Ganges Township planning Commission

Regular Monthly Meeting Minutes FINAL for October 23rd, 2007
Ganges Township Hall

119th Avenue and 64th Street

Fennville, MI, Allegan County

I. 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 – Absent

Commissioner:
Ed Reimink – Present

Commissioner:
Dawn Soltysiak – Present

Board Trustee: 
Terry Looman – Present

II. Public Hearings

A. Planned Unit Development Proposed Amendment (PUD)

Soltysiak reported that the amendment is reorganizing the PUD ordinance to make it easier for the applicant to follow the process as set forth and for the PC in reviewing the application. 

 Chairman Gooding added that all proposed amendments were posted on the Ganges Township website www.gangestownship.org for public review.

Public Comment

Don Karaus (2025 Brookhill Drive, Fennville) disagrees with the Commission, stating that a layperson would not be able to follow the application, and that the proposed amendment is asking for a lot of other agencies to get involved (with written comment) in the preliminary process for a preliminary review to the PC, adding that it will add confusion.

Jan Schroeder (6944 Lakeshore Court) commented to the PC that she feels that the Commission has done a good job in writing the amendments, adding that it should help clear up confusion in the future.

Theresa Wiley (6633 121st Avenue) noted that the current ordinance being proposed to make amendments on were not on the website for reference.

Susan Pierson (6944 Lakeshore Court) added that she appreciates the effort of the PC to hear all sides, and making the ordinances more concise for the citizens of Ganges Township.

Public Comment closed at 7:08 pm

B. Site Condominium Proposed Amendment

DeZwaan explained that the current PUD ordinance allowed for just about anything to be adjudicated under “Site Plan review”, so the sub-committee reviewed ordinances from surrounding townships, developed a proposal to the PC, and feel that the proposed ordinance is much better planning for this township.

Public Comment

Theresa Wiley (6633 121st Avenue) noted that the Master Plan was not posted on the website.

Don Karaus (2025 Brookhill Drive, Fennville) questioned the PC’s proposed amendment explaining that the preliminary site plan review would require the applicant to gather information from 11 other agencies in writing prior to coming to the PC for a preliminary review. He feels that the proposed changes would add time and cost for the applicant, adding that the Township will be bypassed, with the developer going to state utilizing the plat system.

Susan Pierson (6944 Lakeshore Court) noted that she appreciates that the Township will have a Site Condominium Ordinance, adding that she lives in a home that is part of a site condominium development and they went through the state, because there wasn’t an existing Site Condo Ordinance, adding that it can be helpful to go back & forth, since these developments can have a large impact on the Township creating checks & balances.

Don Karaus (2025 Brookhill Drive, Fennville) stated that the township needed to implement changes to the ordinance, however if it’s too difficult the developers will bypass the PC and go through the state.

Public Comment closed at 7:18

C. Mobile Home Parks Proposed Amendment

Reimink read from the Proposed Mobile Home Park Ordinance Section 7G.1 which explains the intent; the intent of this section is to provide for the development of Mobile Home Parks in accordance with state law and regulations and in keeping with Township zoning. He further added that the Mobile Home Parks must be in conformance with all state statutes and regulations

Don Karaus (2025 Brookhill Drive, Fennville) asked for clarification on minimum acreage requirements, and minimum lot size for each mobile home. Reimink explained that those minimum requirements did not change in the amendment. The current Ordinance minimums still apply; Mobile Home Parks shall be developed with lots averaging not less than 5,500 square feet per lot, except that no Mobile Home lot shall be less than 4,400 square feet as referred to in Section 7A.17.

Public Comment closed at 7:18 pm

D. Private Road Ordinance Proposed Amendment

Birkes explained that this amendment was reviewed by the Township Attorney for clarification, If you increase the burden on a road, that road is then required to be brought up to standards by the developer.

Don Karaus (2025 Brookhill Drive, Fennville) clarified the wording under Section III, Section 7F.02C, definitions, asking if that means if an accessory structure is built, creating an additional burden on the Private Road, that the owner is then required to bring that road up to standards. Birkes explained it’s just the opposite; if you have an existing residence on a private road, and build an accessory building, that you are not required to bring the private road up to standard.

