IDA TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting
Tuesday, November 11, 2008

7:30 p.m
Members: Others Present:
Ron Zabawa Bryan Powers, Carlisle Wortman, Planner
Kevin Miller Steve M. Petty, Mannik & Smith, Engirree
Scott Desbrough Marty Kamprath, Lennard, Graham,a8d&mith Attorney
Larry Kreps, Jr. Karen Jo Lieb, Recording Secretary

Brian Angerer
Brad Kamprath
Elmer Bowman (absent)

Call to Order: Chairperson R. Zabawa called the meeting calledder at 7:32 p.m.

Roll Call: E. Bowman — absent, K. Miller - present, Scott Deslgh, - present, L.
Kreps, Jr. - present, B. Angerer - present, B. Katip- present, R. Zabawa - present.

Public Comment

1. Erle Carey — 3350 Wells Rd. lives across from psggopark. Addressed
concerns about noise levels with proposed privatk.p

2. Harvey Roscoe — 3332 Wells Rd., lives across fémmee proposed park. Mr.
Roscoe stated that now that applicants are ridikesbnoise is really loud.
Because he is far enough away, dust is not a dugejgust that peace and
quiet is disturbed. Also expressed concern alfmuwildlife and rules not
being followed.

3. Tim Tatar — 14301 Ida West Rd. Spoke about the farea noise ordinance
and requests that “teeth” be put into a noise arte.

4. Sally Shaefer — 14057 Ida West Rd. Made a staterfiemould like to
remind the Planning Commission of a few key pointsonsideration of the
final proposal. | refer to the Mannik & Smith repdated July 25, 2008
which required specific criteria for approval ofstiproposal such as: An
asphalt or concrete driveway per the Ida Zoningr@mke Article 13.00
Section 13.04; a request for a list of the volunteerkers’ names and their
respective contact information for the use and ajpan of this park; and the
requirement of a certified noise study that follagsablished noise study
guidelines and procedures including ASTM Standafdigne of these
conditions have been met. Ms. Shaefer also refeoréhe Ida Township
Zoning Ordinance Article 16.00 Section 16.07, sgbea 7, that in addition
to specific standards, which may be applicablefaHewing standards shall
serve the Commission as the basis for decisiordvimg Special Land Use.
That each proposed use or activity shall be comleatvith adjacent uses of
land in the nature and location of the use, bermbiious part of the district
in which it is situated and in the size, intensibd site layout be such that
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operations will not be objectionable to nearby diwg$, by reason of noise,
fumes, glare or flash of lights. These are yoangards (Ida Township)
found on page 16-14 of the current Ida TownshipiZg@®rdinance. See
attached. After a recent confrontation with onéhef neighbors over a
property dispute, the investors were quoted asiga$ive’'re sick and tired of
the people in this neighborhood.” It is so refiegtto hear these investors
finally admit that this is a neighborhood that tleéypse a plot of land zoned
agricultural for a commercial venture within a loegtablished residential
neighborhood and now your surprised at the outconagdn’t ask for this
job, but | was asked to represent a contingen@yef 200 people opposed to
this project who asked me to speak for them. Bm'% just me objecting.
I’'m representing all of the citizens opposed ta thicluding those unable to
speak for themselves. These citizens also hatesrifeedoms and
protections guaranteed by the Constitution: thietrig petition, the right to
assemble, and the right to protect the area tleaetfamilies have worked for
their entire lives. No group, no organization, aedgovernment is going to
take that away from the people of Ida Township.”

5. Mike Way — 2655 Wells Rd. Spoke about his concelated to noise. He
stated that he lives % of a mile away and how thghborhood will change.

6. Mike Perkins — lives on Secor Rd. Stated thatoaig he lives far away from
the track on Secor Rd., he believes the trackgsaal idea for kids to have
something to do. He asked if the special landregaest could be put to a
vote of the people. R. Zabawa replied that hendidbelieve it could be put to
referendum. R. Zabawa explained that the finaf@g is from the Ida
Township Board.

7. Chad Perkins — 4375 Secor Rd. Stated his coraderyat the implementation
of a noise ordinance and his farm (logging) ancbiscerned about the noise
ordinance affecting his operation. Also stated ktzgyrides at the applicant’s
property, in his opinion, are not an issue.

8. JoAnn Moore — 3434 Wells Rd. (Summerfield Townsl8fgted that she lives
directly across from proposed track, approximat¥lgile away, and says
motorcycles are very loud. She also stated tisahibad idea and could
disturb wildlife.

