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TOWNSHIP OF LINCOLN-CLARE COUNTY 
 P.O. BOX 239 

175 Lake George Ave. 
LAKE GEORGE, MI   48633 

 
Supervisor, Dennis Zimmerman    
Clerk, Carol Majewski 
Treasurer, Maggie Carey 
Trustee, Jerry Bridges 
Trustee, Mike Tobin 
 
Special Joint Meeting of the Lincoln Township Board of Trustees, Planning 
Commission, and Zoning Board of Appeals April 27, 2015.  
 
Blueprint Meeting #2 – Monday, April 27, 2015, Lincoln Township Hall   
 
Called to order at 3:30 pm by Supervisor Zimmerman followed by Pledge of 
Allegiance. 
 
Roll Call: 
Present – From Township Board: Dennis Zimmerman, Carol Majewski, Maggie 
Carey, Mike Tobin, Jerry Bridges,  
From Planning Commission: Kim Hamilton, Mike Tobin 
From Zoning Board of Appeals: Jerry Bridges, Cindy Engelhardt, Tom Godau, 
Tami McCaslin, Kim Smith, Marshall Swanson 
Building Department: Werner Mantei 
Zoning Department:  Roger Carey  
 
LandPlan Consultant Mark Eidelson 
 
Absent – 3 excused, Bob Mulrenin, Gary Szczepanski, and Brent Coates 
 
Public – 12 
 
Minutes of February 23, 2015 were posted on Lincoln Township website on 
February24, 2015. 
 
Purpose of Meeting:  This is a continuation of the previous meeting held on 
February 23, 2015. The purpose of the Blueprint Meetings (3) will be to identify 
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key aspects of the new Zoning Ordinance prior to the actual drafting of the new 
Ordinance. 
 
Public Comment Session #1: Jack Coon read a statement from his brother, Ken 
Coon.  
 
Roger Carey asked Mark Eidelson for clarification on a matter of variances and 
Mr. Eidelson suggested that this session is not the correct venue for this matter as 
the process has not yet reached this point. 
 
Supervisor Zimmerman turned the meeting over to LandPlan Consultant Mark 
Eidelson who briefly reviewed the last meeting and then laid out the agenda for the 
meeting.  He referred to the agenda that he prepared and which is posted as 
mentioned below.  The page numbers referred to in the following discussions can 
be found in the document, 4/27/15 Meeting Agenda, posted on the Lincoln 
Township webpage under Planning/Zoning, New Zoning Ordinance Initiative. 
 
Preliminary topics which he asked the boards to keep in mind as they consider the 
new ordinances include:  Availability of Sanitary Sewer, Incremental Rezoning, 
Basis for Classifying a Use as a Special Exception/Special Land Use, Role of 
Master Plan, and Preliminary Recommendations. (pages 1 & 2) 
 
Item #1:  Discussion of “Single-Family Residential” R-1 & R-2 Districts (page 
3) 
 
Clarification: Special Land Use is the new ordinance term which replaces Special 

Exception Use as used in the current ordinance.  Mr. Eidelson defined Public 
Facilities as generally being owned by a governmental entity, e.g. Township, 
Municipality, State, etc..   
 
a. Authorized Uses:  

Mr. Eidelson reviewed his chart of recommendations concerning R-1 & R-2 
districts and explained how the old ordinances can be changed. 
  

 Are officials comfortable with suggested changes for the R-1 and R-2 

District as part of the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?  

Response: Yes. 
  

  



Planning Commission LandPlan Initiative 3 4/27/15 
 

Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the R-1 

and R-2 Districts as presented in Articles V and VI of the current Ordinance? 

Response:  Dennis Zimmerman commented on State Preemptions and how they 
will be handled.  Mr. Eidelson answered that since the State has the right to 
preempt; it takes the decision out of the hands of the Township.  Mr. Zimmerman 
went on to ask about how partially regulated facilities are handled, e.g. marinas, 
etc. Mr. Eidelson answered that there will be a statement included to address such 
situations. 
 
b. Site Development Standards: 
 Are officials comfortable with the current site development standards of the 

R-1 and R-2 Districts as presented in Article XIII? Have there been any concerns 

or problems that have surfaced that suggest changes? 

Response:  Yes, they were comfortable and there were no stated concerns. 
  
In reference to this issue, Mr. Eidelson commented on the granting of variances in 
regard to how the ordinances establish boundaries for R-1 & R-2 districts and the 
difficulties in dealing with nonconforming lots and structures. Two issues: the lot 
not meeting the R-1 or R-2 requirement; and what the owner wants to do with that 
lot.   
 
He asked for a show of hands of those who support a continuation of the current 
basic site development standards for the current R-1and R-2 Districts. A majority 
of those present supported this.  
 
He asked if there is any interest in an “escape plan” for lots that are extremely 
small. Several people showed interest in seeing a draft of this type of language.  
Maggie Carey voiced support with the stipulation that it considers fire safety 
standards and other emergency access standards.  Dennis Zimmerman mentioned 
concerns about septic placement and environmental encroachment on neighbors. 
 
c. Zoning District Boundaries: 
 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the R-1/R-2 

District boundaries of carrying forward the current ones? 

Response:  Yes, no opposition to this stated. 
 

