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City of Grand Blanc 

Planning Commission Meeting 

April 18, 2016  

7:00 p.m. 

 

Present:    Don Becker    Robert Courneya Susan Soderstrom  Julie Nielsen    

                             Matt Wurtz Chris Carr    Julie Hinterman  John Freel 

   

Absent:   Frank Roberts    

Staff:  Wendy Jean - Buhrer Nancy Orr Steve Hill   Michelle Foster, LSL Planning  

Guests:  Mark Merrill Remy Jonna           

 The meeting was called to order by Chairman, R. Courneya at 7:01 p.m. 

 Pledge of Allegiance 

  

1. Approval of Agenda 

 MOTION by:  C. Carr, SUPPORT by:  J. Nielsen, to approve the agenda.  Motion carries. 

 

2. Approval of Minutes 

 MOTION by:  D. Becker,  SUPPORT by:  J. Nielsen, to approve minutes of the March 15, 2016 Planning 

 Commission meeting.  Motion carries. 

 

3.   Public Comment 

 Mark Merrill, Soap in the City Car Wash, 11238 S. Saginaw Street, Grand Blanc. Mr. Merrill addressed the 

 Planning Commission and expressed his concerns regarding ongoing issues with the neighboring construction. 

 Mr. Merrill said the ongoing problems at the site were mud, blocked access, and also that his income had 

 been cut by sixty (60) percent.  Mr. Merrill also said that permanent damage had been done to his property, 

 by a saw cut that was the length of his lot, and also due to all of the traffic from semi trucks, cement trucks, 

 dump trucks, and tractors. Mr. Merrill said the biggest problem is having his access blocked at some point 

 every day, and at one time it was blocked for two and a half (2.5) days.  Mr. Merrill added that he taken  several 

 photos and talked to an attorney regarding the issues.   

 

 Remy Jonna, Jonna Properties, 2360 Orchard Lake Road, Keego Harbor, MI  48320.  Mr. Jonna said he had 

 spoken with Ms. Foster earlier, and that she e-mailed him concerns.  He also thanked Mark for being there and 

 said that valid points were made and he was open to suggestions.  Mr. Jonna said he was there to hear what Mr. 

 Merrill had to say, and to do what he could to fix it.   

 

 M. Wurtz said he was asked to go out to the site last week.  M. Wurtz said what he observed to be the problem 

 was the sub contractors not doing what the superintendant was instructing.  He suggested that Mr. Jonna tell 

 them to listen to the superintendant about where, when, and how things are to be done.  Mr. Jonna said he was 

 always available if anything was needed.   
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4. Old Business   

 None. 

 

5. New Business 

A. Ms. Jean-Buhrer opened with an introduction regarding Grand Meadows II – DeShano Developers became new 

 owners in November 2015, and came to the Planner with a proposed addition to the site.   Ms. Foster went over 

 her review letter dated March 13, 2016, and explained the owner proposed a twenty (20) unit assisted living 

 facility on the east side of the property.  The existing sixty-four (64) unit facility sits on 6.6 acres, and was 

 approved in 1988.  Ms. Foster explained that density is the issue.  Ms. Foster said she had spoken to Mr. 

 DeShano to get a better idea of what he was proposing.   The existing approved in 1988 was appropriate density, 

 but zoning RT allows eight (8) units/acre and it is now 9.6.  The existing is for elderly care but independent 

 apartments.  Chairman Corneya asked if they were currently apartments.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer said they have to 

 keep it that way for three (3) years with low rent /senior housing.  Ms. Foster explained the issue with the site is 

 density, and two different standards:  eight (8) units/acre or twenty (20) units/acre, dependent upon the use.  

 Ms. Foster went on to explain nursing care is defined in the ordinance, but extended care is not.  And if not 

 specifically for the elderly, then the existing falls under twenty (20) units/acre.  Ms. Foster said she would 

 research the 1980 Zoning Ordinance to see how it was approved, and that the basic issue is if the applicant adds 

 to the site it increases the non-conformity of the existing building, and that the new building is okay because it is 

 under twenty (20) units/acre.  Ms. Foster said the applicant would not want to do a lot split, because they want 

 to share the existing parking.  Ms. Foster added that the applicant has multiple similar twenty (20) unit centers 

 across the state which require seven (7) parking spaces, which this site can accommodate, but it does not meet 

 the current ordinance standards, making this an additional issue.  J. Freel said the owner would have to go for a 

 variance and follow whatever the national standard is.   