9. Phil Monaza - 2867 Wells Rd. asked a questionad?lanning Commission
members whether or not any planning members liviheyroposed track.
He also stated that noise would be a big concatso voiced dislike
regarding time restriction on public comment sattio

10.Tony Ramano — 13335 Lulu Rd. Stated that, dubgéoimber of people at
the meeting, it is his opinion that people are eoned and very opposed to
this project and he is also against the park.

11.Kari Koraleski. — property owner in Ida stated thlag¢ is concerned about the
noise. She said it used to be peaceful and shttadee able to sit in the yard
and cannot do that any longer because neighbotsaassing her and she
believes it goes along with this track and thaytfegplicants) are going to do
what they want anyway.
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12.Chuck Mudge - Applicant Special Land Use - 8935West Rd. —

Addressed the public stating that “your conceresoar concerns. There are
currently no noise barriers in place.” He furteted that they are the
owners of the property, it is private property, énel property owners and
their children have been going out to ride, “agrty owners, just like you.”
He stated his position regarding their willingnessvork with the township to
address the noise issues by putting noise bamerplace and he further
stated that “if it doesn’t pass, we are willinggtm out and do more and more
until everyone is satisfied.” He stated that Hgeotive was not to bring in a
bunch of people for or against. He further stalted they are not breaking
any laws or ordinances or they would have beermpsiiong ago. In
addition, Mr. Mudge stated that the hayride didm#ak any ordinances.
Accusations made in local newspapers about nohgermission or that
they refuse to submit a site plan are untrue.

PUBLIC COMMENT SECTION CLOSED.

Reports:

Ida Township Fire Chief , Paul Metz. Mr. Metz stathat his position is neither for
nor against this project. His report is as follows

1. The dry hydrant in place is fine and will work fiwe fire department. Since
the track is so far back in, they would be unablgdt a pumper truck to the
back of the property. The pumper is a 25-ton Velaad normally stays on
the road. Access to that would be for grass figgme response throughout
the county. For the dry pump situation, it wougdghout if a fire was being
fought in the back, however, there are hydrantsgalda West Road that
could be used and they would not need nor woulg tise pond water in the
current trucks. Depending on the time of yearcsger driveway would not
hold up regardless of 6” grade stone with paveroeobncrete, it will not
hold up that vehicle. However, a rescue vehicleheaindle it fine.

2. Fire Chief Metz asked applicant about a drivewayad track number 3.
Whether or not a driveway presently around the rdeus in the plans and if
so, will it be in the final track. Mr. Mudge reedl that the road would be
there for the use of rescue/emergency vehiclesraidhe road does go all
the way around the whole outside perimeter.

Approval of Minutes:
Minutes of the October 142008 meeting were reviewed. A motion was made by
K. Miller and supported by B. Kamprath to approlre tninutes as written. All in
favor. Motion carried.

New Business: None.
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Old Business:

A. Special Land Use Application #5LU2008-01/Site PlaReview Application
#SP2008-01 — Applicant: Charles E. Mudge. Projectame: Ida West Track &
Trail (Private Park).

ENGINEERING REPORT : (Note: Mannik & Smith Group, Inc. report dated
November 3, 2008 was submitted for the record aaderan official part of these
minutes.)

Steven M. Petty of Mannik & Smith Group, Inc. gavbrief oral summary of
Mannik & Smith’s review as follows:

Mr. Petty stated that as noted in prior reviewsirthlan review is primarily
focused on the engineering aspects of the sitedaj@vwent as a private park in
accordance with the Ida Township Zoning Ordinarsceell as general
engineering design principles.

In general, the applicant and their engineers laaldeessed a substantial number
of deficiencies noted in their previous review added additional information
relative to floodplain, soil boring information,agting and drainage information,
and easement and/or property ownership.

The most significant deviations from the Townshigi@ance requirements still
remains the roadway into the site and the parkieg:a

. The Ida Township Zoning Ordinance Article 13.00t®e8t13.04 clearly
stipulates the parking lot is to provide bumpepstacurbs or wheel
chocks.

. The parking lot is to be drained to eliminate ttending water.

. The surface of the lot, including drives and aislesto be constructed of
concrete or bituminous surface.