Item #2:  Discussion of “Multi-Family Residential” R-3 & R-4 Districts (pages 
4-5) 
  
a. Authorized Uses:  
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He reviewed his chart of recommendations concerning R-3 & R-4 districts and 
explained how the old ordinances can be changed. 
 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the R-3 and 

R-4 Districts as part of the development of the new Zoning Ordinance? 

Response:  Yes. 
 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the 

R-3 and R-4 Districts as presented in Article VII and VIII of the current 

Ordinance? 

Response:  None stated. 
 

b. Site Development Standards: 
 Are officials comfortable with decreasing the minimum lot area in the R-3 

District to one acre provided the new Zoning Ordinance includes standards 

addressing minimum required open space and setbacks in addition to maximum 

dwelling units based on parcel size?  
Response:  Yes, the majority were comfortable with this. 
 
 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards 

of the R-3 District as presented in Article XIII? Have there been any concerns or 

problems that have surfaced that suggest changes? 

Response:  Yes, they were comfortable and had no stated concerns. 
 
c. Zoning District Boundaries: 
He proposes that on the current zoning map, all R-3 & R-4 districts will now be 
changed to R-1 or R-R with the possibility of their being rezoned as R-3 or R-4 in 
the future as needed by request.  
 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the R-3 / R-4 

District boundaries? 
Response:  Yes, the majority were comfortable with this recommendation. 
 
Item #3:  “Central Business District” C-1 District (pages 5-6) 
He reviewed his chart of recommendations concerning the C-1 Central Business 
District and explained how the old ordinances can be changed. 
 
a. Authorized Uses:  

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the C-1 

District as part of the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?  
Response:  Yes, the majority were comfortable with the suggested changes. 
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 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the 

C-1 District as presented in Article IX of the current Ordinance? 
Response:  No concerns stated. 
 
b. Site Development Standards: 
He suggests considering increasing the maximum building coverage of a lot from 
35% to 50%-70% depending on the availability of on-street parking.   
 
 Are officials comfortable with suggestions (1) above?  

Response:  Yes, if it is limited to only up to 50%. 
 
Mr. Eidelson asked if the group would be comfortable with going to smaller lots 
for new land to be rezoned to C-1.  The group was not in support of this. 
 
 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards 

of the C-1 District as presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have 

there been any concerns or problems that have surfaced that suggest changes? 
See above response. 
 
c. Zoning District Boundaries: 
 
 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the C-1 

District boundaries? 
Response:  Yes. 
 
Short Break taken from 5:15 pm to 5:34 pm. 
 
Item #4: “Commercial” C-2 District (pages 6-7) 
a. Authorized Uses:  

He reviewed his chart of recommendations concerning the C-2 General 
Commercial District and explained how the old ordinances can be changed.  He 
changed the portion mentioning driving ranges from being prohibited to Special 
Land Use in his recommendations. 
 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the C-2 

District as part of the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?  
Response:  Yes.  
 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the 

C-2 District as presented in Article V of the current Ordinance? 
Response:  No concerns stated. 
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b. Site Development Standards: 
 
 Are officials comfortable with suggestions (1) and (2) above?  

Response:  Yes, the majority were comfortable with these suggestions. 
  
 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards 

of the C-2 District as presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have 

there been any concerns or problems that have surfaced that suggest changes? 
Response:  Yes, they were comfortable and had no stated concerns. 
 
c. Zoning District Boundaries: 
 
 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the C-2 

District boundaries? 
Response:  Yes. 
 
Item #5:  “Neighborhood Center” (page 7) 
 
a. Zoning District Implementation Strategy:  

 
 Are officials comfortable with developing a third commercial-based district 

and, if so, are officials comfortable with the above concept for developing the new 

district? 
Response:  No, the group did not see the need for a “neighborhood center” and 
that it should be removed, thus removing the need for a third commercial district. 
 
b. Zoning District Boundaries 
 
 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the C-3 

District boundaries? 
Response:  No. 
 
Item #6:  “Industrial” M-1 Light Industrial District (page 8) 
 
a. Authorized Uses:  

He reviewed his chart of recommendations concerning the M-1 Light Industrial 
District and explained how the old ordinances can be changed. 
 
 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the M-1 

District as part of the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?  
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Response:  Yes, the majority were comfortable with the suggestions. 
 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the 

M-1 District as presented in Article V of the current Ordinance? 

Response:  No concerns stated. 
 
b. Site Development Standards: 
He suggests that M-1 buildings be increased in maximum from 25% to 50%. 
 Are officials comfortable with suggestion (1) above?  

Response:  Yes. 
 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards 

of the M-1 District as presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have 

there been any concerns or problems that have surfaced that suggest changes? 
Response:  Yes, with no concerns stated. 
 
c. Zoning District Boundaries 
He suggests that some M-1 zoned parcels be reclassified as C-1 while the rest of 
the current M-1 parcels remain the same with the exception of the properties along 
Hickory Road which should be reclassified as M-2. 
 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the M-1 

District boundaries in the new Ordinance? 
Response:  Yes. 
 
Next meeting will be:  Tuesday, May 12, 2015, at 3:30 pm in the Lincoln 
Township Hall 
 
Public Comment Session #2:  
One member of the audience thanked the group for their efforts. 
Question about blight: This issue is not handled by this group. 
Question about camping:  This will be discussed at a future meeting. 
Comment about concern over the sizes of commercial lots and buildings. 
 
Supervisor Zimmerman declared the meeting adjourned at 6:34 PM. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Deb Sherrod, Deputy Clerk 
 
 


