
 
 
Rik Kowall, Supervisor 
Anthony L. Noble, Clerk 
Mike Roman, Treasurer 

 

 
Trustees  

Scott Ruggles  
Steve Anderson 

Andrea C. Voorheis 
Liz Fessler Smith 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING 
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THURSDAY, MAY 28, 2026 – 6:30 PM 

White Lake Township | 7525 Highland Rd | White Lake, MI 48383 | Phone: (248) 698‑3300 | www.whitelaketwp.com 

AGENDA 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

5. CALL TO THE PUBLIC 

6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. April 23, 2026 

7. OLD BUSINESS 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

A. Applicant: John Green, Contractor 
102 Lac Sainte Claire Dr 
Saint Clair Shores, MI 48082 
Location:  4160 Navarra Ct. 
White Lake, MI 48386, identified as 12-07-177-015  
Request:   Variance requests from: Sec. 3.1.6 for a rear yard  
variance, and Sec 7.23 A, to enlarge a  
non-conforming structure. 
 

B. Applicant: Andrew Hoppe 
9020 Maplewood Dr 
White Lake, MI 48386 
Location: 9020 Maplewood Dr 
White Lake, MI 4386; identified as 12-35-426-066 
Request: Variance request from Section 3.1.6(E) for a primary building side yard setback 
variance. 
 

C. Applicant: Charles L. Deerew 
625 Lake View Dr 
White Lake, MI 48363 
Location: 625 Lake View Dr 
White Lake, MI 48363; identified as 12-26-457-007 
Request: Variance request from Section 3.1.6(E) for a front yard setback variance for an 
accessory building. 
 

D. Applicant: Scott David 
8070 Rene Dr 
White Lake, MI 48386 
Location:8070 Rene Dr 
White Lake, MI 4386; identified as 12-24-426-015 
Request: Variance from Section 5.7.B for an accessory building height request. 
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E. Applicant: Michael Seling 

9278 Pontiac Lake Rd 
White Lake, MI 48386 
Location:9278 Pontiac Lake Rd 
White Lake, MI 4386; identified as 12-14-253-006 
Request: Variance requests from Section 3.10 for a height setback variance to construct 
an attached deck on a lakefront property, and from Section 3.11(Q) for a variance from 
the watercourse setback requirement 
 

9. OTHER BUSINESS 

10. NEXT MEETING DATE: June 25, 2026 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

Procedures for accommodations for persons with disabilities: The Township will follow its normal procedures for individuals 
with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting. Please contact the Township Clerk’s office 
at (248) 698-3300 X-7 at least five days in advance of the meeting. An attempt will be made to provide reasonable 

accommodations. 
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Staff notes that the Zoning Ordinance contains provisions that appear to be internally inconsistent with 
respect to structures located near water. Section 3.10 permits certain decks and similar structures to 
extend to the water’s edge for lakefront properties, while Section 3.11.Q requires that no building or 
structure be located within 25 feet of a regulated wetland, submerged land, watercourse, pond, stream, 
lake, or similar body of water. As a result, Section 3.10 may be interpreted as creating a limited exception 
for uncovered and unenclosed decks to the general 25-foot setback requirement. However, because the 
proposed structure includes a roof and is regulated as part of the principal structure, staff has evaluated 
the request as requiring variance relief from both standards. 
 
Based on the information provided, the Zoning Board of Appeals may consider whether the request 
meets the standards of Section 7.37. In particular, the Board may evaluate whether the property’s 
substandard size, historic platting, and canal-oriented development pattern create a practical difficulty; 
whether those conditions represent a unique situation relative to other properties in the zoning district; 
whether granting the requested relief would allow use of the property in a manner consistent with 
similarly situated canal-front properties; and whether the requested variances represent the minimum 
necessary to provide relief without creating adverse impacts on surrounding properties.  
 