. The number of parking spaces and space size farnt@pated vehicles
using the spaces shall be acceptable to the Topinshi

The entranceway as proposed will be a Monroe Codnad Commission paved
driveway constructed to the standards of that agenc

Upon driving into the site there is a 200 foot Engf roadway referred to as a
mud mat constructed of 2” to 3” diameter rock imted to remove debris from the
vehicles exiting onto Ida West Rd. In theory, tmsd mat should not be needed
if vehicles and trailers were parked on paved dgwand parking surfaces. The
applicant has changed the plans from a wood clagway to a sand surface
roadway using existing site materials.
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This is not the hard surface roadway and wouldirequonstant maintenance and
dust control if approved by the Township. In aiddif as noted in the review, the
parking area is proposed to remain a grass areth répetitive use during
various weather conditions, this area could becartied and muddy. There is
no practical way to maintain parking stall stripeg shown on the site plan.

The other item that has not been addressed in detad is the noise
consideration. The applicant previously stated tinvay did not intend to provide
additional noise studies for this site. They hpravided the detailed layout for
the track courses with detailed grading informatidnnew earthen berm is
provided adjacent to Track A, which is six feethegthan the existing grade with
plantings proposed along the top of the berm. K& and C have an existing
wooded area immediately to the west. An earthem i not proposed in this
area, thereby relying on the natural vegetatidoutiber noise. The elevations of
the jumps in Track A are very close in height &f pfroposed earthen berm. This
will have an impact for the sound levels given ¢bafiguration of the tracks,
height of jJumps and direction of travel around tfaeks.

No specific detail was provided to indicate typeesheight and spacing of
plantings on the berms to give an indication of thieethe plants will aid in noise
control.

The fire chief previously submitted their reportraguested by Mannik & Smith.

A copy of the wetland’s report delineating the gdictional wetlands has not yet
been provided as previously requested. HoweverVIDEQ letter of August 13,
2008 indicates, provided the site is developedaggsed, that no permit is
required. This particular letter referenced isffrMDEQ and is the result of an
on-site pre-application meeting that they held wii# applicant. They did note
that Soil Erosion/Sedimentation Control Permitsraggiired and notice of
coverage from storm water discharge from constadites would be required.
This doesn’t waive any consideration that the tdwm&lanning Commission
would have, should a site plan be approved, tiséipalation of site plan approval
be re-submitted to MDEQ to assure that there angattand issues as a final
approval requirement.

As a result of the information supplied in the Jid§’, 2008 MDEQ letter, this
letter stipulated that there was no specific stiielyerminations as to what the 100
year floodplain is in the area. However, they gagiideline of using 5 feet
above low summer water levels of Otter Creek astimerol for the 100-year
flood elevation. The designers did build into gi@n and show where this flood
plain was and as proposed there are no improverbeirig proposed in the flood
plain.

Mr. Petty noted and addressed Fire Chief Metz ihhe further concerns
regarding the locked gate and concerns regardiogsa@and entry for Fire
Department.
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The Zoning Ordinance requires 13 safety statioasrat the pond each equipped
with 100’ of rope, life ring and 10’ pole. The dgsers indicate that they are
proposing to deviate from that plan and providéa@iens, 5 of which will be
provided 100’ rope and 3 stations will be provi@®®’ rope. Each station will be
provided all other equipment except the rope lengihhe township will need to
assess whether the proposed plan meets the intenthrdh safety station
requirements established for ponds.

One other issue raised in their last letter wasreern about hazardous material
on the site. It has been noted by a new planthateas far as vehicle refueling,
this is to be done in the parking lot areas andl gl proof fuel cans. Further,
there is to be no oil changing on site which sormevékes care of some of the
concerns the engineers have, however, there ssae that the applicant will
have to require their volunteer staff to policertake sure that all these activities
are followed in compliance with what they are sigias proposed.

PLANNER REPORT: (Note: Carlisle/Wortman report dated November0Q&was
submitted for the record and made an official pathese minutes.)

Bryan Powers of Carlisle/Wortman Associates galkeef oral summary of their
review as follows:

He reported that they had previously unofficialtyiewed the proposal in a letter
dated August 12, 2008. At such time applicank Isitked several key pieces of
information, which was designated as an officitd plan submittal. Since that
time, information has since been obtained andrasuat, this is considered
Carlisle/Wortman's first official review of the pia

The applicant is requesting Special Approval fos gite to allow a private
motorcycle/ATV park. The proposed park will regua club membership and
consist of three (3) practice tracks for dirt bikesl all terrain vehicles.
Additionally, a 3.4 acre pond is proposed for thalgpurpose of recreation
(picnic area with beach volleyball courts) and dwgsitrol for the tracks. The
excavated soils from the pond will also be usedHertrack and berm
construction.

