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SHIAWASSEE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING/BOARD MINUTES 

MARCH 22, 2017 

 

 

Call to Order:  William Thelen called the regularly scheduled monthly public hearing of the 

Shiawassee County Planning Commission to order at 7:00 P.M. on March 22nd, 2017.  The hearing 

was held within the County Board of Commissioners’ meeting room located on the first floor of 

the Surbeck Building, 201 N. Shiawassee Street, in Corunna, MI. 

 

Roll Call:  Present: Steve Andrews, Bonnie Reno, Walt Saxton, Robert Ebmeyer, Michael Bruff, 

Bonnie Ott, and William Thelen. Absent: None. 

 

Also present:  Peter Preston, Community Development Director and Matthew Lafferty, Land Use 

Planner. 

 

Excused Absences: None. 

  

Pledge of Allegiance:  Thelen led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Proof of Publication:  The board was informed that a legal notice of the scheduled hearing was 

placed within the Shiawassee County Independent Newspaper on Sunday, March 5th, 2017. Thelen 

declared the hearing as legally noticed. 

 

Approval of the Agenda: Motion: Ott moved to approve the agenda as printed. Support: Saxton. 

Motion Carried: 7 ayes, 0 nays.  

 

Approval of Board Minutes: Motion: Saxton moved to approve the February 22nd, 2017 board 

meeting minutes as printed.  Support: Reno.  Motion carried: 7 ayes, 0 nays. 

 

Board of Commissioner Comments: Mr. Bruff stated that the Board of Commissioners voted 

and approved two positions on the Zoning Board of Appeals and two positions on the Mental 

Health Board. He further noted that a commissioner stated at a recent meeting that he hadn’t heard 

much talk about wind turbines lately. Mr. Bruff assured him that revisions to the Wind Energy 

Conversion Systems Ordinance were taking place in a timely manner and urged that commissioner 

to attend Planning Commission meetings to see this take place. 

 

Call to the Public on Non-Agenda Items: None heard. 

 

Old Business: None. 

 

New Business:  
 

a. Application Request #PSUP17-01 

Applicant – Telesite Wireless, Inc. on behalf of Verizon Wireless (c/o David Antoun) 

Owner – Jeffrey L. & Cathy M. Vogl   
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Site Location – 7430 N. M-52 (Tower Address); 7400 N. M-52 (Parent Parcel); 

Henderson, MI 48841  

Tax Id. # 003-07-300-001, Section 07, New Haven Township. 

Request – Special Use Permit and Site Plan Review approval for a 197’ monopole 

wireless communication tower with 2’ lightning rod and associated equipment within a 

10,000-sf lease area.  

Ordinance Reference – Section 4.3.16 (Communication Towers) 

 

Thelen opened the public hearing. Lafferty presented the staff report. 

 

Thelen asked the applicant to explain the proposal and why it should be approved.  

 

David Antoun, representing the applicant, stated that his job is to drive to different locations and 

find the best spot for Verizon Wireless cell towers. Mr. Antoun further stated that Mr. Lafferty 

had explained the proposal well and that he, along with Rob LaBelle, the applicant’s attorney, 

and James Yu, the applicant’s engineer, were present to field any further questions the Planning 

Commission may have. 

 

Ott stated that the propagation maps provided to the Planning Commission display two cell 

towers which cover a much smaller area than the one additional proposed tower would cover, 

why is that? 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that could be a result of topography, or older cell tower equipment, but 

mostly, by constructing the proposed tower Verizon will be able to link the two existing towers 

with the new tower to expand the network and increase coverage. 

 

Thelen stated there are currently two other towers that are currently in the area, can’t those 

towers can’t be updated to expand coverage? 

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that due to the age of the existing towers it is necessary to construct a new 

tower. Older towers have data capacity and technology issues and require a new tower to bridge 

the gap in the network.  

 

Thelen asked if there was anyone in the audience who wanted to speak in of the proposal: 

Lafferty then provided a letter in support from neighbors Darwin and Cori Hoag.  