The Board should also note that the submitted survey identifies both “occupation lines” and “platted 
property lines.” While occupation lines may reflect long-standing use or fencing patterns, the Zoning 
Ordinance requires setbacks to be measured from the recorded platted boundaries. As a result, a side 
yard variance is required even though measurements to the occupation line may appear compliant. 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals Options:  
Motion for Approval 
I move to approve the variance request for the property located at 4160 Navarra Ct, Parcel No. 12-07-
177-015, from the R1-D District dimensional requirements to allow a reduction of the required rear yard 
setback from 30 feet to approximately 2.7 feet (a variance of 27.3 feet), to allow a reduction of the 
required side yard setback by approximately 1.28 feet, which recognizes the location of the existing 
structure and does not increase the degree of side yard encroachment, and to allow a reduction of the 
required 25-foot setback from a water body to approximately 2.7 feet (a variance of 22.3 feet), in order 
to permit construction of a covered rear deck attached to the principal structure, based on the findings 
that the request meets the standards of Section 7.37 (A through E), subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The covered at-grade deck shall be constructed in substantial compliance with the plans 
submitted.  

2. No further encroachment beyond what is approved herein into the required rear yard, side yard, 
or water setbacks shall occur without additional Zoning Board of Appeals approval. 

3. The structure shall remain unenclosed (for example, no 3-season room conversion), and any 
future enclosure of the covered at-grade deck will require additional review and approval from the 
ZBA.  

4. All necessary permits shall be obtained prior to construction. 
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Motion for Denial 
I move to deny the variance request for the property located at 4160 Navarra Ct, Parcel No. 12-07-177-
015, from the R1-D District dimensional requirements to allow a reduction of the required rear yard 
setback from 30 feet to approximately 2.7 feet (a variance of 27.3 feet), to allow a reduction of the 
required side yard setback by approximately 1.28 feet, and to allow a reduction of the required 25-foot 
setback from a water body to approximately 2.7 feet (a variance of 22.3 feet), in order to permit 
construction of a covered rear deck attached to the principal structure, based on the findings that the 
request does not meet the standards of Section 7.37 (A through E), specifically: 
 

1. The request does not sufficiently demonstrate a practical difficulty warranting the requested 
relief, as an at-grade deck is otherwise permitted by right to extend into the rear yard. 

2. The circumstances do not sufficiently differ from other canal-front properties to warrant the 
requested relief. 

3. The need for the variance is based on the applicant’s preference to construct a roofed structure 
rather than a limitation inherent to the land.  

4. Granting the variance would allow a significant encroachment into the required rear, side, and 
water setbacks and may confer a special privilege not enjoyed by other properties.  

5. The request has not demonstrated that the variances are the minimum necessary. 
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Conclusion 
Overall, the request involves an existing single-family residence constructed in 1984 on a parcel comprised 
of four underlying platted lots (Lots 28–31, Block 8, Needels Six Lakes Subdivision No. 1) that have 
functioned as a single residential property for several decades. Historical aerial imagery indicates prior 
residential development existed toward the northern portion of the parcel before construction of the 
current residence. The existing residence was constructed relatively close to the eastern side property line 
and, together with the curved roadway frontage and longstanding site configuration, appears to have 
reduced flexibility for later additions to the principal structure. 
 
Staff further notes the subject property is located along a curved roadway frontage, and the existing 
residence appears to have been oriented toward the street, consistent with common residential 
development patterns of the period. 
 
The applicant requests variance relief from the required 10-foot side yard setback to permit an 
approximately 9.37-foot setback, representing approximately 0.63 feet (8 inches) of relief. 
In reviewing the request, the Zoning Board of Appeals should consider the longstanding placement of the 
residence, the historical evolution of the parcel, the limited extent of the requested encroachment, and 
whether the proposal represents the minimum variance necessary while remaining consistent with the 
intent of the Ordinance and surrounding pattern of residential development. Staff further notes the 
requested relief is limited in magnitude and does not appear likely to materially alter neighborhood 
character or result in substantial adverse impacts on surrounding properties. 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals Options:  
 
Motion for Approval 
I move to approve the variance request for Parcel No. 12-35-426-066, 9020 Maplewood Drive, to permit 
construction of a one-story residential addition with an approximately 9.37-foot side yard setback, where a 
minimum 10-foot side yard setback is required, representing variance relief of approximately 0.63 feet (8 
inches). 
 
