GANGES TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

Special Meeting Minutes FINAL for October 12, 2005

Ganges Township Hall

119th Avenue and 64th Street

Fennville, MI, Allegan County

Chairman Reimink called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.

Roll Call:
Chairman Ed Reimink – present




Secretary Jim Birkes – present




Commissioner Ron Bellenger – present




Commissioner Jackie DeZwaan – present  




Commissioner Dortha Earl – present



Commissioner Barry Gooding – present




Board Trustee Terry Looman – present

PUBLIC COMMENTS — None
BUSINESS SESSION

Future Land Use Plan
Chairman Reimink introduced Catherine Kaufman and Gregory Milliken, professional land use planners from McKenna Associates, and opened the floor to them.  Kaufman presented a running schedule of five (5) meetings to the Planning Commission (P.C.), itemizing tasks for each session, with dates to be determined after tonight.  Milliken assured that the schedule is flexible, and recommended that the P.C. also have meetings on its own.  Tonight’s session is to have all involved meet, then draft goals and objectives.  Kaufman also provided the P.C. with a draft for a Notice of Intent to Plan and list of offices to send it to should an updated notice be required, pending recommendation from the township’s lawyers.
Looman reported that a meeting between the Land Use committee (Birkes, Looman, and Reimink) and McKenna Assoc. took place last week, updating McKenna’s proposal, with a new proposal dated October, 10, 2005 being presented tonight.

Birkes asked for clarification regarding using the term “master plan.”  Kaufman stated that the future land use plan is just one component of the master plan, that either term is acceptable.
Milliken stated that a master plan is developed, then zoning is addressed to implement the plan’s visions and goals, in response to Reimink’s question regarding order of development.  Kaufman further explained that the plan is the policy document and guide for decisions which should then direct the physical development of the community.

Milliken presented specific questions to, and took comments from, the board and public to identify goals and objectives (brainstorming) which McKenna Assoc. will “finesse” and use as the framework for the future land use plan.  Rural character was identified from the survey as key to the plan—what does that mean?  The P.C. and public responded with: open areas, farm land, green space, low density, lack of large industrial/commercial operations, gravel roads, lack of major intersections, traffic lights, or paved parking lots.  Also suggested were: quiet neighborhoods, no sidewalks, and no high-rises, multi-level structures, PUD’s, or condominiums.
Goals specifically for the areas of Glenn and Ganges were limited commercial growth (Birkes) and restriction of industrial growth (DeZwaan).  Birkes suggested that multi-uses may be good.  Gooding asked if the P.C. was “shooting itself in the foot” by restricting financial growth with these goals.  Milliken affirmed that without growth, the state provides no money.  DeZwaan emphasized that before industrial growth is allowed, the township should have the infrastructure to support it.  Birkes acknowledged that growth would inevitably occur and should not be restricted, that the key was to manage it.

Reimink suggested that having a business or store “here and there” would serve the community well, giving the example of the Little Store.  Kaufman described this as having commercial nodes, which do serve the area.  Birkes agreed that convenience-type activity should be promoted, but the P.C. and public agreed to avoid strip malls.  Birkes also felt that tourism-type activity should be promoted under commercial.  Kaufman stated that home occupations could be zoned residential, as opposed to commercial, as they are secondary to residential use.  This would continue to promote the uniqueness of having individual home businesses in this area.

Concern was expressed regarding the commercial corridors along Blue Star Hwy. and M-89.  Kaufman suggested looking where the commercial use actually is located, then attempt to direct these areas toward becoming nodes of commercial use, as opposed to strips.  The P.C. could also look at zoning some businesses as agriculture, as appropriate.  And Milliken submitted that creating corridor residential zones would permit limited, quantified commercial use.
Moving on to residential/agricultural use, Milliken pointed out two (2) directions in which the land use plan could go: the township could continue with concentrating development along the lakeshore, with less development east of the I-196, or spread the development out more throughout the township.  He stated that standards could be created so that development would occur in a manner that would maintain the rural character of the township.  

