ALLENDALE CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP MEETING
February 2, 2011
Members Present: Knoper, Sinnott, Underhill, Rozema, and Schut

Members Absent:
Staff Present: Tim Johnson, MainStreet Planning

1. Meeting called to order at 7:31 p.m.

2. Distribute the January 17, 2011 meeting minutes.

January 17™ meeting minutes were not available, minutes will be reviewed at the next
scheduled planning commission meeting.

3. Approval of the agenda.

Motion by Knoper to approve the agenda. Seconded by Rozema.

4. Public Hearings: (None)

5. Site Plan review: (None)
6. New Business: (None)
7. Old Business: (None)
A. Consideration of draft language to allow retail sales of plants in the AG zone.

Johnson handed out “Draft 1” of the AG zone retail sales amendment. A public
hearing has been set for February 21, 2011 for this amendment. Johnson gave a
summary of what would be changed in the AG zone district. (refer to the attached
“draft1”) Johnson then gave a summary of the “proposed language”. (refer to the
attached “draft 1) Johnson presented some discussion items.

Underhill opened the meeting up to comments from the public. Chris Buist 5351
Windfield, stated that at this time he did not see anything that was over restrictive.
Dale Buist, 7287 Pingree Street, stated that he felt it had been written pretty
lenient for what they are asking to do, possibly in 5.03.L.1 the word in (the
producer) seems a little vague or not vague enough. Buist feels that the word
“affiliated farms” would be better. “Affiliated farms” make Buist feel a little
more comfortable, it isn’t as defined as the word “producer”, and basically where
is the level of control. Is the property that is otherwise grown on, have to be
owned by the same person, would it be a problem if someone owned the



production facility and someone else owned the production/market facility
together or if someone rented a greenhouse facility or purchased product from
another greenhouse, would there be a problem with that. Buist stated that the
50% restriction is more than enough.

Underhill wanted clarification of the Buist’s concern on the word “producer” in
the proposed language. Buist stated that it is just technical; Chris and I will own
the proposed site as partnership. Dale Buist currently owns the Pingree
production facility alone. They currently have growers at other locations, these
would be “affiliated farms” but they are not under ownership of one of us, Buist
does not want to lose the ability to market these growers’ products.

Johnson stated that he did not believe Buist’s would lose that ability because
“under the control of” could mean a lot of things. Underhill that it is no different
than any other farming operation who rents property for crops such as corn,
beans, etc. Buist just wanted to be clear on what his proposed operation would
be. Johnson stated that in 5.03.L.2 the 50% of plants which have to be grown by
the producer takes care of that concern. Buist stated that yes; the language using
50-50 amount would take care of that concern. Buist didn’t know if the
commission wanted to tighten up that number. Johnson stated that the 50% was
taken right out of the (GAAMPs) regulations as a starting point but then again if
the commission thinks that needs to be tightened up they could do that. Knoper
feels the 50% amount works, it allows for flexibility with growers. Underhill
according to the Right to Farm Act. Schut wonders if there is any way to make it
a little simpler, so it fits all sizes of farm markets/greenhouses operations, maybe
requiring an acreage amount, etc. Shouldn’t the Right to Farm Act be referenced
in the proposed language in case the “Act” ever changed or was modified in some
way? Johnson’s first reaction is “no” let’s just leave it the way it is, if the
commission is comfortable with the 50%, they still have the right to enforce the
current zoning regulations. In terms of the size, there are already regulations for
roadside stands/farm markets but that would expand it to be much, much larger.
Schut wonders how the commission can avoid not being more restrictive that the
Right to Farm Act. Johnson stated by simply allowing the use and by saying that
50% percent of the plants have to be produced by the person selling it, that puts
the commission in compliance of the “Act” with those two provisions. Schut
believes the commission should make sure that down the road they pay attention
to the size of the operations so it complies with the Right to Farm Act but also
keep in mind that these uses are a little heavier commercial type use in the AG
zone district. Johnson stated that in the proposed language added to include
greenhouse plants, and farm produce which the word “produce” is not defined in
the Right to Farm Act, it says “farm product”, that’s basically everything. That



would even mean raising animals, slaughtering them and selling the meat etc.
Johnson just used the word “produce” so if someone wants to grow vegetables
and sell them they can do that and that’s a farm product. Maybe the commission

should change the word “produce” to “product” that would be more conducive to
the Right to Farm Act. Knoper stated that having the 5 acres and 50% in the
language helps control of these uses. Buist questioned existing businesses.
Knoper explained that existing businesses would be grandfathered as of the
adoption of the changes in the AG ordinance. Johnson also said that requiring a
paved public road fits with the commercial type use.

. Underhill stated that he would start running through the discussion items in “Draft
17 (see attached) of the proposed language that Johnson prepared.