Public Comment closed at 7:23 pm

E. Zoning Ordinance Section 3.2G Proposed Amendment

Birkes explained that the current setback of lakefront property is 40’ from the water’s edge. Currently allows the PC to currently offer a variance. This amendment would eliminate the authority of the PC to reduce that setback.

Public Comment – None 

Public Comment closed at 7:24 pm

F. Zoning Ordinance Section 7D.04 and 7D.06

DeZwaan explained that this amendment would require in the Preliminary Site Plan review to include the names of any individual who is authorized to speak, or otherwise communicate, on behalf of the applicant during proceedings with township officials during the Preliminary Site Plan Review process.

Public Comment – None 

Public Comment closed at 7:25 pm

III. General Public Comment

Kathy Kammenzind (6732 121st Avenue) participated in the Casco/Ganges Lakeshore Harvest Country Road Rally, explaining how much fun it was for the participants, and for her getting to see some of the galleries and farm markets.

Theresa Wiley (6633 121st Avenue) stated that she supports the DollyBrook Farm project, adding that our taxpayers are people that live here.

Public Comment closed at 7:28 pm

IV. Correspondence

Chairman Gooding received a letter from Paul Nugent 2156 66th Street, regarding the Lakeshore Community Living Condominiums (LCLC) project. He also noted that there is a copy of the email that was read at the last meeting by DeZwaan. Gooding added that he will save this correspondence until the next meeting when this issue will be on the agenda.

Gooding noted the copy of the memo from PC Secretary Birkes that was sent to Cal Becksvoort (Latitude Engineering & Surveying, inc.) representing the LCLC project.

Gooding noted a letter received from Robert Soltysiak, commending the PC for their diligent work in bringing the township ordinances up to date.

Gooding noted the copy of the memo from PC Secretary Birkes that was sent to Jim KeFarmFarm Keag, in preparation for tonight’s review of the final site plan.

V. Administrative Update

A. Township Board Update, Terry Looman, Board Trustee

Looman had nothing to report. DeZwaan asked him if he would ask the Township Board on procedure for the PC calling a 3rd meeting within a month if necessary.

B. ZBA Update by Chairman Gooding: 

Gooding noted that there was one request from Mike Goloback (2106 70th Street) for relief on his side yard for a remodeling project needing 5’ to the north and 4’ to the south. Approved

C. Zoning Administrator Update: Tasha Smalley 

Smalley noted the correspondence in the packets including a letter from MTS to Ron Conklin (LaRue Lane) notice of violation of Zoning Ordinance Section 7F.04 6 and Section 7F.03D at LaRue Lane in Ganges Township.

She also added that a Private Road permit was granted to Ron Colson Colsen, for Wildflower Lane, Section 31 of Ganges Township.

VI. Business Session

A. Approval of Minutes:

Approval of Minutes of Prior Meeting (9/25/07 – Postponed to 10/10/07) Motion by Birkes to approve the minutes with corrections noted for the September 25th, 2007 postponed to October 10th, 2007 meeting, seconded by Looman. Motion approved.

B. Approval of Agenda

Gooding noted that Judy Graff, who is on the Allegan County Planning Commission called him, and she requested a copy of the ordinance amendments, so she can review them. Birkes noted that there is a procedure he follows in sending them to their Recording Secretary, who then includes the information in a packet for the ACPC. Gooding will call her back.

Motion by Soltysiak to approve the Agenda for this regularly scheduled monthly meeting with changes noted, seconded DeZwaan. Motion approved.

C. Old Business

1. Dolly Brook Farm Final Site Plan Review & Private Road Application (continued)

Don Karaus, in representing the DollyBrook project, addressed the items listed in Birkes response letter. 

Karaus noted a letter from Doug Compton, Ganges Township Fire Chief, stating receipt of the revised blue print and Compton’s approval of the Final Site Plan, noting road construction will be in accordance to ACRC specifications.

