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{Legal Argusent 10 b transeribed into the Court Record)

Good Morning your Honor,

izitisky sepresenting Defendants:

The motions belore the Court, the priscipal law is derived from the US Constitution the Fifil

Aniendment m@é@a‘s;&w Constitution 1:17. Hoth are ;zz'izzsipk:‘{i on the concepl that the

exict spepifications of zoning, it was gpproved and esued a Certificate of Ocoupaney from that



. Theie tiever was s 2oning Violation ever! 1t was fictitions! Tt was fravdulentelaim, We

violation, /

recily wued without ever being issued a citation, & fine or & notice of

are: r&gmw:d to-be done

ior 1o litigation being filed. All Plaintffs knew this a6 a

.

Y

reguirenent of the Michigan Zoning Enabling act as well a5 their attormeys. It is common sense

‘iid the .;gquifggﬁaﬁts,?ﬁmiﬁrﬁtiw,mmit process and what building and Zoning do every day in

thelr practice.

-vfﬁgaiﬁgﬁfﬁig'ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁgiiﬁéﬁ&i}& the money was embezded for the litiga fion! 1tis z&xgasimpiﬁ{

Bven i there was 4 zoning violation, Plajutiffs violatad the Michigin Zoning Enabling Act in its.

‘biefore this court today are not in dispute wid arc anly about fgy}fwgﬁﬁzmt issues that:

il g

Bhiinis.

. to sue tis withouf due process violate the:

‘Michigan Brabling Ac? The angwer is yes. Plantiff violating the Act, Defendants were dened

aidl due process required under (he act prior 1o the filing of he Litigation

fed “without legistative guthority”

“The second . sth Kotch and Karrie Zeits file o Motion and deny men defe

servig me, thuy violate the Court rutes? Yes.

dy of both these issues are in our favor through case law wh ch will be presented.

are easy to understand viclation o W!’Mftéﬁw}i%&%wmw there'is no defense and

cari wiid shoild be reversed by this Court,



Ehave pﬁwxéedzﬁc Couit with a ‘prapﬁxeﬁ order [ am going to read sectiogs of inte t};g%s’;fez:’mfd_

in Zoning Enabling

slanau Township fxzﬁmf&g Ording g1
ling the fiduefary duties vequired ynder fhm statule. gm{i

Nefiendant’s the protective rights grarted then unider the law and
rents under the faw., They also violated Diefendants rights under the
bling Act under MOL125.3604, Swr: {é{%zf% i:*”’§,imgm heit fiduciary

e At dey Defendant’s the abili  the decisionto .

siohation: of Sec. 605 the ability f m" i}&:é,,, vdant"s o a :;pz,&k;'j*':; i

s and their Attotiey did vislate this statute by not protecting owr “due process”

Bvery municipality has si
?"i&m&g ffﬁt%ﬁ;&i}'iiﬁgﬁ act, Not-do adhere 1o the tpgisl a;ti%’é”:z?@qaii*éiﬁiim o that cmpowers. the agency’
_result that power being tiullified usually under a lack of “due process™. This is.a matter of

fow,




Board n;fg@*p}ég&}_s, '§;§;»’i:¥§ﬁ‘mzﬁimg board of appeals dosision i é;sg‘;xteﬁ it can ;,E%,f:j:i"dmiieﬁga:&fim‘

Girauit court, Then %mﬁ otily’ ‘then if the tesalistion of the problen is not taken care of, é{} they

adininistiative processes our directly derived by this act, We were den ied this due process

pirion to litigation that every other citlzen in the state is given!

“Thie Plaintiff violated the MICHIGAR ZONING ENABLING ACT

(byTs basgéﬁg;{}i} mopet procedure.
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e ocehreed atall, we were divectly sued

{63 Ts supported by competent, mter

T & shows comiplete complismce with zoning as per ¢h,
app oval and the 2018 building inspedtion. approval and the isso
occupancy.

{ Represéits the reasonable exercise of diseretion grahted by taw to the zonitg board of

ilément Agreement based on the Eéixgjﬁm}S} that lah
vFil shibuld be setaside and all degisions: rﬁs&fiﬁmgz fromm th

F discovered or




_mnmg admm,_
e Wm&ga gxw"ﬁ s ¢i§ mhf&r

CECR Y dswgmemugﬁ in fim v1s;>§§ .
Allow the violator the opportunity w0 correct the violation on their owii,

Allosi thie viokator 1 appeal the decision to the Zoning Board of Appeals.

[EPPHERIRR EE RIS



The Courtsees these
it 1o defraud.”

Your Hano,

“What was dobe 10 my Tamily has serious consequences beyond today. When Seth Kotches

hip (o §ue us on g non-gsistent zoning violation. He advised this chisnt to

: om %ﬁalf&wzﬁ came the emberzzlement of public funds, that mo

rh:des ot see §

deceit 1o defraud the Conrtarid Defendants, The Court sees this was a desperafe st for the



o thieli previous diseretions i il oF the litigation” without leg it
] ! £ gaton " without lege

Theydid this several {iies 10 e, never s&sw@é wie in pro per ever in this Court!