This motion is based upon the following finding: 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the applicant has demonstrated compliance with the 
variance standards contained in Section 7.37 of the White Lake Township Zoning Ordinance, 
including that a practical difficulty exists related to the subject site, the practical difficulty results 
from unique circumstances applying to the property, the condition is not self-created, approval 
would provide substantial justice, and the requested variance represents the minimum variance 
necessary to grant relief.  
 

Approval is further conditioned upon the following: 
1. Approval shall be limited to the plans submitted and reviewed by the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
2. The approved addition shall comply with all applicable Township permitting requirements.  
3. Any future expansion beyond the approved plans shall require additional Township review and 

approvals as applicable. 
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Motion for Denial 
I move to deny the variance request for Parcel No. 12-35-426-066, 9020 Maplewood Drive, to permit 
construction of a one-story residential addition with an approximately 9.37-foot side yard setback, where a 
minimum 10-foot side yard setback is required, representing variance relief of approximately 0.63 feet (8 
inches). 
This motion is based upon the following finding: 
 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the applicant has not demonstrated compliance with the 
variance standards contained in Section 7.37 of the White Lake Township Zoning Ordinance, 
including practical difficulty, unique circumstances, lack of self-created hardship, substantial justice, 
and/or that the requested variance represents the minimum variance necessary to grant relief. 
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Site History 
The subject property is legally described as Lots 103 and 104 of Cedar Crest Subdivision No. 2, originally 
platted in 1923 as part of a lake community development along the eastern shore of Cedar Island Lake. 
Review of the original subdivision plat indicates a pattern of varying lot sizes, with comparatively larger lots 
located farther from the lake and smaller lots concentrated nearer the shoreline. This arrangement 
appears to have created a transition in residential lot intensity while maximizing the number of lake-
oriented residential parcels. 
 
The subject property consists of two original platted lots, which have since functioned as a single 
residential parcel. Despite the larger combined parcel area relative to some surrounding properties, the 
property remains affected by multiple roadway frontages and resulting application of front yard setbacks 
along its west, north, and east lot lines. 
 
Historical aerial imagery indicates the surrounding subdivision has been utilized for residential purposes for 
several decades. Available imagery from approximately 1980 shows lower intensity residential 
development characterized by smaller homes, greater open space, and fewer detached accessory 
structures than exist today. Over time, the 
surrounding neighborhood has experienced 
continued residential reinvestment, including larger 
homes, detached accessory structures, expanded 
parking areas adjacent to the ROW, and additional 
residential improvements associated with long-term 
occupancy and evolving residential needs. 
 
Existing development within the subdivision exhibits 
varied building orientation, multiple access 
relationships, and detached accessory structures 
associated with both principal and secondary 
roadway frontages. These patterns appear 
influenced by the original subdivision design and 
continue to shape the physical character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Available information further suggests Overlook Lane, while originally platted as a through street, 
subsequently functions as a dead-end, low-volume local access roadway, similar to a rear alley, serving a 
limited number of residential properties. 
 
Zoning Analysis 
The subject property is affected by Lake View Drive, Echo Street, and Overlook Lane, resulting in 
application of front yard setbacks along several lot lines. Although the property consists of two original 
platted lots, the cumulative effect of multiple roadway frontages reduces the available buildable area for 
accessory structures relative to more conventional interior residential lots. 
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Review of available aerial imagery, site conditions, and surrounding development patterns suggests the 
surrounding neighborhood exhibits a functional hierarchy of roadway use distinct from more conventional 
residential subdivisions. Existing conditions indicate Lake View Drive generally functions as the principal 
residential frontage within the area, while Overlook Lane appears to function primarily as a secondary 
access route serving rear detached structures and parking areas. Existing development patterns indicate 
detached accessory structures, garages, and vehicle access commonly occur adjacent to these secondary 
roadway frontages. The proposed detached garage therefore does not appear inconsistent with the 
established physical development pattern of the surrounding subdivision. 
 
The subject property is located within an older lake-area subdivision characterized by multiple roadway 
frontages, varied building orientation, and established access patterns influenced by the original plat 
design. These existing site conditions contribute to the practical difficulty associated with application of 
current setback requirements. 
 