Karaus reported that DollyBrook had projected a list of Styles (3) of units, with the number of bathrooms and bedrooms being proposed per unit:

Style 1
7 – 1 bedroom units and 11 – 2 bedroom units

Style 2 1 – 1 bedroom unit and 9 – 2 bedroom units and 2 – 3 bedroom units

Style 3 includes 4 – 1 bedroom units 14 – 2 bedroom units 5 – 3 bedroom units and 1 – 4 bedroom unit

All Resort Cabin/units are 1 bathroom with limited plumbing and efficiency style kitchens

4 – 3 bedroom Staff Units

Hall (ADA compliant) size 36’ x 70’ with a seating capacity limited to 100 people with 2 unisex bathrooms, and a small kitchen for catering service (with no commercial kitchen)

Church/Chapel (ADA compliant) 20’ x 25’ with a seating capacity limited to 40 people with 1 unisex bathroom

Office/Laundry building 20’ x 30’ with 3 standard size washers & dryers and 1 unisex bathroom

Support Building 30’ x 40’, with no plumbing

Regarding the PC’s request for total capacity of the resort, Karaus explained that if every style of the 54 cabins were rented at their maximum capacity, the Hall, all washing machines in use, 4 staff units at capacity, the water usage would be 7,520 gallons/day. Documentation from Koops Well Drilling states that the existing 8” well tests at 150 plus gallons per minute. Further he explained that the Environmental Impact Study from June 14th, 2007 includes engineering data, DEQ review of the well, Health Department review of the sewer, Allegan County Road Commission road study, etc., with the conclusion regarding the impact of this project would be minimal. He explained   that the sequence spanning 12 years is needed to allow the Keag family the opportunity to grow slowly, and develop according to the proposed construction plan dated 10/11/07. Further he explained that the project will be financed with personal funds and standard mortgage loans, on a year to year basis. 

Showing the changes made to the blueprint (received October 15th) Karaus explained that Willow Lane has been moved 12’ to the east in an effort not to encroach further on the wetland area. Chestnut Lane was moved 15’ to the west providing more buffer to reach a minimum of 25’, with very heavy vegetation. And finally he noted a copy of a notarized document from Jean E Beaty authorizing James Keag to act on her behalf in any and all matters concerning the DollyBrook Farm.

Soltysiak inquired if the intent is to acquire an occupancy permit for each building upon completion. Karaus confirmed that to be correct and noted that they will allow rental of units once they have been completed and receive an occupancy permit.

Gooding asked the applicant if they would consider an approval of 6 years (through spring of 2013), giving the township an option if the project run astray for any reason? Karaus responded that he could understand a review, but asked that the current ordinance be “frozen” for this project. Looman noted that he would be opposed to the 6 year option, noting that they requested a 12 year plan, and the PC needs to evaluate their request.

DeZwaan asked where the parking is going to be for Chestnut Lane. Karaus replied that the parking will be directly in front of the units.

Reimink asked if there is any buffer (fence) currently located between the existing residence, 2 chicks and a mop and Keag’s Heating and Cooling. Karaus showed the current location of several rows of trees, but there is no fence. Reimink asked if there is a gate for the area of the playground. Karaus/Keag noted that there is no fence, they want everything free flowing. Further Reimink asked if it’s necessary for this project to have this much density? Karaus noted some resort communities in the Saugatuck area that are in a much closer proximity to one another, and it is the intent of DollyBrook to keep their density spread out. 

Soltysiak noted that public roads are eminent domain, not part of a private entity, and part of the job of the PC is to protect things that are in our Master Plan, which includes protecting wetlands. According to Section 7A.12.A “in approving a permit for a PUD, the PC may, in addition to other matters, require that all or any part of the improvements and other elements of the PUD be constructed and completed prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit.” According to the proposed timetable, and without phases, the applicant would not be allowed occupancy until 2019.

She also questioned the water usage, based on the other project currently before the PC for Lakeshore Community Living Condominiums. Their information states that they will be using 8500 gallons of water per day for 28 units, and this project with 58 units plus 2 other business is stating water usage of 7,520 gallons of water per day.

Further Soltysiak explained that she supports family businesses, and she wants to promote agri-tourism, however, we have to look at every applicant equally, asking whether we would allow other applicants a 12 year permit without breaking it into phases. Would we allow right of ways in wetlands, would we allow a permanent buffer to include a right of way? The kitchen in the Hall will still require some items for food prep to be done on site. Further she is concerned about the fact that there is no buffer between the neighboring blueberry field and this resort. She is still very concerned about density, and whether it is the intent of this ordinance to increase density or for creative development.

