
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
870 SOUTH MAIN ST.  PO BOX 70  CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721 

PHONE: (231)627-8489  FAX: (231)627-3646 

 

CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 2015 AT 7:00 P.M. 

ROOM 135 – COMMISSIONERS ROOM 
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING, 870 S. MAIN ST., CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721 

 
AGENDA 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION ON REQUESTS 

1.) Dana Bush - Requests a 3.5 ft. side setback variance, a 4.0 ft. rear setback variance from Giauque Beach 
Drive and an 8ft. rear setback variance from the rear lot line to construct a garage (24ft. x 28ft.) in a 
Lake and Stream Protection (P-LS) zoning district. The property is located at 542 Giauque Beach Drive, 
Mullett  Township, Section 31, parcel #130-031-200-031-00. An 8 ft. side setback and a 12 ft. rear 
setback from Giauque Beach Drive and the rear lot line are required in this zoning district.  

2.) Gary DeVoe/Burdco Inc. - Requests a variance from the required number of parking spaces for a 
medical clinic. The ordinance requires medical clinics/doctor offices to have 4 parking spaces per 
examination/treatment room plus 1 space per employee. A total of 132 parking spaces are required for 
the medical clinic as proposed. The applicant proposes to provide 70 parking spaces. The property is 
located at 3860 S. Straits Highway, Tuscarora Township, Section 24, parcel #161-024-400-225-00.  

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

NEW BUSINESS 

ZBA COMMENTS  

PUBLIC COMMENTS  

ADJOURN 
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 CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING & PUBLIC HEARING 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2014 

ROOM 135  – COMMISSIONER’S ROOM - CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING 
 
Members Present:   Charles Freese, Ralph Hemmer, John Moore, Chris Brown, Mary Street 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Others Present: Scott McNeil, Neil Marzella, Tony Matelski, Rob Soeder, Joe Bahmer Sue Bahmer, Russell 

Crawford, Cheryl Crawford, Mike Ridley, Phil Chamberlain, Clay Warner, Mary Jo Warner, 
Gretchen Chamberlain, Greg Elliott, Michael Lebutt, Vicki Lebutt 

 
The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Freese at 7:00pm. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
Chairperson Freese led the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
The agenda was presented.  Motion by Mr. Moore, seconded by Mr. Brown, to accept the agenda as presented.  Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes from the September 24, 2014 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting were presented.   Motion by Mr. Hemmer, 
seconded by Ms. Street, to approve the minutes as presented.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING & ACTION ON REQUESTS 
Greg Elliott and Christopher Sangster - Requests a 30.5 ft. front setback variance to reconstruct a dwelling.  The 
property is located at 2167 Grand Resort Circle, Mullett Township, Section 3, parcel #130-G01-000-014-00 and is zoned 
Lake and Stream Protection (P-LS). A 40ft. front setback is required in this zoning district. 
 
Mr. McNeil reviewed the site plan and noted that a 40ft. setback is required from the stream.  Mr. McNeil stated the 
applicant is requesting to rebuild the dwelling 9.5ft. from the stream.  Mr. McNeil explained that the applicant is 
requesting a 30.5ft. setback variance.   
 
Mr. Elliott explained that he will be rebuilding in the same footprint.   
 
Mr. Freese asked for public comments. There were no public comments.  Public comment closed.  There was no 
correspondence to be read.  
 
Mr. Brown asked if part of the existing building will remain or if the building will be torn down completely.  Mr. Elliott 
stated the building will be torn down completely.  Mr. Elliott stated the building is on a cement slab and the Department 
of Building Safety requires footings under the structure if a wall will be changed.   
 