The practical difficulty associated with the request appears attributable primarily to the physical 
characteristics of the property, including multiple roadway frontages, existing placement of the principal 
structure, and resulting reduction in available buildable area, rather than the personal circumstances of the 
applicant. 
 
Additionally, substantial existing vegetation and mature landscaping on the subject property may reduce 
visibility of the proposed structure from adjacent rights-of-way and lessen impacts on neighborhood 
character. Based on available information, the requested relief does not appear likely to substantially 
impair visibility, roadway function, or the established physical character of the surrounding area. 
The Zoning Board of Appeals should further consider whether the requested variance represents the 
minimum relief necessary to reasonably accommodate the proposed accessory structure and whether the 
proposal remains consistent with the spirit and intent of the Zoning Ordinance, pursuant to the standards 
established under Section 7.37. 
 
Conclusion 
The requested variance appears primarily attributable to physical characteristics of the subject property, 
including frontage along multiple roadways, existing placement of the principal structure, and resulting 
reduction in available buildable area for accessory structures. 
The surrounding neighborhood exhibits established development patterns characterized by varied building 
orientation, secondary access relationships, and detached accessory structures associated with multiple 
roadway frontages. Based on available information, the proposed detached garage does not appear 
inconsistent with the existing physical character of the surrounding area and may be further screened by 
existing mature vegetation. 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals must ultimately determine whether the applicant has demonstrated 
compliance with the standards of Section 7.37, including whether the requested variance represents the 
minimum relief necessary and whether approval would remain consistent with the spirit and intent of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 
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Zoning Board of Appeals Options:  
 
Motion for Approval 
I move to approve the variance request for Parcel No. 12-26-457-007, 625 Lake View Drive, to permit 
construction of a 25-foot by 25-foot detached garage with an approximate setback of 14.5 feet from 
Overlook Lane, where a 30-foot front yard setback is required, representing variance relief of 
approximately 15.5 feet. 
This motion is based upon the following finding: 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the applicant has demonstrated compliance with the 
variance standards contained in Section 7.37 of the White Lake Township Zoning Ordinance, 
including that a practical difficulty exists related to the subject site due to multiple roadway 
frontages and resulting reduction in available buildable area, the practical difficulty results from 
unique circumstances applying to the property and surrounding subdivision pattern, the condition 
is not self-created, approval would provide substantial justice, and the requested variance 
represents the minimum variance necessary to grant relief.  

Approval is further conditioned upon the following: 
1. Approval shall be limited to the plans, survey, and application materials submitted and reviewed by 

the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
2. The approved detached garage shall comply with all applicable Township permitting requirements.  
3. Any future expansion, relocation, or modification beyond the approved plans shall require 

additional Township review and approvals as applicable. 
 
Motion for Denial 
I move to deny the variance request for Parcel No. 12-26-457-007, 625 Lake View Drive, to permit 
construction of a 25-foot by 25-foot detached garage with an approximate setback of 14.5 feet from 
Overlook Lane, where a 30-foot front yard setback is required, representing variance relief of 
approximately 15.5 feet. 
This motion is based upon the following finding: 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the applicant has not demonstrated compliance with the 
variance standards contained in Section 7.37 of the White Lake Township Zoning Ordinance, 
including practical difficulty, unique circumstances, lack of self-created hardship, substantial justice, 
and/or that the requested variance represents the minimum variance necessary to grant relief. 
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Zoning Analysis  
Section 5.7.C, Accessory Buildings or Structures in Residential Districts, states: 
 

“Accessory building or structure walls in all residential districts, with the exception of Suburban Farm 
(SF) and Agricultural (AG), shall not exceed fourteen (14) feet in height and the building shall not 
exceed eighteen (18) feet in height.” 

 
The Building Official determined the submitted plans indicate a proposed midpoint roof height of 
approximately 24.4 feet, exceeding the maximum permitted accessory structure height of 18 feet. The 
request therefore represents approximately 6.4 feet of variance relief. 
 