 

 Ms. Foster said the site plan would only be approved  upon certain conditions, specific uses, and approved that 

 way.  Ms. Foster also said the owner looked in to rezoning  to a High Density Multiple Family or Planned Unit 

 Development, but a PUD does not allow for the increased density to this capacity.  HDMF allows twelve (12) 

 units/acre.  If the owner is not able to get a variance for density he could try to rezone to HDMF and reduce it by 

 four (4) units and meet the requirements, which is one option.     

 

 D. Becker expressed concerns about run off issues with the site being ten (10) feet from the sanitary sewer.  M. 

 Wurtz said it is all part of the Site Plan process to make sure the run off rate does not exceed storm water  

 calculations.  M. Wurtz also said the sanitary sewer there services the senior center, and that if the proposed 

 project is approved, the sanitary sewer will be relocated.   

 

 Ms. Foster also said the owner addressed relocation of the sanitary sewer and provided her with an ‘L’ shaped  

 design in that location, and that if he could relocate the sanitary sewer it would likely change and work the site 

 better and be a reason not to increase parking.  Ms. Foster said the next step would be to look at the 1988 

 approval.  Ms. Foster said the specific wording of the Special Land Use reads, “the facility shall not result in an 

 excessive concentration of such facilities in the general area of the City of Grand Blanc overall, as determined by 

 City Council.”  City Council will look at the plan at final approval of the Special Land Use.   
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 Ms. Foster said she would be meeting with the owner and a site plan would be before the Commission within 

 the next two (2) months.   

 

B.   Site Plan Violation at 11230, 11232, and 11240 S. Saginaw Street was discussed.   

 Ms. Jean-Buhrer reported that a letter and pictures were sent  to Mr. Jonna, regarding site issues that Mr. 

 Merrill had discussed with the City.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer said the letter stated that Mr. Jonna’s Site Plan approval 

 would possibly be revoked  if the issues were not addressed and corrected.    

 

 Ms. Foster said there is a section in the Zoning Ordinance which allows for revocation if the owner does not 

 abide by approved site plans.  The process in the letter gives the owner/violator ten (10) days notice of the 

 violation and if the situation is not remedied by the time of the next Planning Commission meeting, the Planning 

 Commission can discuss and potentially revoke site plan approval based on the violation.  Ms. Foster said there 

 is no given number of warnings, only the ten (10) days prior to the next meeting to remedy the situation.  J. 

 Freel said part of the site plan approval is that driveways remain clear, and that part of the site plan approval 

 could  state that the contractor/developer not be allowed to use that neighboring property.  Ms. Foster said Mr. 

 Jonna does have access to Mr. Merrill’s property, and that Mr. Merrill knew he would be using that access.  Ms. 

 Foster added that Mr. Jonna had put up ‘no parking’ signs and addressed issues whenever he had been asked 

 and had been responsive  to requests.  Ms. Foster said the silt and construction fences are not regulated by 

 the City ordinance.  Ms. Foster said the County had visited the site and said the soil erosion was not in 

 violation.  Ms.  Foster also said she was told street sweepers were at the property once per night.   

 

 Mr. Merrill asked to address the Planning Commission once again.  His request was granted. 

 

 Mr. Merrill stated that he had worked for the City for thirty-three (33) years, and that when he complained to 

 the City, he was told the City did not have the manpower to constantly police the site.  Mr. Merrill said the 

 last time he spoke with Ms. Foster, things did get better.  Mr. Merrill said these issues have been going on 

 a long time and  that he had called Mr. Jonna several times.  Mr. Merrill said he felt it is the City’s responsibility 

 to police sites.   He said that semi trucks were parked on his property, loading/unloading, and that he lost two 

 and a half (2.5)  days of business, that the issue was just now being resolved, as the project is coming to an end, 

 and he felt it should not be pushed off on him.  He said this had been an issue for a couple of months.   

 

Ms. Foster thanked Mr. Merrill for being there and said she had been in constant contact with Mr. Jonna and his 

son for three (3) weeks.  Ms. Foster also said that building inspector, Ted Sczepanski, had been to the site many 

times, with constant contact.  And that the police had been out in terms of traffic issues.  Ms. Foster said that 

they cannot be there all of the time, unfortunately.  Ms. Foster added that Mr. Jonna said he would put up signs 

and since had done so.  Ms. Foster also said there had been no issues since Mr. Jonna had received the violation 

letter.   