Mr. Freese stated that this development was previously approved by the Planning Commission in 2008 with a stipulation 
that future changes had to be within the footprint of the existing buildings.  Mr. Freese stated that the Zoning Board of 
Appeals approved a variance for the other half of the building.   
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed the General Findings. The Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed and approved the 
Specific Findings of Fact under Section 23.5.4.  Motion by Mr. Moore, seconded by Mr. Hemmer, to approve the variance 
request based on the General Findings and the Specific Findings of Fact under Section 23.5.4. Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Clay Warner - Requests a 10ft. front setback variance to construct a dwelling. The property is located at 3620 Edgewater 
Drive, Beaugrand Township, Section 4, parcel #041-A01-000-001-06. The site is zoned Lake and Stream Protection (P-
LS). A 30ft. front setback is required for this lot in this zoning district. 
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Mr. McNeil stated that the applicant is requesting a 10ft. front setback variance.  Mr. McNeil referred to the subdivision 
plat submitted by the applicant.  Mr. McNeil stated that property owners access their lots through Edgewater Drive.  Mr. 
McNeil noted that the subject parcel is not a water front lot due to Straits Park.  Mr. McNeil noted the front of the parcel is 
Au Sable Lane and would require a 30ft. setback.  Mr. McNeil stated the applicant is requesting a 10ft. front setback 
variance.   
 
Mr. Marzella stated he is representing Clay and Mary Jo Warner.  Mr. Marzella stated there is nothing wrong with the 
setback requirements in the Lake and Stream District and there is nothing wrong with this lot as it is a decent size lot.  
Mr. Marzella stated when determining what is the front and rear of the lot it results in a terrible situation in which 
everyone loses.  Mr. Marzella stated the only way to fix this is to apply for a variance.  Mr. Marzella stated the purpose of 
the Lake and Stream District is to protect the water.  Mr. Marzella stated all of the cottages in this area are set back a great 
distance.  Mr. Marzella stated there is a 16ft. wide alley that has never existed.  Mr. Marzella stated it appears that there 
has been a misapplication of what is considered the front and what is considered the rear.  Mr. Marzella stated the 
purpose of this district is to protect the lake and not the alley.  Mr. Marzella stated if the area near the water is the rear 
we could be 12 1/2ft. from Straits Park and 30ft. from the road.  Mr. Marzella stated there would then be a problem of 
being way in front of the other houses in the areas and cutting off the view of the neighbors.  Mr. Marzella stated Point 
Nipigon Association and the Building Department want all of the houses to be in a straight line.  Mr. Marzella stated that 
they are okay with this requirement.  Mr. Marzella stated the previous cottage was closer than 20ft. to the alley.  Mr. 
Marzella stated the nearest house on the left is only 7ft. from the alley and the house next to that is 20ft. from the alley.  
Mr. Marzella stated the alley has been treated as the back and the lake side has been treated as the front.  Mr. Marzella 
stated that by switching the front and rear setback requirements and by applying for a 10ft. setback variance, they will 
satisfy Point Nipigon Association, the neighbors and the applicants are happy.  Mr. Marzella stated that when applying 
the five standards, all of the neighbors will benefit from this structure being closer to the road.  Mr. Marzella stated the 
10ft variance request will allow the residence to be in a line with the other houses.   
 
Mr. Brown asked if this is a dedicated plat.  Mr. Marzella explained that this is a dedicated plat that is made up of four 
platted subdivisions.   Mr. Marzella stated that he also represents the association with 70 property owners.  Mr. Brown 
asked if these are all private roads.  Mr. Marzella stated yes the roads are all private.  Mr. Marzella stated Edgewater Drive 
has a 66ft. right of way but he does not know if it was ever dedicated to the public.  Discussion was held.  Mr. Marzella 
stated this past summer the owners voted to get rid of Au Sable Lane and to vacate it.  Mr. Marzella stated the problem is 
that owners are not able to vote to vacate.  Discussion was held.  Mr. Marzella explained how the applicant accesses the 
parcel.   
 
Mr. Freese asked for public comments.  Mr. Chamberlain stated he is Mr. Warner’s neighbor and he owns lot 17 and 70ft. 
of lot 5.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that the road has been closed for 45 years.  Mr. Chamberlain stated that he has reviewed 
Mr. Warner’s plan and the proposed dwelling will be even with buildings on other properties in the area and there will be 
access to the lot on the side.  Mr. Chamberlain stated the resort and the neighbors approved the plans.  Public comment 
closed.   
 
There was no correspondence to be read.  
 
