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LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES - 03-07-00

The regular meeting of the Ludington Planning Commission was held on March 7, 2000. The meeting
was held at the Ludington Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, Ml and was called to
order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman John Henderson.

ROLL CALL: The roll call showed the following results:

Present: Commissioners: Tom Coleman, Ron Sarto, Kaye Holman , John Henderson, Marge
Carlson and Paul Peterson.

Absent: Commissioners Frank Marrison, Jack Ereon, and Jack Scott

Also Present: Bldg. Insp./Zoning Administrator John Healy, City Attorney Roger Anderson and
Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote.

AGENDA APPROVAL.: Commissioner Coleman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Carlson to
approve the agenda. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & COMMUNICATIONS: There were no public comments or communication.

MINUTES: Commissioner Coleman asked if the letter to the area Township Boards had been sent, as
decided at the February meeting. Chairman Henderson told him that it had not been sent, but would be
done soon. Commissioner Carlson made a motion seconded by Commissioner Holman to approve the
minutes of February 1, 2000 as written. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: For purposes of hearing comments upon the proposed new Zoning
Ordinance No. 788.

City Attorney Roger Anderson explained to the Commission that there had been a lot of amendments
and typographical errors to the Ordinance over the years, but the Ordinance had never been readopted.
He said that the Ordinance needed to be brought in line with historical interpretation. If they ever had to
go to court and prove changes, they would have to prove every single amendment. He said that that
would be a monumental nightmare. There are no subsequent changes to the way it is enforced now.
There is no

intent to make any subsequent changes. There are no properties to be rezoned. Building Inspector
Healy agreed with Attorney Anderson that there would be no substantial changes in the Ordinance.

Chairman Henderson opened the discussion for public comment. There were none.

Commissioner Peterson made a motion to forward the readopting of Zoning Ordinance No.788 to City
Council for approval, seconded by Commissioner Sarto. Motion carried unanimously.

Consider a request from SJS Ventures/Jamesport Brewing Company to construct a deck for
outdoor service of food and beverage at 410 S James St.

Harriet Jones, 404 S James Street, told the Commission that the proposed deck was located behind the
building and was well within the required lines. They would have Tables, chairs, umbrellas, etc. They
would like to have it finished for Harbor Festival. She feels as though it would be very advantageous in
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the summer, because people like to be outside. She said it was very necessary for their plans. They
would serve food, beer and wine on the deck.

Gerry Genter, 407 S Rath stated that he has watched the growth of the area. Everything that Jamesport
Brewing Company has done has been in good taste.

Kara Tilden, James St. Station, 320 S James St. said that they were excited to have them on that end of
town. She felt like James St. Station was an experiment when they put in their deck. Their only
concern was that Jamesport Brewing Company should have to follow the same stipulations that were put
on James St. Station.

Chairman Henderson closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Sarto told the Commission that the Special Land Use Committee had met. He explained
that they had a lot of general questions. They were trying to be consistent. They put stipulations on one
similar deck and they want to make sure they are 100% consistent. They would impose the same
regulations which is a lengthy list.

Chairman Henderson read the list of stipulations that were imposed on James St. Station.

Commissioner Sarto was concerned about the availability of walking off the deck with open containers.
There was no way to control egress/ingress without walking off. He feels that in order to control this,
they would have to close off the back and go in or out through the building.

Shane Woodring, James St. Station, 320 S James St. told the Commission that the Liquor Commission
would not approve the deck unless it met their approval.

Commissioner Sarto said that it even if the Liquor Commission will approve it that way, he feels it is in
the best interest of everyone not to allow people to just walk off the deck.

Mrs. Jones told the Commission that the back had a fire exit that would be closed but they had to have
one there.

Commissioner Sarto wanted to know about the paved parking in the back. Mrs. Jones told him that it
would probably be for employees and deliveries. Building Inspector Healy said that in that district there
were no parking requirements.

Commissioner Sarto said that if they gave approval, it would have to be up to code and that handicap
accessibility should be addressed up front. Mrs. Jones explained that they had acquired an ADA
exemption.

Commissioner Coleman pointed out that the Planning Commission looks at the compatibility with the
adjacent properties and reserves the right to make revisions or changes if or when it comes necessary.
He also stated that he could see that the back area could become parking for customers in four or five
years. There will be some kind of use that would have people coming in and out off the deck. He
would like to see more of what will be done to prevent it.
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Commissioner Henderson said that he felt that there should be screening off the deck to make it more
difficult to gain entry. He feels that the going in or out could become a neighborhood problem.

Commissioner Sarto said that he thinks that they should table the matter until the egress/ingress, from
the deck, is resolved and the Commission is shown how the problem will be eliminated. Chairman
Henderson agreed stating that they were not trying to make it hard, they have questions and want
answers.

Building Inspector Healy said that Police Chief Taranko would like to know where the bulk of deliveries
were going to be made and what time of day. Mrs. Jones said that they would not open until noon so
deliveries would probably be made in the morning. Also, they were going to put the delivery area next
to the alley.

Attorney Anderson asked if maybe the Committee could meet with Mrs. Jones to save time, before the
next meeting. The Commission agreed.

Commissioner Coleman made a motion to table the special land use issue until the April meeting,
seconded by Commissioner Sarto. Motion carried unanimously.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

Waterfront Committee Report:

Commissioner Sarto reported to the Commission that the Committee met on February 15" and February
28" Basically they reviewed all of the areas that they had been talking about. They have targeted
Loomis St. down to the S. Rath area to concentrate hard on. They have proposed ideas that they will put
text together on and present at the next meeting. Then they will get the professional planner involved.
Commissioner Coleman stated that there were some spots that they could have done better on. They
were looking at some things that were mentioned at the last meeting, such as setbacks, height, etc.

NEW BUSINESS:

Consideration for parking as a permitted use or special land use in the CBD and MC districts.

Building Inspector Healy told the Commission that there were several parcels in the City that could be
used as either a permitted, temporary, or permanent use and would like the Commission to take a look at
it. Chairman Henderson said that it would be given to the Text Committee. Commissioner Coleman
commented that he had attended the Chamber of Commerce meeting and that the one thing that kept
coming up was the lack of parking downtown.

SITE PLAN REVIEW REPORT:
None

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
None






Page 4
Planning Commission Minutes

ADJOURNMENT:

A motion was made by Commissioner Peterson seconded by Commissioner Holman to adjourn the
meeting. Motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 7:50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary

John Henderson, Chairman







LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
MAY 2, 2000

The regular meeting of the Ludington Planning Commission was held on May 2, 2000. The meeting
was held at the Ludington Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, MI and was called to
order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman John Henderson.

ROLL CALL: The roll call showed the following results:

Present: Commissioners: Tom Coleman, Kaye Holman , John Henderson, Marge Carlson, Frank
Marrison, Jack Ereon, and Jack Scott.

Absent: Ron Sarto and Paul Peterson

Also Present: Bldg. Insp./Zoning Administrator John Healy, City Attorney Roger Anderson and
Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote.

