
 

Highland Township Planning Commission 
Record of the 1292nd Meeting  

Highland Township Auditorium 
October 16, 2014 

 
 
Roll Call: 
Michael Wiza, Chairperson 
Eugene H. Beach, Jr. 
Chris Gostek  
Scott Green  
Roscoe Smith  
Jeffrey Stander (absent) 
Scott Temple  
Russ Tierney 
 
Also Present: 
Elizabeth J. Corwin, PE, AICP – Planning Director 
Julie Kabalka, Recording Secretary 
 
Visitors: 5 
 
 
Mr. Wiza, the Chairperson, called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Work Session: 
 
Agenda Item  #1: 
 
  Parcel #:      11-01-351-002 
 Zoning:        ARR 
 Address:      2075 Oakland Dr. 
 File #:          SPR 14-09 
 Applicant:    ATT Mobility/Haley Law Firm 
 Owner:         Siga Corporation of MI 
 Request:       Wireless Telecommunications Facility 
 Reference:    URSA 14-04 
 
Mr. Beach recapped the approval process and progress for the Wireless 
Telecommunications Facility planned for Parcel #11-01-351-002 at 2075 Oakland 
Drive. Approval of the Special Land Use was recommended by the Planning 
Commission and approved by the Board of Trustees after the required public 
hearings. The Site Plan remains to be approved, which is the purpose of discussion 
this evening, and involves such details as the actual layout, design and logistics of the 
site, landscaping, lighting and drainage. He explained that while a “site plan” is 
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required as part of a Special Use approval under state law, this requirement should be 
understood as a plot plan or map of improvements, and is not the same document that 
our Zoning Ordinance refers to as a “site plan”.  
 
Mr. Beach also addressed the Planning Commission’s reasonable expectation of 
respect from the applicant and any professionals representing the applicant as 
required under the Michigan Rules of Conduct.  He suggested that the applicant 
consider remaining in the room seated throughout the proceedings, even if the 
applicant chooses not to participate. 
 
Mr. Temple recused himself from the discussion as he is an employee of ATT and his 
participation may appear as a conflict of interest. Mr. Temple then seated himself in 
the audience. 
 
Mr. Wallace Haley, attorney, on behalf of AT&T Mobility stated that under the 
advice of the AT&T litigation attorney he will read a statement and leave with no 
disrespect intended. He then read a statement titled Highland Township Objection 
dated October 16, 2014 . 
 
 
 

HIGHLAND TOWNSHIP OBJECTION 
 

 
 

AT&T Mobility has appeared this evening to file a formal objection against 
the Highland Township Planning Commission proceeding to review AT&T's Site 
Plan Review Application for the proposed Wireless Facility at 2075 Oakland Drive. 
The record. should indicate that any further review of that application is improper for 
three reasons. 
 
First, under the clear language of Michigan's Zoning Enabling Act, MCL 
125.3514(5), the processing of a site plan reviewapplication for a wireless facility is 
tolled if the local zoning authority deems the application administratively incomplete 
or if any fees remain unpaid. Since Highland Township is on the record that both of 
those conditions are present, proceeding to review and/or vote on AT&T's 
application tonight is in violation of the Zoning Enabling Act. 
 

Second, Michigan's Zoning Enabling Act, MCL 125.3514 (3)(a) also makes 
it clear that the process for the review of a wireless facility must include site plan 
review. Since Highland Township has determined to separate out the site plan review 
process,  tonight's review is incomplete and violates the Zoning Enabling Act. 
 

Finally, as the Planning Commission is aware, AT&T Mobility has initiated 
litigation against the Township, including a request that the Court rule on the legality 
of the Township's actions in connection with AT&T's application. Since the Township 
has answered and is defending that lawsuit, it is improper for the Planning 
Commission to proceed tonight without having first obtained a ruling from the Court. 
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Mr. Beach moved to approve the site plan submitted by AT&T Mobility in this case 
subject to the following conditions: This approval shall not be effective until a 
Development Agreement required by Section 3.12 of the Zoning Ordinance has been 
signed by the Applicant; the site plan items listed on pages 10 and 11 of the May 20, 
2014 Carlisle Wortman review letter that have not been provided since then are 
provided and approved by Staff; the review comments in the 10/13/2014 HRC review 
letter are addressed on the construction plans and prior to issuance of any 
construction, land use, building, or special land use permits; and unless there has been 
a court decision prohibiting or limiting them, payment of all unpaid Township fees 
and escrow deposits prior to issuance of any construction, land use, building, or 
special land use permits, with the Applicant allowed to make any such payments 
under protest. Mr. Green supported and the motion carried with a roll call vote: Wiza 
– yes, Beach – yes, Smith- yes, Gostek – yes, Green – yes, Tierney – yes (6 yes 
votes). 
 
 
Agenda Item #2:  

Discussion 
 Zoning Board of Appeals case #14-23 
  
 
Mr. Beach suggested the Planning Commission create a working concept on how to 
handle industrial park situations where individual businesses are located on private 
roads with no visibility from a major thoroughfare.  In this case, a directional sign on 
an adjacent parcel with frontage on the thoroughfare would serve such businesses 
better than a free standing sign on their own parcel.  In the previous Zoning 
Ordinance, there were provisions for “complex” signs.   
 