Mr. Freese stated that the Zoning Board of Appeals is not granting a variance that is any different than what is existing in 
this area.  Mr. Freese stated he might have reservations if the building would encroach further.  Ms. Street stated the 
definition of front and back is skewed.  Mr. Moore stated he finds the use of the of the definition in this request 
troublesome.  Mr. Brown stated there are not many situations like this in the county.   
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals added “Point Nipigon Resort is a unique situation as far as the access to the lots.” as #8 in 
the General Findings. The Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed and approved the Specific Findings of Fact under Section 
23.5.4.  Motion by Mr. Brown, seconded by Mr. Moore, to approve the variance request based on the General Findings 
and the Specific Findings of Fact under Section 23.5.4. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Margaret Soeder - Requests a variance from Section 17.2.2.d.1) which requires fences within a waterfront setback to 
have opacity of no more than 50% of the fence surface area.  The property is located at 3370 Nabanois Trail, Tuscarora 
Township, Section 19, parcel #162-I41-005-009-00 and is zoned Lake and Stream Protection (P-LS). Fences located in a 
required waterfront setback shall have an opacity of no more than fifty percent (50%) of the fence surface area (the area 
calculated between the surface of the ground and the top of the fence posts) as determined within each eight (8) feet 
segment of the fence. A 40ft. water front setback is required in this zoning district. The proposed fence is a solid privacy 
fence with 100% opacity. 
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Mr. McNeil stated that Ms. Soeder is requesting a variance from the opacity requirement for fences.  Mr. McNeil stated the 
ordinance allows fences, up to 8ft. in height, to be put into setback areas.  Mr. McNeil explained that there is a caveat that 
requires fences in a water front setback to be at least 50% opaque as measured in each 8ft. section.  Mr. McNeil stated the 
applicant is requesting approval for a solid fence in the waterfront setback.   
 
Mr. Soeder stated this used to be private property and noted that the township put in a public boat launch.  Mr. Soeder 
stated the public boat launch is 6-7ft. off of the water and Ms. Soeder’s dock is 18in. off of the water.  Mr. Soeder stated 
everyone was using their property to park their boats and to go to the public launch.  Mr. Soeder explained there has 
been property damage and altercations with their young children.  Mr. Soeder stated they need to put in a fence down to 
the river to prevent people from coming on the property.  Mr. Soeder stated that as cars come through the parking lot the 
headlights come through to the cottage.   
 
Mr. Freese asked for public comments. Mr. Ridley stated that Tuscarora Township does not have any problems with this 
request.  Mr. Ridley stated the township split the cost of the fence with the Soeders as they understand that there is a 
problem.  Public comment closed.  There was no correspondence to be read.  
 
Mr. Freese stated the fence regulation was established to help with disturbing the sight of neighbors.  Mr. Freese stated 
this is a unique circumstance where the neighbor is actually a public parking lot that is used all hours of the day.  Mr. 
Brown noted that a berm would be required if the parking lot was a commercial property.   
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed the General Findings. The Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed and approved the 
Specific Findings of Fact under Section 23.5.4.  Motion by Mr. Moore, seconded by Mr. Hemmer, to approve the variance 
request based on the General Findings and the Specific Findings of Fact under Section 23.5.4. Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
No comments. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
No comments. 
 
ZBA COMMENTS 
Mr. Moore stated that the definition of front lot line should be reviewed by the Planning Commission.  Mr. Freese stated 
this definition applies in 95% of the cases and the Zoning Board of Appeals will review variance requests from the other 
5%.   
 
Discussion was held regarding rescheduling the November and December Zoning Board of Appeals meetings.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
No comments.   
 
ADJOURN 
Motion by Mr. Hemmer, to adjourn.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 7:38pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________________ 
Mary Street, Secretary 
 
 
 





























CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
 
Gary E. Devoe / Michael R. Brown – Burdco Incorporated 

 
Exhibit List  

 
1. Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance 

2. Cheboygan County Master Plan 

3. Variance Application (4 Pages) 
4. Medical Office Building Parking Study (4 Pages) 

5. Site Plan Dated 02/03/15 (1 Page) 

6. Grading Plan Dated 02/03/15 (1 Page) 

7. Detail Sheet Dated 02/03/15 (1 Page) 
8. Preliminary Medical Building Floor Plan Dated 02/03/15 (1 Page) 

9. Preliminary Medial Building East Elevation Dated 02/04/15 (1 Page) 

10. Mailing List (6 Pages) 

11.  
12.  

