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Present: Chairperson Drummond, Vice-Chairperson Stempien, Members: Copeland, 

Grinnan, and Westerlund, Wright 

 All commissioners present participated remotely via Zoom from Beverly Hills, 

Michigan.  

 

Absent: Members: Ostrowski, Ruprich, and Wilensky 

 

Also Present: Planning & Zoning Administrator, Lloyd 

Village Clerk/Assistant Manager, Rutkowski 

Planning Consultant, Borden 

Council Liaison, Peddie 

 

Drummond called the regular Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:33 p.m. virtually via 

Zoom due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

 

APPROVE AGENDA 

Motion by Westerlund, second by Copeland, to approve the agenda as published. 

 

Roll call vote: 

Motion passed (6-0) 

 

REVIEW AND CONSIDER APPROVAL OF REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF MEETING HELD MAY 26, 2021 

 Motion by Grinnan, second by Stempien, to approve the minutes of a regular Planning 

 Commission meeting held May 26, 2021 as submitted.  

 

 Roll call vote: 

 Motion passed (6-0) 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE PUBLISHED AGENDA 

None. 

 

REVIEW AND CONSIDER REQUEST TO INSTALL A SIX (6) FOOT HIGH SOLID 

STYLE FENCE AT 16021 HUMMEL DRIVE TO MITIGATE AN ESSENTIAL SAFETY 

AND/OR PRIVACY CONCERN PER SECTION 22.150.B.2.A 

Lloyd provided an overview of the request. The Village of Beverly Hills received an application 

for a new six (6) foot high solid fence in the rear yard of the property located at 16021 Hummel 

Drive. Section 22.150.B.2 of the Village Zoning Ordinance allows for fences up to six (6) feet in 

height with solid vertical surfaces subject to approval by the Planning Commission if either the 

subject site or abutting parcel has an unconventional lot or dwelling orientation or if such fence 

would mitigate an essential safety and/or privacy concern. 

 

The applicant proposes to install a six (6) foot high solid fence encompassing the entire rear yard 

of the subject property. At the time of the original application for the fence, it was noted by the 

applicant that there were two (2) adjacent properties (16007 and 16037 Hummel Drive) for the 

requested fence, at least along the rear property line. Upon review, it was discovered that neither 

of these fences were “permitted” and therefore not able to be approved administratively. In 

addition, it appears as though only the rear property lines have six (6) foot fences. The applicant 
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subsequently amended the application to indicate the proposed fence was necessary in order to 

mitigate an essential safety and/or privacy concern. Approval under these conditions is subject to 

Planning Commission consideration. 

 

As can be seen in the drawing submitted by the applicant, there is existing fencing on the subject 

property. The portion of the existing fence that is attached to the rear of the house and along the 

side lot line is four (4) foot high. The partial section along the rear lot line is a six (6) foot high 

solid fence. Our records indicate that the six (6) foot high section is an approved “privacy screen” 

and was limited to 25 feet in length in accordance with Section 22.150.B3.(a) which allows for a 

privacy screen to be 25% of the length of the rear lot line. The subject rear lot line is 102 feet long.  

 

The Commission was provided with a letter from the applicant with a set of corresponding 

photographs. 

 

The applicant, Coletta Thomas, Hummel, was in attendance. She spoke about her concerns 

regarding privacy, safety, and deer.  

 

Kitty Stephenson, Hummel, is Thomas’ next-door neighbor and spoke in favor of the request. 

 

The Commission discussed the photographs of the property submitted by the applicant. 

 

Stempien asked for clarification on the 25% rule.  

 

The Commission commented on the neighbors’ existing fences that provide screening on the side 

of the applicant’s property. 

 

The Commission discussed the vegetation option for the property and stated the applicant could 

seek that route. The applicant stated that the yard is shady and contains a lot of tree roots.  She 

stated that it would take a significant amount of time to establish a privacy screen using vegetation.  

 

The Commission commented that deterring deer alone would not warrant approval of a 6-foot 

privacy fence.  
 

Motion by Grinnan, second by Stempien, the Beverly Hills Planning Commission denies a 

permit to allow construction of a six (6) foot high solid fence around the perimeter of the 

back yard at 16021 Hummel Drive.  