With regards to the Master Plan, the Master Plamhig area is Agricultural I,

which proposes a 2.5-acre per dwelling unit stashd&dthough not considered
prime agricultural land by the U.S. Department gfidultural, AG Il areas still
stress the continued use of these areas for agnialipurposes.

Because this requires Special Approval from thengvip, Mr. Powers reviewed
and read special approval procedures as indicatbis ireport. Private Park

Facilities are permitted uses after special appgramaject to the standards of
Section 7.03 and Section 16.07. Per Section 1d.@7e Ida Township Zoning
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Ordinance, there are several requirements that beustet in order to permit
special uses.

In addition to specific standards, which may beliapple, the following
standards shall serve the Commission as the masie€isions involving special
land uses and other discretionary decisions cogdaimthis ordinance. Each
proposed use or activity shall:

a. In location, size and intensity of the principatl/or accessory
operations, be compatible with adjacent uses anthgmf land;

b. Be consistent with and promote the intent armpgse of this ordinance.
c. Be compatible with the natural environment aodserve natural
resources and energy.

d. Be consistent with existing and future capabsiof public services and
facilities affected by the proposed use.

e. Protect the public health, safety, and welfarevall as the social and
economic well being of those who will use the laisé or activity,
residents, businesses and landowners immediatglgead and the
Township as the whole.

f. Promote the use of land in a socially and ecdnalty desirable
manner.

g. Not be in conflict with convenient, safe andmal neighborhood
vehicular and pedestrian traffic routes, flowsersections, and general
character and intensity of neighborhood development

h. Be of such a design and impact that the locatr@hheight of buildings,
the location, nature and height of walls or fereed the nature and extent
of landscaping on the site, shall not hinder ocalisage the appropriate
development and use of adjacent land and building®pair the value
thereof.

i. In the nature, location, size and site layouthef use, be a harmonious
part of the district in which it is situated takiimgo account, among other
things, prevailing shopping habits, conveniencaamfess by prospective
patrons, the physical and economic relationshipnef type of use to
another and characteristic groupings of uses dfdiatrict.

J- In the location, size, intensity and site laybatsuch that operations will
not be objectionable to nearby dwellings, by reasfamoise, fumes, glare
or flash of lights.

Mr. Powers stated that what he believes still apptmabe a serious concern is
whether this use can be considered harmonioustigtisurrounding uses. There
are several potentially negative impacts, whichRlning Commission must
take into consideration on this topic: noise, dtrsffic, surrounding natural
environmental issues and surrounding land values.

This proposal does meet all of the required arelihyheight setbacks with
regards to the existing natural resources. Ther® aeparate wetlands
approximately 13 acres, and MDEQ did supply alettating that a permit is not
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required unless changes to the proposed plan ate.m&his will have to be
monitored, as the plan has to be sent back to MDEQ.

At this time no tree survey has been provided withsubmitted plans. The aerial
photo indicates the site has heavily wooded ore#fst half of the site. As
indicated, all construction activity has occurredtie outside of the wooded
areas. Also indicated in the plans is that all dexbareas will remain as they are
and should trails be created within them at a ldéee, they will inform the
township and petition DEQ for a permit. Huntindlwot be allowed for any of
the club members as this time.

Mr. Powers briefly addressed the number of restsand location on the
buildings proposed on the site. The location$eéé buildings are acceptable.
Additionally, a fence is proposed at the entrarfdbe park, which will be
locked. One item mentioned in the previous revigwthe planner is adding a
fence between the parking area and the pond am@vent any riding upon
those areas.

The parking lot area is located centrally on tie directly adjacent to the
pond/recreation area and mini-bikes track C. Titeegdan indicates that the
pervious parking area is to be seeded with grass$ @ed mowed to a height of
three (3) inches; the Township Ordinance requinasthe surface of a parking lot
shall be constructed of a concrete or bituminoufasing. The applicant will
need to address this issue. It should be notdédhbaever, section 13.02 allows
the Planning Commission to permit deviations fréwa tequirements of Section
13.00 whenever it finds that such deviations apF@mriate to accommodate the
specific characteristics of the use in question.

