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REGULAR MEETING OF THE EAST BAY CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION ~ TUESDAY, July 10, 2018 ~ 6:30PM 

 
 
Present:  Planning Commission Members; Robert Tubbs, Ted Hentschel, Judy Nemitz, 

John Sych, Louie Groleau  
Absent/Excused: Dan Leonard, Mindy Walters 
Also Present:  Planner Rick Brown, Zoning Administrator Leslie Couturier and Peter Wendling, 

Township Attorney   
 
There were 12 guests in attendance. 
 
1. Call Meeting to Order: Chair Tubbs called the meeting to order at 6:36pm. 
 
2. Roll Call: Role was called by the Recording Secretary and a quorum was in attendance. 
      
3. Review for Conflict of Interest: None declared. 
 
4. Approval of the Agenda: A motion was made by Nemitz to approve the Agenda as presented, 

Sych supported the motion and it passed unopposed. 
 
5. Approval of the Minutes: A motion was made by Hentschel, supported by Sych to approve the 

minutes of the June 5, 2018 Regular Meeting Minutes as amended; one (1) typo was amended 
per the Planning Commission. The motion passed unopposed.  A motion was made by Groleau, 
supported by Hentschel to approve the meeting minutes of both Site Reviews conducted on 
June 5, 2018.  The motion passed unopposed. 

 
6.  Public Comment: None presented. 
 
7. Reports:  

Township Board: Planner Brown informed the board that the evening before had been one the 
Township boards quarterly informational meeting; there had been reports from Planning and 
Zoning, the Park Commission, Engineering, and Grand Traverse County. 
 
Appeals Board: Hentschel gave a brief ZBA report. 

  Planning & Zoning: Brown; the Short Term Rental Ordinance had been adopted by the Board in 
June but would not be fully operational for a few months,  the Health Assistance Grant Team 
had chosen to utilize the grant by having a plan drafted for a community garden to be located at 
the township hall.  Brown introduced the Planning & Zoning Department’s intern Kaitlyn Aldrich, 
giving a run down on the different items she will likely be working on.  He also introduced Paul 
Gonzalez who will be serving out Groleau’s remaining term as a Planning Commissioner. 

 
Chair Tubbs thanked Louie Groleau for his service over the past years; he will be missed.      
 
 
Old Business: None 

 



2 
 

A. Site Plan Review 4-18; East Bay One LLC; Remove from Postponement and 
Action. 

 
 Doug Mansfield, Mansfield Land Use Consultants, was in attendance to 

represent the applicant. 
    

Eastbay One, LLC is requesting approval to construct a seven-story hotel on an 
approximate 4.33 acre site located at 1028 and 1076 US 31-North. The subject site is 
zoned RB (Regional Business) and is located on the south side of US-31 North, east of 
Three Mile Road and includes the following parcels: 

 
       TAX PARCEL        ADDRESS 

28-03-207-026-00     1028 US 31 N 
28-03-208-043-00     1076 US 31 N 
 

Chair Tubbs removed the site plan from the table and invited Mr. Mansfield to speak; 
they have had ongoing discussions with Metro Fire Department, the Hampton Inn Hotel, 
The State Park, and Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) regarding access 
management, the number of curb cuts and fire access routes.  
 
Mr. Mansfield believed that there had been two items that needed vetting from the 
previous meeting they had attended.  
 
1) Mr. Mansfield explained that the Fire Code, as adopted by the Township Board, 
requires that any building over 30’ in height requires 2 access points that must be 
“remote” from each other.  As they cannot connect to the State Park (Park is not 
interested in allowing a connection), and the Hampton Inn is requesting a $100,000 
dollar escrow with no guarantee that the connection will be allowed.  The fire 
department has indicated that they will allow the second access to be on US-31 North to 
the west of the main entrance. MDOT has indicated that they will allow the second curb 
cut. The applicant proposes that the entrance would be for ingress only, and 
acknowledges they will have to go before the Board of Appeals for a variance regarding 
the second curb cut. 
 