 

 Roll call vote: 

 Copeland: No 

 Drummond: Yes 

 Grinnan: Yes 

 Stempien: Yes 

 Westerlund: Yes 

 Wright: Yes 

 

 Motion passed (5-1) 
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REQUEST FOR INTERPRETATION OF SECTION 22.08.150.B.2.A TO ALLOW THE 

INSTALLATION OF A SIX (6) FOOT HIGH SOLID STYLE FENCE WHERE THE 

SUBJECT SITE (31227 HUNTLEY CT) IS ADJACENT TO A NON-SINGLE FAMILY 

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE OR CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT OR ZONE DISTRICT 

Lloyd gave an overview of the request. The Village of Beverly Hills received an application for a 

new six (6) foot high shadow box style fence to be located in the rear yard and street side yard of 

the property located at 31227 Huntley Court. The street side yard faces Huntley Square West. 

Section 22.150.B.2(a) of the Village Zoning Ordinance provides four (4) exceptions allowing 

fences up to six (6) feet in height with solid vertical surfaces to be approved administratively. One 

of the exceptions is, “The subject site is adjacent to a non-single family residential land use or 

cluster development or Zone District”. According to Administration’s interpretation, subsequent 

research and consultation with Village Manager Wilson, Councilmember Peddie, Attorney Ryan, 

and Planning Consultant Borden, the application was denied. It should be noted that the previous 

Zoning Administrator did not consult with the individuals listed and gave the applicant a different 

opinion on the matter. The differing opinion and need for consistency on future applications is 

why the Planning Commission is being requested to interpret this code section.  

 

The issue at hand is that the applicant believes that the term adjacent includes being across the 

street. As noted above, administration consulted with folks in and outside of the organization who 

were involved in the ordinance amendments resulting in the subject language. Section 

22.150.B.2(a) further states, Administration has the discretion to require review by the Planning 

Commission when there is a question of interpretation for consistency with the intent of this 

ordinance”. In order to ensure that any and all future decisions on this matter are in keeping with 

the intent of the ordinance, the Planning Commission is being requested to interpret the intent of 

the ordinance as to whether or not this and future situations similar in nature should be allowed to 

construct up to a six (6) foot fence with solid vertical surfaces if located across the street from a 

non-single family residential land use, cluster development or Zone District. 

 

The Commission was provided aerial photos, various correspondence, site photos, and a letter from 

an adjacent property owner.  

 

Applicant Charlotte Keller, Huntley Court, was in attendance and noted her concerns with privacy 

and security on her property. She explained the difference between the terms “adjacent” and 

“abutting” and argued her property is adjacent to the apartment building. She opined that this 

section of the ordinance is vague.  

 

Mark Hamm, Heath Court, lives behind the applicant and was in favor of the request. He stated 

this is a unique situation because of the location and that vegetation is difficult to grow.  

 

The Commission asked about screening in the back yard.  

 

The Commission discussed the precedent this may set, if allowed, for other residential homes that 

are located across the street from non-residential, such as a school or a park.  

 

The Commission discussed getting a written legal opinion from the Village Attorney on this 

matter.  
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Motion by Grinnan, second by Wright, to table the request for a 6-foot fence at 31227 

Huntley Court to the next meeting in order to seek and review a written legal opinion from 

the Village Attorney. 

 

Roll call vote:  

Motion passed (6-0)   

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

None. 

 

LIAISON COMMENTS 

Rutkowski read comments on behalf of Peddie due to technical difficulties.  Peddie thanked Mr. 

Ruprich and Mr. Ostrowski for their years of service on the Planning Commission. Council 

discussed forming a subcommittee to discuss next steps for the Southfield Road corridor. The 

subcommittee would include members of Council, Administration, and the Planning Commission.  

 

Westerlund volunteered to serve on the subcommittee. Drummond nominated newly appointed 

member Jawad to serve on the subcommittee as well.  

 

ADMINISTRATION COMMENTS 

Lloyd stated that there is an updated Zoning Map in color and asked for volunteers to review the 

map before the next meeting. Wright and Copeland volunteered.  

 

Lloyd discussed having a study session on signs and fences at the next Commission meeting.  

 

Lloyd and Borden recommended implementation of the Master Plan rather than opening it up for 

revisions.  

 

COMMISSIONERS’ COMMENTS 

Grinnan requested an updated roster of Planning Commission members.  

 

Drummond thanked Ruprich and Ostrowski for their service.  He appreciates everything he learned 

from them over the years and hopes to see a formal recognition or certificate for them.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:12 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

Andrew Drummond    Kristin Rutkowski    

Chairperson     Village Clerk    

     

 