Staff notes the proposed structure has been described by the applicant as a “treehouse”; however, 
submitted plans indicate the proposal includes features such as an approximately 20-foot by 10-foot 
enclosed interior area, large wall-length windows, electrical service, attached deck areas, and structural 
reinforcement components, which are not typically associated with a traditional treehouse. Further, the 
structure is not designed to be supported by or integrated into an existing tree. 
 
Staff concurs with the Building Official’s interpretation that the proposed structure constitutes an 
accessory building or structure subject to the requirements of Section 5.7, Accessory Buildings or 
Structures in Residential Districts, and therefore must comply with all applicable zoning standards unless 
otherwise approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
Staff notes the practical difficulty standard contained within Section 7.37(A) may warrant additional 
consideration by the Zoning Board of Appeals, as the submitted materials do not clearly demonstrate how 
physical characteristics of the subject property necessitate the requested 6.4-foot height variance relief. 
Determination of compliance with Section 7.37(A), and all other variance standards, remains solely within 
the authority of the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
Staff Interpretation – Accessory Structures with Attached Deck Areas 
Additionally, Section 3.10, Attached Decks, Porches, and Patios in Residential Districts, regulates attached 
decks associated with principal residential structures but does not specifically address deck areas 
attached to detached accessory structures. Staff interprets attached deck areas associated with an 
accessory structure as constituting part of the accessory structure for purposes of setback compliance and 
dimensional review under Section 5.7. Accordingly, staff evaluated the proposal under the standards 
applicable to accessory structures rather than standards applicable to decks associated with principal 
dwellings. 
 
As this interpretation is not expressly addressed within the Zoning Ordinance, staff requests feedback 
from the Zoning Board of Appeals regarding whether this represents an appropriate interpretation for 
regulating accessory structures with attached deck areas under the current Ordinance. Staff notes that 
future ordinance amendments may provide an opportunity to further clarify standards applicable to 
accessory structures with attached deck areas. 
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Conclusion 
The applicant is requesting variance relief from Section 5.7 to permit an elevated detached accessory 
structure with an approximate 24.4-foot midpoint roof height, where a maximum height of 18 feet is 
permitted, representing approximately 6.4 feet of relief. Staff concurs with the interpretation that the 
proposed structure constitutes an accessory building or structure subject to Section 5.7. Staff further 
requests feedback regarding interpretation of attached deck areas associated with accessory structures. 
Determination of compliance with Section 7.37, including the practical difficulty standard contained within 
Section 7.37(A), remains solely within the authority of the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals Options:  
 
Motion for Approval 
I move to approve the variance request for Parcel No. 12-24-426-015, 8070 Rene Drive, to permit 
construction of an elevated detached accessory structure with an approximate 24.4-foot midpoint roof 
height, where a maximum height of 18 feet is permitted, representing approximately 6.4 feet of variance 
relief. 
 
This motion is based upon the following findings: 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the applicant has demonstrated compliance with the 
variance standards contained within Section 7.37 of the White Lake Township Zoning Ordinance, 
including that a practical difficulty exists due to unique physical characteristics or circumstances 
associated with the subject property and that strict compliance with the Ordinance would render 
conformity unnecessarily burdensome.  

2. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds the requested relief is not self-created, and approval of the 
variance would provide substantial justice while preserving the spirit and intent of the Ordinance.  

3. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds the requested 6.4-foot height variance is the minimum 
necessary to permit reasonable use of the property and would not be materially detrimental to 
surrounding properties or the public interest.  
 

This approval is subject to the following conditions: 
a. Approval is limited solely to the requested height variance and shall not be interpreted as approval 

of any noncompliance with applicable setback, permitting, or building code requirements. 
b. The proposed accessory structure shall otherwise comply with all applicable Township ordinances 

and permitting requirements. 
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Motion for Denial 
I move to deny the variance request for Parcel No. 12-24-426-015, 8070 Rene Drive, to permit 
construction of an elevated detached accessory structure with an approximate 24.4-foot midpoint roof 
height, where a maximum height of 18 feet is permitted, representing approximately 6.4 feet of variance 
relief. 
 
