AGENDA
Grand Haven Charter Township Planning Commission
Monday, November 21, 2016 – 7:30 p.m.
I.

Call to Order

II.

Roll Call

III.

Pledge to the Flag

IV.

Approval of the November 7, 2016 Meeting Minutes

V.
VI.

Public Comments/Questions on Agenda Items Only (Limited to 3 minutes)

VII.

Old Business
A. Brucker Beach Woods

VIII.

New Business
A. Village at Rosy Mound Parallel Plan Determination
B. Integrated Assessment – Proposed Ordinance Presentation
C. Discussion – Assign GHT email accounts to Planning Commission & ZBA

IX.

Reports
A. Attorney’s Report
B. Staff Report
C. Other

X.
XI.

Correspondence

Extended Public Comments/Questions on Non-Agenda Items Only (Limited to 4 minutes)
Adjournment

Note: Persons wishing to speak at public hearings, on agenda items, or extended
comments, must fill out a “Speakers Form” located on the counter. Completed
forms must be submitted to the Zoning Administrator prior to the meeting.

MEETING MINUTES
GRAND HAVEN CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION
NOVEMBER 7, 2016
I.

CALL TO ORDER
Cousins called the meeting of the Grand Haven Charter Township Planning Commission to
order at 7:30 p.m.

II.

ROLL CALL
Members present: Cousins, LaMourie, Kieft, Robertson, Chalifoux, Taylor, Reenders, Gignac,
and Wilson
Members absent: None
Also present:
Fedewa and Attorney Bultje
Without objection, Cousins instructed Fedewa to record the minutes.

III.

PLEDGE TO THE FLAG

IV.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Without objection, the minutes of the October 17, 2016 meeting were approved.

V.

VI.
VII.

CORRESPONDENCE
A. Brucker Beach Woods:
• Ben and Anna Braymer
• Norm Barkeley
• Richard and Claudine Weber
• Larry and Rochelle Gorey
• Fred and Wendy Beamer
• Stephen and Nancy Bowen
• A.W. Betts
• Donald and Patricia Lipinski
• Derrick Schabbel
• Terry French
• Bill and Kima Johnson
• Brian and Catherine Haick

17961 Brucker Street
18005 Brucker Street
14654 Pine Island Drive
17993 Brucker Street
17885 Brucker Street
14679 Pine Island Drive
14567 South Highland Drive
14579 South Highland Drive
16167 Heyers Place, Spring Lake
600 Washington Ave, Grand Haven
17896 Hidden Acres Lane
17864 Hidden Acres Lane

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEMS ONLY – None
PUBLIC HEARING
A. Site Condominium – Brucker Beach Woods
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Fedewa provided an overview through a memorandum dated November 4th. Additionally,
Fedewa noted the following:
•

Site condominiums do not equal multi-family residential.

•

Developer is proposing 7 single family dwellings, and no multi-family dwellings.

The developer, Steve Davis; Westshore Consulting Surveyor, Stephen Vallier; and attorney,
Robb Robbins were present and available to answer questions. The following items were noted
by Robbins during the developer’s presentation:
•

Regarding comparative lot sizes, it was noted if the 13 acre parcel owned by the land
conservancy were removed the average lot size would be smaller.

•

Does not believe sidewalks are necessary for this development.

•

Desires the smallest buffer possible if the Planning Commission requires a visual
buffer.

•

Indicated the hash-marks on the plans identify a building envelope that meets setbacks,
and should not be interpreted as a tree clear-cutting line.

Cousins opened the public hearing at 7:42 p.m.
•

Rick Hunter – 17910 Brucker, does not support the development as currently proposed:
o Lived in the area for approximately 45 years, and has experienced steady growth
including 5 homes on the adjacent Pine Island Drive.
o Multi-family condominiums would be a shocking change to the neighborhood.
o Calculated, and provided, average lot size information.
o Traffic concerns are more related to pedestrians and bicyclists rather than vehicles.