 

J. Freel asked if Mr. Jonna had been cited for the violation.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer said it is not within the City’s ability 

to issue a ticket.  J. Freel said this is not  a Master Plan issue, but an ordinance issue, and that the Site Plan 

violations needed to be more clearly defined.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer added that a Public Hearing would have to be 

held.    
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S. Soderstrom suggested that in the future, a pre-construction meeting is held between everyone involved, prior 

to any approvals.  She also said the Planning Commission had to learn from its mistakes and do a better job 

together.  S. Soderstrom also suggested going through the ordinances and getting rid of what is not needed and 

add what it does not have.  She also added that things should be moving forward, losses taken care of, and that 

there would be communication between the two parties involved.  C. Carr suggested looking at fees for 

citations.   

 

Ms. Foster suggested looking in to adding a violations section to the Zoning Ordinance, which spells out 

penalties for violations. J. Freel pointed out and read under VIOLATIONS, Sec. 27.07 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

The Planning Commission expressed the desire to expand on the ordinance.  Ms. Foster suggested taking vinyl 

fences, A-frame signs, and site plan violations and reviewing those first, since the Commission already knows 

those are issues.  Ms. Foster said there will be many more amendments along the way, after the Master Plan 

process.  D. Becker said the City must carry out its threats. 

  

C.  Planner Update on ZBA and Planning Commission approvals 

 Ms. Foster updated the Planning Commission on current project approvals within the City.  Ms. Foster said they 

 had spoken in length regarding Aremia’s.  Kroger is also under construction.  MediLodge has turned in final site 

 plans and received approval for their SLU at the March Planning Commission meeting.  Ms. Foster said they are 

 ready to go, but have not submitted a building permit yet.  Honda was approved by City Council last week for 

 their SLU, and the City is waiting for submission of final site plans for Honda and Pizza Mia.   

 

 Verus Development was looked at last fall and decided not to move forward.  The developer contacted Ms. 

 Foster  and said they were going to let the site plan approval lapse because they do not have enough tenant 

 agreements.   

 

 Rangel Orthodontics was reviewed at the same meeting as Verus Development.  They have not submitted final 

 site plans yet.  They are under change of architects and most likely going to come back to the Planning 

 Commission with a new site plan.   

 

 Grand Oaks II PUD was reviewed by City Council last week and sent back to the applicant (Tobin) to renegotiate 

 the PUD agreement.  It has not been signed yet.  Site plans have been approved.  Ms. Foster ended by stating 

 that is the basic activity of the past year, and asked if there were any questions.   

 

 C. Carr asked what happened to the Old Marathon station next to Big Boy.  S. Soderstrom said City Council voted 

 not to give them the extension.  A site plan for 4,704 square feet was approved.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer said they 

 had asked for an extension and City Council rejected that request. She added that closing had been 

 scheduled.  S. Soderstrom added they are scheduled to build some time from April 2016 to April 2017.  Ms. 

 Jean-Buhrer said bids had been sent out that day to start the process to demolish 130 Reid Road. She added that 

 the City purchased the property with CDBG funds.   
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D. ZBA and Planning Report Discussion 

 Ms. Jean-Buhrer introduced the next item, and explained that she took all the Planning related items that have 

 taken place over the last four (4) years and put them in a database by type and grouped them in to the 

 different actions.  Signs was the biggest issue.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer said some were denied.  The City changed the 

 sign ordinance to allow signs in the front and back of the business.  Several signs variances were denied.   

 Ms. Jean-Buhrer asked if there were any questions or patterns to highlight and  bring to the discussion  and 

 possible changes.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer said they would continue with the list and report every month. 

 

 Ms. Foster said the most significant thing she had taken away  from this information was only two (2) rezonings 

 in four (4) years, which she said is quite low for a community, which means the City is fairly properly zoned at 

 the current time.  She also said this is something that will be looked at during the Master Plan process and the 

 future Land Use Map.  She also said that would include the recent rezonings.  Ms. Foster also said having 

 minimal rezoning requests will show that the Future Land Use Map is likely already in order. 

 

 J. Hinterman asked why there were so many sign issues, and if that is something that needs to be put at the top 

 of the priority list.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer said five (5) of them have to do with front and back businesses, and that 

 that was taken care of.  She said the other ones, like the gas station, were asking for a lot of signage.  Ms. Jean-

 Buhrer added that a lot of businesses assume the rezoning will be granted, so they submit the requests.   

 

 Ms. Jean-Buhrer also said the A-frame sign that Ms. Foster brought up was a popular topic, and that these are 

 only allowed through a temporary sign permit.  Ms. Jean-Buhrer mentioned changing that for the downtown   

 and by allowing A-frame signs, this would give the businesses extra signage.     