The Township Ordinance (Section 5.35) also requéedscaping trees within
parking lot areas. Specifically, there shall bmiaimum of one (1) tree for every
eight (8) parking spaces arranged in curbed islémaisless than 50 square feet in
area) within the parking lot area.

Finally, this office has serious concerns aboutailrsite maintenance and repair
of the machines. This was brought up in the previeview and the township
engineer has also addressed it. There are noti® @ite plan, which indicate
that there will be no oil changes and that any wi#lbe coming in from the
drivers themselves and they are going to be ugiliggsoof caps. The policing
of these issues are something to be looked at.ioO&ly with no pavement and
no safe zones where maintenance can be performgdpdling, any
contamination is going to go directly into the saild contaminate.

The site plan does indicate that fuel must be dattespill-proof containers and
that no oil changes will be allowed on site. Enénent of these regulations
could be perceived to be an issue however. Ottesy Smilar to this proposal
include areas where maintenance can be done.
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As indicated earlier, the Township Ordinance reggithat the surface of a
parking lot (including drives and aisles) shalldeastructed of a concrete or
bituminous surfacing.

The site plan indicates that the Monroe County Roachmission does not
believe that a traffic study will be necessarytfos proposal, and that on days of
business this site will generate a traffic increafsgpproximately three (3)
percent.

Landscaping elements of this site plan must meekoeed the requirements of
Section 5.35. The Ordinance states that “Uponipyovement for which a site
plan is required, a landscape buffer shall be coad to create a visual screen
at least six (6) feet in height along all adjoinlmgundaries...” The applicant is
proposing six (6) foot high berms with evergreed/anbush plantings placed
intermittently around Track C and the recreaticgaarWe questioned the need
for the breaks between the berms and the applicasp®nded that they did not
want to cut that down, however, we need to make that in the areas where
there is vegetation that it does meet or exceedetipgired buffering standards.

It should also be noted that the ordinance doesvathe Planning Commission to
provide a greater noise or dust barrier for motense development such as a
wall or fence at a minimum of six (6) feet in heiigh

The Ordinance also requires that a greenbelt bagwed, established at a depth of
the required front yard setback. The greenbelt bedandscaped with a
minimum of one (1) tree for every thirty (30) lindeet of frontage abutting a
public road right-of-way. Approximately twenty-of2l) trees will be required

to fulfill this obligation.

At this point the site plan does not include thgureed landscape plan as the
applicant has indicated that he would like to negjetsome of these issues with
the township.

No lighting is proposed for this site. They handicated there will be a sign.
The location of the sign meets the requirementse dpplicant has not provided
any sign detail. Itis assumed it will be provided later date.

The applicant has provided notes with regard tgaality, dust control, and noise
control. The site plan indicates that any ATV’ aquipped with a stock exhaust
system approved by the EPA will not be allowed ib& SAgain, that comes down
to policing.

To control dust, the site plan notes that eitheuaderground sprinkler system
will be installed or a portable holding tank mouhtan an ATV will be utilized.

With regards to noise control, the applicant hawigied a noise analysis
conducted by their engineer, which indicates thatsite will have minimal
impact. The applicant is proposing the use otegjiaally placed earthen berms,
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track configurations, and operational hours to mime impacts to the
surrounding community. Additionally, a noise me#gif be kept on site for
inspection of any violations of noise levels. Aes\pously stated, the Planning
Commission is given the chance to ask for a grewtise/dust barrier.

In summary, there are still a number of concernth abunch of minor ones.
However, the concerns that the Planning Commisaiergoing to have to look at
with a microscope, and are considered major cosdayrihe Planner, are the
noise, dust, traffic considerations, the surrougdiatural environment, the
parking lot/driveway surfacing and whether thisgmsal will be considered to be
harmonious in nature with the surrounding uses.

Question from Planning member K. Miller to Mr. PogePlanning member K.
Miller asked about a statement made earlier thaetiwill be no hunting for
members. Mr. Powers responded that there is aamotiee plans stating that only
the “owners” of the property not members will bioaked.

Discussion held regarding the proposed layout hawthe house has been split
off the property. Planning member K. Miller quesied the effect of this change.
Mr. Powers responded that proposal still meetsaheidth and therefore is not
an issue and doesn’'t change anything.