2) The location of building had been questioned by the Planning Staff. Planning Staff had 
requested that the building be brought forward with a 100’ setback to maintain the 
character of the roadway, as the average setback for existing buildings on the south side 
of US-31 North is 43’; Mansfield said that he had not seen that standard applied before, 
he then showed 3D renderings of what the building would look like at the proposed 
setback (240’) and with the building at 100’ and closer.  Mr. Mansfield then reminded 
the Planning Commission that they had recently passed an amendment to the 
ordinance; Section 618 which mandated that buildings parallel to the road right-of-way 
that are 150’ in length be setback 250’ from the road.  Mr. Mansfield indicated that 
there are additional ways to cause traffic calming; such as benches, trees, and hedges.   
 
Planner Rick Brown reviewed his staff report and findings of fact, with comments from 
Attorney Wendling; informing the board that subject to Section 820.7.a-i the Planning 
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Commission has flexibility as to the importance of the character on surrounding parcels 
in the zoning district.  Also, the Planning Commission does have leeway on additional 
landscaping.  Brown and Wendling agreed that the citing of Section 618 was appropriate 
on Mr. Mansfield’s part.    
 
Board discussion ensued:  
 
Hentschel indicated that he was concerned with a “a sea of parking lot” but as the 
ordinance does not speak to a minimum setback he felt that the Planning Commission 
could not impose a minimum or lesser setback on the applicant.  He thought perhaps 
the Planning Commission should address the issue at a future meeting, and to approve 
this current review as proposed. 
 
Nemitz had hoped that a compromise could occur as she does not like all of the parking 
in the front either, but contended that it should be approved as proposed. 
 
Groleau agreed with Hentschel and Nemitz, and indicated that he too would have 
placed in the building farther back on the property.  He further added that benches and 
trees could aid in traffic calming. 
 
Sych emphasized that this parcel was just one piece of the puzzle along the corridor, and 
that this was an opportunity for the Planning Commission to begin improving the 
corridor. He indicated that 100’ was a reasonable setback, lending itself to the character 
of the area.  He agrees with the need for trees but feels that they should be placed in a 
“haphazard way; in clusters and segments not in strait lines along the road.    
 
Tubbs Felt that if approved as proposed it would detract from the character, and is 
concerned that others would follow suit and that the character of the corridor would be 
completely lost. 
 
A motion was made by Hentschel to approve Site Plan Review 4-18 based on the 
general and specific findings of facts that warrants approval under each standard, 
with conditions 1 through 13 and the addition of 14 (attachment A); that an additional 
nine (9) deciduous trees deciduous trees, of at least 4” caliper, be planted to aid in 
blocking the view of the cars in the parking lot along US-31 North. Groleau supported 
the motion and it passed 3 to 2 with a roll call vote; Hentschel – yes, Nemitz – yes, Sych 
– no, Groleau – Yes, Tubbs – No.        

 
 
 
 
 
 
9. New Business. 

 
A. Sketch Plan Review; Potential Development Concept: Mansfield Land Use 

Consultants. Subject parcels; 28-03-220-035-00 & 220-039-00 
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Doug Mansfield, Mansfield Land Use Consultants, and RC Hermann, potential 
buyer of the subject parcels were in attendance. 
 
Mr. Mansfield explained that the 80 acres, located east of the Grand Traverse 
Academy, has approximately 55 usable acres with the remaining 25 acres being 
in the watershed. The intent is to perhaps request a rezoning to Manufactured 
Housing Community (MHC) for a community with 177 lots.  The lots would be 
larger than what now exist in Mr. Hermann’s Wood Creek Manufactured 
Housing Community.  The plan is to provide affordable housing which is walkable 
to schools and shopping. 
 
RC Hermann explained the cost of the homes would be approximately $85,000 
to $90,000 and that decks and garages could be integrated at additional costs 
bringing the total to around $125, 000.  The lots will be on a lease bases. The age 
group would likely be 85% at 55 years of age, with the rest being younger 
families with children.  The project would be 2 – 3 phases and would incorporate 
a clubhouse and a pool. 

 
B. Special Land Use 3-18A - Amendment to Special Land Use 3-18; Mike Foster, 

Owner; Accessory Structure Greater than 150%; Public Hearing & Action. 
 
