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EXHIBIT 30
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To: Leland Township Planning Commission
From: Jacob Danziger
Date: April 13, 2026

Dear Members of the Planning Commission.

| am a resident of Suttons Bay Township, and I have four children who have attended Leland
Public School (three of whom currently attend school there). I am attorney. and a partner at
ArentFox Schiff LLP. a national law firm with over 600 lawyers. I have practiced complex
federal civil litigation for 15 years. including antitrust, class action. and patent law. ['m an active
member of the State bar of both Michigan and California. I am also a member of the Board of the
Old Art Building in Leland. As with my prior correspondence, the views expressed in this letter
are exclusively my own, and are in my personal capacity as a citizen with a legal perspective.

I have written previously on several topics, but I want to mention something that I think is
important to note: if the applicant had been honest with the Planning Commission from the start
of this process. they would have made your jobs extremely simple. instead of fraught with
months of extremely difficult and contested deliberations.

YFC is. plainly. a religious institution. It is not allowed in C-1. based on Sec. 16.11 of the
Zoning Ordinance. It does not need to be categorized as a “church™ to fall within Sec. 16.11.!
The applicant’s lawyer (or. at least. the applicant’s lawyer’s lawyer. Mark F. (Thor) Hearne, II).
clearly believes that Sec. 16.11 of the Zoning Ordinance is unconstitutional, on its face. But that
doesn’t mean that the Planning Commission can avoid the plain and direct application of 16.11.

The applicant has every right to come before the Planning Commission. and say. “we are a
religious institution. and we want (o use this space for religious purposes. and we believe that
Section 16.11 is an unconstitutional restriction on our right 1o use this space for that purpose.”
In that scenario, the appropriate step is for the Planning Commission to apply the law directly.
deny the application under 16.11, and allow the applicant to appeal that decision in Court.

Courts are equipped to handle constitutional arguments (good ones. bad ones, frivolous ones).
The Planning Commission. respectfully. is not equipped to assess them. Your job is to apply the
facts to the Zoning Ordinance as it is actually written. If YFC believes that Section 16.11 is
unconstitutional on its face. then they have the right to challenge it in litigation after it’s been
applied by the Commission -- fairly. neutrally and consistently -- to deny their application.

That would have been the honest approach here -- resulting in a quick denial of their application
and an exercise of their right to challenge that denial in the appropriate forum. But instead of
being honest. the applicant has made the absurd claim that YFC is not a religious institution,
because after they began their operations with willful disregard for the Zoning Ordinance. they
realized that their only potential path towards approval would be to pretend to be a "Club.”

* This point is lost in the alternative factual finding drafted by Tom Grier in support of approval. In that alternative
memo, the memo concludes that YFC should not be understood as a “church,” but does not engage with the
broader (and better) argument that YFC is a religious institution, and as such, is also within the scope of Sec. 16.11,
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This fundamental dishonesty has forced the Planning Commission into a series of determinations
that you should have been spared from having to make, because even as they are asking the
Commission to declare that they are not a religious institution, they are still, in parallel, claiming
that if the Planning Commission applies the Zoning Ordinance as written. it’s a Constitutional
violation and so you should simply approve their application no matter what the Ordinance says.

If the applicant wants the Zoning Ordinance to be changed. their only course of action is to
pursue litigation. Anyone can claim that the Ordinance violates their rights. The Courts will
decide whether or not that is the case. The Commission does not have to engage in crackerjack
First Amendment law. The applicant should not have forced you into that position. They should
have been honest that their goal is actually to change the law in Leland. and so they should have
simply asked you for the rubber stamp denial that would allow them to proceed with that effort.

I have one additional comment on a much narrower factual subject. In the alternative factual
finding drafted by Tom Grier in support of denial, 1 agree with his analysis of Section 12.01.C.3
of the Zoning Ordinance. regarding Standard restaurants and “clubs™ with a similar function. But
in the alternative factual finding that was drafted in support of approval. the memo makes the
very weak argument that a “general purpose club™ can qualify as a club under Section 12.01.C.3
of the Zoning Ordinance. just because it serves food or drink of any kind during its meetings.

That is a very flimsy argument. and it’s wrong. A “general purpose club™ like a knitting club or a
chess club can't transform itself into the kind of club that is permitted by Section 12.01.C.3 just
by passing around a plate of cookies or serving free coffee. You can't turn a “general purpose
club™ into a supper club or a speakeasy (or a similar type of establishment) just by having some
kind of food that is available for members to snack on during a “general meeting”™ of that club.

There is another over-looked word in the Ordinance that is important here, which is "seated" --

“Clubs and other establishments which provide food or drink for consumption by persons
seated within a building that is not part of a drive-in...”

This makes it clear that the food-service function/character of 12.01.C.3 is for establishments
that serve patrons who are “seated within a building” -- i.e.. seated for “table service.” YFC (or
any other general purpose club). whether they have snacks at their meetings or not. is not
providing food or drinks for people who are “seated within a building™ in the narrow manner that
it is described in Section 12.01.C.3 (the “Standard restaurant™ provision). This is consistent with
Tom Grier's well-supported conclusion in his alternative factual finding in support of denial:

“Notably. “private clubs and meeting halls™ are permitted uses within the C-2 district.
Such “private clubs and meeting halls™ are not permitted in the C-1 district either as
permitted or special land uses.”

If C-2 ~private clubs™ could qualify as C-1 “clubs™ simply by serving snacks. then there would
effectively be no distinction (as intended in the Ordinance) between C-2 clubs and C-1 clubs.
because any C-2 “private clubs™ seeking to operate in the C-1 zone could just make a quick trip
to the Merc in order to transform themselves into a food-dispensing club. That is not what
Section 12.01.C.3 (regarding Standard restaurants and similar establishments) requires.
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Thank you (once again!) for your time and consideration.

-Jacob Danziger. J.D.. Suttons Bay Township (3887 N. Stowe Road)



