EAST BAY CHARTER TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

REGULAR MEETING – JANUARY 3, 2006

PRESENT:  Mike Nickels, Chuck Billadeau, Ted Hentschel, Holly Hawkins, Kevin Endres, Beth Friend

Absent:  Ralph Bergsma

Also Present:  Jay Kilpatrick, Planner, Leslie Couturier, Staff, Kathy Rienas, Recording Secretary

30 guests were in attendance.

Chairman Nickels called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m., roll was taken and quorum was present.  A motion was made by Billadeau/Hentschel to approve agenda as presented.  The motion was approved, with no one opposed.  A motion was made by Hentschel/Billadeau to approve the minutes of the December 5th, 2005 regular meeting.  The motion was approved with no opposition.  

Public Input – None

Reports – Township Board – Forest Creek

Appeals Board – None

Planners Report – None

Z.A. Report – None

Committee Report – None

New Business:  

A.                 Joint Planning Project Update; Patty O’Donnell, NWMCOG

Patty O’Donnell, NWMCOG, was in attendance.

Patty brought copies of summary, “Summary of Grand Traverse Bay Joint Planning Workshop Issues 2005.  This summary listed and addressed the common concerns and issues discussed during the workshops.  From these issues common barriers between local governments were highlighted, which resulted in suggested solutions.  Copies of this summary were given to commissioners, as well as staff and others in attendance.

B.               Special Land Use 6-05/Site Plan Review 21-05; Doug Mansfield, Wells Mansfield Inc.  for Craig Pauly, Charlevoix Homes LLC: East Shore Hills a Planned Unit Development:  Public Hearing and Action.

Doug Mansfield, Craig Pauly, and John Siebers in attendance.  

Doug Mansfield spoke regarding site review, stating that development would be 269 acres, with 229 acres developed.  He highlighted the use by rights allows for 500-550 sites.  Plans for 182 single family homes, with 273 condominiums, and a senior housing facility.   Lot size approximately 12,000 square feet, with all housing styled on traditional look.  

Proposed connector roads between Four and Five Mile Roads, to enable public road                       circulation.  Municipal sewer and water will be built to serve community, and additional pumping station may need to be built.  

A proposed trail network connecting each pod, approximately six feet wide, which will be asphalt, and should work better for development due to sloping of land, and what community desires.  A community center with pool and fitness center is also proposed.

Chairman Nickels opened the public comment at 7:35 p.m.

     Bruce Bodjack, 2924 Four Mile Rd states concern regarding the density, in comparison to previous proposed development Hemlock Estates.  He is concerned about loss of wildlife; intrusion on wetlands, but does recognized the green acres that are left undeveloped.  Questions why there is not a store or gas station proposed for the development.

     Keith Kelly, 860 S. Creek Ct is concerned about the multiple dwellings on Four Mile Rd, questions the process regarding single family dwellings and special use permits.

     Kathy Beers, 2688 Four Mile Rd, owner of Belanger Septic voiced concerns about safety of machinery, and other equipment, due to easement on property.  Also concerned about the additional traffic that will be using Four Mile Rd.  Have concerns about the number of trees that will be cut to build development.

     Brent Williams, 3116 Four Mile Rd. is concerned about the closeness of neighbors, and questioned whether he will be forced to hook up to sewer system.  

     Dave Houseman, 3064 Five Mile Rd concerned that former proposed development was much less dense, and raises concerns that community is much more accepting of lower density development. Raised concerns regarding wildlife loss, questions what phase of the development would the road connection between Four and Five Mile roads occur.  Dave asked that the traffic study and its results be addressed.  

     Laurie Houseman, 3064 Five Mile Rd raises concerns regarding the proposed senior living facility, stating that the property is not zoning for this type of development, that being commercial.  She also questions the light and noise pollution that could result from such a facility.

     Dick Erick,  6660 Mission Ridge suggest that tying sewer and water to land to north or northwest  edge of proposed development makes sense for any future developments that might occur.  He also stated that a road easement should be built on north end of parcel.

      Ernie Cacciaglia, 2274 Winter Ridge Dr. raises concerns about the density of the development.  He had expected it to be a low density development, and does not want the project to go through.  

     Linda Anthony, 1243 Hannah states that a provision is in place barring mobile homes, states lot sizes are too small.  

Public Hearing closed at 8:25 p.m.

Board discussion ensued, with questions and comments by commissioners and Jay. They are as follows:

1.                  Revised comments from the Road Commission recognizing the adjusted internal road network and the adjusted access points on both Four and Five Mile Roads.

2.                  MDEQ approval of the wetland crossing for the northwesterly access road, or in the alternative, acknowledgement that such a permit shall be obtained before any land use permit will be issued for any portion or phase of the development.  

3.                  Project staging or phasing plan that is consistent with the final site plan under consideration and which clearly defines all phases and the likely triggering mechanisms for each subsequent phase.  In this connection, the applicant should carefully consider whether the first phase and any subsequent phases, together with prior phases can “stand alone” and be prepared to defend the phasing approach.

4.                  A comprehensive PUD narrative describing the project’s intent and objectives (physical, social and environmental) with particular attention to how the various elements are mutually supportive and work together to form an integrated and planned community.  Note that the revised PUD narrative should specifically describe each departure from the LDR zoning district requirements being sought and the justification for each departure.  

5.                  A consistent and accurate dwelling unit count.

6.                  Clear declaration of the developer’s intentions with regard to the traffic control and roadway improvement assumptions and recommendations identified in the URS Traffic Impact Study.

7.                  Site Plan Revisions.  The following adjustments should be made to the site plan:

a.       The dwelling unit count in the plan note should be consistent with the actual count and any such information in the application.  

b.      The centerline of Baker Creek should be illustrated, based on actual water flow, vegetation of elevation.  

c.       Reflect the “emergency only” access from both Loth Lorien Drive to the southeastern portion of the site.  This should also include detail on any barriers that will be in place to limit access to emergency vehicles as well as tentative approval of the Metro Fire Department.  

d.      Reflect the second road stub to the south and an additional road stub to the north. 

e.       Either adjust the street lighting detail, or provide documentation that the described fixture includes full cut-off above the horizontal plane.

f.        Reflect actual plan for signage in the proper location.

g.       Provide road and foot path cross-sections.

h.       Reflect actual grading limits and show buildable footprint on lots impacted by deep cuts or significant fill.

i.         Adjust landscape plan to provide improved screening for the Assisted Living Facility and at the northwest portion of the site nearest existing development.

j.        Provide a legend that key to the housing unit type.

k.      Provide more detail on proposed improvements in the pocket park.

A motion was made by Hawkins/Hentschel to table Special Land Use 6-05/Site Plan Review 21-05 pending additional information. The motion was carried with no opposition.  

Doug Mansfield asked the board for a special meeting would be possible.  Kilpatrick indicated that it could be discussed.

Chairman Nickels adjourned the meeting at 9:20 p.m.

Kathy Rienas

Recording Secretary
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