 Parcel ID Number: 28-03-660-012-00 
 

William Foster is requesting an amendment to his special land use approval for an 
accessory building which exceeds the footprint of his single-family residence by more 
than 150 percent. The subject site is located at 164 Highview Road in Section 4 of the 
Township. The subject site is situated on the east side of Highview Road, south of High 
Lake Road.   
 
The single family-dwelling was constructed in 1959 and occupies approximately 1,308 
square feet of ground floor area, on the approximate 0.75 acre site. An existing 
accessory dwelling occupies 360 square feet and another accessory building occupies 
720 square feet.  
 
In his original request from the June meeting, the applicant had erred in the dimensions 
by listing them as 32’ x 46’ or 1,472 square feet. The corrected accessory building size 
will occupy 1,536 square feet or 32’ x 48’. If approved, the total square footage of all 
accessory structures on the site would be 2,616 square feet or 200 percent of the 
dwelling footprint. 
Mr. Foster explained to the Planning Commission that his previous Special Land Use/Site 
Plan Review had indicated a 32’ x 46’ detached garage, which apparently had been 
written in error and he actually was requesting a 32’ x 48’ detached garage. 
 
Chair Tubbs opened the public hearing at 8:58pm; 
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▪ Gary Roush, 176 Highview Road, was not opposed but had concerns regarding 

the use and the noise caused air guns and the cutting of metal while working on 

cars.  He also inquired as to what the building would look like, and would it be a 

commercial use. 

▪ Kurt Hubschneider, 4208 Cranberry, Williamsburg, noted that excavating had 

begun. 

Chair Tubbs closed the public hearing at 9:10pm 
 
Mr. Foster in answering the questions;  the detached garage would be stick built with 
siding similar to the other buildings on the parcel , he has not decided on a shingled or 
steel roof yet.  He also stated that he owns several cars and would be storing and 
working on them in the new structure.  Mr. Foster also indicated that there would be no 
commercial use in the structure or on the property.     
 
Board discussion ensued; a motion was made by Nemitz, supported by Hentschel, to 
approve Special Land Use 3-18A, subject to the following condition: 
 
1. All applicable permits shall be obtained from the Township and Grand Traverse 

County prior to construction. 
 
The motion passed unopposed. 

 
C. Special Land Use 4-18/Site Plan Review 7-18; Jeff Pattison, Owner; Accessory 

Structure Greater than 150%; Public Hearing & Action. 
 
 Parcel ID Number: 28-03-223-006-30 
 
 Jeff Pattison is requesting special land use and site plan review approval for an 

accessory hobby workshop which exceeds the footprint of his single-family residence by 
more than 150 percent. The subject site is located at 4360 Prouty Road in Section 23 of 
the Township. The subject site is situated on the west side of Prouty Road.   

 
The single family-dwelling was constructed in 1994 and currently occupies 
approximately 1,654 square feet of ground floor area, on the approximate 10 acre site. 
An existing accessory building occupies 1,064 square feet (including 200 square foot 
porch). The proposed hobby workshop would occupy another approximate 1,900 square 
feet. If approved, the square footage of the resulting accessory structures would be 
2,984 square feet or 180 percent of the dwelling. 

 
 

Mr. Pattison was in attendance and gave an overview of hi intended project to the 
Planning Commission: the entire structure is 32’ x 50’, which includes an 8’ x 50’ porch 
on one side of the building.  The detached garage would be stick built and match the 
style of the existing home. There would be no commercial use. 
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Chair Tubbs offered time for public comment at 9:19pm, hearing none the public 
hearing was closed. 
 
Nemitz asked Mr. Pattison if the storage tent would be removed, he replied to the 
affirmative. 
 
A motion was made by Groleau and supported by Nemitz to approve Special Land Use 
4-18 and Site Plan Review 7-18 subject to the following condition: 
 
2.  All applicable permits shall be obtained from the Township and Grand Traverse 

County prior to construction. 
 
The motion passed unopposed. 

 
Chair Tubbs adjourned the meeting at 9:30pm. 
 