?iéﬁfhffﬁir; 20

‘Holding Claims against defendants not served within tme sei forilin Rule 4(m)
ismsw! fi absence of showing by plaingiif of “g;mé cause or excusable:




ition, anything else the Court feels as equitable and fa

3y 503 NoW.2d 654

for of Plainti{ls and their attorneys.
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dked for sanctions in his ;g:siz;&fi@ijﬁ@;ﬁmif.%;:?&zz:;;xmiar‘?.ﬁfa}ﬂﬁggs for the

y (legal ma prantu:&}



§ary éazmé,&s 8 "}"'iue:m M’liﬁmiw‘ muxi §*¥§ §“§!§3‘5§m€'§€i 10 Supp ;
vil Serv, 143 Mich

agreement.



Flad we been sued only by the Shores, they did pot intimidate us at allt We would hiave fought

“thetn and ho seulementagreement would exist. Any fraud w the progess voids the entire

settlement agreement. Burkes v, Parker

& issue before the Cotwt 1k v : Hhe zoning -i;iéi%pa;:%mmi,,zﬁsmt?éiw ltegally and fubfil

fhie statutes requiseonents under the State of Michigan Zoning § imi}hng% Act? The answer'is vo,
The Township absolutely violated our due process and prolective fights built into this Act. The
plairitiffs do not dispute this, they simply ignored this issue.
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Coutt does not stand up and state thal the Tounship violated the Michigan Zoring

tient to-do this again to anybody
forany reason.

“Tie zoning deparyment for a nonexistent alieged zoning violation made me put my property up-

gﬁ;ﬂkw ours, County of Sacramento v, Lewis, United Alistsy,

and 140

the same procedural viplations

rievance Commission will be decidin
v, Partof o settlement sggwm%m,}@ﬂ%ézgi
lied money o the coffers of the Towaehip. This Gouit

siceds to onder this firss to sénil a message, tis cav never happen dgain fo-anyone for any reason.

jee as o tatter of law find n our favo the Court dobs nol

and antiot travel, 1 need to find a property fo mave my home 00 The cost fo tbve the home is

T of using i as & eental may help repeip our
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o for your tive.
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RE: Compliance Review for SOM Civil Rights Dept. 1 of 2

From: Joshua Mills <jmills@cofrankfort.net>
To: wwizinsky@aol.com <wwizinsky@aol.com>

Date: Fri, Jan 25, 2019 11:18 am
Hi Bill:

I've had an opportunity to check out some of the specifics with your dwelling. | am the City Manager
for the City of Frankfort and | provide zoning administration services to Gilmore Township and Blaine
Township in Benzie County and Pleasanton Township and Arcadia Township in Manistee County.

The copy of the permit issued in 1992 states the zoning district is R1B. RIB doesn’t exist per the
zoning ordinance; however, there is an R1 District. The land use permit issued in 1992 doesn’t
classify this structure as a dwelling; however, the tax assessment refers to the structure as a Single-
Family Ranch.

The Zoning Ordinance (that | can see) does not require a minimum size for a dwelling. This is very
odd for a Zoning Ordinance. The minimum requirements for a dwelling are as follows:

Section 10.3 D: Minimum Standards for Dwellings - All dwellings in all Districts

shall conform with the applicable rules of the Michigan State Construction Code,

the State of Michigan Mobile Home Commission, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and the Department of Public Health.

The ordinance defines a Dwelling as:
DWELLING - Any building or part thereof, if occupied or rented as the home, residence or
sleeping place of one or more persons either permanently or transiently. Single family
dwellings: A building containing not more than one dwelling unit designed for residential use.
Two-family dwellings: A building containing not more than two separate dwelling units
designed for residential use. Multiple-family dwellings: A building containing three or more
dwelling units designed for residential use and complying with the General Provision of
Article 3, and the specific requirements of Article 5 — Residential. This definition includes
cooperatives, condominiums and any type of fractional ownership. (revised 6-03) (revised
10-03)

It appears that you meet the setback requirements for the R1 District and that is supported with the
issuance of the land use permit. An issue you may experience may be associated with the fact that
you don’'t have a well, sanitary sewer system, or electric and that may constitute an issue meeting
the requirements established in Section 10.3 D. | would review Section 10.5 Non-Conforming Uses
because that allows you to make improvements to non-conforming structures, if indeed your
structure is considered non-conforming. If there is an issue associated with meeting Section 10.3 D
then | would refer to the land use permit and assessment classification, thus supporting the creation
of a Non-Conforming Structure.

| hope this helps.
Sincerely,
Joshua Mills

City Superintendent
City of Frankfort






‘Bubject:RE: Thank You and Need Local Discrimination Attorney to Write letter to
Community.
From: MacDonald, Amy (MDCR) <MacDonaldA@michigan.gov>
“To: wwizinsky@aol som <wwizinsky@aol.com>
Date: Tue, May 8, 2018 1:10 pm |
Hello,

»..

-i am mn‘y, 1 h“‘ve baen swampe:ﬁ i:)w* i&?ﬂﬁ:&* cannot mfer ye;:m ’m arn attom&y, iaut a gcmci wntam.

.ysu srjme aﬂyiﬁe aﬁs.:i!m’ a r&farraf

Fair Htawmg C:&nter of Metropdlitan Detroit - 220 Bagley, Suite 1020, Detroit Ml 48226 - E&fﬁm number:.
313-963-1

Sincerely,

An *Macmaaid

Fax: (313)'456»3??3
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isom B heavily wisndiid avres, how are
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requirsinents.

CFRLT TO JOMN THE
F

jiebod o the raost ool of everything don 18 us. The dhamey

e e frcsiss bor an alleged violation of onlng viotation. he s

ve did ot £l Tode Hooghund, Steve Patsione or Gaele

e filed.
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