AGENDA APPROVAL.: Commissioner Coleman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Marrison
to approve the agenda. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & COMMUNICATIONS:

Kathy McLain, Jamesport Brewing, 410 S James St., asked the Commission to reconsider their
stipulation of no glassware on the deck at Jamesport Brewing. She told the Commission that the use of
plastic would be very expensive. She stated that the with the type of clientele they have, there would
not be a problem with throwing things off of the deck.

Harriet Jones, Jamesport Brewing, 410 S James St., said that sometimes people have to wait at the bar
for a table on the deck and have a glass of wine. They have to take it and pour it into a plastic cup.
People do not like drinking wine in plastic. It’s just a matter of expense and logistics that we just don’t
want to do it.

Charles Nowakowski, 906 Monona Dr., We bought a piece of property and was told that it was semi-
commercial. | want to build a garage and have a shop for my wife. She does hair and sells wigs to the
hospital. Now | have talked to John Healy, and found out that I can’t do that there. It is limited
commercial; you can have doctor’s offices and such, but not a beauty shop.

Joan Nowakowski, 906 Monona Dr, | will be doing hair just two days a week. | want to keep doing the
ladies that | have done for many years. | would sell the wigs when the doctors send them over.

Commissioner Ereon asked when they bought this property and whom they bought it from.

Mrs. Nowakowski told him that they just bought the property from Dr. Mast.

Inspector Healy told the Commission that in the limited commercial district barber and beauty shops are
not recognized. When Mr. Nowakowski came in the office today, we discussed several options to try to

make it a legal use. Maybe a use variance or maybe bringing it before the Planning Commission to
make it a permitted use or special land use.
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Mr. Nowakowski said that he had this trouble before with The Stables. We went to court to fight the
City then.

Mrs. Nowakowski said that when the case against the City was settled, she did not accept the money.
Mr. Nowakowski said that not allowing beauty shops would be discrimination. It would be just his
wife, alone in the shop. They also service a lot of people in chemo with wigs.

Commissioner Ereon wanted to know how many more lots were in that area? Inspector Healy explained
that the other lots to the East were zoned R3A. Commissioner Ereon said that he thought that they
should allow beauty shops.

Commissioner Coleman stated that when he buys property, he finds out what the zoning is. This was all
hear say from the seller. This is a learning lesson. You asked John what your options were. Now it is
up to you to pick which option.

Mrs. Nowakowski told the Commission that her daughter had gone to the courthouse and was told that a
beauty shop was possible because this property was “semi-commercial”.

Commissioner Coleman told them that they needed to work with Mr. Healy and look at the options.
When they pick an option, then come back. He did not want to go into that at this meeting.

Public Comments Closed.

MINUTES: Commissioner Ereon made a motion to approve the minutes of the April 18, 2000
meeting seconded by Commissioner Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS: NONE

NEW BUISNESS.:
Proposed text changes-Article 700.6, Temporary Parking Areas in CBD, MC, W, and WS
Districts.

Commissioner Coleman explained that Inspector Healy had asked that the Commission look at possible
text that would allow temporary parking in some of the vacant lots in the downtown area. This
proposed text has been through the City Attorney and we recommend that it be added to the Zoning
Ordinance.

Commissioner Marrison wanted to know about overnight parking. Commissioner Ereon wanted to
know about Semis. Attorney Anderson said that boats and trailers would not be allowed.
Commissioner Ereon said that he would want to restrict trucks.

Commissioner Coleman said that this would be private parking. Private property owners could allow
what they want. If the private owner chooses to allow overnight, | do not see a problem.
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City Attorney Anderson suggested exclusion of boats, campers, and trailers. Then the City could ticket
any that were there. That is what there have been problems with.

Commissioner Ereon wanted to know who requested this. Attorney Anderson explained that this had
come up several times. There are areas where vacant lots were just sitting and at the same time there
was not enough parking. This would be a temporary basis for parking.

Commissioner Coleman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Holman to set the proposed text,
with changes, for public hearing at the June meeting. Motion carried unanimously.

Glassware on Decks

Chairman Henderson opened discussion regarding using glassware on decks for outdoor service of food
and beverage. He wanted to know if they were consistent with all the decks. Inspector Healy stated that
they were all the same. Chairman Henderson said that they should check with the Police Department
to find out if there had been any problems. He stated that he had no issue or problem with the use.
Maybe they should lighten up a little.

Commissioner Scott stated that he could not imagine being faced with any calamities by the use of
glassware. He had talked to Wally Taranko, and he did not remember any instances. He also said that
he did not think that glassware should be restricted. They were over reacting to a simple request.

Commissioner Henderson suggested that the special land use committee take a look at the issue and
have a decision in June. In the meantime, they have the rule and they need to live by the rule until it
changes.

Nowakowski Property Issue:

Inspector Healy asked the Commission how they wanted to handle the request to allow home
occupations as a permitted use or special land use in the Limited Commercial district. Commissioner
Henderson explained the time frame involved with any text change, and told the Nowakowski’s if that
did not meet their time frame, they may want to look for a different avenue. Commissioner Coleman
said that the text committee would take a look at it.

Waterfront Committee:

Chairman Henderson told the Committee that Commissioner Sarto had requested that Commissioner
Coleman take over as Chairman. Commissioner Coleman agreed to take the position.

Commissioner Coleman also reported that the Adhoc Committee wanted to meet with the Professional
Planner sometime in the middle of May. They will have something to present to the Board soon.
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Planned Unit Development:

Commissioner Henderson asked City Attorney Anderson if he knew what was going on with the
developers regarding a possible PUD. He explained that the reason he asked, was because they really
don’t know much about it and if they were going to have to deal with it they might need some training.

City Attorney Anderson told the Commission that they had not heard back from the developers. They
have not specified the density on the property. He explained to the developer’s attorney that the
Planning Commission could not increase the density above what is allowed. The developers are looking
at all the density problems, because there would have to be approvals from all boards.

SITE PLAN REVIEW REPORT:
None

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
None

ADJOURNMENT:

A motion was made by Commissioner Scott seconded by Commissioner Holman to adjourn the meeting.
Motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary

John Henderson, Chairman






LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
JUNE 6, 2000

The regular meeting of the Ludington Planning Commission was held on June 6, 2000. The meeting
was held at the Ludington Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, Ml and was called to
order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman John Henderson.

ROLL CALL: The roll call showed the following results:

Present: Commissioners: Tom Coleman, Kaye Holman , John Henderson, Marge Carlson, Ron
Sarto, Paul Peterson, Jack Ereon, and Jack Scott.

Absent: Frank Marrison

Also Present: Bldg. Insp./Zoning Administrator John Healy, City Attorney Roger Anderson and
Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote.

AGENDA APPROVAL.: Commissioner Coleman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Sarto to
approve the agenda with the addition of reviewing the fence ordinance under new business. Motion
carried unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & COMMUNICATIONS:

John Larson, 902 Woodlawn Dr., stated that he was looking to change the fence ordinance so that he
could extend his fence. He cannot understand why you are unable to appeal the fence ordinance. His
lot does not fit any lot description in the City of Ludington. He has invited every Commission member
to look at his lot, so they all know what his situation is. He is just looking to get a fence variance to
extend out to the sidewalk.