 
Minutes Submitted by Leslie Couturier 
Recording Secretary 
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EAST BAY CHARTER TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 
FINDINGS OF FACT – SITE PLAN REVIEW #4-18 

 

Applicant:   Eastbay One, LLC 
3303 W. Saginaw Street, Suite C3 
Lansing, MI 48917 

 
Parcel numbers:  28-03-207-026-00 and 28-03-208-043-00 
Address:    1028 and 1076 US 31 North, Traverse City, MI 49686 
Application received:  March 5, 2018 
Public hearing date: April 3, 2018 
Deliberations:  April 3, 2018 and July 10, 2018 

Request:    Eastbay One, LLC is requesting approval to construct a 
seven-story hotel on an approximate 4.33 acre site located 
at 1028 and 1076 US 31 North. The subject site is zoned RB 
(Regional Business) and is located on the south side of US 
31 North, east of Three Mile Road.  

_________ 

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Planning Commission finds that the application for site plan review approval and the plans 
for a hotel was filed on March 5, 2018, by the applicant’s representative, Mansfield Land Use 
Consultants (See exhibits 1 and 2)  

The Planning Commission finds that revised plans were provided to the Township on June 21, 
2018, by the applicant’s representative, Mansfield Land Use Consultants. The revised plans 
show a second entrance on US 31 North at the northwest corner of the site and two (2) stubs for 
possible future connections in the southeast and southwest corners of the site. (See exhibit 3) 

The Planning Commission finds that the subject property is located in the RB (Regional 
Business District. (See exhibit 4)  

The Planning Commission finds that a hotel is allowed by right pursuant to the granting of a site 
plan approval by the Planning Commission per Section 412.2 of the East Bay Charter Township 
Zoning Ordinance. (See exhibit 5)  

The Planning Commission finds the site plan review criteria are provided under Section 820.7.a-
i of the East Bay Charter Township Zoning Ordinance. (See exhibit 6) 

The Planning Commission finds that additional required conditions for all uses in the Regional 
Business District are provided in Section 412.6, including Access Control in Section 412.6.h of 
the East Bay Charter Township Zoning Ordinance. (See exhibit 7) 

__________ 
  

Attachment A 
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FINDINGS OF FACT BASED ON THE SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA OF 
SECTION 820.7.a-i 

The Planning Commission is required to consider Site Plan Review #4-18 (Eastbay One, LLC) 
based on each of the criteria listed below and then determine whether to approve, approve with 
conditions, or deny the site plan based on its findings. Below are the nine (9) criteria and the 
facts in favor and not in favor of the project for each of them: 

a. That there is a proper relationship between the existing streets and highways 
within the vicinity, and proposed deceleration lanes, service drives, entrance 
and exit driveways, and parking areas to assure the safety and convenience of 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic, and that the proposed streets and access plan 
conform to any street or access plan adopted by the Township or the County 
Road Commission. 

Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. According to the applicant, the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has 
given verbal approval the location of the proposed ingress/egress driveway at the 
northeast corner of the site.  

2. The proposed hotel complies with the minimum 30 foot front building setback 
required in Sections 412 and 505.(See exhibits 8 and 9)   

3. An existing 5 foot wide concrete sidewalk extends across the entire frontage of the 
subject parcel. (See exhibits 2 and 3) 

4. The applicant has proposed an internal sidewalk and crosswalk system which links 
the front entrance of the hotel to the streetside sidewalk along US 31 North. (See 
exhibits 2 and 3) 

5. The applicant’s representative provided revised plans on June 21, 2018, which show 
a second entrance from US 31 North at the northwest corner of the site and two (2) 
stubs for possible future connections in the southeast and southwest corners of the 
site. (See exhibit 3) 

6. The applicant’s representative stated at the April 3, 2018 public hearing that the 
proposed approximate 240 foot setback from US 31 North is to address concerns of 
road noise and traffic vibration. He also noted that studies show that traffic calming 
does not work after 30 feet and a large building near the road would make the 
corridor darker. (See exhibit 10) 

7. The proposal is consistent with Section 11 on page 37 of the Master Plan where it 
states “Greater setback distances (e.g. 100 feet from the centerline for all 
buildings)…will be incorporated for major arterial roadways, including Hammond 
Road.” (See exhibit 11) 

Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 

The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.a: has been met 

b. That the buildings structures and entrances thereto proposed to be located 
upon the premises are so situated and so designed as to minimize adverse 
effects upon owners and occupants of adjacent properties and the 
neighborhood. 

  Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. The proposed hotel complies with all minimum setbacks and other zoning 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, other than the limitation to one (1) driveway 
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expressed in Section 412.6.h(1) and the required minimum 400 foot separation 
between driveways for the same development expressed in Section 412.6.h(2). (See 
exhibits 8, 9, and 16) 

2. The applicants submitted responses to the site plan review criteria dated March 2, 
2018 indicates the proposed hotel’s location on the site is meant to reduce its visual 
impact on US 31 North. (See exhibit 1) 

3. The applicant’s representative stated at the April 3, 2018, public hearing that one 
reason the building is proposed to be setback so far on the subject site is to prevent 
it from blocking views of the bay/State Park from rooms on the east side of the 
Hampton Inn. (See exhibit 1) 

4. The applicant’s representative stated at the April 3, 2018 public hearing that the 
proposed approximate 240 foot setback from US 31 North is to address concerns of 
road noise and traffic vibration. He also noted that studies show that traffic calming 
does not work after 30 feet and a large building near the road would make the 
corridor darker. (See exhibit 10) 

 Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 

The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.b: has been met 

c. particularly, where they furnish a barrier or buffer between the project and 
adjoining properties used for dissimilar purposes and where they assist in 
preserving the general appearance of the neighborhood or help control 
erosion or the discharge of storm waters. 

Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. The submitted Landscape Plan prepared by Mansfield Land Use Associates 
complies with the standards provided in Section 229 of the Zoning Ordinance. (See 
exhibits 2 and 3) 

2. The applicant proposes to save five (5) of 19 living trees on the site. (See exhibits 2 
and 3) 

3. An existing fence on the Traverse City State Park property separates the proposed 
hotel project from the adjacent state park on the east, while an existing fence along 
the south property line of the subject site appears to be intended to remain. (See 
exhibits 2 and 3) 

4. The subject site was previously used as Arnie’s Fun Land. The proposed Eastbay 
One Hotel project is a redevelopment of the site. (See staff memos) 

5. The proposed hotel preserves the general appearance and character of the 
neighborhood given there are 26 hotels along the same corridor, in addition to 
restaurants and other businesses servicing tourism and lodging. (See staff memos) 

6.  A soil erosion and sedimentation control permit is approved to be issued by the 
Grand Traverse County Soil Erosion-Sedimentation Control Department, subject to 
the submittal of a surety deposit. (See exhibit 18)  
 

Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 
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The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.c: has been met 

d. That any adverse effect of the proposed development and activities emanating 
therefrom upon adjoining residents or owners shall be minimized by 
appropriate screening, fencing or walls, or landscaping. 

Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. The submitted Landscape Plan prepared by Mansfield Land Use Associates 
complies with the standards provided in Section 229 of the Zoning Ordinance. (See 
exhibit 2 and 3) 

2. The applicant proposes to save five (5) of 19 living trees on the site. (See exhibit 2 
and 3) 

3. An existing fence on the Traverse City State Park property separates the proposed 
hotel project from the adjacent state park on the east, while an existing fence along 
the south property line of the subject site appears to be intended to remain. (See 
exhibit 2 and 3) 

4. The subject site was previously used as Arnie’s Funland. The proposed Eastbay One 
Hotel project is a redevelopment of the site. (See staff memos) 

5. The proposed hotel preserves the general appearance and character of the 
neighborhood given there are 26 hotels along the same corridor, in addition to 
restaurants and other businesses servicing tourism and lodging. (See staff memos) 

 Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 

The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.d: has been met 

e. That all provisions of this Ordinance are complied with unless an appropriate 
variance therefrom has been granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. Section 412.2 (Regional Business District) of the Zoning Ordinance allows hotels by 
right, subject to site plan review and approval by the Planning Commission. (See 
exhibit 5) 

2. A hotel is a use which is consistent with the expressed intent of the Regional 
Business District expressed in Section 412.1. (See exhibit 19) 

