TORCH LAKE TOWNSIP
ANTRIM COUNTY, MICHIGAN

DRAFT MINUTES PLANNING COMMISSION

MAY 10, 2011

COMMUNITY SERVICE BUILDING

EASTPORT, MICHIGAN

Present:  Scott, Walworth, Tomlinson, Thompson and King

Absent:  Goossen

Others:  Grobbel, Briggs

Audience:  8

1. Meeting convened at 7:30 PM.
2. Motion by Walworth to approve agenda with one addition was seconded and passed 6-0.  Add item 5 A. Zoning

3. Correspondence, etc.  MTA “Hot Topics in Planning & Zoning” to be held in Gaylord June 15th.  If interested, see the Clerk to register.

4. Motion by Walworth to approve minutes of April 18, 2011 as prepared was seconded and passed 5-0 with King abstaining from the vote.

5. Concerns of the Public other than Agenda Items:  From the audience, Mike Collins introduced himself as the new owner of the Eastport Township Hall property.  He has already done some improvements to the interior and is interested in having a Yoga studio, with perhaps some other businesses as well.  There was discussion whether a Special Use permit is needed, as there used to be Yoga classes taught from that building as a commercial activity.  If grandfathered, a Special Use permit would not be needed.  Mr. Collins will see Mr. Briggs to fill out the appropriate paper work.

A.  Discussion of a house on Torch Lake Drive which is building an accessory building.  The original plans show a kitchen, which is now crossed off and “wet bar” written in.  According to zoning, only one dwelling is allowed on a property, and an accessory building cannot contain the 3 elements of a dwelling, which are an eating area, a living area and a sleeping area.  The builder then came back to say he was going to add a portico between the two buildings to make them one.  The Supervisor has asked for Planning Commission comments, and although this is not a PC issue, they should be concerned because of a potential violation of the zoning ordinance.
Spencer’s question is whether our Zoning Ordinance permits two buildings next to each other to be considered one if you build a roof to connect them.  A similar circumstance had occurred on Lake Michigan where two houses were joined together with one roof and it was interpreted to be one single residence.  He had asked Mr. Briggs how that interpretation had been created.  His reply was that’s the way it was when he became Zoning Administrator and he has continued with that. It is not in writing.  Spencer believes policies not in writing can be trouble for the township.  
Mr. Walworth has reviewed the Ordinance and he can find no requirement that there be a kitchen or a bath in a residence.  There is no such thing as a residence in our ordinance.  We have a dwelling.  He believes we have some loose ends regarding language.
Mr. Tomlinson believed the ZBA had made an interpretation of what was needed for a dwelling unit some years ago.  From the audience, Mr. Martel responded “yes”, a kitchen, bath and bedroom are a dwelling.  Again from Spencer, perhaps this is a ZBA issue to interpret if a dwelling is a residence?  

Mr. Scott will share with Mr. Parker the comments made tonight.  He believes this is an issue to be taken up with the ZBA.

6. A-Ga-Ming rezoning request.  We have received an application for rezoning from PRD to PUD for two adjacent parcels.  One parcel includes the driveway, the old clubhouse (now café) concrete pad and the second parcel directly east, for a total of 16 ¾ acres.  A Public Hearing would need to be scheduled for June and notices would have to be sent.  Comments included that according to our new PUD Ordinance language, all PUDs must have a residential development component if a Single Use.  If a Mixed Use, it has to have 20 acres.  Because of the size of this parcel it would be restricted to a Residential or Single Use.
7. Discussion of Site Plan Review.  Mr. Scott referred to a memo received from Maryanne Jorgensen, which he had forwarded to the PC, voicing her concerns regarding the Site Plan Review, Village Zoning, etc.  The rationale for issues like 16 copies of a plan, the need for a seal from an engineer, architect or surveyor, the 30 day requirement, etc were discussed.  The conversation switched to the Site Plan Review in general.  One suggestion was for Grobbel to add a sentence at the end of 18.04 C. g. which gives the Zoning Administrator the opportunity to waive the need for a seal, depending on the application.  Another addition was on page 3 referring to the Master Plan, “prior to the issue of the zoning permit”.  Other changes that had been made to Version 6 were discussed and verified.  The numbering problems will be addressed.  The memo from Antrim County regarding the Zoning Ordinance Amendment was received and discussed.  The motion by the county to approve was unanimous, with the comment that it seems to place a high degree of oversight on the part of the township.
8. Village Zoning:  Discussion of the difference between business, commercial, manufacturing and industrial.  Are there more generic ways to define these?   For next month the PC is asked to look at the list of commercial, think about ways to group them.  What’s missing? We will also need to deal with the zoning map.

9. Concerns of the public:  Martel feels we need a way to indicate in the Ordinance when an interpretation has occurred.  An * would be a quick fix.    He appreciated the strides to achieve clarity.

10. Concerns of the PC.  Spencer’s comment was why stop with an *.  Why not write in the actual interpretation.

11. With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:30 PM.

These minutes are respectfully submitted and are subject to approval at the next regularly scheduled meeting.  

Kathy S. Windiate

Recording Secretary