Reimink submitted that agriculture and residential do not coexist as well today as they did in the past, and that it will only get more difficult as time passes.  Birkes stated that more needs to be done to preserve the agricultural use that is in the current land use plan.  Kaufman suggested considering having agriculture preservation sections in the future plan, distinguishing them as separate from residential/agriculture.  Earl expressed concern that a farmer may have difficulty selling his/her land if it were classified as agriculture preservation, with Gooding concurring.  Kaufman responded that there are other options for developing an agricultural area, such as developing an open-space preservation.
Discussion continued regarding growth, with Birkes suggesting that land divisions be encouraged in some areas, but not in other areas.  Gooding reminded the P.C. again to be careful about possibly inhibiting economic growth, since growth can keep taxes down and preserve the community in the long run, as well as keep the township self-sufficient.  He also suggested that the larger tracts of land could be preserved for agricultural use only.  Milliken then introduced the idea of sliding scale zoning, which sets up a table matching the number of splits to lot size, with the number of splits tapering off as lot size increases.  This would serve to preserve the larger tracts of land.
Birkes suggested that another concern is the lack of municipal services (water and sewer), which may hinder multi-family dwelling development.  The public added that high-density areas cannot handle individual septics, indicating concern for land along Lake Michigan’s and Hutchins Lake’s shorelines.  DeZwaan pointed out the township’s possible liability with a community septic system should something go wrong.  Milliken responded that a contract could be set up between developer and the township, absolving the township of any responsibility.

To summarize, Milliken offered options for agricultural or agricultural/residential land use standards: (1) increase minimal lot size, (2) create incentives for positive development (to maintain rural character), or (3) be restrictive, with no positive encouragement.
Milliken asked what the goals are for community services and facilities, such as schools, parks, emergency services, etc.  No concerns were expressed about the schools or emergency services by either the survey or P.C.  Suggestions for parks consisted of a need for lake access for both Hutchins Lake and Lake Michigan, and handicap access at the county park and Pier Cove.

Addressing safety issues, Reimink expressed concern that some private roads are not accessible for emergency vehicles.  A present ordinance does address this for future private roads.  The P.C. also stated that the 118th Ave./66th St. intersection is dangerous.  This has been brought to the road commission’s attention.  And as primary roads are being repaved, the space between the road and shoulder is also being paved to accommodate cyclists.  It was acknowledged that there are many cyclists in this area, and considering a linear, nonmotorized pathway in the land use plan was brought up as an option.  Restricting access points off of the main roads could also be considered to increase safety and promote better traffic flow.
Looking at industrial development, not too much more is wanted, per the survey.  Birkes suggested not expanding industrial zoning any further, and making sure our ground water is protected from present industry.  The public responded that the ground water already is contaminated in some areas.  It also suggested that light industry may be feasible, especially where industry already exists, or in the form of warehousing.  Thinking of the future, DeZwaan further suggested that the amount or intensity of commercial or industrial use allowed be related to the services the township can provide.  The concern for the integrity of the ground water is especially large along the M-89 and Blue Star Hwy. corridors.
Other natural resources that were brought up for land use plan consideration included: the state game area, flood plain areas, wetlands, high erosion areas, the Lake Michigan underwater preserve, the wide range of soil types, and fresh water set-backs (septic location restrictions).

Kaufman asked about the township’s plans for the two (2) I-196 interchanges.  She stated that the Glenn exit could be a prime target for commercial development, and then suggested to further consider how it might blend in with Glenn’s development.  Both Birkes and Looman concurred in the need to plan for this exit.
Acquiring water and sewer and how it would impact development was another major consideration presented.  Milliken proposed the following options: encourage water and sewer; let it “just occur;” or regulate where it is placed.  Kaufman proposed developing a land use plan reflecting no water/sewer services, and then amending the plan should they be acquired, or acknowledge in the land use plan that the services may be acquired at some point, and the plan would reflect their influence.  She emphasized that water and sewer will drive how the land use plan is developed.  Gooding suggested that the P.C. should be aware of the strong possibility of water and sewer being installed along the Lake Michigan shoreline in the future as a result of the state protecting the lakeshore.  Reimink added that it would probably happen along Hutchins Lake, as well.  Birkes responded that the P.C. should determine the kind of township the community wants despite the possibility of state mandates in the future.  He also pointed out that area-wide water and sewer services were low on the survey of what people wanted.  Kaufman assured the P.C. that a master plan can be amended when conditions change by doing a special area plan.
In conclusion, Kaufman stated that zoning by admission is not good, that the future land use plan has to allow every legal use in the township, otherwise the plan is open to legal challenge.  She also recommended considering “demonstrated need” if faced with a legal challenge.

Finally, Kaufman and Milliken stated that they will draft goals and objectives based on the survey and tonight’s input by the P.C. and public, which they will present at the next special meeting, tentatively set for November 9, 2005.

Other
Looman confirmed the P.C.’s plan to attend the Land Information Services meeting on October 31, 2005.
PUBLIC COMMENTS
None.
ADJOURNMENT
Birkes moved to adjourn; Looman supported; motion carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 9:58 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Elaine I. Troehler

Ganges Township Recording Secretary  
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