Discussion: *see attached document on discussion items.

a. Should the word farm “produce” be changed to farm “product”, Sinnott
believes that the word “produce” is fine. His concern is in 5.03.L. 2 and
5.03.L.3. The word “plants” is used but not “produce”, should that be
added. Johnson stated without repeating everything in item 5.03.L., he
just used the word “plants” but maybe a different word should be used to
describe what is allowed. Underhill stated that maybe just use “farm
product” and in parenthesis put examples of items. The commission
agreed that “farm product” should replace “produce” and also be added to
5.03.L.2 and 5.03.L.3.

b. The commission stated that this was acceptable. (see attached)
c. The commission stated that this was acceptable. (see attached)
d. Sinnott wonders if this language is too restrictive. Some farm markets

sell pies, jam, honey, and syrup. Johnson stated that by allowing food
items you could be opening the door to more than what the commission
would like to see in an AG zone. Maybe add the limited sale of pre-
packaged snack foods and beverages. That will force applicants to disclose
what they would be selling and how much. (see attached)

€. The use is already allowed by Special Land Use in an AG zone district as
a principal use. The commission stated that this was acceptable. (see
attached)

f. Discussion took place on outdoor storage. All non-farm products

displayed outdoors shall be at least 25 feet from all lot lines. The



commission stated that this was acceptable. Discussion also took place on
the setbacks for the principle building of these uses. These setbacks can be
controlled by the Special Land Use but maybe add in language that
controls the front and side yard setbacks. (see attached)

B.

The review standards of Section 24.07 could be waived by the planning
commission and evaluate each case individually based on the location and
use of the proposed project. (see attached)

The commission stated that this was acceptable. (see attached)

Other items the commission would like to see changed, added or
corrected. Knoper expressed some concern about hours of operation.
Johnson stated that could be a condition on the Special Land Use. Knoper
questions that if an applicant applies for this type of use and it’s on a
gravel road, does the commission require paving. Rozema believes these
uses should be on a paved road do to traffic, dust and maintenance of the
gravel road. Knoper wonders under the Right to Farm Act, can the
commission require it. Schut stated that the commission has the control
with the Special Land Use to be able to judge whether the applicant’s
project will require the road to be paved or not. Sinnott and Rozema feel
that the paved road needs to happen on large retail projects that plan on
being open for most of the year. Maybe have a minimum of 150 feet of
frontage on a paved public road and minimum lot size of five acres.
Rozema asked if language can be added to have the applicant justify why
the project can’t be paved. Johnson stated, yes that could be added but it
will still cause some debate. Underhill believes the decision should be
based case by case. Johnson stated that the commission would have to
make some kind of a judgment call on the intensity of use and is the
applicant a bonafide retail use in an area that isn’t right for that particular
use. The ordinance has provisions that start with the roadside
stand/market and allows for growth by applying the Special Land Use.
Johnson suggested leaving the language in, think about it and the
commission can have further discussion on it at the public hearing on the
21% of February.

Discussion of PUD revisions.

Johnson provided information on changes in the PUD Ordinance

and began a summary of previous discussion on these changes. Johnson
stated that he was still working on the density. Discussion began with
“permitted uses” (see attached) using the current ordinance language



compared to proposed language. “Minimum lot size” for a PUD (see
attached) using the current ordinance compared to recommended
language. Discussion took place on the required acreage of a PUD and
possibly changing that requirement to a 3 acre minimum. “Standards for

approval” (see attached) using the current ordinance language compared to
proposed language (see attached) which were broken down to 9 items.
Schut suggested taking number 6 and adding it to the end of number 7.
Discussion took place on whether to require public water for any site
condo or open space development. Underhill asked if that was required,
would it be legal. Knoper also added that he has been approached by
some people to limit the amount of development in an AG zone.

The commission will continue the discussion of PUD procedures at the
next meeting. Johnson also stated that he would like to bring information
on a four step design process for open space PUD.

8. Township Board Report. (Ken)

9. Public concerns and comments concerning items not on the agenda. (None)

10.  Meeting adjourned.



AG ZONE RETAIL SALES AMENDMENT

DRAFT 1
FOR REVIEW BY THE

ALLENDALE TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 2, 2011

SUMMARY: Section 5.03.L of the Township Zoning Ordinance would be added permit and regulate
the retail sale of greenhouse and landscaping plants and farm produce from the same property on which
they are grown as a Special Land Use in the AG Agricultural and Rural District. The sales area of such
plants must occupy 50% or more of the total square footage devoted to retail sales on the property.
Gardening and landscaping items could also be sold but must occupy less than 50% of the total square
footage devoted to retail sales on the property.