K. Miller — questioned the well being used andabeflicting engineer/planning
reports stating “use” or “non use.” Engineer Styreesponded that information
was supplied by the designer indicating that thik & been tested and further
indicated that the well will not be used for anytleé public use. After brief
discussion and review of proposal, it was deterthened clarified that the well
will be capped and not used for any public uséiattime.

Planning member K. Miller also questioned the zgnmuirements for the pond
now that the house has been split from the parzklrdhether it will be an issue.
Planner B. Powers and Engineer S. Petty both regabmo.”

APPLICANT’'S ENGINEER REPORT/RESPONSE: Keith Gere, Intec
Engineering, Inc. — prepared the plans on beldlaeapplicant.

Mr. Gere addressed the Township Planner and Enggne®mments and
concerns line item by line item, as follows:

Starting with the Planner's comments:

Essential facilities and services and verificafimm the County. Mr. Gere stated
that they do have a letter from the Monroe Coungglth Department Sanitarian,
Chris Westover, that he did review the plans amdpravide a copy of the letter
to the Planning Commission. Discussion briefly helgarding number of people
submitted on the original site plan. Mr. Gereexdate would resubmit
information to the County for another more up-toedatter.
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The building locations and decorative fence. Téeetbper agrees to install a
decorative fence. It will probably be a split ralibng the road to segregate the
parking area from the pond/recreation area. Théynastall it and put that on the
plans.

Separation of the parking areas. Mr. Gere beligévaisis a good idea. Handed
out illustration/plans, which also addresses sofibevinternal landscaping
issues. It separates single car traffic out afkrand trailer traffic and therefore
the handicap accessibility lanes can be markedsiggiis because there will be an
internal landscape sign there. There will not ine striping. The striping on the
drawing exists to illustrate where the parking gsawill be proposed. They still
plan on using grassed area for parking and sanithéoaiccess drive. The
applicants state that throughout their experienitie @ther tracks, this is how it is
operated and run without any issues with mud. Gre stated that the use is a
fair-weather use. They don't use it when it raiifst rains significantly 3 or 4
days in a row, the track is wet and will not bedisé will be used mainly in dry
conditions and therefore the mudding and ruttinguéhnot be and issue. And if
it is, it will be a maintenance issue and the agpit will keep up with the
maintenance by adding sand or gravel to keep the aod parking lot in the
order that it needs to be.

Parking - Mr. Gere stated that parking would be¢ ljlke the fairgrounds.
Everyone can figure out how to park, following saibng with people in the
parking lot instructing people where to park. Kdere stated that the main reason
for not creating asphalt or concrete is the gregreet. The applicant wants to
eliminate any kind of runoff, especially with asfihthe oils that come off the
asphalt and the rain discharging it into the grodrtey want to recharge the
ground water with the rainwater. Mr. Gere statet & lot of the problems with
aquifers in this area is that the ground water daé¢dave time to discharge with
all the pavement that has been put in place ipés¢ 15 to 20 years. Everyone
wanted to put pavement in, get the water into steemiers, get it into a detention
basin, and put it into a ditch. There is no tirmethe rain to recharge the ground
water. That is another main reason for not haeshalt in the parking lot and
the driveway.

An additional reason for not having asphalt is ttiathis endeavor does not
succeed or if they decide to change uses, plagppadt in the middle of a farm
field in the event that they want to revert it bagla farm field is very difficult for
removal as well as additional burden and expense.

Site access and circulation — Fire Chief addrefizssicthere are no issues.

Grading — comments made regarding track gradimgspects to the berm. The
kiddy track’s highest jump is 5 feet and the highesm will be 6 foot with trees
of 5 to 6 feet. The mini bikes do not jump, thesgtjride over the jumps, and
therefore, there is no gain in elevation of thoskiees that would occur with the
larger track and the larger riders. With the lamgders in the back, Mr. Gere has
been informed by the applicants that as the bikatd jumps, they are on the
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accelerator, however, once they are in the ainsgleéhe throttle and, therefore,
are “idle” in the air. Once returning to the grduthey again use the throttle. In
that regard, the amount of elevated noise shoul@ffect the noise levels.

Greenbelt area, regarding reduction in the roadté&ge from approximately 600
to 285, resulting in about 7 or 8 trees. What ttleyot want to do is to eliminate
a ¥ of an acre of farmland and are proposing toepilae trees at the right of way
in order to recoup the farmland for the greenbelt.