Commissioner Ereon asked Mr. Larson if he wanted to run his fence up the north. Mr. Larson said that
he just wanted to turn the corner for the look value of it. He stated that there was a 25ft setback in the
ordinance, and with his lot, that was half of his yard.

Jack Hanover, representing Charles and Joan Nowakowski, 906 Monona Dr, wanted to address the
article that appeared in the Ludington Daily News that stated, by Mr. Larson, that this residence would
become a beauty shop business. He wanted the Commission to know that the statement was untrue.
The correct statement is, the Nowakowskis will be living there. They will be under different rules and
regulations set up by the City of Ludington. Mrs. Nowakowski will be running her Shaklee business
and beauty business with one person only. It is not going to be a beauty business. There will be no
retail out of there, what so ever. In regards to the fence, right now it is not in compliance with the City
of Ludington, nor is it in compliance with the covenants for the plat. He is supposed to have a 25-ft
setback, and now he has a 15-ft setback. Mr. Hanover handed out copies of the original Covenants to
point out that the lot that the Nowakowskis were on was not a part of the Forest Hills Covenants. He
stated that they were in compliance with all of the City codes. They have had the lot surveyed and they
meet all setbacks. The sidewalk is ok. A circle drive is ok as long as the have the proper curb cuts. If
Mr. Healy goes out and the garage is wrong, he will red tag it and stop it.

Public Comments Closed.
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MINUTES: Commissioner Ereon made a motion to approve the minutes of the June 6, 2000 meeting
with corrections seconded by Commissioner Coleman. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: To consider a request from Edward McCumber to expand a non-conformity in
order to construct a 6 X 10 addition on the west end of existing garage at the following address:
TINKHAM'S SUBDIVISION OF TINKHAM'S ADDITION LOT 4 BLOCK 23 also known as 608 N
Lavinia.

Mr. McCumber explained to the Commission that the existing garage was small and they would like to
put an addition on it for storage. He would like to side the garage when he was done.

Chairman Henderson closed public comments.
The recording secretary reported that there were thirty-nine notices sent with one response in favor.

Commissioner Holman asked Mr. McCumber if the bushes to the north were on the lot line. Mr.
McCumber said that they went right down the fence line.

Commissioner Sarto reported that the Committee had met and did not see a problem. It looked like he
had met all the requirements, and they would recommend approval.

Commissioner Sarto made a motion to approve the expansion of a non-conforming structure seconded
by Commissioner Peterson. Motion carried unanimously.

To consider a request from John Henderson to expand a non-conformity in order to construct a 2 X 20
addition on the northwest corner of existing house at the following address: RESSEGUIE'S ADDITION
LOT 10 BLOCK 7 also known as 409 E Filer St.

Chairman Henderson relinquished the Chair to Vice-Chairman, Tom Coleman and took a seat in the
audience.

Mr. Henderson explained to the Commission that he needed the expansion to square up his home. He
explained why his house was non-conforming.

Commissioner Coleman closed public hearing.

The recording Secretary reported that there were forty-one notices sent with one response in favor.
Commissioner Sarto reported that the Committee had met and felt that it would be a good project to
square the house up and was in favor of it. Commissioner Ereon made a motion to allow the expansion
of a non-conforming structure seconded by Commissioner Peterson. Motion carried unanimously

Chairman Henderson returned to the Chair.

Proposed text changes-Article 700.6, Temporary Parking Areas in CBD, MC, W, and WS Districts.
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No public comment.
Commissioner Coleman made a motion to forward the proposed text of Article 700.6, Temporary
Parking Areas in CBD, MC, W, and WS Districts, to the City Council for their approval, seconded by

Commissioner Sarto. Motion carried unanimously

Correction of clerical error, Zoning Ordinance 23-00, Section 400.14, Minimum lot size in W
(Waterfront): Lot area per dwelling unit, 3BR-3,400 sq. ft.

No public comment.
Commissioner Coleman made a motion to send a correction to Zoning Ordinance 23-00, Section 400.14,
Minimum lot size in W (Waterfront): Lot area per dwelling unit, 3BR-3,400 sqg. ft. to City Council for

approval, seconded by Commissioner Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

Home Occupations in Limited Commercial District:

Commissioner Coleman explained to the Commissioners that home occupations were listed in the most
restricted zones. He felt that it made sense to add home occupations as a special land use to the limited
commercial district. Attorney Anderson wanted to make sure that they had the same conditions as other
home occupations. Commissioner Coleman explained that it would be a simple text change.
Commissioner Coleman made the recommendation that this issue be brought to a public hearing at the
July meeting.

Glassware on Decks:

The Special Land Use Committee followed up on the glassware issue. Chairman Henderson stated that
he spoke to Police Chief Taranko about this. He has not found any problems with the glass.

Commissioner Coleman asked if they should keep beer bottles off the deck. Chairman Henderson asked
Shane Woodring, James St. Station, about bottles on the deck. Mr. Woodring told the Commission that
they had the deck for three years now. At first they spent a lot of money on plastic. He stated that a lot
of people do not like drinking beer from a can. They even pay more for bottles. They have had no
problems with the glass at all.

Kathy McLain, Jamesport Brewing Co., would like to encourage the Commission to allow bottles on the
decks. The customers want it.

Commissioner Sarto wanted to know if they could try it on a trial basis. Chairman Henderson told him
that the Commission held the right to come back at anytime to review the conditions.

Chairman Henderson made a motion to amend the original conditions put on outdoor decks by removing
the condition that stated no glass beverage containers are allowed outside the building or on the deck
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area, from the list of special conditions set on all three outdoor decks seconded by Commissioner
Carlson. Motion carried unanimously.

Waterfront Committee Report:

Commissioner Coleman reported that the Waterfront Committee met with the planner, Paul LeBlanc.
He stated that they received text from Attorney Roger Anderson and they were somewhere around 80%
of where they wanted to be. Mr. LeBlanc thought that they were on a pretty good track. They talked
about the Master Plan and Waterfront Master Plan with ties to the downtown area. They talked about
trade offs with height versus width and landscape standards that could be a problem. Commissioner
Coleman told the Commission that Attorney Anderson had given them an excellent start.

Commissioner Carlson asked if there had been discussion about the parking for boat trailers.
Commissioner Coleman said that they had not gotten down to that detail, but they knew there was a
problem.

NEW BUISNESS:

Set July Meeting:

Chairman Henderson made a motion to hold the July meeting on Tuesday the 11" with the placed to be
announced at a later date, seconded by Commissioner Holman. Motion carried unanimously.

Fence Ordinance:

Commissioner Coleman said that Gil Larson had asked them to take a look the fence ordinance, but they
did not do it. Now there is a unique situation, and I think it is time to look at it.

Chairman Henderson said that he would like to form a special committee to take a look at the ordinance.
He would like the Special Land Use Committee to take a look at it.

Mr. Larson stated that if the Committee was so worried about it before, why did they make a blanket
policy that took everyone into effect with a square lot, when not everyone has a square lot or made it
non-appealable.

Chairman Henderson explained that they would have to have a committee look at the issues that were
raised.