This motion is based upon the following findings: 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds the applicant has not demonstrated compliance with Section 
7.37(A), Practical Difficulty, as the submitted materials do not clearly establish how physical 
characteristics of the subject property necessitate the requested 6.4-foot height variance relief, 
nor demonstrate that strict compliance with the Ordinance would unreasonably prevent 
reasonable use of the property or render conformity unnecessarily burdensome.  

2. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds the applicant has not demonstrated compliance with Section 
7.37(C), as the requested relief appears associated primarily with the design characteristics of the 
proposed structure rather than conditions inherent to the subject property. 

3. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds the requested variance has not been demonstrated to 
represent the minimum relief necessary to permit reasonable use of the property, including 
whether alternative compliant designs or configurations may exist.  

4. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds the applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated compliance 
with all required variance standards contained within Section 7.37, and therefore the requested 
variance does not satisfy the standards necessary for approval. 
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Site History 
The existing home appears to maintain nonconforming setback relationships relative to current shoreline 
and front yard setback standards, and potentially relative to side yard standards applicable to the detached 
accessory building. While the structures do not appear to fully comply with the applicable setback 
standards of the Zoning Ordinance, the applicant appears to have constructed the home in good faith 
reliance upon previously issued Township approvals and permits. As such, staff has considered the existing 
structures as an established nonconforming condition in its review of the proposed request. 
 
It should also be noted that the front yard setback relationship is anticipated to become further 
nonconforming soon, as the property owner is expected to convey additional right-of-way to the Road 
Commission of Oakland County associated with the future paving and improvement of Pontiac Lake Road.  
 
Zoning Analysis 
Section 3.10 of the Zoning Ordinance permits certain unenclosed decks, porches, patios, and paved 
terraces to project into required rear yard setbacks and further states that, in the case of lakefront lots, 
such structures may extend up to the water’s edge. However, Section 3.11.Q separately states that no 
building or structure shall be located closer than twenty-five (25) feet to any regulated wetland, 
submerged land, watercourse, pond, stream, lake, or similar body of water. As written, staff recognizes 
that there appears to be a conflict between these two provisions, specifically regarding whether lakefront 
decks are intended to be permitted up to the water’s edge or remain subject to the twenty-five (25) foot 
waterfront setback requirement. 
 
Based upon the overall structure of the Ordinance, staff interprets Section 3.10 as establishing a limited 
exception for qualifying unenclosed lakefront decks, while Section 3.11.Q continues to apply to 
nonqualifying deck structures and other buildings or structures near the shoreline., while Section 3.10 was 
intended to provide limited flexibility for unenclosed accessory deck and patio structures on lakefront lots. 
Staff further interprets the proposal as primarily requiring variance relief due to the deck height exceeding 
the limitations established under Section 3.10.B, which limits qualifying decks within setback areas to a 
maximum height of three (3) feet above grade.  
 
Based upon the submitted plans and site conditions, the proposed deck is anticipated to be approximately 
four (4) feet above grade at its highest exposed shoreline point, representing an approximate one (1) foot 
deviation from the Ordinance standard. Staff notes that the existing home sits elevated above surrounding 
grade, likely due to both the sloping topography of the parcel and groundwater/high water table 
considerations commonly associated with lakefront properties, in order to accommodate a full basement, 
which is a common feature in residential construction throughout Michigan. 
 
Ultimately, staff recognizes that the Zoning Board of Appeals retains the authority to establish formal 
interpretations of the Zoning Ordinance and determine the applicability of Section 3.11.Q relative to 
lakefront deck structures. Out of an abundance of caution and to ensure full public notice of all potentially 
applicable standards, the request was noticed as requiring variance relief from both the twenty-five (25) 
foot waterfront setback requirement under Section 3.11.Q and the deck height limitation contained within 
Section 3.10.B. However, if the Board agrees with staff’s interpretation regarding the applicability of 
Section 3.11.Q to qualifying lakefront deck structures, only one variance is required. 
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Conclusion 
Overall, the request involves an existing developed lakefront property containing an established 
nonconforming residential structure located on a parcel with sloping topography, irregular lot geometry, 
and a limited effective buildable area between Pontiac Lake and Pontiac Lake Road. The proposed deck 
would continue an existing pattern of lakeside outdoor living space associated with the home and would 
remain accessory to the principal residential use of the property. 
 