13.  

14.  

15.  
16.  

17.  

18.  

Note:  Zoning Board of Appeals members have exhibits 1 and 2. 
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By John W. Dorsett, AICP AnD MArk J. LukAsICk

reseArCh WAs ConDuCteD 

WIth the foLLoWIng 

key oBJeCtIves: CoLLeCt 

PrIMAry AnD seConDAry 

DAtA DesCrIBIng MeDICAL 

offICe BuILDIng PArkIng 

neeDs; IDentIfy MunICIPAL 

CoDe requIreMents 

for those BuILDIngs 

surveyeD; AnD suMMArIze 

fInDIngs By MeAn AnD 

85th-PerCentILe vALues. 

ProvIDIng 4.5 sPACes 

Per 1,000 gross squAre 

feet of BuILDIng sPACe 

Is generALLy suffICIent 

to Meet MeDICAL offICe 

BuILDIng PeAk-hour 

neeDs. 

Parking�requirements�for��
Medical�office�Buildings

FiFty medical oFFice buildings 
(mobs) located throughout the united 
states were studied to determine their park-
ing requirements. Following is a summary 
of key findings and conclusions:

• a total of 4.5 parking spaces per 1,000 
gross square feet (gsF) of building 
area should be provided for mobs. 
this recommendation includes an ef-
fective supply cushion of spaces; this 
cushion is equal to about 10 percent 
of the supply and is necessary for a 
number of reasons, including but not 
limited to user convenience and to 
compensate for the temporary loss 
of spaces due to construction, main-
tenance and snow removal.

• the number of cars parked at mobs 
during the 11 a.m. peak hour typically 
falls short of both the parking supplies 
and the number of parking spaces re-
quired by zoning ordinances.

- this suggests that most zoning 
ordinances require more parking 
spaces than most mobs need.

- ninety-two percent of this study’s 
mobs are legally required to pro-
vide more parking spaces than were 
occupied during the peak hour.

- sixty percent of this study’s 
mobs must comply with zoning 
ordinances that exceed this study’s 
recommended parking capacity.

• the observed mean peak-hour park-
ing accumulation rate for 50 mobs 
is 3.23 spaces per 1,000 gsF of oc-
cupied building area. this is lower 
than the 3.53 spaces reported in 

the institute of trans-
portation engineers’ 
(ite) Parking Genera-

tion, 3rd Edition and the 4.11 spaces 
reported in ite’s Parking Generation, 
2nd Edition.1,2

• the observed 85th-percentile peak-
hour parking accumulation rate for 50 
mobs is 4.21 parked cars per 1,000 
gsF of occupied building area.

stuDy PurPose
the development of mobs contin-

ues in response to the aging population 
and consequent increases in demands 
for health care. one particular challenge 
for planners is to properly determine the 
number of parking spaces needed for 
mobs. in response to this challenge, a 
study was conducted to document the 
parking requirements of mobs. a major 
component of this study included new 
primary research.

most municipal zoning ordinances 
base mob parking requirements on the 
amount of gsF rather than the number 
of physicians, employees, or patients/ 
visitors. this study gathers data from vari-
ous mobs, calculates parking demand 
ratios per 1,000 gsF and provides a data-
base that can be used for project planning 
purposes. this research project had the 
following objectives:

• to identify and reference historical 
mob peak-hour parking demand 
ratios;

• to create a database of mob peak-hour 
parking demand ratios that employ the 
number of parking spaces needed per 
1,000 gsF, the variable most com-
monly referenced by municipal codes;

• to compile a comparative list of mu-
nicipal code requirements for those 
mobs surveyed; and

• to summarize findings by mean and 
85th-percentile values.

meeting these objectives provides infor-
mation useful to planners who project 
mob parking demand.

MethoDoLogy
Prior to beginning primary research, 

secondary sources of data were researched. 
the second and third editions of Park-
ing Generation contained a summary of 
several mob parking demand studies. 
to complete the primary research, the 
following steps were performed:
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•	A	sample	of	50	stand-alone	MOBs	
located	throughout	the	United	States	
was	selected.