Mrs. Kimberly Larson asked if it would be sometime in September that they would be able to put up
their fence and they would have a business in their backyard.

Chairman Henderson again tried to explain to the Larsons that there was a process that they had to
follow and that there was nothing to be done right then. There are a lot of different things to look at.
Chairman Henderson said that Commissioner Sarto, Peterson and himself would be on the Committee.
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Mr. Larson wanted to know how someone that did not even live in the City be on a Committee to make
a decision on a zoning ordinance in the City of Ludington.

Chairman Henderson stated that the Mayor and Council appointed this Commission and that any
questions of that nature would have to be taken up with them.

SITE PLAN REVIEW REPORT:
None

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
None

ADJOURNMENT:

A motion was made by Commissioner Coleman seconded by Commissioner Holman to adjourn the
meeting. Motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary

John Henderson, Chairman







LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
August 1, 2000

The regular meeting of the Ludington Planning Commission was held on August 1, 2000. The meeting
was held at the Ludington Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, Ml and was called to
order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman John Henderson.

ROLL CALL: The roll call showed the following results:

Present: Commissioners: Tom Coleman, John Henderson, Marge Carlson, Ron Sarto, Jack Ereon,
Frank Marrison and Jack Scott.

Absent: Kaye Holman and Paul Peterson

Also Present: Bldg. Insp./Zoning Administrator John Healy, City Attorney Roger Anderson and
Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote.

AGENDA APPROVAL: Commissioner Ereon made a motion seconded by Commissioner Marrison to
approve the agenda as written. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & COMMUNICATIONS:

John Larson, 902 Woodlawn, read a letter that stated his feelings regarding the fence ordinance. In the
letter, he stated that once again, he felt belittled by the local City government. It went on to state that
the fence issue did not effect anyone but him and his family. Mr. Larson spoke about the House of
Flavors issue and said that within one month the Commission has come up with a solution to resolve the
issue. He challenged the Commission and Attorney Anderson to use discretion and common sense and
grant him the right to put up his fence by way of a special land use permit. He stated that the only thing
that he questioned was there is no variance allowed. This letter was not submitted for public record.

Barb Sitler, 202 N Gaylord, stated that she would like to publicly thank Attorney Anderson, Mr. Healy,
the Commission as well as the House of Flavors for working to solve the problem.

Bruce Sonnenberg, 610 W Ludington Ave, felt like there were several comments made by the HOF that
were published in the paper that he did not feel were proper. He then read the comments that were
stated in the newspaper articles. He stated that these comments were totally out of line. It is the wrong
message to send. He said that his request should not be approved.

Ron Nutter, 201 N Lewis. stated that he would not like to see a rezoning. He said he always
appreciated what Jeff did, but would like to avoid rezoning. He said that he did not care if the house
was used as a break room or if they stored pallets, as long it was not an eyesore.

Janice Denby, 204 N William, was in opposition to the rezoning. She stated that she has heard the
house would be torn down and a pole building was to be erected.

Jeff Wikes, 202 N Lewis, agreed with Mrs. Denby. He feels that it is not the right place to expand.
John Larson, 902 Woodlawn, wanted to explain to the Commission and the public why he lost his

temper in the July meeting. He said that he tried to talk and was told he was out of order. He wanted
that clarified so he did not look like a lunatic out there yelling at everybody.
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Jeff Hackert, House of Flavors, said that they would like to rescind their request. Through public
comment and neighbor concern they felt that if they did rezone the property and then move out of town,
someone could come in and put up a Great Lakes Casting. He said that he had talked to Committee
members about what could be done to use the property in a professional manner. He wanted to thank
the Committee members who had worked hard on this, for their professionalism.

Chairman Henderson asked Mr. Hackert if they were also rescinding their special land use request, and
he said yes.

MINUTES: Commissioner Coleman made a motion to approve the minutes of the July 11, 2000, as
written, seconded by Commissioner Sarto. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: NONE

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

HOUSE OF FLAVORS:

Commissioner Sarto reported to the Commission that the Committee had been working with Jeff
Hackert looking at the possibility of expanding a non-conforming use with tight restrictions. They
would extend the use to use the house as a break room and office. They will come back with a proposal
to get something that will be a good fit for the neighbors.

WATERFRONT REPORT:

Commissioner Coleman reported that the Waterfront Adhoc Committee met. They have worked on a
first draft that they are not ready to share yet. It is a work in progress. They will try to meet with the
Planner on the 15" of August. They are hoping to have a first draft in October.

FENCE ORDINANCE:

Chairman Henderson illustrated the proposed fence ordinance for corner lots to the Commission. There
were drawings illustrating different fence scenarios. He explained that there would be no appeals for
anything greater than 4 ft. in the 25 ft. set back area. There would be a special land use for anything
closer than the 25-ft. setbacks. Chairman Henderson opened the issue for discussion to the Commission
members.

Commissioner Sarto made a motion to bring the proposed text to public hearing at the September 5,
2000 meeting, seconded by Commissioner Coleman. Motion carried unanimously.

NEW BUSINESS:
The Planning Commission is invited to attend a Zoning Board of Appeals Workshop on August 15,
2000 at 6:00 p.m. The guest speaker will be Paul LeBlanc, Langworthy, Stader, LeBlanc & Assoc.

SITE PLAN REVIEW:
Commissioner Coleman reported to the Commission that a Site Plan Review was held on August 1,
2000 for the expansion of the Ludington Daily News. The Site Plan was approved with conditions.
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August 1, 2000

COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS: NONE

ADJOURNMENT:
Commissioner Sarto made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:55 p.m. seconded by Commissioner
Ereon. Motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary

John Henderson, Chairman







LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES
October 3, 2000

The regular meeting of the Ludington Planning Commission was held on October 3, 2000. The meeting was held at the
Ludington Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, MI and was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman John
Henderson.

ROLL CALL: The roll call showed the following results:

Present: Commissioners: Tom Coleman, John Henderson, Ron Sarto, Jack Ereon, Frank Marrison, Jack Scott, Kaye
Holman and Paul Peterson.

Absent: Commissioner Marge Carlson

Also Present: Bldg. Insp./Zoning Administrator John Healy, Mayor Carol Pomorski, City Manager Jim Miller, City
Attorney Roger Anderson and Recording Secretary Karen McKinley.

AGENDA APPROVAL.: Commissioner Coleman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Holman to approve the agenda
as written. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & COMMUNICATIONS:

Retired Master Sergeant Jerry Denby, 204 N. William: 1 stand in opposition to the HOF expansion for special variances.
We’ve heard the same comments over and over the last several planning commission boards and it’s almost useless to state
them again. You’ve got them on public record. | stand in opposition to any special variances or expansion into our
residential area.

Gerry Genter, 804 Diana: | hope the planning commission will take a long look at the rezoning of the waterfront. | can see
their point in which they have got a very good point. | agree with that 100%. But the people that own property, | think,
they’re being penalized by the size of the proposed. | realize it’s not set in gold or set in stone, but I think they ought to take
a longer look

Bob Mangolitz, 671 Audobon Dr, Holland Mi.: What is the planning commission intending to do about the waterfront issue
tonight.