•

Richard Weber – 14654 Pine Island Drive, does not support the development as
currently proposed:
o Believes 7 – 9 homes are not cohesive with neighborhood.
o Has concerns regarding stormwater runoff and the amount of hardscaping that
would exacerbate an issue. Swales would be better for stormwater disposition.
o The pond adjacent to Pine Island Drive is a stormwater retention basin as well.
Believes septic leaching and fertilizer use will result in a biomass within the pond.
o Confident people will trespass on private property to visit and enjoy the pond
adjacent to Pine Island Drive because people are attracted to bodies of water.
o Requests the developer perform a water quality study for the area.

•

Stephen Bowen – 14679 Pine Island Drive, does not support the development as
currently proposed:
o Moved to area because of the natural wooded area, and new residents deserve to
enjoy the natural character just like existing residents.
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o Feels a high-density development is not cohesive with the neighborhood.
o The 200’ x 200’ divided lot could be divided again to create two lots rather than
one. Resulting in what appears to be 9 lots rather than the 7 that are proposed. These
lots would not be subject to Planned Unit Development requirements, so the land
is less protected and the Township does not receive a benefit.
o Provided data on average lot sizes of the surrounding area.
o Believes all trees will be clear-cut and removed from the property because a lot of
fill-dirt will need to be brought onsite to raise the grade for the road and septic
system.
o Requests a substantial visual buffer be required. Either 50’-70’ or 30’-50’.
•

Richard Cromwell – 18008 Brucker Street, does not support the development as
currently proposed:
o Feels a high-density development is not cohesive with the neighborhood.
o Believes the developer is falsely advertising the property by stating the road-end
beach access is 211’ in width when it’s only 118’ by his calculations.
o More people accessing the beach will result in erosion and fire hazards.
o Stated there is no routine cleanup of the beach, and because there are no public
restrooms a public health hazard is present.
o Upset about loud parties in the area.
o Continues to have unpleasant interactions with beach-goers when he notified them
of the rules governing the beach.

•

Susan Arminio – 18005 Brucker Street, does not support the development as currently
proposed:
o Beach is already stressed, and if more people use it the stress will grow.
o Questions what variances have been given to allow this development to happen.
o Does not believe the R-1 zoning district regulations are met.
o Feels a high-density development is not cohesive with the neighborhood.
o Believes if development is approved a precedence will be set.

•

Norman Barkeley – 18005 Brucker Street, does not support the development as
currently proposed:
o Upset with, and cannot trust, the Township because a dwelling was constructed that
is too tall for the fire truck to provide fire protection.
o More people creates more risk and leads to more fire hazards that can spread
quickly and damage homes.
o At the beach there too many cars, not enough police, no restrooms, and no trash
cleanup.
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•

Suzanne Scholl – 14315 Lakeshore Drive & 18002 Brucker Street, does not support
the development as currently proposed:
o Has lived in the area for over 50 years.
o Proposed development would have a significant impact on the existing wildlife.
Because of the uniqueness of the wildlife the development site is “sacred.”
o Traffic issues for residents are enormous simply due to visitors constantly turning
around in their driveways.

•

Brian Haick – 17864 Hidden Acres Lane, does not support the development as
currently proposed:
o Proposed density is uncharacteristic of the area.
o Believes too many trees will be removed, which will disrupt the wildlife in the area.
Likely to result in the wildlife relocating.
o If too many trees are removed, it will negatively affect impervious surface runoff
and further reduce stormwater disposition.
o Thinks the Vincent Drain will have to be fixed again if this development is
approved, which will require the neighborhood to pay for it again.
o Opposed to the density, but not the development.

•

Anna Braymer – 17961 Brucker Street, does not support the development as currently
proposed:
o Neighborhood has a quaint, wooded feel, which creates the charming character of
the area.
o Already dealing with short-term rentals in the area, and believes this development
would result in more short-term rentals.
o Tree removal is problematic.

