GANGES TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

Special Meeting Minutes FINAL for March 20, 2007
Ganges Township Hall
119th Avenue and 64th Street
Fennville, MI, Allegan County

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

Roll Call:
Chairman Barry Gooding – present




Secretary Jim Birkes – present



Commissioner Jackie DeZwaan – present  




Commissioner Sally Howard – present



Commissioner Ed Reimink – present




Commissioner Dawn Soltysiak – present



Board Trustee Terry Looman – present 

PUBLIC COMMENTS
None. 
CORRESPONDENCE
It was noted that Soltysiak had sent a memorandum dated February 14, 2007, to Roxanne Seeber, Ganges Township attorney, regarding the private road ordinance and its application to the proposed Glenn Oaks PUD. A reply dated February 27, 2207, from Seeber was received; the latter correspondence is to be referenced under the Business Session.
BUSINESS SESSION

Approval of the Agenda

DeZwaan moved to approve the March 20, 2007, special meeting agenda as presented; Howard supported; motion carried. 
Final Site Plan Review–Glenn Oaks PUD
Randall Schipper, attorney and representative for Don Karaus, Jr., reported that an area for storm water retention had been added to unit 1. He stated that there were no other changes or problems to be addressed with Allegan County (health department or drain commissioner) at this time.

Gooding clarified that the edge of the finished, improved private road is (a minimum of) 25 feet from the south property line, as required by the zoning ordinance (ZO). The Planning Commission’s (PC) earlier concern regarding the private road was addressed by Seeber’s letter (mentioned above): this road is not required to meet the standards of the ZO’s private road amendment since it is pre-existing to the amendment.

Reimink asked Karaus if he had addressed with the drain commissioner the PC’s concern (expressed at an earlier meeting) about the 10-ft. easement for the sewer/drainage. Schipper replied that it will be stated in the condominium documents that the association and drain commissioner will have the right to go outside the 10-ft. easement within the units for servicing the drain—maintenance, repair, and replacement. The drain commissioner will use his best judgment to access the drain as each situation arises, doing the least amount of harm to the property and preserving trees. Schipper assured the PC that the commissioner is in agreement with this arrangement, and that it will be a benefit to the public to have this flexibility.

Reimink then asked if any more perks had been done. Karaus and Schipper responded that all the sites perked, but the health department is currently assessing the level of the water table below the surface, requiring that it be a minimum level. Reimink expressed concern that if mound systems have to be built, clear-cutting of the trees may occur.

DeZwaan asked if it has been verified that the land is buildable with the hydric soils and the closeness of one of the units to a creek. Karaus replied that the Department of Environmental Quality has reported that there are no state-regulated wetlands on this property.
Soltysiak initiated discussion about the allowed commercial use of units 5, 6, and 7 (along Blue Star Highway), stating that she had anticipated that commercial standards for these units would be stated in the association’s bylaws. Schipper responded that the developer and association would be the ones to establish and implement standards, which would be in the final version of the bylaws. Schipper maintained that commercial use of units 5, 6, and 7 should be dictated by the commercial requirements of the ZO, since they lie along the 500-ft. commercial corridor of Blue Star Hwy. He argued that they should not be treated any differently than other properties along the highway, and pointed out that a PUD zoning designation does not exist—the PUD is an overlay zone on top of a commercial zone. Several PC members countered that these three (3) units are, in deed, part of the PUD, therefore they fall under the current PUD ordinance, requiring that they be harmonious with residential use. And Soltysiak reminded all that the purpose of a PUD is that it is planned, and to allow standards to be established after the PUD approval does not make it planned. 
After further discussion, the PC agreed to look at the commercial use requirements in the ZO to see now they apply to the three (3) units, noting specifically that buffering and screening will be required. The PC then read through Article VII A, Section 7A.8 (final site plan content) and confirmed that: all requirements have been met; are not requested by the PC (e.g., A.8.—overly burdensome); or are addressed in the PUD’s association  bylaws. DeZwaan moved to approve the Glenn Oaks final site plan as presented, with contingencies. The floor was opened to discuss the contingencies, and Birkes modified the motion, specifying that the (only) contingency be that the applicant obtain all applicable permits from state, county, and local agencies. Howard supported the modified motion, and it carried (6:1) by roll call vote: Looman—yes; Reimink—no; Howard—yes; Gooding—yes; Birkes—yes; Soltysiak—yes; DeZwaan—yes.
PUD Ordinance
The PC tackled the “issue list:” 

Parcel size (7A.02 A.1.)  Howard encouraged the PC to establish broad outlines and not become bogged down with details. Birkes responded that the ordinance cannot be too ambiguous, which would create more problems than it solved. Reimink suggested that there be different standards for different districts (zones). And the subject of possibly addressing residential lot size in the future came up several times. The following standards for different PUD types were established:

· For residential PUDs:

· a required minimum of 5-acre parcels in residential (res) districts, no bonuses for any size parcel (offering bonuses may be revisited if lot size changes in the future)

· a required minimum of 5-acre parcels in agricultural/residential (ad/res) districts; offer bonuses if the parcel is a minimum of 15 acres

· allow them in commercial districts also
· For mixed-use PUDs:

· a required minimum of 20-acre parcels in res and commercial districts

· allow them in ag/res districts also, requiring a minimum of 30 acres

· For industrial PUDs:

· allow only if municipal water and sewer are available

· do not allow in commercial districts

PUD eligibility/qualifying conditions (7A.02 A.3.a-d)  Howard immediately questioned the necessity of the preconditions, stating that they could be required later in the application process. Birkes countered that the ordinance should not be set up in such a manner that a PUD is seen as an alternative if one cannot develop the conventional way; he suggested rewriting 3.a-d. He then reminded all that the PC should only be setting guidelines to follow and not be encouraging or discouraging PUDs. The PC concluded that they will come to the next meeting with ideas for qualifying (pre-) conditions for a rewrite of this section.

Private/public road access (7A.03 A.)  The PC agreed that this is acceptable as stated in the draft ordinance.

Housing types (7A.03 D.2)  The PC recommended deleting 4-dwelling and multiple-family from housing types.

Mixed-use uses (7A.03 E.)  The PC determined that minimum is probably a typographical error, and that it should read, 
“. . . a maximum of 25% of the developed PUD land area shall be occupied by non-residential uses.”
The PC will continue addressing the “issue list” in the near future.
Future Meeting Schedule
A regular meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, March 27, 2007. DeZwaan requested that review of the township bylaws’ policies and procedures be added to this meeting’s agenda.

Other Business

Reimink questioned if it were appropriate for him to receive correspondence from the drain commissioner (relating to the Glenn Oaks PUD site plan review). He was assured that it is appropriate to check facts, but it was suggested that all correspondence be shared with the rest of the PC in the future.
PUBLIC COMMENTS

None.
ADJOURNMENT
Looman moved to adjourn; Howard supported; motion carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 10:10 PM.

Respectfully submitted,
Elaine I. Troehler

Ganges Township Recording Secretary  
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