Commissioner Henderson: On the agenda tonight, the waterfront committee is going to give a report, that’s all we’re going to
do. Just generally give us a report on the workshop meeting.

Bob Manglitz: I’d just like to go on record that there were several items in the workshop that they held, that | was opposed
to. In particular the public access to private property.

Bob Selof, 1010 N. Ferry: | represent the Ludington Boat Club and we’re affected by the waterfront proposal, and at this
point we are also opposed to the public access to private property.

Steve Abrahamson, 6968 Duneview: And | just want to go on record as being opposed to the public access on the waterfront
property.

Linus Thalman, 1191 Gary: | to am opposed to public access.
Commissioner Henderson: That was pertaining to waterfront?
Linus Thalman: Waterfront, yes.

Janice Denby, 204 N. William: I’m opposed to House of Flavors expanding in any way possible. | think they’ve outgrown
their location. They need to consider moving on. They’re not a new company, they’re well established, and it’s time to move.

Tom Peacock, 1937 Tall Oaks Drive: | don’t have specific criticism of the efforts that have been put into the waterfront
planning so far, but | hope there is some sort of forum so that the city, as well as the landowners, can come to some sort of a
viable agreement that’s fair to both the public and the owners. | think | can understand where this board is coming from and
try to protect the citys’ view and so on, but it seems rather severe. | think there should be a forum so somehow there can be
some compromise arrived at.
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Commissioner Henderson: That is what they were trying to do with the workshop. But they may hold other ones. Any other
public comments?

Bob Budreau, 921 Seminole: Just a couple comments. In just a general view of development along the waterfront, our central
business district, some other areas. I spent this afternoon with 20 pretty high powered commercial brokers in Grand Rapids.
Part of what we talked about had nothing to do with this development. But the issue came on the table about Ludington in
general. And one of the things | will tell you and I’ve said this before at council meetings, it’s amazing how many people
know what’s happening to Ludington. Of the 20 brokers that were there, and they represented Grand Rapids, Kalamazooo,
Holland, Traverse City, several communities around there, the Western Michigan metropolitan areas. Of all those people
that were there, 18 of them have been to Ludington this summer, and we’re not really a destination on the way to someplace
else, you virtually have to come here to be here. Every one of them knew about our waterfront development, every one of
them knew about what is happening with the Meijer going in, they also understand the corridor and what’s happening there. |
know that’s not a city issue but it affects us downtown and our waterfront. By talking about that | was the table of
conversation at the time about Ludington and they all want a piece of us, | mean they’re all watching us very, very carefully.
The only point I make of that is | hope that what we’re doing is we’re looking at the big picture on development, because
Ludington is going to develop, | mean it’s going to happen. 1’d rather see good solid development than poor development.
That’s all my comments.

Jim Claire, 720 S.Washington: Last week I’ve had the opportunity to meet with, or speak with 3 of the 4 individuals that are
on the sub-committee, on the planning commission, that is drafting the new ordinance. | wanted to thank them for taking the
time to come down and meet with me and | think they have a better feel for some of the issues and concerns that | have. |
look forward to further meetings with them to try to resolve the situation that we have now. | basically open up my door if
any of the people on the commission would like to get together and speak with me. 1’d definitely like to have more public
discussion and discussion with the property owners as well as with the sub-committee to get this resolved. Thanks again.

Cal Prince, 27 E. 33 Holland, Mi.: I"d like to have you to take a good close look at the size of the buildings and the gaps
that they’re allowing in between there before you make those the rule and the buildability of those in making those cost
affective is pretty difficult. When you say 93 feet to us that means 75 because you can’t go 93 and make that work. And with
a 24 * gap unless it’s a ranch style you have to spread them further than that or go to things with no windows in them so |
don’t think you achieve what you’re after. I’ll be glad to discuss that with them if you like.

Lynn Ponce: 1 live in Orchard View Menlo Park, but sometimes my wife thinks | live at the office which is at 300 S. Rath
Ave., as the Marketing Director for Harbor Front Plaza, so you obviously know where my bias lies. We have a debate at 9:00
tonight so | don’t think I need to do one here, but | would like to just point out a couple of facts to you. | started July 28, and
we keep very serious records at the condominium project and since that time up until last week there were 1631 visitors that |
personally talked to that toured the Harbor Front Plaza. Of those the only negative comments that any of those visitor had
were looking to the East of our property not to the West. | think the waterfront planning that has been done up to this point
has been wonderful. | give tours of the condominiums and the people look out in the front and they are primarily people from
out of town and they’re also primarily people that come to Ludington week after week every year. Many of them come and
say we come here every week this year and we are very proud to show that building off. I think we, as citizens of Ludington
are very proud of what has been done so far. Let’s try to keep the ball rolling in a positive motion. Get some workshops in
here and get things resolved so that we, as citizens, can as those people who come here as destinations quite possible to
spend money and to invest our community. We need to keep that ball rolling in a positive manner and not go back to rock
piles; bus garages things that we have had in the past. And actually that’s what people mention when they come in. They say
we remember what was here before and this is just a marvelous, marvelous development. And that’s not just the harbor front,
that’s the park and the waterfront. So let’s keep the ball rolling

John Riedl, 202 N Robert: with the House of Flavors | am totally against any more expansion down there as well as
anything. But | do have a question on the waterfront. When you came up with that 93 or 94 foot building with a 24-foot view
corridor | guess is what it’s for. Is there any chance that that could be waived as lots develop because along Rath Ave. | just
look at this for a developer to own a city block and have to split a building. Who requires that corridor behind them? It’s the
back end of a commercial area that is back ends of buildings nobody’s living back there. Can those things be waived then to
allow a longer building to be built in one piece? And that was a question | was thinking about. Because there are spots. You
can keep the corridor along the streets open but why do you have to have them in the middle of the block, depending on
who’s behind them. And certainly back in the buildings which are primarily accesses for trucks and delivery hardly would
need a view. And there are other blocks in there where there is no residential behind there.
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Sue Russell, 807 E. Ludington Ave.: I’m here also for the House of Flavor issue, but | did want to make a comment about the
waterfront. 1’d like to say that what was quoted in the newspaper by Tom Coleman | guess | feel real strongly. | think we
should have some thought as far as building positioning, height. Maybe things could be different, or could have been
different. I do know that what has been done is very beautiful, very beautiful there’s no doubt but again I would hate to see a
wall put up. And I’ll challenge each any every one of you tonight to please think about blocking that natural resource.

Barb Sitler, 202 N Gaylord: I’m also here on the House of Flavors expansion or rezoning, special land use. | think the
waterfront people are here concerned with the future and I guess that’s part of what I’d

like you to also think of with the House of Flavor expansion. We know they do own or West End Development does own
more property downtown and part of the comment that’s come up with the House of Flavor expansion is the city has allowed
us to expand and expand and expand so how can we say no now but I think we also have to think of the decision you make
as far as the current property is also going to affect more. If we say yes you can expand on this property is that going to lead
to the other properties that they own downtown as more of a support of ok we’ve agreed to this so we can’t say no to further
down the road to.