Gooding noted that what happens with the blueberries is not the PC’s concern. 

DeZwaan noted that this is a 58 unit development, and there is no description of the staff/family units referencing Section 7A.8H. The noted buffer is not shown along the entire length of 121st, nor is it shown from the corner of 121st to the residence, nor does it tell the type of buffer for those locations. Further, she noted that vegetation in the winter resembles dead trees. Further, she expressed concern about providing the fire department a key for access to the “gated” exit.

Looman asked if Willow Lane can be moved to get it further moved from the wetlands. Karaus noted that no wetlands are being touched in this entire project and every time they move the easement they end up cutting 200 – 250’ of more trees, and moving cabins.

Gooding noted that there is at least 12’ between the road edge and the right of way.

Soltysiak noted that the way she understands it is we have to approve the entire project as requested.

Birkes asked why the PC couldn’t approve a portion within a specified period of time and then they come back for an extension of the project. Further Birkes added if we approve this as presented, that’s all they can build (except for minimal changes that the Zoning Administrator can make).

Soltysiak asked again, is the intent of a PUD to have increased density, or to make a creative development. You have 54 units, the 4 staff units, the original home, the two chicks and a mop Two Chicks and a Mop and the Heating & Cooling businesses on 1 parcel. Recently before this PC there was an applicant that was required to split up their parcel, in order to accommodate their request when they applied for a PUD

DeZwaan reiterated that in the applicant’s handouts they have referred to the same “units” as family units, and now are calling them staff units. She would like them to be defined by family size, Scope of when they will be built, and if they will be built, and if the ½ acre per staff unit is adequate for the capacity. Karaus replied that a simple description of 3 bedrooms is a standard that is used for the Health Department.

Gooding asked the PC if we can approve the portion of this project through 2013 – 6 years as phase 1, and do the project in phases not including anything up by the church units 31 – 54. And then a 2nd phase including the remainder of the project under the same ordinance as currently mandated. Soltysiak noted that the PC needs to approve as submitted, approve with conditions based on the submitted or deny.

Birkes again noted that we could approve phase one being “X”, and not re-write their application.

DeZwaan added the question aforementioned regarding the staff units.

Jim Keag addressed the Commission, stating that they have submitted 3 different styles of cabins; the project is going to be economy driven based on customer preference. They have not asked for anything other than what’s proposed, they have provided a lot of information including some of the best work presented to this township, and he requested the vote to be based on the application and information as provided, simply asking for a yes or no from the commission. 

Smalley (ZA) read from Section 7A.12 required improvements “In the event that these buildings, improvements or other elements are partially completed to a point where occupancy will not impair the health, safety and general welfare of all parties concerned, then the Zoning Administrator may, in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance relating to authorization of a special use, grant an occupancy permit on such reasonable conditions relating to completion as the ZA shall establish”. Adding that if there are no health, safety and welfare issues it will be at the discretion of the ZA.

Members of the PC noted the following issues:

DeZwaan: the 4 staff units are not defined, 40 acres is a little less than ½ acre each, this project is zoned commercial, and the PC has never asked them to reduce the quantity of units. 

Soltysiak: noted she is not comfortable with the overall density, there are also 2 other businesses currently located at the proposed resort.

Gooding noted that the PC could approve the application, subject to size of the staff units.

DeZwaan expressed concern in doing so, would be precedence setting.

Gooding asked if there is something in the ordinance book requiring a 3 bedroom home to be of certain size. DeZwaan stated that the PC has asked for the dimensions (square footage) for everything else on the plan, why not this. Gooding noted that it is not uncommon to have staff units on the grounds of a resort,

Gooding 1) would like to see Willow Lane moved over out of wetlands.

Looman 1) is concerned if we allow them to build so close to wetlands, we’re setting a precedent 2) He is not opposed to the 12 year plan, but would be more comfortable with a 6 year plan. 3) He would be willing to approve the 12 year plan with conditions.