•

Don Lipinski – 14579 South Highland Drive, does not support the development as
currently proposed:
o Has lived in the area for about 40 years, and has transitioned into a full-time
resident.
o Believes he lives in a “high rent district” because of the proximity to Lake
Michigan.
o Stated that he has great neighbors, but indicated the Township does nothing to help
patrol and maintain the beach so the Township is a bad neighbor. Does not
understand why the Buchanan Beach receives the needed attention, but Brucker
Beach does not.
o Continues to have unpleasant interactions with beach-goers when he notified them
of the rules governing the beach.

Cousins closed the public hearing at 8:23 p.m.
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VIII.

OLD BUSINESS
A. Site Condominium – Brucker Beach Woods
The application was discussed by Commissioners and focused on:
•

Confirmed the DEQ had a pre-application meeting with the developer and received a
Letter of No Authority stating that permits are not required unless someone impacts the
Critical Dune Area, but the proposed building envelopes do not encroach into the
regulated area.

•

Private septic systems and drain fields is not ideal, but public sanitary sewer is
approximately 3,900 feet away from the site. Developers are only required to extend
sanitary sewer if it is located within 2,700 feet.
o Private septic systems and drain fields within a subdivision or site
condominium development are regulated by the State and are held to a higher
standard when compared to Ottawa County regulations.

•

Due to concerns raised by neighbors regarding short-term rentals it may behoove the
developer to amend the Bylaws to further restrict or prohibit short-term rentals.

•

Concerns were raised about stormwater:
o Runoff in front yard directed to catch basins, but what about the rear yard?
o Will gutters and downspouts be required to direct the stormwater?
o Due to the sensitive landscape of this area it may be prudent to accept the
Ottawa County Water Resources Commissioners recommendation that
individual dry bio-swales be utilized rather than a single retention basin.
o Agree that removing too many trees will negatively affect stormwater
disposition.

•

Cannot require off-site improvements such as installing a fence to prevent the
possibility of people trespassing onto adjacent property. Can only require natural
buffers to afford visual screening.

•

At the request of the Planning Commission, Fedewa explained that Buchanan Beach
and Brucker Beach are treated differently for a very specific reason. In the mid-1990’s
there was an adverse possession dispute between property owners at the Buchanan
road-end and the Ottawa County Road Commission (OCRC) as it related to the rightof-way. A lawsuit was filed, and eventually all parties consented the OCRC would
maintain ownership, but certain signage, fencing, restrooms, and a beach attendant
would be required. Furthermore, those property owners agreed to have the cost of the
improvements and employee be specially assessed against their property taxes.

•

The previously divided 200’ x 200’ lot does appear to be an eighth, possibly ninth, lot
within this development. Although this was not intentional the resulting development
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would appear to violate the Zoning Ordinance that requires Large Scale Developments
(8 or more lots) to be constructed as a Planned Unit Development.
Motion by Kieft, supported by Chalifoux, to table the Brucker Beach
Woods Site Condominium application, and direct the applicant to make the
following revisions:
1. Utilize dry bio-swales as the method of stormwater disposition,
rather than a single retention basin.
2. Reduce the number of lots, so only 7 properties utilize the proposed
road to eliminate the appearance of a Planned Unit Development
violation.
3. Incorporate a 25’ undeveloped natural buffer around the property to
provide visual screening.
4. Add a sidewalk.
5. Amend Master Deed and/or Bylaws to require additional trees be
preserved within the front and side yards.
6. Consider amending the Master Deed and/or Bylaws to restrict, or
prohibit, short-term rentals.
IX.

X.

REPORTS
A. Attorney Report – None
B. Staff Report – None
C. Other – None
EXTENDED PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS ONLY
•

Don Lipinski – 14579 South Highland Drive
o Still has concerns about cars parking on Brucker Street.