Bob Budreau, 921 Seminol: 1’d like to see addressed a couple issues. One is of the public land that is asked for, | would like
to know how is that taxed, who maintains it, who handles the liability on it, and issues to the fact of who, | guess I’m not sure
what that means, public lands, if that’s a barren field or if that’s a completely landscaped sight, improved or not improved-in
the discussion if you would please.

MINUTES: Commissioner Ereon made a motion to approve the minutes of the September 5, 2000 meeting, as written,
seconded by Commissioner Peterson. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

REZONING

To consider a request from Dr. Daniel R. King to rezone the following described property from R3A (Multi Family
Residential District) to LC (Limited Commercial):

Resseguie’s addition lot 1 and E 5 Ft of lot 2 block 4 also known as 102 S. Washington Ave. and Resseguie’s addition W
55 ft of lot 2 block 4 also known as 608 E Ludington Ave.

Dr. King who has his dental office at 102 S. Washington Ave. explained to the Commission the problems he has with
parking for the dental office. He wants to purchase the property at 608 E. Ludington Ave to create off-street parking in the
rear of that property

Ray Czap, 106 S Washington Ave.: said that he is in favor of the request with the stipulation of looking into a storm
sewer catch basin on the proposed parking lot due to water run off into what he thinks is now an abandoned city storm
sewer system

Tom Tyron, 305 E Ludington Ave: said he was in favor of the rezoning. He asked Dr. King if he was going to keep the
house. Dr. King stated that he didn’t want the house itself and would sell it.

Chairman Henderson closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Ereon reported that they looked at the property and had questions on if Dr. King sold the house how the
new owners would have access to it. Dr. King stated he didn’t know and he would accept suggestions from the

commission as to who he could ask that to.

Chairman Henderson noted that there were requirements in the book and asked Dr. King if his lot was currently a full city
lot 60 x 140. Dr. King stated his lot is 65 wide by 140 and the other was 55 ft by 140.

Commissioner Scott stated that there is a garage behind the lot on Ludington Ave. Asked Dr. King if he was going to
leave it. Dr. King stated it would be removed.
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Commissioner Scott stated that he, the sub-committee chair person and Commissioner Ereon could not make a
recommendation to the full board at this time what should be done as they felt they did not have enough information. He
suggests to Dr. King and the Commission at this time that Dr. King should talk to someone about what he intends to do.
He suggests Dr. King get a better drawing, more specifics, and more details on what he intends to do.

Dr. King asked to whom he should meet with when he gets more information.

Chairman Henderson stated it would be Commissioners Scott and Ereon

Commissioner Scott made a motion to table, seconded by Commissioner Ereon. Motion carried, with Commissioner
Coleman opposing based on the fact of his not having a chance to discuss some of his concerns.

HOUSE OF FLAVORS

To consider a request from the House of Flavors for an expansion of non-conformity at Original Plat, Lot 3, Block 29, also
known as 405 W Court St.

Commissioner Sarto stated that the sub-committee has met and heard many comments from many people on both sides of
this issue. The consensus from the public is that there really would not be a lot of opposition to continue using the house as
offices and a breakroom as long as they weren’t using the property for storage of pallets or machinery, and as long as the
house was kept up in a professional manner and the lawn was kept in a manner that met the area and transition of the area.
Our feeling in the sub-committee is we could allow that use as a special land use without allowing the use for the property
itself for storing pallets, etc. We put a lot of thought into this whole process and think that the House of Flavor has done
some work in the last few weeks especially to move some things out of there to make it more presentable and I think if Jeff
and the House of Flavor continues to do that they may get some more support from the neighbors to be able to use that
property in a different way with different screening. One of the suggestions | have and the committee too is that there is an
existing fence on the S lot line and an existing fence on the W lot line. My proposal would be to allow those fences to either
be left as is or be removed with the exception of the W one. The S one could be removed if the House of Flavors chose to, or
left. | think either way it wouldn’t be a problem from my perspective.

Commissioner Ereon questioned Commissioner Sarto on the S fence. How are they going to control the traffic? If they take it
down it could create a hazard.

Commissioner Sarto stated that was a concern regarding the W fence also and that he would personally like to see them stay
there as is, not a chain link fence or to go any higher.

Commissioner Peterson stated he is on the committee and agreed with the consensus, however his concern remains the same
as it is for many people. I’m afraid that when the House of Flavor is given an inch it takes a mile and | think that no matter
we suggest or approve tonight they will find a way to get around it. And that is a very major concern we all have, and should
have. Unfortunately they tell you

one thing and do something else, it’s a record that they have, a pattern that they’ve established and you’re very hesitant to
give them anything other than let the city pursue with it’s lawsuit. That’s my feeling.

Commissioner Coleman stated 2 % years ago when he first came on the Commission one of his first jobs was to sit with the
neighborhood subcommittee and, first of all identify the problems that were occurring and see if they could work out
something. It then went to this body and the city commission and was turned down. Some of those things were good business
procedures for the House of Flavors as well as the neighborhood and they were agreed upon at least in form that they would
take place and haven’t taken place, and that concerns me. It concerns me that if we have a non-conforming use and expand
that non-conforming use that there’s another step towards the decision of the House of Flavor to make some hard business
decisions on what it’s going to do in the future. Those are my concerns. Conditions on limited commercial or a special land
use or a non-conforming use still is a concern. That’s what I’ve got to say.

Commissioner Scott stated going back in period of time we had a very serious decision to make, the council and myself, as to
whether we would even permit the House of Flavors to remain at that location. Hopefully after we studied the problems and
the impact on the community we made the right decision at that time. Never realizing that the House of Flavor would erupt
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into a multi national manufacturing organization that is one of the biggest ice cream producers in the world. That doesn’t
help the neighbors. That doesn’t help the city to know that they have been extremely successful. True | believe what Mr.
Peterson has said and some of the other concerns of the neighbors that they’ve not always done what we’ve expected them to
do. Whether that’s our fault or theirs | don’t know but it’s been done, the damage has been done and we have an awful lot of
people in the neighborhood but we also have a business that many years ago we encouraged to remain in this community and
remain in business. Had we stood our ground years back it’s entirely possible they’d have moved out of the city, maybe of
the county, maybe out of the state, | don’t know. But that didn’t happen and we kept them here. So | think we owe them to a
certain extent some form of- to make it easier to do what has to be done and ultimately move their operation. Everybody in
this room, including Jeff, has to understand that this time that business does not belong there. That manufacturing
organization should not be in that neighborhood. It is in the absolutely wrong place. But be that as it may it is there. Now if
we tell them that they cannot do this and they cannot do that and they cannot do the other things, we literally at this point in
time are putting them out of business. We are telling them tough, go, do whatever you have to do, take your employees and
get out of town. | don’t think myself personally that is the right attitude to have for all that’s happened in the past. My
suggestion would be to set down a set of rules for them tell them what they can and can’t do. | don’t want to see a 12’ fence
down there, and | don’t think | want | want to see a chain link fence with a bunch of strips going through it. | think there is
some attractive fencing materials, pre-manufactured some of them which could be very attractive to the neighborhood.
Maybe a maximum height of 8’ with the understanding any pallets that they store back there will be beneath the line of
vision. Also put some strict rules on the trucks. See to it that those trucks are backed into their facilities and a gate closed
behind them. Make sure that they clean up, so to speak, the mess that exists back behind the restaurant and the service
station. Sometimes you can hardly drive through there. We go to the service station all the time and sometimes drive through
the back entry there past Tommy T’s restaurant and there is junk all over the place. I’m sure Jeff will agree they can keep
that cleaned up a lot better. Mr. Anderson, our legal council, tell me if I’m wrong here, but can we set down a set of rules and
say this is what has to be done, and also on top of that set up some kind of system of fines and if they don’t comply,
immediately see to it that they are fined, and if necessary ask them to put up a personal surety of a cash account of some kind
that we can draw upon if we decide to fine them $500 for pallets that are sitting out on the sidewalk. We can immediately
fine them $500 and withdraw that money out of the account. Also | think it becomes necessary at this time to talk to Mr.
Hackert and possibly some of his superiors, sit down with a conference with them, set a guideline of a time limit when they
have to withdraw from the city of Ludington, have to move their operations because they’re not in compliance with our rules
and regulations and we can’t help them expand any further. No further expansions. No further ok, you can do this fellows,
park your motorcycles on the sidewalk. It’s going to be a time when we say, you can stay here for this long a period of time
as long as you do it the way we want it done and the minute you fail to comply we’re going to say to you move the operation.
You no longer can operate your manufacturing plant here.