PROPOSED LANGUAGE:

Section 5.03.L would be added to the Zoning Ordinance to read as follows:

L. The indoor or outdoor retail sale of greenhouse plants, farm produce, trees, shrubs, flowers and
grasses which are sold on the same parcel on which the plants and produce are grown provided such use is
not classified as a roadside stand per Section 3.11.1 herein. In addition such use shall also be subject to the

following requirements:

1. Plants grown on property which is or is not contiguous to the property noted above but which is
under the control of the person operating the above use (the producer) may be sold on the property
containing the retail use.

2. The square footage devoted to the sale of plants which are grown by the producer shall occupy
50% or more of the total square footage devoted to retail sales on the property.

3. The retail sale of plants not grown by the producer is permitted provided that such plants shall
occupy less than 50% of the total square footage devoted to retail sales on the property.

4, The sale of landscaping and gardening items including but not limited to seed, fertilizer, mulch,
tools, and other similar gardening accessory items except lawn tractors and motorized vehicles
may also be permitted provided that the sale of such items are clearly accessory to the principal
use and occupy less than 50% of the total square footage devoted to retail sales on the property.

5. The location and size of the outdoor sales area, the items displayed and the placement and type
of structures used for display shall be determined by the Planning Commission during review of
the site plan.

6. The site plan review standards of Section 24.07 herein may be modified by the Planning
Commission if it is determined that such standards would not be relevant to the location of the
proposed use in the AG zoning district.



7. Such use shall have a minimum of 150 feet of frontage on a paved public road and a minimum
lot size of five acres.

8. Signs for such use shall comply with the requirements for signs in the commercial zoning
district as set forth herein.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. The proposed language would allow farm produce (fruit, vegetables, etc.) to be sold as a retail
item along with other plants grown on the same property. This would allow a Motmans Greenhouse type
store as well as a Countryside Greenhouse store. Is this OK or should farm produce not be allowed to be
sold?

B. The language allows plants grown elsewhere by the store owner (the producer) to be brought to
the store for retail sale. Is this OK or should all plant items sold at the store be grown on the same
property as the store?

C. The language allows the store owner to sell plants, such as rose bushes grown off site by someone
else as long as the sales area for such plants is less than 50% of the total sales area. Should this be allowed
and is the percentage acceptable?

D. The language allows the store owner to sell landscaping and gardening items as long as the sales
area for such items is less than 50% of the total sales area. Should this be allowed and is the percentage
acceptable?

E. Do you wish to prohibit the sale of lawn and garden tractors as noted in the proposed language?
What other items might not be acceptable?

F. Rather than specifying setbacks, size of sales area, items which can be displayed outside the
proposed language allows the Commission to review these items on the site plan and approve or modify
as necessary if there is a safety issue or if the display will create a distraction to drivers or visual blight.
Is the language too wide open or would you prefer some specific standards regarding outdoor display?

G. The standards for site plan approval contain very specific requirements for building facade
materials, storefront and roadside sidewalks, parking in front of the building — it’s not allowed. It appears
that these rules were written to regulate commercial uses in commercial zones. It may not be practical to
impose all of these requirements for a commercial use in an Agricultural Zone so the proposed language
allows the Commission to impose or modify these requirements depending on the location of the retail
use.

H. Signs in the AG zone are limited to 16 sq. ft. which would not likely be of sufficient size for such
a retail use in the AG Zone. Free standing signs in the commercial zone are limited to 100 sq. ft.
depending upon the lot frontage and pole signs are prohibited. Wall signs are subject to a formula based
on lot frontage and length of the building. (See Section 22.13.D Tables 1 & 2). Are the commercial zone
sign sizes OK? too large?

L. What else needs to be addressed in the proposed language?



TO:

FROM:

RE:

DATE:

MEM ORANDUM

Allendale Township Planning Commission
Tim Johnson, Township Planner

- PUD Ordinance Considerations
January 28, 2011

This memo is a continuation of our discussion regarding issues with the current PUD regulations.
Items in this memo include:

e Permitted Uses

e Minimum lot size for a PUD

e Approval standards

e PUD procedures
PERMITTED USES

o Current Ordinance: Basically allows all uses which are listed in the Zoning Ordinance to be

established in any location in the Township; residential, office, mobile home parks,
subdivisions, commercial uses, churches, etc. but does not make allowance for other uses not

listed in the Ordinance.

Recommend language: Any land use authorized by this Ordinance may be permitted in a
Planned Unit Development as a principal or accessory use as well as any legal land use not
otherwise authorized by this Ordinance subject to the requirements of this Ordinance.

MINIMUM LOT SIZE FOR A PUD

o Current Ordinance: No minimum lot size requirement. This allows anyone with a
commercial lot needing several variances to request a PUD in order to avoid the Zoning Board
of Appeals. While a PUD can be used to develop a single lot for a single use its main
purpose is allow a site to be developed in a creative but logical and safe manner which
otherwise would be prohibited by normal zoning rules. The current no size rule can (and has)
resulted in a significant number of PUD’s.

