TORCH LAKE TOWNSHIP
ANTRIM COUNTY, MICHIGAN



Draft Minutes Planning Commission Meeting
July 9, 2013
Community Service Building
Torch Lake Township

Present:	Bretz, Joseph, Juall, Walworth, Jorgensen, Goossen
Absent:	King
Others:	Briggs, Olsen, Grobbel
Audience:	Martel, Spencer, Greg Guggemos, Larry Lavely 

1. Meeting was called to order at 7:33 p.m.  

  2.	Consideration of Agenda: 
With no objections, agenda content was approved as submitted. 

  3.	Correspondence, Meetings, Training, Announcements, etc.:
None.

  4.	Approval of Minutes, June 11, 2013: 	
Minutes approved by Juall, seconded by Bretz, passed 5-0. Walworth abstained.

  5.	Concerns of the Public other than Agenda items:
None.

6.	Election of Secretary:
Nomination of Juall for secretary by Walworth, seconded by Mary Ann Jorgensen.  Passed 6-0.

 7.	Discussion and Possible Action – Request for PUD Rezoning - A-Ga-Ming:
Grobbel presented Finding of Facts dated July 9, 2013.  Stated that application is complete.

Page 5, 15.04 - Area Regulations.  A.   Perimeter Setbacks
· PC finds that the standard has been met.
Page 6,  15.04 – C.  Specific Dimensional Regulations
· Applicant requested that standard be waived for pond dimensions.  Motion by Joseph to waive requirement of specific dimensional regulations for ponds.  Seconded by Bretz.  Passed 6-0.
Page 7, 15.06 – Application Requirements.  B.2a  Narrative Statement describing proposed permitted uses
· Grobbel restated uses from application (page 3).  Walworth stated that permitted uses in PUD does not specify outdoor events with music.  Walworth will vote no as he find this use is unacceptable.  Jorgensen stated standard has not been met.  Noise issue has been consistent for a year.  Guggemos said when ordinance was drafted, activities were made known.  Walworth said the application does not meet the requirements because music is not a permitted use.  Joseph said that uses are not in conflict with ordinance; does meet the standard.  Motion by Joseph that standard has been met.  No support.  Motion died.  Grobbel suggested providing guidance as to what use does not comply.  Juall commented that if the music was within a structure, this use might be viewed favorably.  Walworth said application has no building included.  Asked PC if they believe proposed pemitted uses have been put forth.  Grobbel reminded PC that they could 1) approve, 2) approve with conditions or 3) deny.
Page 8, 15.09 – Approval Standards; Conditions; Waiver of Standards.  A.  PUD Approval Standards.  4.  proposed uses that may generate noise
· A berm is planned at northwest corner of event area/concrete slab.  Grobbel and Briggs both requested detailed dimensional drawing.  Guggemos said berm will wrap around northeast corner.  Music and dance floor will move into northeast corner.  Berm will be 5-6 feet above grade and will be built by East Bay Excavation at a cost of $4,000 -5,000.  Jorgensen cited 15.04.C.4 and questioned if AGM intended to move dirt?  Guggemos said no development is proposed, no earth moved; will clarify language.  Goossen asked how the berm will mitigate noise to north or southeast.  Lavely stated that new directional speakers, which will be pointed straight at the dance floor, had been purchased that day to aid in mitigation of noise.  Also microphone will be cordless and not amplified.  Briggs distributed summary of neighbor’s comments on wedding event noise.  Grobbel read 15.09.A.4, page 5, from application received July 3, 2013.  Motion by Jorgensen that the standard, Proposed uses that may generate noise shall be effectively managed by methods such as, but not limited to, berms . . ., will be met.  Seconded by Joseph.  Roll call vote:
Tom Joseph		yes		Jim Walworth			no
Wally Juall		yes		Mary Ann Jorgensen		yes
Norton Bretz		no		Chuck Goossen		no
Page 8, 15.09 – Approval Standards:  Conditions:  Waiver of Standards.  A.  PUD Approval Standards.  5.  sounds emanating from a use 
· Motion by Jorgensen that standard, Sounds emanating from a use shall not generate noise that because of its volume or frequency results in the unreasonable interference with the comfortable use and enjoyment . . ., will be met.  Seconded by Juall.  Discussion:  Joseph drove perimeter during wedding reception.  Did not find any unreasonable noise.  Juall went to June 15 wedding reception and did not hear any noise.  Lavely asked how people were chosen for Briggs informal survey.  Briggs responded that people were chosen who were possibly affected.  Walworth reiterated that with the approval process, decision will go into perpetuity.  Roll call vote:
Tom Joseph		yes		Jim Walworth			no
Wally Juall		yes		Mary Ann Jorgensen		yes
Norton Bretz		no		Chuck Goossen		no
Page 8, 15.09 – Approval Standards:  Conditions:  Waiver of Standards.  A.  PUD Approval Standards.  6.  PUD shall not be hazardous to adjacent property
· Motion by Juall that standard, PUD shall not be hazardous to adjacent property, or involve uses, activities, materials or equipment which will be detrimental . . . , will be met.  Seconded by Joseph.  Discussion:  Bretz said that the golf course and all of uses should keep neighborhood safe.  Roll call vote:
Tom Joseph		yes		Jim Walworth			yes
Wally Juall		yes		Mary Ann Jorgensen		yes
Norton Bretz		yes		Chuck Goossen		yes
Page 8, 15.09 – Approval Standards:  Conditions:  Waiver of Standards.  A.  PUD Approval Standards.  12.  Design of PUD shall exhibit a reasonably harmonious relationship between the location of buildings and future building envelopes
· Motion by Joseph that standard, design of the PUD shall exhibit a reasonably harmonious relationship between the location of buildings and future building envelopes on the site relative to buildings on lands in the surrounding area , has been met.  Seconded by Juall.  Discussion:  Grobbel referred to Findings of Fact, page 10, and said this is a discretionary standard.  Joseph said that there are no new buildings on PUD.  Goossen said that site plan calls for more buildings in post-site plan.  Current PRD is null and void.  No new buildings in the PUD.  There is only one building in the PUD application and it is a home.  Roll call vote:
Tom Joseph		yes		Jim Walworth			yes
Wally Juall		yes		Mary Ann Jorgensen		yes
Norton Bretz		yes		Chuck Goossen		yes
Page 8, 15.09 – Approval Standards:  Conditions:  Waiver of Standards.  A.  PUD Approval Standards.  17.  PUD proposed must be compatible with zoning  
· Motion by Jorgensen that standard, PUD proposed must be compatible with the zoning  and use of adjacent lands, has been met.  Seconded by Bretz.  Roll call vote:
Tom Joseph		yes		Jim Walworth			yes
Wally Juall		yes		Mary Ann Jorgensen		yes
Norton Bretz		yes		Chuck Goossen		yes
Page 11, 18.04 – Application for Site Plan Review.  A.  Complete application package.  l.  Identification of proposed uses that may generate noise
· Motion by Jorgensen that standard, Identification of proposed uses that may generate noise which, because of it volume and/or frequency, may result in the unreasonable interference with the comfortable use and enjoyment of private property within or adjacent to the subject property.  This is to include a narrative . . . , will be met.  No support.
Page 11, 18.04 – Application for Site Plan Review.  A.  Complete application package.  o.  location of all other utilities on the site
· Motion by Goossen that standard, location of all other utilities on the site including but not limited to natural gas, electric, cable, satellite dish, and telephone, will be met.  Seconded by Jorgensen.  Discussion:  Jorgensen said information on current application is sufficient.  Roll call vote:
Tom Joseph		yes		Jim Walworth			yes
Wally Juall		yes		Mary Ann Jorgensen		yes
Norton Bretz		yes		Chuck Goossen		yes
Page 11, 18.04 – Application for Site Plan Review.  A.  Complete application package.  
· Walworth asked for conditions to be identified.  Grobbel reviewed conditions:
1. Details of berm including dimensions, drawing, cross-section, planned view
2. Type of speakers
3. Other kinds of noise abatement
Juall said that conditions should be thought about prior to approval and suggested postponing decision to consider conditions.    Jorgensen said that current application shows good faith of applicant.  Questioned whether conditions will be met and if AGM will meet conditions.  Walworth asked if there were conditions that needed further consideration.  Motion by Juall to postpone until all information is received before making final decision.  Seconded by Jorgensen.  Roll call vote:
Tom Joseph		yes		Jim Walworth			no
Wally Juall		yes		Mary Ann Jorgensen		yes
Norton Bretz		no		Chuck Goossen		yes

8. Concerns of the Public:
None.

  9.	Other concerns of the Planning Commission:
None.

10.	With no further business, meeting was adjourned by Walworth at 9:39.
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