•	The	 following	 variables	 were	 re-
searched	for	each	MOB:

-	city	and	state;
-	number	of	floors;
-	building	GSF;
-	building	occupancy	rate;
-	number	of	suites;
-	municipal	 code	 parking	 require-

ments	(number	of	spaces	per	1,000	
GSF);	and

-	parking	space	supply.
•	The	number	of	parking	spaces	required	

by	zoning	ordinance	was	calculated.
•	The	 supply	 of	 parking	 spaces	 was	

inventoried	 and	 the	 number	 of	
spaces	provided	per	1,000	GSF	was	
calculated.

•	The	number	of	parked	vehicles	dur-
ing	 the	 peak	 time	 of	 the	 day	 was	
counted.

•	The	number	of	spaces	per	1,000	GSF	
was	determined	based	on	the	occu-
pied	building	GSF	and	the	numbers	
of	vehicles	counted	at	 the	peak	ac-
cumulation	or	occupancy.

•	The	 mean	 and	 85th	 percentile,	 by	
spaces	 per	 1,000	 GSF	 of	 occupied	
building	space,	were	summarized	for	
the	following:

-	code	requirements;
-	parking	space	supply;	and
-	observed	 peak-hour	 parking		

occupancy.

ITE ParkIng gEnEraTIon raTEs
ITE	updated	its	Parking Generation	pub-

lication	in	2004.	Table	1	provides	a	com-
parison	between	these	published	data	and	
the	primary	data	collected	for	this	study.

DaTa CollECTIon rEsulTs
Number of Buildings by State

Fifty	 free-standing	 MBOs	 were	 sur-
veyed	on	Mondays	and	Wednesdays	from	
March	through	August,	during	what	was	
believed	to	represent	typical	activity	lev-
els	 for	MOBs.	Suburban	 locations	were	
selected	to	allow	a	clean	computation	of	
the	 parking	 demand	 ratio,	 without	 the	
influence	of	adjacent	land	uses	present	in	
an	urban	environment	and	without	 the	
influence	of	mass	transit.	

A	convenience	sample	was	drawn	based	

on	 geographic	 proximity	 of	 individuals	
collecting	the	data	to	the	MOBs.	Twenty	
of	 the	 MOBs	 surveyed	 were	 located	 in	
Illinois.	The	remaining	30	properties	sur-
veyed	were	located	in	the	following	states:	
California	 (6),	Florida	 (3),	Georgia	 (3),	
Indiana	 (9),	 Massachusetts	 (3),	 Minne-
sota	(3)	and	Pennsylvania	(3).

The	average	number	of	parking	spaces	
per	1,000	GSF	ranged	from	2.78	for	the	
three	Georgia	MOBs	studied	to	5.60	for	
the	three	Pennsylvania	MOBs	surveyed.	
Following	is	the	supply	of	parking	spaces	
per	1,000	GSF,	by	state:

•	Illinois:	4.47
•	Florida:	5.24
•	Indiana:	5.36
•	Minnesota:	4.39
•	California:	3.20
•	Pennsylvania:	5.60
•	Georgia:	2.78
•	Massachusetts:	4.69

Number of Buildings by Size
The	MOBs	identified	then	were	com-

pared	on	the	basis	of	occupied	GSF.	As	

shown	 in	 Figure	 1,	 about	 three-fourths	
of	 the	 buildings	 surveyed	 were	 70,000	
GSF	or	less.

Municipal Code Requirements
Thirty-one	 locations,	 or	 62	 percent	

of	 those	 MOBs	 surveyed	 were	 required	
by	code	to	provide	4.01	or	more	parking	
spaces	per	1,000	GSF.	Table	2	illustrates	
the	number	of	parking	spaces	required	by	
municipal	zoning	ordinances.

Parking Supply
Each	individual	MOB’s	parking	sup-

ply	was	inventoried.	Out	of	the	50	MOBs	
surveyed,	27	facilities,	or	approximately	
54	percent,	supplied	4.01	or	more	parking	
spaces	(rounded	to	nearest	whole	number)	
per	1,000	GSF.