 

 Ms. Foster mentioned a new Federal ruling, which changed things for sign ordinances.  She suggested the 

 Planning Commission revisit the sign ordinance.  Ms. Foster said a church fought a community in California, and 

 it went  all the way to Federal Court.  Ms. Foster said it was basically saying they were discriminated against 

 because the  signs were regulated by the use.  The church could have certain signage versus real estate 

 businesses.  The court  said signs cannot be regulated based on content.  Signs can be regulated based on 

 location, size and zoning districts, but can no longer have categories such as real estate, religious, or even 

 political.  Ms. Foster said this is  something many communities are changing.  She added that signage is always a 

 problem everywhere throughout the United States.   

 

E. Master Plan Discussion  

 Ms. Jean-Buhrer presented the schematics used for the 2007 Master Plan process.  Ms. Foster said she felt it 

 would be a good idea to bring those issues back to the table and see if those items that are listed are still high 

 priority, accomplished, still relevant, or no longer relevant.  Ms. Foster added there are two (2) reasons to do 

 this review:  to see where the City is in the review over the past four (4) years as a Planning Commission and 

 City, and because of the Master Plan processes that will be kicking off in about two (2) weeks.  She said this will 

 be a good pre-cursor to seeing where the Planning Commission is with the next strategies.   
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 The Planning Commission reviewed the 2007 Master Plan Implementation Strategies.  It was decided which 

 items were still relevant and/or high priority, which were accomplished or irrelevant, and what body was 

 responsible for the duty. 

 Land Use Strategies 

 Initiate necessary City-wide rezoning to implement certain land use changes recommended in the Plan and to 

 eliminate spot zoning situations:  still relevant/high priority. 

 

 Conduct a detailed, technical review of the zoning ordinance to identify amendments that will implement this 

 plan and establish priorities and a timeline for completion:  still relevant/high priority. 

 

 Develop an Open Space/Residential PUD zoning option to allow more creative development that preserves key 

 natural features and open space:  still relevant/high priority. 

 

 Initiate a process to prepare development Master Plan for potential unified development or redevelopment of 

 the General Motors site with the Township and other interested parties:  accomplished. 

 

 Continue to work with Grand Blanc Township on an update of the Grand Blanc Master Plan:  relevant/high 

 priority.   

 

 Continue to aggressively pursue the revitalization and appropriate new development in the downtown per the 

 Downtown Strategic Vision Plan:  still relevant/high priority.   

 

 Review the Master Plan on an annual basis, preferably at a joint Planning Commission/City Council meeting and 

 amend as deemed appropriate.  Review and update the Plan at least every five years per state law:  still  

 relevant/high priority. 

 

 Multi-Modal Transportation Strategies 

 Conduct an assessment of an extension of Genesee Road to determine the cost versus the benefits:  

 accomplished. 

 

 Apply access management techniques to regulate the number and spacing of driveways to help reduce crash 

 potential and preserve street capacity.  Link uses through service drives or parking lot connections whenever 

 possible:  still relevant/high priority.   

 

 Continue to plan for and construct a comprehensive system of pathways throughout the community:  still 

 relevant/high priority.   

 

 Support transit through transit-oriented design and site plan, a continuous pathways system, and coordination 

 with the transit agency:  still relevant/high priority. 

 

 Community Facilities and Services Strategies 

 Work cooperatively with the school district, churches, and other institutions to ensure that their needs along 

 with the City’s can be met:  still relevant/high priority. 
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 Pursue a median design along S. Saginaw as an entry into the Grand Blanc Community:  not relevant. 

  

 Direct infrastructure improvements to support desired development and redevelopment:  still relevant/high 

 priority.   

 

 Update Parks and Recreation Plan at least every five years:  still relevant/high priority. 

Ms. Jean-Buhrer requested Commission members to bring back additional goals at the next meeting. 

 

6. Administrative/Miscellaneous/Discussion 

A. Next Planning Commission Meeting – May 16, 2016. 

Items of discussion would include:  Sign Variance, Sunset Apartments Landscaping, and Fire Department 

Landscaping.   

 

B. Ms. Jean-Buhrer said the Joint Planning Commission/City Council Meeting was scheduled for Wednesday, May 

 18, 2016, at 7:00 pm.   

  

 D. Becker said the medical marijuana issue needs to be included in the Zoning Ordinance discussion.  Ms. Foster 

 said the issue should be included in the Zoning Ordinance amendments and to look the matter as an ordinance 

 update.  S. Soderstrom said the moratorium regarding the issue had lapsed.  Ms. Foster added there was a 

 recession in the number of applications across the board.   

 

7. Adjournment 

 The meeting adjourned at 8:46 pm 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

Nancy M. Orr 

Planning Commission Secretary 

City of Grand Blanc 