 

Thelen asked if there was anyone in the audience who wanted to speak in opposition of the 

proposal and heard none. 

 

Thelen then called for comments from New Haven Township. Lafferty provided a letter from the 

New Haven Township Planning Commission which stated the New Haven Township Board 

voted to unanimously approve PSUP17-01. 

 

Thelen asked for the applicant’s rebuttal, and heard none. 

 

Thelen closed the public hearing. 
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Ebmeyer stated that most cell towers allow for a turnaround area outside of the fenced site 

compound, is this something that you would be willing to comply with? 

 

Mr. Antoun stated that he was more than willing to comply with this request. 

 

Thelen stated that some of the existing buildings are within the fallout zone to the proposed 

tower, why is that?  

 

Mr. LaBelle stated that a lot of times it comes down to the property owner. The owner is aware 

that his buildings are in the fallout zone, and has approved the proposed site plan. 

 

Lafferty recited the standards of approval. 

 

Motion: Reno motioned to approve PSUP17-01, TeleSite Wireless, Inc. for Verizon Wireless, 

request for a 197' monopole wireless communication tower with a 2’ lightning rod (199’overall 

height), a canopy for associated equipment and a 1,000 gallon propane tank within an 49’ by 54’ 

(2,646-sf) fenced site compound that is located on a 100’ by 100’ (10,000-sf) lease area, to be 

located on the east side of N. M-52, and as legally described in Section 7 of New Haven Township 

(Parent Tax I.D.# 003-07-300-001) based on the following reasoning and conditions: 

Reasoning: 

1. Subject to the conditions provided below, it is found that the petitioned special use permit 

for a wireless communication tower and associated facilities meets the general standards as 

provided for in Article 12 of the Ordinance. 

2. Subject to the conditions provided below, it is found that the petitioned site plan for a 

communication tower meets the general standards as provided for in Article 14 and specific 

use standards set forth under Section 4.3.16. 

Conditions: 

1. Provide information as noted by this staff report as having not been provided for on the site 

plan or in supplemental information. Compliance shall be determined by the Community 

Development Director prior to the issuing of permits or authorization of construction of the 

petitioned use. 

2. Compliance with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance shall be determined by the 

Community Development Director prior to the issuing of permits or authorization of 

construction of the petitioned use. 

3. Provide a turn-around space outside of the site compound. 

Support: Ott 

 

Roll Call Vote: Ayes to approve: Bonnie Reno, Robert Ebmeyer, Steve Andrews, Walt Saxton, 

Michael Bruff, Bonnie Ott, and William Thelen.  Nays: None.  

 

Motion carried: 7 ayes, 0 nays. 
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b. Ordinance #17-02-01, Wind Energy Conversion Systems (Section 4.3.76) 

Review the height provisions of wind energy conversion systems. 

 

Preston stated that staff has released a memo for public review of height provisions. He further 

stated that the Community Development Department looked at two things concerning the height 

provisions of the WECS ordinance: the height limitations of private turbines and the height 

limitations of utility scale or commercial wind turbines. A private turbine consists of a wind turbine 

used for private energy consumption and height measurements for these are made from the ground 

level to the tip of the blade. In the communities assessed, the department came up with an average 

of 120’ in height. In assessing commercial or utility scale turbine height standards communities 

ranged between 115’ to 500’. It is important to look at these figures with a grain of salt because 

some of these communities are overly restrictive in their height limitation and could open 

themselves to potential legal issues. In almost half of these communities, there were no height 

limitation stated. These jurisdictions relied upon other measures to limit the height of utility scale 

turbines, such as setbacks and shadow flicker. In our assessment, we relied primarily upon studies 

from the Michigan State University Extension Office and the United States Department of Energy 

(“USDE”). USDE stated the average hub height has increased 47% since the mid 90’s, and the 

average rotor height has increased 115% in the same time period. APEX also cites this report and 

suggests we retain our current standard of 600’. In the end, it’s up to the public to determine what’s 

right for this area. We have two proposals, one that reduces our current height limitation to 500’ 

in height, the other allows discretion of the Planning Commission to restrict unreasonable heights. 

