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Special Meeting 
Norwood Township Planning Commission 

Approved Minutes 
Wednesday December 29, 2021 

7:00 p.m. 
Norwood Township Hall 

 
 
 
Call to Order by Chairman Kolka 
 
Pledge of Allegiance & Welcome to all in attendance including Township Attorney Bryan Graham 
 
Roll Call – Reibel-present, Dotson-present, Vermeesch-present, Kolka-present, Warner-present 
 
Approval of Agenda – MM by Warner to approve Agenda as presented, 2nd by Vermeesch.  Motion 
carried to approval 5-0. 
 
Chairman Kolka explained the agenda and the procedures for tonight’s meeting.  Kolka reminded 
everyone that the Planning Commission is making a recommendation on the Overlay request per the 
Township Boards request pursuant to Section 10 of the of the Township Ordinance. Following the 
public hearing, the Planning Commission will deliberate and decide on the Findings of Article 10, 
Section 10.D.5.A-L and shall submit the proposed amendment including any zoning map changes to 
the County Planning Commission. If the recommendation of the County Planning Commission has not 
been received within 30 days after the receipt of the Ordinance by the County, it shall be conclusively 
presumed that the County has waived its right for review.  The Planning Commission shall submit a 
final report/recommendation to the Township Board along with a summary of the comments received 
at the public hearing 
 
Public Comment on Agenda Items – None 
 

Continuation of Discussion and Deliberation for Overlay District for Clipperview Subdivision 
Attorney Graham asked the PC Chair to address the PC and pointed out several issues to keep 
in mind when discussing and deliberating the amendment to the Ordinance for the Overlay 
District.  Graham pointed out that the 2015 Norwood Township Master Plan was not reviewed 
by legal council before it was submitted to the Township Board and the Master Plan should 
have omitted Overlay Districts.  He stated that the purpose of a Master Plan is a guide to 
accomplish development and he gave a Master Plan outline.   
 
Discussions on if an Overlay is Spot Zoning and that amending the Ordinance is a legislative 
act not an administrative act so therefore public opinion is appropriate in the PC making their 
decision.  If the standards of the Findings of Fact are met, then the amendment must be 
passed.  Further discussion on the difference between spot zoning and special privileges and 
that the Overlay takes away property owner Short Term Rental (STR) benefits.  Kolka stated 
ultimately it is a recommendation for each standard and that all factors are considered. 
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Discussions and deliberation on each Standard from Article 10, Section 10.D.5 (a-l).   
 
 

a. Is the proposed rezoning consistent with the Norwood Township Land Use Plan? 
Review of page 23 of Master Plan and definition of use of Single-Family homes.  Review 
of page 17.F.4. ‘Developing ordinances that are easy to read, follow, understand and are 
realistic. Graphics and examples can be included in the Ordinances. The Township does 
not need overlay zoning ordinances that create confusion and unnecessary layers of 
regulation. Norwood is a practical community and regulating land uses should use 
common sense’.  Graham stated this is not consistent with the Master Plan of 2015 but 
there was discussion with the PC that this is consistent with the overall plan. 

b. Is the proposed rezoning reasonably consistent with surrounding uses? Not consistent 
R-1 and RR and the Overlay is not consistent. Not changing use but removing potential 
use.  PC stated this should remain as discussed at the 12/13/2021 PC Mtg. 

c. Will there be an adverse physical impact on surrounding properties? No physical 
Impact.  PC stated this should remain as discussed at 12/13/2021 PC Mtg 

d. Will there be an adverse effect on property values in the adjacent area? No 
e. Have there been changes in land use or other conditions in the immediate area or in 

the community in general which justify rezoning?  Discussion there is no significant 
changes to require rezoning and the rezoning is based on the request of the 
community.  This is based on public opinion.  Further discussion by PC regarding the 
general condition of the marketplace and that this is not unique to Clipperview, it was 
noted that banning STRs is a change in the current land use and STRs have impacted 
current, and future use.  This prompted the overlay in Clipperview from 70% of the 
Clipperview residents.  PC stated that the 2018 STR Licensing Ordinance was put in 
place to police STRs, and this should still be used and that the Clipperview is seeking a 
special benefit by requesting the Overlay because they are seeking protection from 
STRs.   

f. Will rezoning create a deterrent to the improvement or development of adjacent 
property in accord with existing regulations? No.  Discussion to leave as discussed at 
12/13/2021 PC Mtg. 

g. Will rezoning grant a special privilege to an individual property owner when contrasted 
with other property owners in the area or the public (i.e., will rezoning result in spot 
zoning)? Discussion that rezoning will grant a special privilege as discussed with 
standard e.   Further discussion with Graham that this would serve the Community as 
opposed to restricting land use and that this must be put in a planning perspective.  PC 
stated this would give protection to one area in the township that another area may 
not have so this is perceived as a special privilege.   

h. Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot be used in accordance with its 
present zoning classifications? PC felt this was not applicable. 

i. Is the rezoning in conflict with the planned use for the property as reflected in the 
master plan?  PC felt this does not conflict.  
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j. Is the site served by adequate public facilities or is the petitioner able to provide them? 
PC felt this was not applicable. 

 
k. Are there sites nearby already properly zoned that can be used for the intended 

purposes?  Graham stated that the current STRs in Clipperview are Grandfathered in, 
but no other properties will be allowed an STR license as this is the purpose of the 
Overlay.  Further discussion by PC that there are no other properties zoned or nearby 
sites that exclude STRs and this is another reason that led to the request of the 
Overlay.   

l. The community should evaluate whether other local remedies are available. Presently, 
cities and villages are allowed to grant use variances.  Discussion that there are other 
remedies in place such as the proposed STR License Ordinance Amendment that would 
further restrict STR use.  There were concerns about enforcement but if the number 
of STR licenses were restricted this would make it easier to enforce.  Further discussion 
that even if an Overlay is put in place the use of STRs would still have to be enforced if 
there were illegal STRs so either way there would have to be enforcement.   

 
Discussion and deliberations found that the PC agreed on all standards except the last one, L.  

 The Planning Commission reviewed and recommended the following standards and factors in the 

consideration of any re-zoning request:  

A.  Is the proposed rezoning consistent with the Norwood Township Land Use Plan? 

Norwood Township Land Use Plan as outlined on page 23 of Master Plan 

recommends maintaining single family residential homes to providing for livable and 

desirable neighborhoods for current and future residents. The primary use should be 

standard single-family homes. 

B. Is the proposed rezoning reasonably consistent with surrounding uses?  

Yes, the proposed zoning as the overlay does not ADD anything to what is permitted 

by zoning in the current R1 or adjacent RR district.  

 
C. Will there be an adverse physical impact on surrounding properties? 

There will be no physical impact on the surrounding properties. 

D. Will there be an adverse effect on property values in the adjacent area?  

No, there will not be significant impacts on adjacent property values as home values 

will not be driven up by restricting STR’s. 

 
E. Have there been changes in land use or other conditions in the immediate area or in the 

community in general which justify rezoning?  
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Short term rental trends have impacted current and future use in Clipperview 1 

properties prompting the rezoning request from approximately 70% of the 

homeowners. 

F. Will rezoning create a deterrent to the improvement or development of adjacent property 

in accord with existing regulations?  

This overlay district on Clipperview 1 will not deter improvement or development of 

adjacent properties. 

G. Will rezoning grant a special privilege to an individual property owner when contrasted 

with other property owners in the area or the general public (i.e. will rezoning result in 

spot zoning)?  

This overlay district on Clipperview is not spot zoning and does not grant special 

privileges as it retains the same R1 designation and surrounding areas are 

designated RR retaining the residential nature of the neighborhood. 

H. Are there substantial reasons why the property cannot be used in accordance with its 

present zoning classifications?  

This standard is not applicable. 

I. Is the rezoning in conflict with the planned use for the property as reflected in the master 

plan?  

The rezoning doesn’t conflict with the current R1 zoning. 

J. Is the site served by adequate public facilities or is the petitioner able to provide them? 

This standard is not applicable. 

K. Are there sites nearby already properly zoned that can be used for the intended purposes?  

There are no other properties or nearby sites that exclude short term rentals. 

L. The community should evaluate whether other local remedies are available. Presently, 

cities and villages are allowed to grant use variances.  

There are no other local remedies (use variances) available to the township that can 

further restrict short term rental use. 

 
MM by Warner to recommend to the Norwood Township Board to enact the proposed 
amendment to the Ordinance based on the consideration of the Findings of Fact made by 
the Norwood Township Planning Commission from Article 10, Section 10.00D.5.a-l, 2nd by 
Dotson.  Roll call vote:  Reibel-aye, Dotson-aye, Kolka-aye, Vermeesch-nay, Warner-aye.  
Motion carried to approval 4-1.   
 



5 
 

Public Comment –  
Supervisor Ben Freds stated he appreciated the work the PC and put into what has been done.  He said 
the Board asked for the PC’s recommendations and this has been done. 
 
Recording Secretary Jones stated with everything the PC has been through she agreed with many of 
the comments that Vice Chairman Vermeesch made regarding the STR licensing ordinance and if she 
could have voted she would have voted against the amendment. 
 
Adjournment  
Meeting adjourned at 8:53pm 
Respectfully Submitted by Shari M. Jones 
Norwood Township Recording Secretary 
 
 

 
 


