
 

VILLAGE OF FRANKLIN 

SIGN BOARD OF APPEALS 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING 

THURSDAY, MARCH 18, 2021 at 7:00 P.M. 

Held remotely via “Zoom.us” 

 

I. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 

The Regular Meeting of the Zoning/Sign Board of Appeals was called to order by Randy Brakeman, 

Chairman, via Zoom©, Franklin, Michigan at 7:05 PM. 

 

II. ROLL CALL 

Present: Randy Brakeman (Franklin, MI), Fred Gallasch (Franklin, MI), Bruce Kueck (Franklin, 

MI), Linda Novak (Bonita Beach, FL), J. Bennet Donaldson (Franklin, MI), Nick 

Bevins (Franklin, MI) 

Absent: Stuart Greidanus 

Also Present: Bill Dinnan, Building Official; Roger Fraser, Village Administrator; Heather Mydloski, 

 Village Clerk 

 

III. ADOPTION OF AGENDA  

Motion by Kueck, seconded by Novak to adopt the Agenda for the March 18, 2021 Regular 

Zoning/Sign Board of Appeals meeting, as presented and published. 

 

Ayes:  Brakeman, Gallasch, Kueck, Novak, Donaldson, Bevins 

Nays: None 

Absent: Greidanus 

Motion carried. 

  

For the public’s edification, Brakeman explained the purpose of the Zoning Board of Appeals and the 

formal procedures of the meeting. 

 

IV. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Zoning Board of Appeals Case #21-03 

 Property:  27340 Crestwood Drive 

 Zoning:    R-M 

Description of Request:  

The appellant is requesting that the Zoning/Sign Board of Appeals grant 

a variance regarding an accessory building.  

1. Village of Franklin Ordinances Section 1268.13 (b) states that 

detached accessory buildings shall not be erected in any required yard 

except a rear yard… 

2. Section 1268.13 (g) states in part that when an accessory building is 

located in the rear yard area on a corner lot, the side lot line of which 

is substantially a continuation of the required front yard setback of the 

lot to its rear, said accessory building shall be set back from the street 

side at least as far as the required front yard setback of the lot at the 

rear of the subject corner lot. Further, the Schedule of Regulations, 

Appendix B requires a side yard adjacent to the street to have a 

minimum setback of 50 feet.  
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Dinnan pointed out that in lieu of a site plan an overhead view of the location of the accessory 

structure and property was submitted with the other documents in the packet. He explained the two (2) 

issues with the location of this accessory building, and also mentioned the substantial grade change in 

the back yard of the property. 
 

Donaldson clarified the definition of a “rear yard”. However, Dinnan explained the issues with this 

particular corner lot is that it involves two required yards: the rear yard behind the actual house and the 

side yard adjacent to the street (Inkster Rd.).  

 

Regarding the side yard lot line, Dinnan stated that the setback is 50 ft. from the street. The picture 

submitted indicates that a corner of the shed is on that lot line. Without an official survey, Dinnan had 

been assured that the red property line on the submitted overhead picture was accurate.   

 

Dinnan also brought to the Commissioners’ attention pictures taken by the owner of other accessory 

buildings in the Village. As of yet, no research has been done on them. 

 

Responding to Gallasch’s inquiry, Dinnan said he had become aware of this building when a resident 

had contacted him and expressed concern that there appeared to be numerous accessory buildings in 

the Village which might not have permits. 

 

It was unknown if the owner was aware that he/she could “attend” this meeting and answer any and all 

questions from the Commissioners. Mydloski contacted the property owner offline at the request of 

Brakeman. Robert Hewer was contacted and agreed to join the meeting. He had been feeling under the 

weather, as he was recovering from the COVID-19 vaccine. 

 

Motion by Brakeman to table Zoning Board of Appeals Case #21-03, 27340 Crestwood Drive, 

Franklin, MI, until later in the meeting. 

 

B.    Zoning Board of Appeals Case #21-04 

 Property:  32350 Franklin Road  

 Zoning:    R-3 

Description of Request:  

The appellant is requesting that the Zoning/Sign Board of Appeals grant 

a variance to remove and rebuild existing privacy screen.  

1. Village of Franklin Ordinance 1268.28 (d) (2) Location, Privacy 

screens shall not be located in a required yard setback area. 