•

Richard Cromwell – 18008 Brucker Street
o Questioned how to obtain traffic counts.


•

LaMourie provided information about how, why, and when traffic
counts are conducted.

Suzanne Scholl – 14315 Lakeshore Drive & 18002 Brucker Street
o Brucker Street is not a typical road. Needs “no parking” signs.

•

Norman Barkeley – 18005 Brucker Street
o Quality of life will change if this development is approved.
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o Too much E. coli from people utilizing the beach all day without a public
restroom.
XI.

ADJOURNMENT
Without objection, the meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Stacey Fedewa
Acting Recording Secretary
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Community Development Memo
DATE:

November 17, 2016

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Stacey Fedewa, Community Development Director

RE:

Site Condominium Application – Brucker Beach Woods – 7 Sites

BACKGROUND
On November 7th the Planning Commission held a public
hearing on the proposed development and ultimately tabled the
application citing the following items that needed to be revised:
1. Reduce the number of lots, so only 7 properties utilize
the proposed road to eliminate the appearance of a
Planned Unit Development violation.
2. Utilize dry bio-swales as the method of stormwater
disposition, rather than a single retention basin.
3. Incorporate a 25’ undeveloped natural buffer around
the property to provide visual screening.
4. Add a sidewalk.
5. Amend Master Deed and/or Bylaws to require additional trees be preserved within
the front and side yards.
6. Consider amending the Master Deed and/or Bylaws to restrict, or prohibit, short-term
rentals.
WHAT’S CHANGED?
As requested, the developer considered, and revised, the plans to meet all 6 items.
1. The 200’ x 200’ lot has been recombined into the development, so now all 7 lots
encompass the entire 6.29 acre parent parcel. Due to this revision the length of the road was
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reduced from 411’ to 344’, but with the addition of the sidewalk the net increase in
impervious surface is ≈1,300 sqft. Overall impervious surface reduction↓ of about 15%.
2. The single stormwater retention area has been removed, and 7 dry bio-swales have been
incorporated. Additionally, the developer has added another requirement in the Bylaws to
have beach grass within the right-of-way + 4’ opposite the sidewalk.
3. A 25’ natural buffer zone has been added around the outside perimeter of the development.
In addition, the developer noted that some of the trees within that buffer zone lack foliage
and likely will not provide the type of visual screening the Planning Commission desires.
Therefore, another provision was added to the Bylaws that states for every tree removed
because it does not add to the visual screening must be replaced on a caliper-by-caliper basis
and have a minimum height of 6 feet.
4. A 5’ wide sidewalk has been added around the entire road.
5. The Bylaws have been amended to require a minimum of 2 trees be protected within the front
yard and both side yards, which equates to a minimum of 6 trees within the front and side
yards.
6. The Bylaws have been amended to restrict short-term rentals and establish a minimum stay
of 6+ months.
LOT SIZE COMPARISON
On average, the lot sizes grew by 25%. The new lot sizes range from 0.56 – 1.46 acres, with the
average size being 0.76 acres (33,280 sqft). Keeping in mind the minimum lot size for the R-1 zoning
district is 15,000 sqft.
Staff performed additional lost size comparison calculations to gain additional perspective. A 300
foot and 1,000 foot buffer were used, and the subject property and vacant land were excluded from
the list. So, the following calculations are for properties with existing dwellings.
Proposed
Average Lot Size