Each approved PUD therefore becomes a separate zoning district with its own zoning rules and
boundaries which creates difficulties in administration, enforcement and amendments due to
multiple PUD districts all with different rules. Consistency in the use and appearance of land
developments which results from traditional zoning may be lacking among the many PUD’s in
the Township.

o Recommend language: QUALIFYING CONDITIONS FOR A PUD
A. The area proposed for rezoning to PUD shall consist of a minimum of three contiguous

acres although the Township Board following a recommendation from the Planning
Commission may approve a PUD with less acreage if the Council determines that the intent of
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the PUD District will nevertheless be achieved. NOTE: The 3 acres proposed above is a
starting point for discussion, it can be adjusted up or down depending on your preference.

B. The proposed development shall be under unified ownership or control such that there is one
person, group of persons or legal entity having responsibility for the completion and ongoing
 maintenance of the development in compliance with this Ordinance. This requirement for unified

ownership or control shall not prohibit a transfer of ownership or control, so long as there is still
unified ownership or control of and for the development as required by this Ordinance.

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL

o Current Ordinance: There are no specific standards which can be used to determine if a
proposed development should be approved or denied. Having such standards makes it easier
for Commissioners and Board members to make a decision rather than basing it on public
opinion or some other factor which has no basis in the Zoning Ordinance. Of course, a denial
can be based on too much traffic, potential harm to the natural environment, etc. but these
standards need to be in writing in the Ordinance so that they are more legally defensible and
provide a basis upon which to make a decision.

o Recommended language: STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL (for both Planning
Commission and Board final review)

A PUD shall be approved only if it complies with each of the following standards as applicable:
1. The proposed PUD complies with all qualifying conditions of this PUD Chapter.

2. The uses to be conducted within the proposed PUD are substantially consistent with the

Allendale Township Master Plan. OR based on the design of the PUD and the conditions imposed, the
proposed uses are appropriate for the proposed location and are not likely to lead to significant
changes contained in the Master Plan for the area where the PUD is to be located.

3. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural environment, and
the capacities of public services and facilities affected by the development.

4. The PUD will not result in significant adverse effects upon nearby or adjacent lands, and will not
significantly change the essential character of the surrounding area.

5. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as described in
this Section and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative development for the
community that could not be achieved through conventional zoning.

6. Preserves and maintains mature woodlands, fields, pastures, meadows and creates sufficient
buffer areas to minimize conflicts between residential and agricultural uses.

7. The individual lots, buildings, roadways, and open space areas are designed to minimize the
alteration of environmental site features.

8. The project can be adequately served by public utilities such as police and fire protection or public
or on-site community water or sanitary sewer.
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9. Ifaprojectisto be completed in phases, the project shall be designed so that each phase is
complete in and of itself, in terms of services, facilities and open spaces, and so that each phase
contains all the features necessary to insure the protection of natural resources and the health, safety
and welfare of the users of the PUD and the occupants of the surrounding area.

PUD PROCEDURES
o Current Ordinance:

= Preliminary site plan is reviewed by Planning Commission at a public hearing

»  Township Board approves preliminary site plan and the property is rezoned to PUD.

= Final site plan is reviewed by the Planning Commission following a public hearing and a
recommendation is made to the Board.

¥ Board approves final site plan.

= QOrdinance contains provisions for minor amendment of an approved PUD.

= If construction has not commenced within 3 years of preliminary site plan approval the
Commission may initiate steps to rezone the land back to its original zone.

o Recommended language: In order to provide the Township with more control over the final
development plans the property should not be rezoned until the Final PUD plan is approved.
Consider the following procedures:

1. Pre-Application Conference

A. A pre-application conference will be held with the Allendale Township staff for the purpose
of exchanging information, providing guidance to the applicant and determining the
eligibility of the request for consideration as a PUD.

B. The Township shall advise the applicant of the conformance of the PUD concept with the
intent and objectives of a PUD in Allendale Township, whether it qualifies under the
minimum requirements of the Ordinance and whether the general concept is substantially
consistent with the Township's Master Plan. No formal action will be taken at a
pre-application conference nor will statements made at the pre-application conference be
considered legally binding commitments.

2. Review of the PUD Application & Preliminary Site Plan

A. Following the pre-application conference, applicants seeking approval of a PUD District
shall submit a complete application for review to the Township which shall schedule a date
and time for a work session with the Planning Commission. Such application shall include
the following:

® A completed application form.
¥ Payment of a fee, including an escrow amount as established by the Township
Board.
® A narrative statement describing:
o The objectives of the PUD and how it relates to the Intent of the PUD
District, as described in Section 1.
o The relationship of the PUD to the Allendale Township Master Plan.
o Phases of development and approximate time frame for each phase.
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