 

Dinnan explained that an application for this fence had previously come before the ZBA a number of 

years ago. At that meeting, Mr. and Mrs. Hinnant, owners of the property, cancelled that request and 

decided to make repairs to the existing fence. This current application is to take down and replace the 

entire fence. Brakeman reminded Commissioners that at the January 2021 meeting this property came 

before them requesting a variance to install a new privacy screen along the entire rear (southern) 

property line which would include the replacement of the 40 ft. chain link fence. That request was 

denied. Dinnan added that this current application only addresses the replacement of the existing 6 ft. 

privacy screen and not the removal of the 40 ft. chain link fence. It is his opinion that this application  

 

is not the same as the one denied in January, as it only involves a portion of the January request, and 

not the request in its entirety. The law would not allow a second submission for the same request.   
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Dinnan acknowledged that correspondence had been received today (March 18, 2021) from a neighbor 

and had been forwarded to the ZBA members. For the record, Brakeman stated that detailed 

correspondence as such should be included in the Commissioners’ packet or at least several days 

before the meeting, not the same day of a meeting. 

 

Robert Hinnant, owner of the property, explained and gave details of his application request. He stated 

that the important difference between this variance application and the one in January being that the 

first one was a request for replacement of both the old fence and the chain link fence. Because he had 

been muted during the majority of the January meeting, he was unable to answer any questions about 

his request, to express the importance of having a privacy screen, and to possibly adjust his application 

request. He acknowledged that the privacy screen would be in the required yard setback and added that 

the neighbor’s house is 18 to 24 inches from the lot line, thus, the necessity to submit this new 

application. He also added that he agreed with Brakeman’s statement about correspondence submitted 

at the last minute. 

 

John Roberts, Custom Cedar Fence, spoke to the quality and durability of the proposed fence and 

described the fence, adding that it is a two-sided fence and looks good from both sides. He admitted 

that the picture of a fence submitted with the application was not one built by Custom Cedar Fence. 

Responding to Novak’s inquiry about the color of the fence, Roberts stated that he does not put 

anything on it and over time it turns to a natural grey color. 

 

Public Comments 

Natalya Shub, Franklin Rd., (Hinnant’s next door neighbor to the south and the only neighbor 

impacted by the fence), apologized for submitting her and her husband’s letter at the last minute. 

Before she referred to the statements in their letter, she had additional comments. The HDC approved 

the fence shown in the same picture provided tonight and pointed out that the builder testified that it 

was not one built by his company and, therefore, was not the actual fence being considered. In some 

areas this fence would be 18-24 inches from their house and 24 to 38 inches from the windows. 

(pictures were provided). She listed other “hardships” to her family and noted she had reached out to 

the neighbors for images of the possible fence but had not received any response. If the ZBA approved 

this variance, she listed several conditions which should be considered. 

 

Robert Hinnant answered in the negative to Donaldson’s questions about possible removal of trees due 

to the erection of the new fence. Hinnant gave reasons why the location of the fence could not be 

moved further north on his property. Regarding the providing of images to the Shubs, Katie Hinnant 

replied she was not aware they had reached out to them and had she known she would have provided 

pictures. Hinnant acknowledged that the good quality fence was a benefit to both themselves and the 

Shubs. 

 

Bevins confirmed that the distance between the fence and the Hinnants’ house as depicted in a 

document provided is approximately 10 ft. and the arbor vitae in front of the fence provides privacy for 

the second level of the house because of being so tall, but nothing for the first level. 

 

Dinnan explained that the purpose of Ordinances, the intent of which, especially for non-conformities, 

is to reduce or eliminate non-conforming situations. He continued by adding that the purpose of the 

ZBA is to monitor those non-conformities: for example, a non-conforming fence can be repaired but 

an entire replacement of an old one in the same location extends the life of a non-conforming fence 

and must come before the ZBA for approval.   
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Christopher Rich, German Mill, supports the Appellant as he has the same type of old stockade fence 

and privacy in the Historic District is important. 

 

Dinnan explained the process for changing a Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Motion by Donaldson, seconded by Bevins to state the Findings of Facts. 

 

Ayes:  Brakeman, Gallasch, Kueck, Novak, Donaldson, Bevins 

Nays: None 

Absent: Greidanus 

Motion carried. 

 

The Zoning Board of Appeals made the following Findings of Facts with respect to the request 

for a variance to remove and rebuild an existing six (6) foot privacy screen along the south 

property line and within the side yard setback. The side yard setback in the R-3 district is 10 feet 

on the least side. 