Reimink 1) does not support the 12 year plan, 2) Willow Lane needs to be moved out of wetlands, 3) concerned with the emergency exit running through the playground 4) he feels it is the owners’ responsibility to keep people off of neighboring property 5) he would really like to see the township stay as rural as possible, and this is not rural.

Soltysiak 1) would like to see Willow Lane eliminated and that would allow Chestnut Lane moved to the west, it would help decrease density, allowing the buffer to remain a permanent buffer 2) she still has concern regarding the staff units, and 3) is opposed to the 12 year plan, the project should be based on phases.

Gooding 1) sees this as ag-tourism, bringing people in the fall for color tour, winter for cross country skiinetc. Skiing, ect., 2) this could really be an asset providing a boost to several local businesses 3) when he did his estimate with density, it was with full occupancy, and he feels that density estimate was a high figure.

DeZwaan 1) agrees that Willow Lane needs to be moved further out of wetlands, 2) move Chestnut Lane from the right of way and buffer 3) if the 4 staff units are going to be there, that the PC needs to know the size, as they have provided for everything else 4) confirm that the Health Department is based on full capacities 5) the buffering was already deemed permissible, so she’ll agree with that

Birkes reiterated that it is the PC’S responsibility to determine if this application complies with the ordinance or not, under Section 7A.8 Final Site Plan Review item D requires the applicant to identify the period of time within which the development will be completed. He feels uncomfortable with approving a 12 year plan is not, is not suggesting that the PC approve it for 2 – 3 year plan and see where things are at the end of that timeline (Summer/Fall 2010).
Gooding added if you went 4 years that would be just after completion of Units 20, 22, 27, & 30 (Summer/Fall of 2011).

Soltysiak sees that as feasible, however she still has concerns with the wetlands, and the road right of way, etc.

Birkes noted that if we approve the project for a shorter time line, that there will still be contingencies on the approval.

Soltysiak started to make a motion that the PC approve DollyBrook and described a “phase”, but was  interrupted by Mr. Keag and Mr. Karaus requesting “point of order” asking the Chairman that the PC not continue this way, stating that they are not asking for approval of a portion of the project, stating that they are asking for a yes or no to their application

Birkes noted that the PC has to follow the ordinance.

Soltysiak again made a motion that the PC approve DollyBrook 2008 thru 2011 as designated on the map with the following exceptions: a) Chestnut Lane needs to be moved out of right of way to provide the buffer b) Willow Lane right of way needs to be moved out of the wetlands c) The PC needs a proof of financing for the project d) continue the designation of the buffer around the perimeter of property, except in front of the home, e) subject to all the Health Department and DEQ approvals per the PUD Ordinance, and f) the rest of the project will be required to come back before the PC as another phase, according to the PUD Ordinance that is in place at the time of the future phases.

Mr. Keag again stated to the PC, that is not what they are proposing.

Soltysiak made a motion to deny DollyBrook.

Karaus asked the Chairman permission to address the PC. He said the proposed site plan proposed is for 54 units and 4 staff units. The applicant is seeking approval for the entire site plan. 

Soltysiak noted that according to the applicant it’s a yes or no vote, however it is up to the Commission to look at all aspects of the ordinance.

ZA Smalley asked if (audio inaudible) they could approve the project without specifics to time line adding that there is no time limit stated in the Ordinance Book.

Soltysiak responded that there is an amended PUD Ordinance before the PC for approval later in the evening, and added that there has been a state precedent set, that if an Ordinance is about to be passed, it’s possible to make an approval based on the upcoming new ordinance. In discussion regarding the proposed PUD Ordinance, the Commission approved a 3 year time frame, stating that 3 years is acceptable.

DeZwaan made a motion to approve DollyBrook with the following contingencies: 1) Chestnut Lane be moved out of right of way 2) Willow Lane be moved out of the wetlands 3) That the four (4) staff units be eliminated 5) The balance of the buffer be demonstrated on 121st Avenue 6) That a gate be placed on the access road to ensure safety around the playground area 7) That all the Health Department, DEQ and other agencies 8) with a 7 year time line.

Looman noted that the Zoning Administrator said that there isn’t anything currently noted in the Ordinance Book stating any time frame for PUD’s, but Soltysiak stated that there is a limit of 3 years proposed 3 year time limit.