300 feet

1,000 feet

0.76 acres 1.08 acres 0.78 acres

Smallest Lot Size 0.56 acres 0.31 acres 0.05 acres
Largest Lot Size

1.46 acres 2.09 acres 3.85 acres

In summary, the proposed parcels are 0.32 acres (29%) smaller than properties within 300 feet.
However, when expanded to 1,000 feet the proposed parcels are 0.02 acres (2%) smaller.
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SAMPLE MOTIONS
If the Planning Commission finds the Brucker Beach Woods Site Condominium application meets
the applicable standards, the following motion can be offered:
Motion to recommend to the Township Board approval with conditions of the
Brucker Beach Woods Site Condominium development. This is based on the
application meeting the requirements and standards set forth by the Grand Haven
Charter Township Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan. This action is based upon
the findings and other information included in the Planning Commission report.
Approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. If applicable, incorporate Master Deed restrictions from the Ottawa County
Environmental Health Department, Ottawa County Water Resources
Commissioner, and Ottawa County Road Commission.
2. Approval and compliance with all requirements of the OCRC, OCWRC, and
OCEHD. Copies of approvals and permits must be submitted to staff and made
part of the file. No building permits shall be issued until all permits have been
obtained.
3. Enter into a Special Assessment Lighting District (SALD) Agreement with the
Township. The Agreement and Resolution adopting the SALD shall be
reviewed and approved by the Township Board.
If the Planning Commission finds the Brucker Beach Woods Site Condominium application does
not meet the applicable standards, the following motion can be offered:
Motion to recommend to the Township Board denial of the Brucker Beach Woods
Site Condominium development, and direct staff to draft a formal motion and report
with those discussion points which will be reflected in the meeting minutes. This
will be reviewed and considered for adoption at the next meeting.
If the Planning Commission finds the applicant must make revisions to the Site Condominium
application, the following motion can be offered:
Motion to table the Brucker Beach Woods Site Condominium application, and
direct the applicant to make the following revisions:
1. List the revisions.

Please contact me prior to the meeting with questions or concerns.
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REPORT (TO BE USED WITH A MOTION FOR APPROVAL)
1. The application meets the site plan review standards of Section 23.06 of the Zoning Ordinance.
Specifically, the Planning Commission finds as follows:
A. The uses proposed will not adversely affect the public health, safety, or welfare. Uses and
structures located on the site take into account topography, size of the property, the uses on
adjoining property and the relationship and size of buildings to the site.
B. The site will be developed so as not to impede the normal and orderly development or
improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted in this ordinance.
C. Safe, convenient, uncontested, and well defined vehicular and pedestrian circulation is
provided for ingress/egress points and within the site. Drives, streets and other circulation
routes are designed to promote safe and efficient traffic operations within the site and at
ingress/egress points.
D. The arrangement of public or private vehicular and pedestrian connections to existing or
planned streets in the area are planned to provide a safe and efficient circulation system for
traffic within the township.
E. Removal or alterations of significant natural features are restricted to those areas which are
reasonably necessary to develop the site in accordance with the requirements of this
Ordinance. The Planning Commission has required that landscaping, buffers, and/or
greenbelts be preserved and/or provided to ensure that proposed uses will be adequately
buffered from one another and from surrounding public and private property.
F. Areas of natural drainage such as swales, wetlands, ponds, or swamps are protected and
preserved insofar as practical in their natural state to provide areas for natural habitat,
preserve drainage patterns and maintain the natural characteristics of the land.
G. The site plan provides reasonable visual and sound privacy for all dwelling units located
therein and adjacent thereto. Landscaping shall be used, as appropriate, to accomplish these
purposes.
H. All buildings and groups of buildings are arranged so as to permit necessary emergency
vehicle access as requested by the fire department.
I. All streets and driveways are developed in accordance with the Ottawa County Road
Commission specifications, as appropriate.
J. Appropriate measures have been taken to ensure that removal of surface waters will not
adversely affect neighboring properties or the public storm drainage system. Provisions have
been made to accommodate storm water, prevent erosion and the formation of dust.
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K. Exterior lighting is arranged so that it is deflected away from adjacent properties and so it
does not interfere with the vision of motorists along adjacent streets, and consists of sharp
cut-off fixtures.
L. Entrances and exits are provided at appropriate locations so as to maximize the convenience
and safety for persons entering or leaving the site.
M. The site plans conform to all applicable requirements of County, State, Federal, and
Township statutes and ordinances.
N. The general purposes and spirit of this Ordinance and the Master Plan of the Township are
maintained.
2. The application meets the site condominium project review standards of Section 18.03 of the
Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the Planning Commission finds as follows:
A. The project plan provides adequate common elements and maintenance provisions, use and
occupancy restrictions, utility systems and streets, and project layouts and design.
B. The project plan complies with the Condominium Act, other applicable laws, ordinances,
and regulations.
C. The building site for each site condominium unit complies with all applicable provisions of
the ordinance including minimum lot area, minimum lot width, required front, side, and rear
yards, and maximum building height.
D. The project plans public street will be paved and developed to the minimum design,
construction, inspection, approval, and maintenance requirements for platted public streets
as required by the Ottawa County Road Commission.
E. The project will provide public water facilities to the site condominium units, and is in
accordance with Township standards.
F. The project provides for private septic system and drain field located within the
condominium unit’s building site, and have been approved by the Ottawa County
Department of Health.
G. The project will provide the required street light fixture within the cul-de-sac.
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Community Development Memo
DATE:

November 17, 2016

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Stacey Fedewa, Community Development Director

RE:

Village at Rosy Mound PUD – Parallel Plan Determination

BACKGROUND
The Village at Rosy Mound PUD application has been formally submitted and received one plan
review from staff. One item that became evident was the need for the Planning Commission to
make a determination on the Base Density for Residential Uses – Parallel Plan.
The Parallel Plan is used to determine the base density. That figure is then used to calculate the
density bonuses within the PUD. For example, density bonuses are received from open space
preservation, integrating multiple housing types, increasing setbacks, and providing active
recreational facilities. Taken together, these density bonuses establish a maximum PUD density
permitted on the property.
DETERMINING BASE DENSITY FOR PARALLEL PLAN
Section 17.07.3 provides a table that compares Future Land Use Plan Designations with Equivalent
Zoning Map Designations. As you know, the land is master-planned for Medium-High Density
Residential PUD. Therefore, the equivalent zoning map designation is: RR, LDR, R-1, R-2, R-3,
R-3.5 or R-4 (hence the need for the Planning Commission to make a determination). See below:
Future Land Use Plan Designation

Equivalent Zoning Map Designation

Rural Preserve

Rural Preserve District

Rural Residential

Rural Residential District

Low Density Residential

Low Density Residential District

Medium Density Residential

R-1 or R-2 District *

High Density Residential

R-3, R-3.5 or R-4 District *
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Future Land Use Plan Designation

Equivalent Zoning Map Designation

PUD - Residential

RR, LDR, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-3.5 or R-4 District *

* In these situations, the actual zoning map designation to be used for the parallel plan
shall be determined by the Planning Commission. This determination shall be made
after the pre-application conference referred to in Section 17.03.1, but before the applicant
submits a formal PUD application. In deciding what zoning map designation should be
used for the property in the proposed PUD, the Planning Commission shall consider any
presentation made by the applicant, as well as the following standards:
1.

The zoning map designation of the surrounding property and the general area;

2.

The current land uses on the surrounding property and in the general area;

3.

The trend of the development of the surrounding property and the general area;

4.

The sketch plan prepared by the applicant pursuant to Section 17.03.1.B of this
Ordinance;

5.

The objectives for a PUD, as set forth in Section 17.01.4 of this Ordinance.

6.

Any density recommendation or guidance presented in the Master Plan for the
property in the proposed PUD.