Mr. Beach described a variance request submitted for the parcel at the corner of 
Wardlow and North Milford Road (old Leonard House property) where the property 
owner is requesting to utilize a sign on the North Milford Road frontage to advertise 
his tenants off Transfer Drive with a secondary sign at the corner of Milford and 
Wardlow.  The property owner is willing to forgo his right to a sign in front of the 
businesses on Transfer Drive.  
 
Mr. Tierney stated that a business owner who purchases property with frontage on a 
private road should not then expect a sign be placed on his behalf on the major 
thoroughfare.  If his business relied on that prime visibility, it should be located on 
the thoroughfare.  Not every business, especially industrial businesses, depends on 
pass-by traffic. 
 Mr. Temple asked what the sign allotment area would be if a business forfeited a 
sign at site location for placement in a higher traffic area. Should there be a one for 
one ratio, or should there be a “reduction” in allowable signage if relocated?  There 
should be a balance of the goals of preventing proliferation of signs and adding value 



Highland Township Planning Commission page 4 of 5 
October 16, 2014 

to all parcels involved through proper signage.  He further stated a concern that a 
business should not be able to lease property from a homeowner along a major 
thoroughfare for the purpose of establishing a right to signage. 
 
Ms. Corwin commented that even under the prior ordinance, the Transfer Drive 
parcels would not have been allowed centralized signage because of the way the land 
was developed. When there is joint planning, such as a condominium project, the 
signage rights can be negotiated in common, and a long term mechanism for the 
future maintenance and allotment of sign area can be considered.   
 
Mr. Green commented that given modern technology such as gps on “smart phones”, 
the lack of a sign on main thoroughfare should not create undue hardship. 
 
Mr. Beach reminded the Planning Commission that the goal is to create a vibrant 
industrial community with low rate of turnover without proliferation of signage. Mr. 
Wiza shared that he is in favor of allowing this off site signage.  
 
Ms. Corwin warned the Planning Commission to proceed with caution when 
considering the needs of industrial users, because the new ordinance no longer 
differentiates between signage allowed for industrially and commercially zoned 
properties. Any land use allowed in OS, CB1 and CB2 Districts is allowed in the IM 
District. She stated that the ordinance needs to define characteristics where the 
complex sign option applies and create proper verbage to ensure signage is limited to 
appropriate standards to restrict sign clutter. Some absolute maximums about signage 
on a given parcel or within a given distance are appropriate. 
 
Mr. Beach supports a general concept in that there is no net gain or loss of signs by 
incorporating a complex signage option. The nature of the business should be a mute 
point and land ownership is irrelevant since signage will be an agreement between 
property owners. In the situation where there are multiple units on a private or 
secondary road and these individual lots make up a complex, then an “offsite” sign 
makes sense as long as businesses are within a specified range of distance from 
central sign location. 
 
Mark. Johnson from MRJ Sign Company stated that from his practical experience he 
found that there will not be sign clutter and that business owners will not seek 
multiple tenants for their sign if we stick to a 40 square feet maximum.  The business 
owners will not interfere with their own signage along the thoroughfare. Mr. Beach 
restated that the ordinance can state maximum number of businesses listed on a sign 
and designate a maximum distance in which the sign placement needs to be from 
actual location of listed business.  
Ms. Corwin suggested that if the main concern is directional, then a sign designating 
the identity of the park or complex – such as “TRANSFER INDUSTRIAL 
COMPLEX” could be accompanied with smaller directional signs in a 
consistentfont/size/color for each individual business listed.  
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Ms. Corwin also stated that she will work with staff to research Shelby and other 
communities to get examples of how they handle various signage situations per Mr. 
Johnson’s remarks on doing business in other locations such as Shelby.  
 
Ms. Corwin requested that a Public Hearing be set to get public comment on the draft 
of ordinance No. Z-005. 
 
Mr. Beach moved to set Public Hearing for November 20, 2014 for Ordinance No. Z-
005 draft. Mr. Tierney supported and the motion carried with a roll call vote: Wiza – 
yes, Beach – yes, Smith- yes, Gostek – yes, Green – yes, Temple – yes, Tierney – yes 
(7 yes votes). 
 
 
Agenda Item #3: Committee Updates 

Zoning Board of Appeals:  
   Township Board: 
   Highland Downtown Development Authority: 
   Parks and Recreation: 
 
Committee updates were presented by the liaisons. 
 
 
Agenda Item #4: Minutes:   September 4, 2014 
 
Mr. Beach moved to approve the minutes for September 4, 2014 meeting as 
presented.  Mr. Gostek supported and motion carried by unanimous voice vote (7 yes 
votes). 
 
Discussion: 
 
Ms. Corwin introduced the proposed meeting dates for 2015 Planning Commission 
Meetings and all agreed with schedule as presented. 
 
At 9:07 p.m. Mr. Wiza entertained a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Beach 
moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Gostek supported and the motion carried with 
a unanimous voice vote (7 yes votes). 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
A.Roscoe Smith, Secretary 
 
ARS/jk 
 