DeZwaan stated that she feels the current PUD Ordinance allows flexibility for the PC to determine the number of years, by its design. It may not be specific, but it’s inherent to the Ordinance.

Looman made a motion that the PC approve the application as presented, with conditions. Adding that he doesn’t like the 12 years either, but until tonight the PC did not show concern regarding the 12 year time frame. DeZwaan and Birkes stated that they have had problems with the 12 year timeline. 

Birkes stated that if this is the Final Site Plan, what is a reasonable time to complete that? If you’re going to do the job all at once, like a Final Site Plan is usually done, you could probably build the whole project in 3 or 4 years. We know that it isn’t really the Final Site Plan Review because it’s going to be based on what happens. 

Looman noted that originally we knew they were proposing a 12 year plan, then we heard that perhaps based on economy and how far they could go based on sales; however he doesn’t recall a conversation among the Commission.

Soltysiak replied that at the last meeting the PC discussed the 12 year plan, noting that it is not acceptable. We also discussed if we allow this for one applicant, are we going to allow it for another applicant. Further, she explained that there is a precedence that has been set by the state; therefore the application could be approved based on the upcoming motion item that is on the agenda for approval tonight. Three (3) years is what the Commission determined to be an appropriate time frame.

Gooding added that he feels the PC could end up in court, if they step outside of what it reads in the Ordinance Book. Birkes stated that the PC should not allow that possibility to affect the PC’s position, it’s always someone’s right to appeal. DeZwaan further explained that the PUD offers the applicant and developer flexibility, that also allows the PC to determine that 12 years is too much flexibility, and she feels that would not be something that the PC is doing justice to Ganges Township.

Soltysiak concurred, that the PC has a responsibility to protect all residents.

Gooding explained that the reason he was thinking 2 different phases of 6 years each, was if something would happen to Mr. Keag, and the property needed to be sold, then you could end up with someone buying the property and renting out the cottages year round. 

Soltysiak added that this is a resort community, specifically designed for transient use only.

Birkes made a motion to deny the DollyBrook Farm Application because it does not comply with provisions of the Ordinance. Supported by Soltysiak
A. Section 2A.3 – The creation of the four staff/family units within one parcel of land violates this provision.

B. Section 7A.3C – The proposed density of development will result in a change of character and incompatibility with the rural character of the adjoining properties.

C. Section 7A.8J – Financial information related to the development of the PUD as requested by the Planning Commission is not made available.

D. Section 7A.8H – The requested twelve years construction period without interval review is seen as excessive and does not allow the Planning Commission the opportunity to meet its obligation to the community to address its public health, safety, and general welfare issues.
E. Section 7A.8A2 – The acknowledgement that the actual number and style of buildings or structures constructed may be different from the Final Site Plan, based on demand and economy, fails to meet this requirement of the Ordinance.

Roll Call Vote
 

Yes vote = Denial of PUD Final Site Plan Review 
No vote = Approval of PUD Final Site Plan Review No denial of final site plan

Looman – No, Reimink – Yes, Soltysiak – Yes, Gooding – No, DeZwaan – Yes, Birkes – Yes 

By a vote of 4 – Yes (Denial) and 2 – No (Approval), this request for Final Site Plan Review is Denied.

2. Zoning Ordinance Amendments

a.) Planned Unit Developments (PUD’s)  

DeZwaan asked Greg Milliken, Planner for McKenna and Associates if the language on Page 4 item 3 of the PUD language should be more consistent with Site Condo Language on page 6, item “I”. Milliken suggested to carry over language from “I” making sure to continue to reference the Master Plan. He will also include language including any improvements by the applicant must be approved by the County agency and the PC, and funded by the applicant.

Birkes noted the difficulty of different interpretations and definitions on Duplexes/Multi-Family.

Under Section 7A.03C1 …zoning is Residential/Agriculture Rural/Agriculture ...

Under Section 7A.03D3 Housing types: Not more than thirty percent (30%) of the dwellings may be two-family dwellings. Two-family dwellings (i.e. duplexes, attached single family residences, etc.) shall count as two dwelling units for the purposes of determining density. (For example, if an RPUD can have 100 residential units, 30 of these dwelling units can be within 15 duplex structures.  Each side of a duplex or each unit in a multi-unit structure shall be counted as a separate dwelling unit for density purposes, equal to a detached single family dwelling unit.) The remaining dwelling units will be detached single-family dwellings.

