neighborhood, and responsible development of a limited land resource within the 

township. 

Together, these exhibits demonstrate a proven track record of thoughtful development, alignment 

with community standards, and a commitment to improving both property and neighborhood 

outcomes through responsible variance approvals. 

 