Figure	 2	 illustrates	 the	 number	 of	
parking	spaces	supplied	per	1,000	GSF.	
Most	of	 the	 facilities	 surveyed	provided	
or	nearly	provided	the	number	of	code-
required	spaces.	In	some	cases,	the	park-
ing	 space	 supply	 fell	 short	 of	 the	 code	
requirement.

Table 1. Parking ratio comparison.
Walker

data collection
ITE Parking Generation,

3rd Edition

Peak	period 10:00	a.m.–12:00	p.m.
10:00	a.m.–12:00	p.m.
2:00	p.m.–5:00	p.m.

Number	of	study	sites 50 18

Average	size	of	study	sites	(GFA) 62,427 43,000

Average	peak-period	parking	demand 3.23	spaces	per	1,000	sf 3.53	spaces	per	1,000	sf

85th-percentile	parking	demand 4.21	spaces	per	1,000	sf 4.30	spaces	per	1,000	sf

Range	of	rates
1.38–8.90	spaces		

per	1,000	sf
2.34–5.35	spaces		

per	1,000	sf

Note:	Peak	occurred	mid-week.
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Figure 1. number of MoBs by size.
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Table�2.�Municipal�code�requirements�for�MoBs.
number�of�parking�spaces�required�by�code number�of�facilities

1.00 to 2.00 / 1,000 sf 1 2 percent

2.01 to 3.00 / 1,000 sf 6 12 percent

3.01 to 4.00 / 1,000 sf 12 24 percent

4.01 to 5.00 / 1,000 sf 20 40 percent

5.01 to 6.00 / 1,000 sf 6 12 percent

6.01 to 7.00 / 1,000 sf 1 2 percent

7.01 to 8.00 / 1,000 sf 2 4 percent

8.01 to 9.00 / 1,000 sf 1 2 percent

9.01 to 10.00 / 1,000 sf 1 2 percent

50 100 percent

studies over the last 30 years. A majority 
of the facilities surveyed had peak-hour 
parking occupancies of 4.0 or fewer spaces 
per 1,000 GSF. This statistic fell signifi-
cantly below both the legally required 
number of parking spaces and the ob-
served parking supplies. 

The following shows the total number 
of parking facilities surveyed (at the peak 
hour) by range of occupied parking spaces 
per 1,000 GSF:

Spaces per 
1,000 GSF

Number of
Facilities

1.00 to 2.00 7
2.01 to 3.00 18
3.01 to 4.00 14
4.01 to 5.00 9
5.01 to 6.00 0
6.01 to 7.00 1
7.01 to 8.00 0
8.01 to 9.00 1

Figure 3 shows each parking facility’s 
parking demand in descending order. Ob-
served peak-hour parking demand for the 
sample ranged from 1.38 to 8.90 spaces per 
1,000 GSF. The observed mean and median 
peak-hour parking demand rates were 3.23 
and 3.03, respectively. The 85th-percentile 
rate was 4.21 spaces per 1,000 GSF.

ConClusions
Fifty MOBs were surveyed as part of 

this research. Following is a summary of 
findings:

• The most common code requirement 
for the MOBs surveyed was 5.0 park-
ing spaces per 1,000 GSF. Nineteen 
MOBs, or 38 percent of the sample, 
were required to provide 5.0 parking 
spaces per 1,000 GSF. 

• The mean and median number of 
parking spaces provided per 1,000 
GSF was 4.50 and 4.39, respectively.

• ITE calculated a mean demand of 
3.53 parking spaces per 1,000 GSF 
(Parking Generation, 3rd Edition) 
compared to 3.23 parking spaces per 
1,000 GSF found in this study.

• ITE’s 85th-percentile demand of 4.30 
parking spaces per 1,000 GSF (Park-
ing Generation, 3rd Edition) is compa-
rable to the 85th-percentile peak-hour 
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Figure�2.�Parking�supply�provided�by�MoBs.
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Parking Demand
Parking occupancy counts were taken 

for the MOB parking spaces to determine 
parking utilization during the 11 a.m. 

peak hour. These counts were compared 
to the occupied GSF of the building. The 
peak hour was determined based on the 
consultants’ experience with hundreds of 
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observation of 4.21 parking spaces per 
1,000 GSF found in this study.