 

1.   The property address is: 32650 Franklin Rd. 

2.   The Parcel ID is TF-24-06-278-001. 

3.   The Zoning is R-3. 

4.   The property is the Historic District. 

5.   The property is legally non-conforming. 

6.   The request is to remove an existing legally non-conforming fence and build a new fence. 

7.   Several times the Applicant has brought similar requests to ZBA. 

 

Dinnan explained that according to the Ordinance the replacement fence must conform with the 

Ordinances which means a privacy screen can be 6 ft. tall and can be 100% opacity. A 4 ft. or less 

fence with the proper opacity would also be allowable. 

 

8.   The existing fence has been there for a number of years and needs to be repaired and could be 

      repaired. The applicant has requested to replace it. 

9.   The neighbors do not object to the fence; however, requested that it not be placed on the property 

      line. 

10. A fence on the property line is closer to the neighbor’s home than to the applicant’s home by a 

      substantial distance. 

11. The neighbor’s home is between 18 to 24 inches away from the fence and the applicant’s home is 

      approximately 10 ft. away. 

12. There was one (1) resident in support of this request. 

13. Even if the neighbors were in agreement and supportive of this fence, it would still be a violation.  

 

Motion by Donaldson, seconded by Bevins that the Board members consider the Proposed 

Findings of Facts, for Case #21-04, and if you believe a decision regarding the variance request 

should be made using the above Findings of Fact indicate by saying “Aye” and if you do not 

believe that the proposed Findings of Facts are appropriate for making a decision you should 

vote “Nay”. 
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Ayes:  Brakeman, Gallasch, Kueck, Novak, Donaldson, Bevins 

Nays: None 

Absent: Greidanus 

Motion carried. 

 

Motion by Bevins, seconded by Gallasch that each member of the ZBA approve the variance as 

requested for Case #21-04, based on the Findings of Facts, for 32350 Franklin Road, Franklin, 

Michigan and the Applicant’s request for a variance to remove and rebuild an existing 6 ft. 

privacy screen along the south property line and within the side yard setback area of the 

property. 

 

Roll Call 

Novak   Nay 

Bevins   Nay 

Kueck    Nay 

Gallasch    Yay 

Donaldson    Nay 

Brakeman  Nay 

 

Motion failed (1-5). 

 

Motion by Donaldson, seconded by Bevins that each member of the ZBA deny the Applicant’s 

request of a variance to remove and rebuild an existing 6 ft. privacy screen along the south 

property line and within the side yard setback area of the property, based on the approved 

Findings of Facts for Case #21-04, 32350 Franklin Road, he should vote “Aye” and if he does not 

believe the facts support the variance, he should vote “Nay”. 

 

Roll Call 

Bevins   Yay 

Kueck    Yay 

Gallasch    Nay 

Donaldson    Yay 

Novak  Yay 

Brakeman  Yay 

 

Motion carried (5-1). 

 

Motion by Brakeman for the consideration of Zoning Board of Appeals Case #21-03, 327340 

Crestwood Drive, Franklin, MI. to be taken off of the table from earlier in this meeting and 

reintroduce it now.  

 

A. Zoning Board of Appeals Case #21-03 

 Property:  27340 Crestwood Drive 

 Zoning:    R-M 

Description of Request:  

The appellant is requesting that the Zoning/Sign Board of Appeals grant 

a variance regarding an accessory building.  
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3. Village of Franklin Ordinances Section 1268.13 (b) states that 

detached accessory buildings shall not be erected in any required yard 

except a rear yard… 

4. Section 1268.13 (g) states in part that when an accessory building is 

located in the rear yard area on a corner lot, the side lot line of which 

is substantially a continuation of the required front yard setback of the 

lot to its rear, said accessory building shall be set back from the street 

side at least as far as the required front yard setback of the lot at the 

rear of the subject corner lot. Further, the Schedule of Regulations, 

Appendix B requires a side yard adjacent to the street to have a 

minimum setback of 50 feet.  

 

Robert Hewer, owner of the property, explained and detailed his reasons and purpose for submitting 

this application, which includes the location of a new accessory building. He did some research on 

Village requirements and included photo examples of neighborhood non-conforming buildings with 

his application. He emphasized that he made several calls to the office to get some facts on the shed.  

 

Dinnan clarified that according to the Ordinance, the setback line is taken from the property line 

which, according to the picture Hewer included with his application, is the red line over which a corner 

of the building is set. His house is legal as it sets back 50 ft. from the red line.  

 

Bevins inquired if the location of the structure had been verified to be over the property line and in his 

property? Hewer stated he had not taken exact measurements; however, he now understands how to 

calculate the official setback line. After much thought Hewer felt this was the only location for the 

structure. 