As discussed above, staff notes that the review of this request is complicated somewhat by the interaction 
between Sections 3.10 and 3.11.Q of the Zoning Ordinance, specifically regarding the extent to which 
unenclosed lakefront deck structures are intended to be permitted within shoreline setback areas. Staff 
further notes that the proposed deck exceeds the maximum three (3) foot height limitation established 
under Section 3.10.B and therefore requires consideration by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
In reviewing the request, the Zoning Board of Appeals should consider the existing nonconforming 
placement of the home and porch, the physical characteristics and topography of the parcel, the degree of 
the proposed encroachment, the stated accessibility considerations presented by the applicant, and 
whether the proposal is consistent with the overall intent of the Ordinance and the surrounding pattern of 
lakefront development. 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals Options:  
Motion for Approval 
I move to approve the variance request for Parcel No. Y-12-14-253-006, 9278 Pontiac Lake Road, to permit 
the construction of a rear deck which exceeds the maximum deck height permitted under Section 3.10.B of 
the Zoning Ordinance by approximately one (1) foot, allowing a deck height of approximately four (4) feet 
above grade where a maximum of approximately three (3) feet is permitted. 
 
This motion is based upon the following finding: 
 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the applicant has demonstrated compliance with the 
variance standards contained in Section 7.37 of the White Lake Township Zoning Ordinance, 
including practical difficulty, unique circumstances, lack of self-created hardship, substantial justice, 
and the minimum variance necessary to grant relief.  
 

Approval is further conditioned upon the following: 
 

1. The deck shall remain uncovered and unenclosed and shall not be converted into habitable living 
area without additional Township approvals.  

2. Approval is limited to the plans submitted with the application and reviewed by the Zoning Board of 
Appeals. 

3. 3. Approval is limited solely to the requested variance from Section 3.10.B and shall not be 
interpreted as granting relief from any other applicable ordinance requirements. 
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Motion for Denial 
I move to deny the variance request for Parcel No. Y-12-14-253-006, 9278 Pontiac Lake Road, to permit the 
construction of a rear deck which exceeds the maximum deck height permitted under Section 3.10.B of the 
Zoning Ordinance by approximately one (1) foot, allowing a deck height of approximately four (4) feet 
above grade where a maximum of approximately three (3) feet is permitted. 
This motion is based upon the following finding: 
 

1. The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the applicant has not sufficiently demonstrated compliance 
with one or more of the variance standards contained in Section 7.37 of the White Lake Township 
Zoning Ordinance necessary to justify granting the requested variance. 
 

Additional Photos from the Assessing Department’s Files 
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April 23, 2026 
 
Michael Seling 
9278 Pontiac Lake Rd 
White Lake, MI 48386 
 
Re: Proposed Deck 
 
Based on the submitted plans, the proposed deck does not satisfy the White Lake Township Clear Zoning 
Ordinance per Article 3.11 (Q) 
 
Article 3.11 (Q) of the White Lake Township Clear Zoning Ordinance: No building or structure shall be 
located closer than 25 feet to any regulated wetland, submerged land, watercourse, pond, stream, lake, 
or like body of water. The setback shall be measured from the edge of the established wetland boundary 
as reviewed and approved by the Township.  
 
The proposed structure would have a 6 ft setback from the water’s edge where a minimum 25 ft setback 
is required. A grade level deck or deck no greater than 12 inches in height without railings is permitted to 
extend up to the water’s edge. Being that the deck is proposed to be a maximum of 6 ft from grade, it 
would not meet this provision. 
 
Approval of the building plans is subject to a variance to the schedule of regulations, Article 7 of the White 
Lake Township Clear Zoning Ordinance. To be eligible for the May 28th Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) 
meeting, complete application must be submitted to the White Lake Township Planning Department no 
later than April 23rd at 4:30 PM The Planning Department can be reached at (248)698-3300, ext. 5 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Nick Spencer, Building Official 
White Lake Township 
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