• Based on these findings, designing 
parking facilities to accommodate 
4.5 spaces per 1,000 GSF of build-
ing space should be sufficient to meet 
the peak-hour parking demands 
of most medical office buildings. 
This recommendation is an 85th- 
percentile recommendation, which is 
consistent with other recognized and 
published industry standards, includ-
ing the landmark November 2005 
Shared Parking publication issued by 
the Urban Land Institute and the 
International Council of Shopping 
Centers. Sixty percent, or 30 of the 
50 MOBs, are located in municipali-
ties that now require more parking 
than the recommended 4.5 spaces 
per 1,000 GSF. n
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Figure 4. Data plot and statistical summary.
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MEDICal oFFICE

Peak-hour parking spaces occupied vs. 1,000 GSF 

Occupied building area on a weekday between 10 a.m. and 12 noon

ParKIng gEnEraTIon raTEs

average rate range of rates
standard
deviation number of studies

average 1,000 gsF 
occupied building area

3.23 1.38–8.90 1.27 50 62,427









BUSINESS /
RECEPTION

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"
PRELIMINARY MEDICAL BUILDING FLOOR PLAN

Sheet Number:
Date:
Checked:
Drawn:
Project Number:

Sheet Title:

Project:

Issued For:

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48302

Email:pai@progressiveassociates.com
248 540-5940    Fax 248 540-4820

838 W. Long Lake #250

425 Michigan St.  Suite #3

231 487-9290   Fax 231 487-9299

PROGRESSIVE NORTH L.L.C.

Petoskey, MI. 49770

Email:ciron@charter.net

Proposed Medical
Office
Building
Indian River, Michigan

Preliminary
Building
Floor Plan

A2

14-016
CI
PN / PA
12.16.14

PRELIM. REVIEW
12.16.14

BUILDING AREA = 12,340 GROSS SQ. FT.

0 5' 10' 20'

WAITING

VEST.

CHECK OUT

C
H

EC
K

 O
U

T

CHECK IN

EXAM #1 EXAM #2 EXAM #3 EXAM #4 EXAM #5

EXAM #13 EXAM #12

EXAM #7

EXAM #8

STAFF

WOMENS LAV.
STAFF

MENS LAV.

STAFF
BREAK RM.

IT CLST

PHLEBOTOMY

SUPERVISOR
OFFICE OFFICE

REFERRAL
(2) PERSON

(2) PERSON
PHONES

10' x 10'
10'-8" x 10'

10' x 10' 10' x 10' 10' x 10' 10' x 10'

10' x 10'

10' x 10'10' x 10'10'-10" x 10'

10' x 10'-10"

10' x 10'

11'-5" x 23'-5"

13-9" x 21'-3"

10' x 10'
EXAM #6

PROCEDURE #1

10' x 16'
PROCEDURE #2

10' x 16'

11'-6" x 9'

10' x 10'
EXAM #1

MECH. / ELECT. PATIENT
UNISEX LAV.

NURSE
STATION SECURE

TOILET10' x 10'

WALK-IN CLINIC / SPECIALIST SUITE

EXAM #3EXAM #4EXAM #5
10' x 10'10' x 10'10' x 10'

WAITING

PROCEDURE 
16' - 3"x 10'

MENS LAV.

WOMENS LAV.

WORK RM.
10' x 10'

OFFICE #4
7' x 8'

DOCTORS

DOCTORS
OFFICE #3

7' x 8'

DOCTORS
OFFICE #1

7' x 8'

DOCTORS
OFFICE #2

7' x 8'

NURSE
STA.  #4
5'-3" x 8'

NURSE
STA.  #3
5'-3" x 8'

NURSE
STA.  #2
5'-3" x 8'

NURSE
STA.  #1
5'-3" x 8'