Track configurement — earthen berms have beenglkicall the sharp turns, 6
foot high with 5 to 6 foot Arborvitae and/or pirmeés in order to allow for when
the bikes point or turn, or change of directiontfoe exhaust, as they come out of
the turn they increase the gas which could incréasaoise level and therefore,
would be pointed right at that berm and the add#idrees to knock down that
noise level. On sheet 7 of the plans, it showthallearth berms and landscaping
on the tight turns.

Mr. Gere addressed the township Engineer's commenthich as he stated are
similar to the planner’'s comments.

Mr. Gere addressed the lack of another noise dtydapplicant. He explained
that the reluctance to do another noise study wathat they just “didn’t want
to.” Itis that they did not want to do anotherseostudy as stated because of the
concern of the Township Engineer and the TownsltiprAey that the current
noise studies are based on existing conditionglantbt match proposed
conditions. Mr. Gere further stated that the aggpit’s intent was if the special
use was granted and constructed according to fdles,a baseline could be
performed in order to determine noise levels dttihge. The baseline study
could include adjacent neighbors, township offgialit to the property to
determine acceptability and establish a baselitleaatime. If a baseline could
not be reached, then modifications would be madeitay noise levels within
acceptable standards to the township and adjaeggttlvors.

Pond — Mr. Gere stated they would make changesrd@iogpto the Planner and
Engineer comments and resubmit for final approval.

Planning member K. Miller asked that, due to thenber of new people present, to
restate the approval procedures for site plan ug$anning Chairman R. Zabawa
informed all present that the Planning Commissioly mmakes a recommendation to the
Township Board as an advisory committee to adwisebbard based on the information
supplied.

Tim Churchill, attorney for applicant, made a bpeésentation. He spoke about
misinformation previously submitted and his conserkle gave a description of what the
proposed use actually consist of. He further dtttat the applicant is proposing all
possible avenues to make this a harmonious usegattereference to goals and
objectives in the Master Plan regarding recreatiose, stating that currently Ida does
not have such a facility for recreation, and hois tise as proposed does preserve
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agricultural land, environmental lands and wetlanide also stated that the noise study
currently on file with the township states that tioése levels generated by the bikes are
the same or slightly higher than everyday noiselkand did not impose an
environmental health or safety issue for adjaceopgrty owners. He also made

reference to agricultural noise use. A list oksuaind regulations for the membership use
has been submitted to the township, which contagsrand regulations regarding
environmental use. He asked that it is notedttiraighout the public hearing process,
there have been people expressing their approvhlproject and, further, that the
applicants do have in their possession a petitioniaining over 120 signatures of people
who are in favor of this project. He also stateat it is not the intent of the petitioner to
come in and destroy the township with this projehe applicant believes it is a good
recreational project.

Chairman R. Zabawa commented on Mr. Churchill'stesteents that the Planning
Commission does not approve this project and tl@Planning Commission only makes
a recommendation.

Discussion held on procedures for recommendatitianning member K. Miller asked
what the Planning Commission options were at thiatp R. Zabawa stated that the final
site plan has been submitted. The Planning Cononi€sin proceed to make a
recommendation to the Township Board and the ToiprBbard can make a
determination at that point.

Township Attorney M. Kamprath explained the choifesspecial approval as mandated
by the Zoning Ordinance and Michigan Law to thenRlag Commission:

1. Recommendation to deny;
2. Recommendation to approve;
3. Recommendation to approve with conditions.

Planning Members then discussed the special aplpreyaest.
A MOTION was made by planning member L. Kreps:

MOTION to recommend denial to the Township Board of thaieant Charles

D. Mudge’s Special Land Use Application and SiterR#SLU2008-01) for a
private park on tax parcel #5808-006-020-00 inAK&2 zoning district based on
the findings, determinations, conclusions, requeets and standards as stated in
the Township Planner Carlisle Wortman’s reviewsda-12-2008 and 11-7-
2008 and the Township Engineer Mannik & Smith’seexs dated 7-25-2008 and
11-3-2008, and further that:

1. The location, size and intensity of the principadi@r accessory
operations will not be compatible with adjacentsuaed zoning of the
land, because of the number of residential homé#semearby and
surrounding areas.
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2. The proposed use is not compatible with the nagmaironment and
does not conserve natural resources and energy.

3. The proposed use does not protect the public hestbty, and
welfare as well as the social and economic welhgp@f those who
will use the land or activity, and the residentssibesses, and
landowners immediately adjacent to the proposedl ilathe
Township as a whole.