Commissioner Coleman asked the attorney whether we could impose fines.

Attorney Anderson stated we could impose fines. Stating that since the early 1980’s almost continuously throughout that
time the House of Flavor has been in violation of our zoning laws. You go after them and the problems typically move from
one place to another and so what | mean is we’ve had regulations and we’ve gone after them and we’ve sued. Typically
fining a big company like this is not very practical. Jeff, I’'m sure if we said we were going to give you a fine, it’s cheaper for
big companies to pay a fine than to comply. Kind of like rent. It’s not very practical to fine a company like this. This is not
the first time we’ve sued House of Flavor; this is at least the second. As far as requiring the House of Flavor to leave town in
violation that is not even legally possible. We have to look to the typical enforcement mechanism that we’ve had. If you
allowed the House of Flavor to expand into that area we might be able to revoke that specific permission if there was a
violation, but we certainly couldn’t do something else about the rest of the operation. As far as the trucks, that’s a much more
difficult problem to deal with because you have public streets, you’ve got commerce laws of the U.S. Constitution about
interstate commerce and what you can do with interstate commerce. You can really put too big a burden on the trucks
coming and going. You can put some limitations, but somewhere along the line those limitations would not be enforceable.
So, what you’re proposing sounds like a workable solution, but there is not the legal framework to make it work.

Chairman Henderson stated that he’d been on the board a long time and he has dealt with the many complaints of the
neighbors of the House of Flavors and it’s always been the same complaints, nothing different. They’re always the same
thing. The pallets, the noise, the disruption in the neighborhood. He agrees that it is time for them to move. He stated if we
continue to make rules and tons of conditions, we will continue to drag the city into lengthy lawsuits and putting hardships
on a lot of people. He does not get a good feeling that a leaf has turned that it will be better. The expansions that we have
done has caused at least that adjoining property to be devalueized to the point of now it’s only good for a breakroom and
offices and that’s not what we’re suppose to be doing when we look at the standards. Are we going to continue down this
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path? | know from talking to the other Commissioners it’s been a difficult decision to wrestle with. Everything from past
history to the past use of that property. We’ve tried a lot of different solutions. My feeling is we really need to consider by
allowing this expansion, and | don’t want to put the House of Flavors out of business, | believe they have other options. They
also have control of the property that they own today and maintain it to a respectable thing and the House of Flavor is going
to be held to a different standard because they are next to that neighborhood and you can cry that mine is the same as the
other industries here but they’ve got themselves in the right area with the right setbacks and so people are willing to agree
with that. But when you’re in an area that is residential and you have to do special things and it’s going to cost you a lot
more money to do those things. | think that’s fair, because you’re asking people to live with me doing these types of things.
I’m willing to do those but they’re going to cost me a premium. If | was in an industrial park, not such an issue. I think we
need to consider that. What impact it will have on the neighborhood and the city and everything else that goes there.

Commissioner Coleman: A couple other comments from a planning perspective. One of the planning tools is transition from
downtown business district to the neighborhood or residential and limited commercial is one of those steps. Also I think it’s
overstated, with due respect to Mr. Scott that we’re telling folks to get out of town, because we’re not doing that. What I’'m
looking for is the hard business decision to be made. They’re cursed and blessed by their success. What they need to do is
take a look at where they’re doing business and how they’re doing business, and if we encourage them one more time it’s
going to delay it that much more.

Chairman Henderson: Are we setting them up to ask us again at the next meeting for the next few years to get me by and
when will we stop it.

Commissioner Sarto made a motion that the House of Flavor’s request for non-conformity at Lot 3 Block 29 also known as
405 W Court be allowed for use of the house as offices and a breakroom and no non-conformity allowed in the property area,
the open property for any use other than limited commercial use. With that request | would also like to state that they
maintain the fence on the W and S lot lines or within the setback areas to no higher than 8’ and to a similar construction to
what’s there.

Attorney Anderson: You were talking earlier of other conditions, do you want to include other conditions, just for
clarification?

Commissioner Sarto: We had mentioned maintaining the house in a professional and appealing manner.

Commissioner Ereon: How about the lawn?

Commissioner Sarto: Keeping the lawn and the area to an appealing area.

Commissioner Coleman: Point of order. According to Robert’s Rule of Order there has been a motion made. It has not been
seconded; it’s not up for discussion at this time. There’s 2 options — either we take the second and discuss or motion
withdrawn and a discussion begins.

Commissioner Sarto: | would like to strike the lawn part of it and just let the motion continue at that point.

Commissioner Holman seconded the motion.

Chairman Henderson stated the motion has been seconded to allow the use at 405 W Court for the expansion of the non-
conformity to the House of Flavor with the conditions that it be used as a breakroom office with limited use of the property
to be limited to limited commercial. Maintain the fence at its current height and condition at its W and S side and keep the
house looking in a professional manner.

Commissioner Ereon asked for a roll call vote.

Commissioner Peterson asked how to enforce conditions on Ron’s motion. What’s the penalty?

Attorney Anderson stated that the penalty would be that we would have to go in and enforce it and we’d have to have the

court enforce it. There is no case law on this in Michigan so | don’t know how a court would rule. One condition you can
consider including would be that the planning commission would reserve the right either to impose further conditions or
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revoke the special land use if there were violations. Again | don’t know how a court would rule on this but if you put them in
there, at least there would be some potential tool that we could use.

Commissioner Sarto stated that he would like to amend his motion to include a stipulation that if House of Flavors does not
comply with the conditions that were put on, that the special land use for non-conforming use be revoked at that time.

Commissioner Holman seconded the motion.
Chairman Henderson asked Commissioner Sarto to repeat his motion.

Commissioner Sarto stated that if at any time the House of Flavor does not comply with the conditions of the motion as
stated the special land use would be revoked at that time.