This table identifies 6 standards that should be used to make a determination on the zoning map
designation the developer should use to create the Parallel Plan.
During the first plan review staff did make a determination on the zoning districts and land use
classifications that will be used for each type of building. The Planning Commission may find this
information useful to make their determination.
•

Congregate Building =

R-4, Multiple-family dwellings, Permitted use

•

Assisted Living

=

R-3, Nursing or convalescent homes, Special land use

•

Cottages (2 units)

=

R-3.5, Two-family dwellings, Special land use

=

R-3.5, Multiple-family dwellings, Permitted use

(3+ units)

CALCULATION EXAMPLES
Below are several different scenarios to help aid in the decision:
•

1,173,195 sqft of total land area

•

361,950 sqft of buildable area

•

811,245 sqft of open space/unbuildable area (69% to be designated open space)

•

Proposing a total of 253 units (senior apartments, assisted living, and cottages)
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Keep in mind two additional density bonuses are still possible:
1. If the PUD limits include a minimum setback of any building envelope of at least 200 feet
from any public street right-of-way not constructed as part of the PUD, it may qualify for
up to a 5% density bonus. No native or natural vegetation shall be removed from this area,
nor shall any grading occur except that is necessary for entrance roads.
2. Providing active recreation facilities such as a golf course, baseball diamond, tennis court,
basketball court or community clubhouse (or pickle ball court) may qualify for up to a 5%
density bonus.
SCENARIO 1: R-4, MULTI-FAMILY
R-4 Multi-Family – Minimum Lot Area per Dwelling Unit = 3,000 sqft
•

361,950 sqft ÷ 3,000 sqft = 121 units

•

121 units × 3 story building = 363 units (base density)

•

363 units × 25% open space density + 5% multiple housing types = 471 units (PUD density)
o 471 units × 5% setback or recreation density = 494 units
o 471 units × 5% setback density + 5% recreation density = 519 units

SCENARIO 2: R-3, MULTI-FAMILY
R-3 Multi-Family – Minimum Lot Area per Dwelling Unit = 6,000 sqft
•

361,950 sqft ÷ 6,000 sqft = 60 units

•

60 units x 3 story building = 181 units (base density)

•

181 units × 25% open space density + 5% multiple housing types = 235 units (PUD density)
o 235 units × 5% setback or recreation density = 247 units
o 235 units × 5% setback density + 5% recreation density = 259 units

SCENARIO 3: R-3.5, MULTI-FAMILY
R-3.5 Multi-Family Adjacent to R-1 District – Minimum Lot Area per Dwelling Unit = 7,800 sqft
•

361,950 sqft ÷ 7,800 sqft = 46 units

•

46 units × 3 story building = 139 units (base density)

•

139 units × 25% open space density + 5% multiple housing types = 181 units (PUD density)
o 181 units × 5% setback or recreation density = 190 units
o 181 units × 5% setback density + 5% recreation density = 200 units
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6 STANDARDS
1. Zoning of surrounding property:
a. Industrial
b. Corridor Industrial
c. Single Family Residential
2. Current land uses of surrounding property:
a. Low Density Residential
b. Medium Density Residential
c. Light Industrial
d. Mining
e. Public/Quasi-Public
f. Parks/Natural Areas
g. Vacant/Open Space
3. Nearby development trends:
a. Generally built-out without
much construction occurring.
What is under construction are
the
remaining
residential
platted lots or the high school
adding amenities.
4. Sketch plan of development:
a. Staff has a copy if the Planning
Commission would like to review.
5. PUD Objectives:
a. To encourage the use of land in accordance with its natural character and adaptability;
b. To promote the conservation of natural features and resources;
c. To encourage innovation in land use planning and development;
d. To promote the enhancement of housing, commercial and industrial employment,
traffic circulation, and recreational opportunities for the residents of the Township;
e. To promote and ensure greater compatibility of design and better use between
neighboring properties;
f. To promote more economical and efficient use of the land while providing harmonious
variety of housing choices and the integration of necessary commercial and community
facilities; and
g. To promote the preservation of open space for parks, recreation, or agriculture.
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6. Density recommendations presented in the Master Plan:

SAMPLE MOTIONS
This is the Planning Commission’s opportunity to set the maximum number of units permitted on
the property, which is accomplished by adopting one of the following motions:
Motion to set the Parallel Plan Equivalent Zoning Map Designation as R-4
Multiple Family Residential for the proposed Village at Rosy Mound PUD
application. Which establishes a base density of 363 units and maximum PUD
density of 519 units.
Motion to set the Parallel Plan Equivalent Zoning Map Designation as R-3
Multiple Family Residential for the proposed Village at Rosy Mound PUD
application. Which establishes a base density of 235 units and maximum PUD
density of 259 units.
Motion to set the Parallel Plan Equivalent Zoning Map Designation as R-3.5
Multiple Family Residential for the proposed Village at Rosy Mound PUD
application. Which establishes a base density of 181 units and maximum PUD
density of 200 units.
- OR -
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If the Planning Commission elects not to utilize one of the three options provided the following
motion can be offered:
Motion to set the Parallel Plan Equivalent Zoning Map Designation as insert zoning
district & land use for the proposed Village at Rosy Mound PUD application.
Which establishes a base density of ### units and maximum PUD density of ###
units.

Please contact me prior to the meeting with questions or concerns.
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Community Development Memo
DATE:

November 17, 2016

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Stacey Fedewa, Community Development Director

RE:

Integrated Assessment Update

BACKGROUND
For the last several months the University of Michigan (UM) and Land Information Access
Association (LIAA) have been researching possible zoning text amendment ordinances that could
be incorporated to carry the resiliency aspect of the Master Plan into the Zoning Ordinance.
PURPOSE
On November 21st the project team will have a four-part presentation:
1. Project background and timeline
2. Review of previously discussed Township assets and concerns
3. Dunes and Fire Safety
4. Low Impact Development Options
More specifically, UM has provided the following synopsis of the two topics:
DUNES AND FIRE SAFETY
UM mapped undeveloped parcels within the CDAs to get a better sense of what kind of opportunity
there is within these systems. They also completed initial legal analysis regarding what the
Township may be allowed to do in terms of regulating fire safety and providing service in difficult
to reach areas. UM believes the Township may have options, but there are challenges with
implementation.
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LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT
UM believes the Township has an opportunity to implement Low Impact Development (LID) in a
way that address concerns for sensitive areas (like coastal wetlands), water quality, and potentially
viewshed protection. They will talk about the new MS4 (stormwater regulations) update, which has
prompted the OCWRC to being updating their standards. Stormwater is a good start, but they believe
there are additional opportunities, including: offering development incentives to those that employ
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that enhance the landscapes ability to respond to storm events
instead of simply treating runoff. Examples include—offering a density bonus or density transfer;
proactively delineating sensitive areas; and developing a stormwater utility.
The project team will walk through all the various options, areas of potential, and a pro v. con
analysis for each approach.

Please contact me prior to the meeting with questions or concerns.
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Community Development Memo
DATE:

November 17, 2016

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Stacey Fedewa, Community Development Director

RE:

Discussion – GHT Domain Email Addresses for Planning Commission

BACKGROUND
Recently, questions have been raised about the need to save emails related to Township matters
particularly as it relates to Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, and if the request could be
expanded to include other personal emails.
CURRENTLY
Currently, the Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals utilize personal email addresses
for electronic communication. Both boards rely upon Township staff to save email correspondence
that is eligible for a FOIA request.
However, questions have been raised about what happens if a member of one of these boards
communicates directly with other members and does not include a Township employee? Does the
member need to save emails in the event of a FOIA request, and if so, can that request be expanded
to look through personal emails too?
OPTION
An option the Township is prepared to offer is to assign GHT domain (name@ght.org) email
addresses to the Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals. Emails with a GHT domain
would be saved on Township servers and if a FOIA request is received staff can perform a keyword
search on the server and pull related emails.
The caveat—electronic devices would not be supplied to either board, rather each member would
have to access the system through the Township website and utilize the web version of Outlook.
Attorney Bultje will also provide information related to FOIAs and emails.
Please contact me prior to the meeting with questions or concerns.
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