3. Site Plan Review #4-18 complies with the zoning standards of the Zoning Ordinance, 
including minimum setbacks, lot coverage, building height, etc. requirements 
contained in Section 412, except for the requirements of Section 412.6.h(1) and 
Section 412.6.h(2), where variances would be necessary from the Zoning Board of 
Appeals due to a second driveway to US 31 North being proposed on the revised 
plans. (See exhibits 3, 8, 9, and 16) 

4. Site Plan Review #4-18 complies with the off-street parking and loading 
requirements of Sections 702-704. (See exhibit 20) 

5. Site Plan Review #4-18 complies with the setback requirements provided in the 
Table within Section 505. (See exhibit 9) 

6. Site Plan Review #4-18 complies with the landscaping standards of Section 229. 
(See exhibit 21) 

 Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 
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The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.e: has been met 

 

f. That all buildings and structures are accessible to emergency vehicles. 

Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. The Grand Traverse Metro Fire Department provided comments on the proposed 
Eastbay One hotel on March 13, 2018 and April 17, 2018. The communication 
dated March 13, 2018 requested update drawings, while April 17, 2018, indicates 
the project may proceed with the Township approval process. (See exhibits 22 and 
23) 

2. In a phone conversation staff had with the Fire Marshal on Monday, April 23, 2018, 
the Fire Marshal indicated the single entrance to the site from US 31 North is not 
sufficient to comply with the Fire Code requirements of Metro Fire – that is why the 
updated drawings now show a second driveway from US 31 North at the northwest 
corner of the subject site.  

3. The Fire Marshal did indicate support for a gated or ungated access drive from the 
Hampton Inn or of a temporary, single-lane, 20 foot wide entrance at the northwest 
corner of the site that would include signage prohibiting egress and which would be 
removed immediately upon completion of an access drive to the east or west.   

4. The Township has contacted the owners of the Hampton Inn via phone and email to 
seek their approval of some sort of an access drive between it and the proposed 
Eastbay One Hotel.  To date, these efforts have been unsuccessful. (See exhibit 
24) 

 Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 

The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.f: has been met 

 

g. That a plan for erosion control, storm water discharge, has been approved by 
the appropriate public agency. 

Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. A preliminary engineering review of Site Plan Review #4-18 was completed by the 
Township’s Engineer, Wade Trim. A stormwater permit will be required upon 
approval of the site plan, subject to the review and approval of Wade Trim pursuant 
to the Township’s Stormwater Ordinance. (See exhibit 25) 

2. A soil erosion and sedimentation control permit is approved to be issued by the 
Grand Traverse County Soil Erosion-Sedimentation Control Department, subject to 
the submittal of a surety deposit. (See exhibit 18) 

 Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 

The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.g: has been met 
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h. The relationship to shore and stream preservation principles where appropriate.  
Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

i. Not applicable 
Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

j. Not applicable 
The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.h: not applicable. 

 

i. That the plan as approved is consistent with the intent and purpose of zoning to 
promote public health, safety and general welfare; to encourage the use of lands 
in accordance with their character and adaptability to avoid the overcrowding of 
population; to lessen congestion on the public roads and streets; to reduce 
hazards to life and property; to facilitate adequate provisions for a system of 
transportation, sewage disposal, safe and adequate water supply, education, 
recreation and other public requirements; and to conserve the expenditure of 
funds for public improvements and services to conform with the most 
advantageous uses of land, resources and properties; to preserve property values 
and natural resources; and to give reasonable consideration to character of a 
particular area, its peculiar suitability for particular uses and the general 
appropriate trend and character of land, building, and population development. 

Facts in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: 

1. Public water and sanitary sewer service are available to serve the subject site. (See 
exhibits 25 and 26) 

2. No regulated wetlands or floodplain are impacted by the proposed hotel project. (See 
exhibits 2, 3, and 27)  

3. A hotel is an intended and permitted use and capitalizes on the projects proximity to 
existing infrastructure. (See exhibits 1 and 5) 

4. The proposed Eastbay One hotel redevelops a vacant site that has been in relative 
disrepair for a number of years and creates a viable use on the site. (See exhibits 1, 
2 and 3) 

5. The proposed hotel use is compatible with surrounding and nearby land uses. (See 
staff memos) 

6. A preliminary engineering review of Site Plan Review #4-18 was completed by the 
Township’s Engineer, Wade Trim for water, sanitary sewer and stormwater. A 
stormwater permit will be required upon approval of the site plan, subject to the 
review and approval of Wade Trim pursuant to the Township’s Stormwater 
Ordinance. (See exhibit 25) 