PATIENT
LAV #2

PATIENT
LAV #1

5'-6"w. CORRIDOR

5'
-6

"w
. C

O
R

R
ID

O
R

5'
-6

"w
. C

O
R

R
ID

O
R

5'-6"w. CORRIDOR

FAMILY PRACTICE SUITE

5' w. CORRIDOR

EXAM #1

8' x 7'
OFFICE #1
DOCTORS

NURSE
STA.  #1
8' x 8'-6"

PATIENT
LAV #1

16'-5" x 12'-4"
WAITING

6'
 w

. C
O

R
R

ID
O

R

5' w. CORRIDOR

5'
 w

. C
O

R
R

ID
O

R

5' w. CORRIDOR

9'-6" x 11'
EXAM #2

PROCEDURE
16' x 10'

O
B

-G
Y

N
 S

U
IT

E

SC
A

LE
S

WHEEL CHAIR
STORAGE

10' x 10'
EXAM #9

10' x 10'
EXAM #10

10' x 10'
EXAM #11

5' w. CORRIDOR

MEDICAL
CLOSET

(2) 2'x4' CLOSET
CABINET STORAGE
UNITS

STOR. RM.
7' x 10'

COAT RM.
14' x 8'

STAFF VEST. &

MEDICAL
CLOSET
7' x 10'

8' x 7'
OFFICE #5
DOCTORS

NURSE

5'-3" x 8'
STA.  #5

C
H

EC
K

 O
U

T

WHEEL CHAIR
STORAGE

JANITOR
5' x 6'

MECH. /
ELECT.
9' x 10'

5'
-6

"w
. C

O
R

R
ID

O
R

5'
-6

"w
. C

O
R

R
ID

O
R

CLOSET
MEDICAL

5'
 w

. C
O

R
R

ID
O

R

PE
D

IA
TR

IC
S 

SU
IT

E

PATIENT
UNISEX LAV.

EXAM #1
10' x 10'

EXAM #2
10' x 10'

EXAM #3
10' x 10'

DOCTORS
OFFICE 

8' x 7'

7'-6" x 7'

JANITOR RM.

8' x 8'-6"
STA.  #1
NURSE

11' x 13'-7"

10'-2" x 9'
MAMMOGRAPHY

X-RAY

5' x 5'
CHANGING

OBSEVATION
X-RAY

10' x 10'
EXAM #2

WAITING

10'-9" x 8'--8"

11' x 9'-2"

5' -6"w. CORRIDOR

11' x 9'-2"

MEDICAL
CLOSET

9'-6" x 11'

6'
 w

. C
O

R
R

ID
O

R

Sheet Number:
Date:
Checked:
Drawn:
Project Number:

Sheet Title:

Project:

Issued For:

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48302

Email:pai@progressiveassociates.com
248 540-5940    Fax 248 540-4820

838 W. Long Lake #250

425 Michigan St.  Suite #3

231 487-9290   Fax 231 487-9299

PROGRESSIVE NORTH L.L.C.

Petoskey, MI. 49770

Email:ciron@charter.net

Proposed Medical
Office
Building
Indian River, Michigan

Preliminary
Building
Elevations

A3

14-016
CI
PN / PA
12.16.14

PRELIM. REVIEW
02.02.15



SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"
PRELIMINARY MEDICAL BUILDING EAST ELEVATION

Sheet Number:
Date:
Checked:
Drawn:
Project Number:

Sheet Title:

Project:

Issued For:

Bloomfield Hills, MI 48302

Email:pai@progressiveassociates.com
248 540-5940    Fax 248 540-4820

838 W. Long Lake #250

425 Michigan St.  Suite #3

231 487-9290   Fax 231 487-9299

PROGRESSIVE NORTH L.L.C.

Petoskey, MI. 49770

Email:ciron@charter.net

Proposed Medical
Office
Building
Indian River, Michigan

Preliminary
Building
Elevations

A3

14-016
CI
PN / PA
12.16.14

PRELIM. REVIEW
02.02.15
























	02/25/15 ZBA Agenda
	Call To Order
	Pledge Of Allegiance
	Approval Of Agenda
	Approval Of Minutes
	Public Hearing & Action On Requests
	Bush Variance Application
	Devoe/Burdo Variance Application

	Unfinished Business
	New Business
	ZBA Comments
	Public Comments
	Adjourn