Under Section 7A.03E1a Commercial Uses: … Commercial structures and uses shall be limited to a maximum of 8,000 square feet gross floor area per structure.  Uses not listed here may be considered if determined to be similar by the Planning Commission.

Under Section 7A.03E1a.(2) Personal service establishments such as barber shops, beauty salons, laundry pickup, health clubs, and tanning salons. and similar uses

Under Section 7A.03E1a.(4) Offices for the professional … secretarial services and similar services as determined by the Planning Commission.

Under Section 7A.03Eb.(2) Two family and multiple family dwellings, limited to a maximum of four units per structure. Each dwelling unit in attached and multiple family dwellings shall be counted as a separate dwelling unit for the purposes of determining density of the site.  (For example, 10 four-unit apartment structures shall be counted as 40 dwelling units, the same as 40 single family lots.  It would not be equivalent to 10 dwelling units.)

Under Section 7A.03F3

Buffer: There will be a fifty (50) foot deep buffer strip along exterior public roads and any adjoining parcel in the Residential or Residential Agricultural District, either landscaped or preserved in a natural wooded condition.  The public road buffer strip may be reduced in depth by the Planning Commission if the applicant provides additional landscaping.  The Residential District This buffer may be reduced by the Planning Commission if the applicant provides enhanced landscaping including, at minimum, evergreens, six feet tall at planting, planted at a rate of one tree per 15 feet of boundary.  The trees should be arranged naturally on the site. The trees shall be arranged in two staggered rows so as to create a complete screen.       

Under Section 7A.04D

Parallel Plan.  The permitted density in the Planned Unit Development will be based on the net buildable area of the site, as demonstrated on a parallel plan submitted by the applicant.

To assist the Planning Commission in determining the number of dwelling units or the amount of non-residential square footage lots permitted in the PUD, the applicant will submit a parallel plan for the development that is consistent with the requirements for a preliminary site plan in Article 7D.  The parallel plan should show how the site could be reasonably developed under conventional zoning and subdivision standards. Any wetlands as identified by a certified wetland analysis will be deducted from the total acreage under consideration on the parallel plan. The parallel plan should be drawn to contain the maximum number of dwelling units and/or amount of non-residential square footage lots allowable and reasonable per these standards and practical engineering limitations in the underlying zoning district.  

The parallel plan shall indicate whether the lots shown on the plan are intended for single, attached, or multiple family dwellings.  For the purposes of calculating the allowable density based on the Parallel Plan, the Planning Commission shall count each dwelling unit as an individual dwelling unit, regardless if it is attached or not.  Therefore, lots containing attached or multiple family dwellings will count for multiple dwelling units each as opposed to just one dwelling unit per lot.

Under Section 7A.06g

Legal documentation … then documentation bearing the notarized signature … submit the request.

Under Section 7A.09C4 

Horizontal and vertical elevations may be altered up to five percent but may not exceed the minimum or maximum standards of the PUD Agreement 

Due to this meeting running so late, all other proposed amendment to the Zoning Ordinance are postponed until the next meeting.

b.) Site Condominiums – Postponed 

c.) Mobile Home Parks – Postponed

d.) Private Roads – Postponed

e.) Section 3.2G of the Zoning Ordinance – Postponed

f.) Sections 7D.04 and 7D.06 of the Zoning Ordinance – Postponed

D. New Business

1. Other business that may come before the Commission

None

VII. Land Divisions Review

None
VIII. Future meeting Dates and Committee Work Summary

The next special meeting is Wednesday, November 14th at 7:00 PM at the Township Hall.

The November regularly scheduled meeting will be on Tuesday, November 27th at 7:00 PM at the Township Hall.

IX. General Public Comment

X. Adjournment

Motion to adjourn by Looman, and seconded by DeZwaan. Meeting adjourned at 11:05 PM.

Respectfully submitted, 

Ronda J. Hall
Ganges Township Recording Secretary
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