This is expected to be a fluid process, we want the developer to comment as well as the public.  

 

Scott Hawken, representative of Apex Clean Energy, stated that Apex has not submitted anything 

to the county yet. As of 2015 there were 52,000 turbines installed across the country. One thing to 

note is that as the height of a turbine increases so does the efficiency, and therefore fewer turbines 

are needed to produce the same amount of energy. The other fact that should be discussed is that 

other government agencies also regulate height, for example, the FAA and Tall Structures Act. 

Apex will also need approval of the proposed height from these agencies. 

 

Ebmeyer, you stated that the FAA has certain requirements as far as height. Do they give you a 

standard height? Does this vary by location? Does each proposal have a different requirement? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, as a proposal is submitted the area is assessed for impacts and generally 

proposals under 500’ in height are often a fluid process. 

 

Bruff stated, before my time, the standard was 500’ in height. Was it you that asked this limit to 

be raised? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, the industry trends states that turbines are getting larger, so during the next 

two or three years when the project is being constructed there may be more efficient turbines which 

capture this energy better. 

 

Bruff stated, I’m still not sure why the County was approached for a higher limit. 
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Mr. Hawken stated, again based on industry trends technology may allow larger and more efficient 

turbines.  

 

Thelen asked, are you familiar with the one that they have in Europe that’s over 600’? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, I’m not familiar with that example, but based on industry trends in the United 

States, wind turbines will continue to get larger over time.  

 

Bruff stated, again based on the 600’ request, is it purely speculative on your part that your 

company will want to build this high or is it based on studies of this area that proves this? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, our 600’ height request is not based off of studies done in this area, and this 

is not to say that a 500’ height restriction would eliminate this project.  

 

Ebmeyer asked, do they operate 24/7? Can they be operated remotely? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, yes, we have a central location in Virginia where they are monitored 24/7 in 

case of a safety issue.  

 

Ebmeyer asked, do you have results from the MET tower studies? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, we do, but that is considered proprietary information.  

 

Ebmeyer asked, can you tell me a basic overview of this information? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, we can give you a high level overview, but data that reflects seasonal or 

regional information is considered proprietary. 

 

Julie Young, resident of 2211 N. Chipman Rd., stated thank you for allowing me to address the 

commission tonight. Young stated that the two proposed amendments to the WECS Ordinance are 

inadequate and followed by reading a synapsis of a Michigan height restriction court case. Young 

further stated that the residents of Shiawassee County think that the local government can do better. 

 

Lori Smith, resident of 3710 W. Juddville Rd., stated it’s true there’s a lot of different language in 

surrounding Counties. There’s a discrepancy between what’s stated in the Clinton County Zoning 

Ordinance and information staff has provided. The maximum height for any wind turbine in 

Clinton County is 450’.  

 

Tom, resident of N. Ritter Rd., stated as we sat here and listened to the previous application, the 

young man read the standards for approval. If we drop our Ordinance to 199’ we are under the 

FAA regulations for health, safety and others. I believe we should limit the height of wind turbines 

in the County to 199’. 

 

Theresa Bandkau, of 2775 Bandkau Rd., stated when I read the proposals I was very disappointed 

in them. Looking through them, I believe that a 400’ height limitation is the standard here. I feel 

like the boards are more concerned about the wind companies than the citizens of this county. 
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We’re going to be here a lot longer than they are. Also, if you look at the population of these 

surrounding communities, they are much lower than they are in Shiawassee. Just because the State 

of Michigan allows the use of wind turbines, it doesn’t mean that it’s appropriate here in our area. 

I think we need to be very serious when looking at this. 

 

A concerned resident asked, do you know what the population of Shiawassee County in the 

southern area of the county versus the northern?  

 

Les Schneider, former County Commissioner, stated that the County has 7 districts and each one 

of them has around 10,000 residents.  