 

Roger Fraser, Administrator, suggested issuing a complaint to the Franklin Hills Country Club 

requesting that for safety reasons it should erect some sort of screening around the driving range to 

prevent golf balls from dangerously crossing Inkster Rd. and landing in the Hewer’s property. The 

Hewers could request the Village contact the Country Club. 

 

Public Comments 

There were none and no letters were received addressing this issue. 

 

The Zoning Board of Appeals made the following Findings of Facts with respect to the request 

for a variance for the location of a detached accessory building in reference to Village of 

Franklin Ordinances sections 1268.13 (b) and 1268.13 (g) and Schedule of Regulations, Appendix 

B. 

1. The property address is: 27340 Crestwood Dr. 

2. The Parcel ID is: 24-06-301-006 

3. The Zoning is: R-M. 

4. The accessory building is located on or over the property line. 

5. The shed is close to 70% complete. 

6.  It is a corner lot. (Crestwood Dr. and Inkster Rd.) 

7. The northern third of the property is on a substantial incline. 

8. The septic location is on the opposite side of the house and shed. 

9. The house is located on the northern third of the property, with a large front yard and a small 

     backyard. 

10.  There were no Public Comments or letters received. 
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11.  Owner stated that part of the reason to build the shed was to collect golf balls coming from the 

       driving range which is down range and across Inkster Rd. 

12.  There were no Public Comments or letters received. 

13. Owner stated that part of the reason to build the shed was to collect golf balls coming from the 

driving range which is across Inkster Rd. 

 

Hewer pointed out that the shed is not on a permanent foundation which gives it flexibility if it needed 

to be moved. 

 

Motion by Kueck, seconded by Donaldson that the Board members consider the Proposed 

Findings of Facts, for Case #21-03, and if you believe a decision regarding the variance request 

should be made using the above Findings of Fact indicate by saying “Aye” and if you do not 

believe that the proposed Findings of Facts are appropriate for making a decision you should 

vote “Nay”. 

 

Ayes:  Brakeman, Gallasch, Kueck, Novak, Donaldson, Bevins 

Nays: None 

Absent: Greidanus 

Motion carried. 

 

Motion by Bevins, seconded by Gallasch, that each member of the ZBA approve the variance as 

requested for Case #21-03, based on the Findings of Facts, for 27340 Crestwood Dr., Franklin, 

Michigan and of the Applicant’s request for a variance of Ordinance sections 1268.13 (b) and 

1268.13 (g), regarding the location of a detached accessory building.  

 

Roll Call 

Kueck   Nay 

Gallasch   Yay 

Donaldson    Nay 

Novak    Nay 

Bevins    Nay 

Brakeman  Yay 

 

Motion failed (2-4). 

 

Motion by Bevins, seconded by Gallasch that each member of the ZBA approve the variance as 

requested for Case #21-03, based on the Findings of Facts, for 27340 Crestwood Dr., Franklin, 

Michigan and of the Applicant’s request for a variance of Ordinance sections 1268.13 (b) and 

1268.13 (g), regarding the location of a detached accessory building. This approval is contingent 

upon obtaining an official land survey and the building is not outside the property line. 

 

Roll Call 

Gallasch   Yay 

Donaldson    Nay 

Novak    Yay 

Bevins    Yay 

Kueck  Yay 

Brakeman  Yay 

Motion carried (5-1). 
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Dinnan ascertained that once the owner obtains a survey of the lot line indicating the actual location of 

the building and pursuant to the ZBA actions tonight, a building permit will be issued accordingly. 

 

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  January 21, 2021 

Mark Ziessow, Redfern, ZBA alternate member, corrected the dates on page seven (7). Both should 

read, July 16, 20210. 

 

Motion by Novak, seconded by Gallasch to approve the minutes of January 21, 2021 ZBA 

meeting, as amended. 

 

Ayes:  Brakeman, Gallasch, Kueck, Novak, Donaldson, Bevins 

Nays: None 

Absent: Greidanus 

 

Motion carried. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

Motion by Brakeman, seconded by Donaldson and Gallasch to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Ayes:  Brakeman, Gallasch, Kueck, Novak, Donaldson, Bevins 

Nays: None 

Absent: Greidanus 

Motion carried. 
   

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:57 P.M. 

 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

       Gail Beke, Recording Secretary 

 

 

       __________________________ 

       Heather Mydloski, Village Clerk 

 

 

 

  

 

 