6. A soil erosion and sedimentation control permit is approved to be issued by the 
Grand Traverse County Soil Erosion-Sedimentation Control Department, subject to 
the submittal of a surety deposit. (See exhibit 18)  

7. The applicant’s representative stated at the April 3, 2018 public hearing that the 
proposed approximate 240 foot setback from US 31 North is to address concerns of 
road noise and traffic vibration. He also noted that studies show that traffic calming 
does not work after 30 feet and a large building near the road would make the 
corridor darker. (See exhibit 10) 

Facts not in favor of Site Plan Review #4-18, include the following: None 



13 
 

The Planning Commission finds that the criteria of Section 820.7.i : has been met 

__________ 

The Planning Commission hereby finds that the site plan review criteria of Section 820.7.a-i 

have been met. 

If the Planning Commission feels the request meets the criteria of Section 820.7.a-
I, staff will have a set of conditions for it to consider available at the meeting. 

Motion made by: Hentschel  

Seconded by: Groleau 

That based on the general and specific findings of fact adopted by the East Bay Charter 
Township Planning Commission, Site Plan Review #4-18 site plan is approved.  

Ayes: Henstchel, Groleau, and Nemitz  

Nays: Sych and Tubbs 
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Motion to approve Site Plan Review #4-18 (Eastbay One) with the following conditions:   
 

1. Approval is based on the revised site plan package prepared by Mansfield Land Use 
Consultants, dated June 21, 2018, including the existing conditions and demolition 
plan, soil erosion and sedimentation control plan, site and dimension plan, grading and 
storm plan, utility plan, and landscape plan, subject to revisions as required. 

 

2. Approval is also based on the floor plans and building elevations prepared by dated 
February 1, 2018, prepared by Traverse Architecture Group, subject to revisions as 
required.  

 

3. And approval is also based on the lighting details and exterior lighting plan prepared 
by West Michigan Lighting, dated March 19, 2018. It is suggested that the color 
temperature of all exterior LED lighting fixtures not exceed 3000K.  

 

4. All applicable permits and approvals shall be obtained from the Township (stormwater, 
land use, sign, and variance), Grand Traverse County (DPW, soil erosion, health, and 
building), MDOT [driveway(s) on US 31N], and Metro Fire prior to construction. A copy 
of each approval shall be submitted to the Office of Planning and Zoning. 

 

5. Changes to the approved site plan based on input from the agencies listed above in 
conditions above shall require resubmittal of a revised site plan to the East Bay 
Township Office of Planning & Zoning to determine whether reconsideration and re-
approval by the Planning Commission and/or staff is required.  

 

6. The applicant shall obtain any necessary variances, or revise the plans to comply with 
the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

7. Exterior lighting, including for signage shall be set in a manner where no light rays are 
emitted at an upward angle above the horizontal plane to illuminate objects.  

 

8. Pursuant to Section 229.3.a, all landscaping materials shall comply with the Grand 
Traverse Bay Region: New Design for Growth Guidebook. 

 

9. The exterior facades of the accessory storage building shall be designed to be 
consistent and complimentary to the exterior of the proposed hotel.  

 

10. The existing two (2) parcels shall be combined into one (1) parcel prior to the issuance 
of a land use permit.  

 

11. The temporary second ingress driveway from US 31 North shall be signed and 
designed so as to prohibit egress from the site. 
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12. Eastbay One shall enter into a formal agreement with East Bay Charter Township that 
requires Eastbay One or its successors to completely remove the temporary second 
ingress from US 31 North at the northwest corner of the subject site within 60 days, 
once a second means of access to the site is provided from an adjacent parcel.  

 

13. Approval of Site Plan Review #4-18 shall be valid for two (2) years from the date of 
approval unless extended for one (1) additional year by the Planning Commission 
pursuant to the procedures and criteria identified in Section 820.10.  

 
14. That an additional nine (9) deciduous trees, of at least 4” caliper, be planted to aid in          

blocking the view of the cars in the parking lot along US-31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