 

Thelen stated, I would respectfully disagree with that. There are a lot more residents that live south 

of 21. 

 

Schneider stated, I’m mainly concerned with the pilot training facility. With blades turning and 

everything, sometimes you can’t see that stuff when you’re flying. If these turbines are constructed 

at 500’ or 600’ it’s going to be a real hazard for them. 

 

Kris Delaney, concerned resident, stated that we’re in the infancy of this project and we’re already 

starting to hear that information is proprietary. This is very concerning and should be for all of the 

residents of the County.  

 

Mathew Shepard, resident of Perry, stated that he’s a member of the Michigan Tax Payers Party, 

and that billions of tax payer dollars have been spent on alternative energy. Mr. Shepard further 

stated that he went through an alternative energy management program, and understands the need 

for renewable energy. However, when so many people strongly voice their opposition to this 

project the board should listen to them. The proposal to reduce height limitations to 500’ is not 

even close to enough. Birds can’t fly over that, and you know what birds are in this area and at risk 

to be killed? Bald Eagles. Do any of you on the board want to be responsible to pay the fines when 

wind turbines kill a bald eagle? 

 

Thelen stated that just because we [the Planning Commission] try to hear both sides of the story 

does not mean that we are siding with one interest over another. Our job is to hear both sides of 

the story and make a reasonable decision for the community. I’m very offended by your comment, 

we have our individual opinions on many different issues but in the end, we make our decision by 

the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Andrews, we’re trying to come up with a plan to tell the Federal government our opinion of this 

issue before we lose the ability to do so. We have a bunch of other criteria that we must follow as 

members of the Planning Commission and we’re trying to find the middle ground. 

 

A concerned resident stated, when you talk about property rights, a person’s home and property, 

we have rules about what you can build. If neighbors don’t want you to do something, you can’t 

do it. This seems like a big thing that people should be able to have an opinion on. I want to tell 

them to go away, we don’t want it at all. 
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Preston stated, you mentioned that property owners need to get approval from neighbors in order 

alter their property, this is simply not true. In regards to wind energy developments, we have to 

strike a balance between those who have already signed leases and surrounding property owners 

who don’t want them. This Planning Commission has approved language changes and sent 

notifications to surrounding property owners to get input. These folks are here to balance things 

out, push them in the area you want things to go. 

 

Bruff stated, it seems like we’re getting spread out here. We’re talking about height. The gentleman 

from Apex made it very clear that the taller the height is the more efficient and profitable the use. 

Is it our responsibility to accommodate them to do this? Why do we have to comply with their 

inefficiencies? They should have to build these things 200’ and twice as efficient. I say we put it 

right back on them, they need to be more efficient with their equipment.  

 

A concerned resident stated, wind doesn’t turn turbines, electricity turns the turbines. 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, in general I’m happy to respond to all of these questions and statements as 

requested. 

 

John Wisley, resident of Riverbend Drive, would it be helpful for this board to take a vote from 

the audience on who desired a 199’ height limitation? 

 

Thelen stated, not at this time. 

 

Rick Zemla, a concerned resident, stated I’ve heard a lot of numbers thrown around about what 

each interest makes in a land contract for the wind turbines. I also get a lot of people asking me if 

they can get out of a contract. Can they do that? 

 

Preston stated, that is a legal matter between Apex and the land owner. The County would not 

know or be involved with that. 

 

A concerned resident stated, A light has been off in one of the existing MET towers for months 

now, they have had people working on it the past few days, but I wanted to know when this would 

be addressed. 

 

Preston stated, we’re going back and forth with the applicant about specifics regarding fencing and 

other matters, I do assume that Apex will fix the light, but we will follow up with them.  

 

A concerned resident stated, when considering height, we also need to consider depth for 

anchoring such a tall structure. 

 

Mr. Schneider stated, one more question, long term, they [wind turbines] are machines and they 

do have vibrations. In 15 or 20 years will they have to inspect and replace them up to standards 

and is Apex even going to be here by then?  