4. The proposed use does not promote the use ofridariaa socially
and economically desirable manner, because ofubkeathd noise
produced by such a venture to the detriment oflezgs in the area.

5. The location, size, intensity and site layout & tperations will be
objectionable to nearby dwellings, by reason ofapfumes, glare or
flash of lights.

Discussion followed:

Planning Member K. Miller stated that we have adisitems that were addressed
by the professional consultants that question wdrdtie proposed use is the
proper use of the land. One of K. Miller's concemthe driveway requirement
to access the property and setting precedentlféutate developments and
applications if not required with this use. AtteyrM. Kamprath stated that this
use is special and unique to this project and pie@eshould not be a major issue.

S. Desbrough asked M. Kamprath to define “harmanioMr. Kamprath replied
that “harmonious” to some degree is a subjectivma tevhich related to what is
harmonious with the neighborhood.

Discussion briefly held regarding motion procedure.

Discussion further included a question by S. Dastinaregarding the option of
approval with conditions or specific requirements.

MOTION SECONDED : Brian Angerer seconded the motion currently an th
floor with the supporting reasons listed in the it

AMENDMENT TO MOTION : K. Miller made a motion to amend the current
motion, to add conclusions that no sufficient nereagement and suppression
controls have been provided, to prevent detrimentplct to area properties and
to guarantee harmonious use with neighboring lands.

AMENDMENT TO MOTION SECONDED : B. Kamprath supported
Amendment to motion.

ROLL CALL VOTE FOR AMENDMENT TO MOTION:
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K. Miller — Yes

L. Kreps — Yes

B. Kamprath — Yes
B. Angerer — Yes

S. Desbrough — No
R. Zabawa — Yes

E. Bowman — absent

AMENDMENT TO MOTION CARRIED. 5 to 1 with 1 absent.
A vote was then taken on the followiMOTION as amended:

MOTION to recommend denial to the Township Board of thaiegnt Charles

D. Mudge’s Special Land Use Application and SiterR#SLU2008-01) for a
private park on tax parcel #5808-006-020-00 inAK&2 zoning district based on
the findings, determinations, conclusions, requaets and standards as stated in
the Township Planner Carlisle Wortman’s reviewsda-12-2008 and 11-7-
2008 and the Township Engineer Mannik & Smith’seexs dated 7-25-2008 and
11-3-2008, and further that:

1. The location, size and intensity of the principadi@r accessory
operations will not be compatible with adjacentsuaed zoning of the
land, because of the number of residential hom#semearby and
surrounding areas.

2. The proposed use is not compatible with the nagmaironment and
does not conserve natural resources and energy.

3. The proposed use does not protect the public hestbty, and
welfare as well as the social and economic welhp&if those who
will use the land or activity, and the residentssibesses, and
landowners immediately adjacent to the proposedl ilathe
Township as a whole.

4. The proposed use does not promote the use ofridariaa socially
and economically desirable manner, because ofubkeathd noise
produced by such a venture to the detriment oflezgs in the area.

5. The location, size, intensity and site layout behstinat the operations
will be objectionable to nearby dwellings, by reasd noise, fumes,
glare or flash of lights.

6. No sufficient noise management and suppressionasritave been
provided, to prevent detrimental impact to aregprtes and to
guarantee harmonious use with neighboring lands.

ROLL CALL VOTE:
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K. Miller — Yes

S. Desbrough — No
L. Kreps — Yes

B. Angerer — Yes

B. Kamprath — Yes
R. Zabawa — Yes

E. Bowman — absent

MOTION CARRIED. 5 to 1 with 1 absent.
Old Business: cont.

B. Review of Master Plan/Existing Land Use Map:A brief discussion was
held regarding the status of the Land Use Map hedvtaster Plan. B.
Powers will submit a final to the Planning Comnussfor both.

C. Blight Ordinance: A brief discussion was held regarding what clesngere
needed to the blight ordinance. Planner B. Postated the enforcement is
always the biggest issue for townships. B. Powks stated that
Carlisle/Wortman offers "Code Enforcement Servites.

R. Zabawa informed the planning members that tbetien of officers will be held in
December.

Adjournment:

Motion to adjourn was made by S. Desbrough andrembby L. Kreps. All in support.
Motion carried. Meeting adjourned at 9:43 p.m.

Submitted by:
Karen Jo Lieb, Recording Secretary

Approved by Planning Commission:
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