 

Andrews, that’s what we’re trying to figure out. We can set a bond to account for something like 

that. 
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Robert T., resident of Rush Township, stated I request that Apex provides the Planning 

Commission with Wind speed analysis data from July 3,4,5 of the past three years and Gap analysis 

of those periods of time. 

 

Preston asked, can I ask why? 

 

Robert T., stated those were the highest wind speeds of those given years. That would give a good 

indicator of health and safety impact of turbines on surrounding owners. 

 

A concerned resident asked, just one question, are winds like tides? Do they have a pattern that 

comes and goes? 

 

Mr. Hawken stated, wind is seasonal, in the winter and at night it is a bit faster, so it would be 

somewhat comparable to tides.  

 

David Robinson, resident of Owosso Township asked, is the moratorium in affect currently? 

 

Thelen stated, yes, the moratorium was set in place in January 2017 and will last until January 

2018. 

 

Cathleen Foster, resident of Venice Twp stated, I own farm land, I rent 111-acres of my land as a 

widow and this project would be a disastrous situation for farmers. These farmers have huge 

equipment to bring in and wind turbines will make it difficult to maneuver. I see this as a short 

sided decision.  

 

Brian Martendale, Venice Township Planning Commission Chairman, DTE and Atwell are two 

other companies which have been talking to property owners about leasing land for wind turbines.  

 

Thelen, if there are no more comments, we will move on to the remainder of the meeting. We do 

appreciate your comments, without them we wouldn’t know how to proceed.  

 

Committee Reports:  

Ordinance Review: Ott stated that the committee met before today’s meeting and drafted 

language on Vehicle Repair and Farm Market and Entertainment. Motion: Andrews moved to 

forward suggested changes to the townships under zoning jurisdiction of Shiawassee County. 

Support: Ebmeyer. Motion Carried: by unanimous voice vote. 

Future Land Use: Lafferty stated that the office received an application for farmland PA 116. 

Motion: Ott moved to review and place the application on file. Support: Ebmeyer. Motion 

Carried: by unanimous voice vote. 

Parks and Recreation:  Reno stated that the committee has not met since the previous Planning 

Commission meeting. 

Gravel Committee: None at this time. Lafferty stated that the office is waiting for better weather 

to schedule future visits. 
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Communications Received: Thelen stated that staff had received a copy of the Village of 

Bancroft’s intent to plan a Master Plan.  

Motion: Ott moved to review and place on file. Support: Ebmeyer. Motion Carried: by 

unanimous voice vote. 

Directors Comments: Preston stated, the Planning Commission’s decision to deny on Prolime 

has been appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals. Originally this issue was scheduled for regular 

March meeting however, it was requested to be postponed until the regularly scheduled April 

meeting.  

 

Bruff stated, there was a comment at the Board of Commissioner’s meeting made regarding the 

timing and reasoning of Prolime’s delay of appeal. Is it standard practice to allow this? 

 

Preston stated, many times the Zoning Board of Appeals will rely on the applicant for their 

preference. Often if the board isn’t all there it will be offered to the applicant to postpone action 

until the following meeting. We have never acted on a matter without the applicant present in both 

the Zoning Board of Appeals and the Planning Commission. It’s a matter of curtesy  and good 

business practice. 

 

Public Comments: Brain Martendale, Venice Township Planning Commission Chairman, asked 

what are we going to do about solar? The other thing I’m concerned with are enforcement issues. 

We need to enforce the ordinances that are on the books more regular and uniform matter. 

Preston stated, we have added a code enforcement officer but adjustments take a lot of time. Please 

come to every meeting and voice your concerns in regards to enforcement. It gives us support to 

follow through with these things.  

Adjournment:  Motion:  Ott moved to adjourn.  Support:  Reno.  Motion carried:  7 ayes, 0 

nays.  The public hearing adjourned at approximately 8:55 P.M. 

Recording Secretary – Michael Daly-Martin 
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