Chairman Henderson asked if there were any discussions on the amended motion.

Commissioner Coleman: There are 2 situations we can go with here. | have a little problem whether we’re getting close to
contract zoning with some of the stipulations, that’s one point, and | won’t discuss that any further. We kind of have both
ends of the issue here. One if we go with the expansion of non-conforming use as stipulated with the house, the rest of the
property remains as restricted as limited commercial. That is one end. The other is that we maintain it in strictly limited
commercial as it fits. Those are the 2 options. The first one says yes, we’re working with the House of Flavors to help you
with your business. The other one says | think we’ve helped enough.

Chairman Henderson called for a vote to the amendment to the original motion. Motion carried with Ereon and Coleman
opposing.

Chairman Henderson called for a roll call vote on the original motion: To allow the expansion of a non conforming use at
405 W Court St to be used as a breakroom office and the rest of the property to be limited to the conditions of limited
commercial and to maintain the fence on the W and S side at the same heights and to keep the house looking professionally
appealing to the surrounding area and any non complying of these conditions would allow the special land use to be revoked
immediately.

The roll call vote is as follows:
Paul Peterson: No

Kaye Holman Yes
John Henderson No

Jack Ereon No
Ron Sarto Yes
Jack Scott No
Tom Coleman No

Frank Marrison ~ No
Chairman Henderson: With 6 Nos, 2 yes, and 1 absent, the motion failed.

Waterfront Workshop Meeting Report

Commissioner Coleman gave a report on the Waterfront Workshop. Stated that there were more than 30 people at the
workshop, mostly property owners. He stated that they will work on the language some more, and that they offered to meet
with property owners again.

Commissioners Sarto and Holman thought the workshop went well but know that additional workshops are necessary. They
were pleased with the turnout, and want the people to continue to give the sub committee their input.

Commissioner Scott stated he likened it to the workshops and studies that they did on the original Waterfront Master Plan. It
took a lot of hard work and a lot of meetings, with a lot of input from a lot of people, because what they do on these issues
will point the course of events for many decades for the City of Ludington.
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Commissioner Coleman stated that they work off the zoning ordinance, and also the Waterfront Master Plan and the
Michigan State Community Audit 1995. He plans to have the sub committee look over the language again and the input from
the comments at the workshop. It’s too important to everyone that lives and does business here that we get this right. We
want to get it as right as we can.

PUWD REPORT: NONE

NEW BUSINESS: NONE

SITE PLANS REVIEW: NONE

COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS: NONE

ADJOURNMENT:

Commissioner Ereon made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:14 seconded by Commissioner Sarto. Motion carried
unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Karen McKinley, Recording Secretary

John Henderson, Chairman






LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SPECIAL WATERFRONT WORKSHOP
NOTES
OCTOBER 24, 2000

The Ludington Planning Commission Waterfront Sub-Committee held a special waterfront
workshop on October 24, 2000. The meeting was held at the Ludington Senior Citizen
Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, Ml and was opened at 7:00 p.m. by Commissioner
Tom Coleman.

Present from the Planning Commission was Commissioners Tom Coleman, Ron Sarto,
Jack Ereon, Jack Scott, Kaye Holman, Marge Carlson and Paul Peterson.

Also present were Mayor Carol Pomorski, City Manager Jim Miller, Councilors Jack
Harper, Brent Scott, and Dave Weston, City Attorney Roger Anderson, Building Inspector
John Healy, and Recording Secretary, Carol Foote.

Commissioner Coleman opened the workshop by stating that this was not a regular
Planning Commission meeting, but notes would be taken for review. He read key points
that were made in the report written by the Community Audit Team, Michigan State
University in 1995. Exerts from the City of Ludington Master Plan were also read.
Commissioner Coleman reported that since the last workshop, the committee had met with
property owners in the waterfront area. Concerns about the last draft were voiced. The
adhoc committee met and reworked the draft and also had comments from the planner, Paul
Leblanc.

Commissioner Coleman then started pointing out the changes that had been made to the
draft and opened the floor to questions and comments.

Bob Seelof, Ludington Boat Club, asked if boat club was a private marina. He also wanted
to know if the annual fish fry would be a special land use. Both answers were yes. He then
asked if the public access to the water was optional. Also, who would be responsible for
building and maintaining? Commissioner Coleman told him that they would be optional.
He did not think the Planning Commission was responsible for the building and
maintenance of the walkways. Maybe the City would get into that.

Jim Claire asked if the view corridor was required or optional. Commissioner Coleman
explained that it was an incentive. There could be restrictive covenants. If there was a
problem the special land use clause could apply.

Commissioner Sarto pointed out that there was a potential for longer buildings with a
special land use.

Councilman Harper asked about the 4-% foot height of structures and buildings within the
view corridors. Commissioner Coleman explained the vision prospective and the option of
a special land use.

Steve Abrahamson stated that on his property, there would have to be gaps between
buildings. Commissioner Coleman said there would be site plans for special situations.

Larry Reese asked if parking lots would qualify as a view corridor. Attorney Anderson
said that parking is allowed in view corridors.
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Commissioner Carlson asked if the view corridors would be for private or public use.
Commissioner Coleman told her this would not be for public use. Just to look through.

Councilman Dave Weston asked if there could be hedges or trees in the view corridors.
Commissioner Coleman told him yes, 4 12/ft.

Patty Klevorn asked about the density increase. Commissioner Coleman explained that it
was for several reasons. Density would be highest in the WCB and lowest in WR.

Bill Brown said that he had a problem with the parking downtown. And increase in density
would create more parking problems. He doesn’t care if they have a 200-ft. building; the
parking is the main problem.

Commissioner Carlson said that she was very concerned about property values in the area.
If the owner is over restricted on his or her property, property would go down.
Commissioner Coleman stated that they had been advised that, with density being less
restrictive, that was unlikely.

City Manager Jim Miller said that Ludington was very fortunate. There was a lot of view
in the area. He feels that the City has done a lot of good things. He does not see Ludington
becoming another Charlevouix or Grand Haven. He also agreed with Marge Carlson
regarding property values.

Jim Claire showed the audience a rough drawing of eight acres of his property. He was
concerned about set backs and view corridors.

Councilman Scott thinks that the DNR and the Corps of Engineers need to be asked what
they think of this.

Mayor Carol Pomorski stated that she feels this may be too restrictive on property owners.
She also feels the language is confusing. What if new Planning Commissioners come in?
Will they be able to decipher this?

Commissioner ended the workshop by asking everyone to go back and take a hard look at
his or her property. He feels it may answer a lot of their questions.

The workshop adjourned at 8:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary






LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
November 7, 2000
The regular meeting of the Ludington Planning Commission was held on November 7, 2000. The
meeting was held at the Ludington Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, MI and was
called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman John Henderson.
ROLL CALL: The roll call showed the following results:

Present: Commissioners: Tom Coleman, John Henderson, Marge Carlson, Jack Ereon, Jack Scott,
and Paul Peterson.

Absent: Kaye Holman, excused, Ron Sarto, excused, and Frank Marrison
Also Present: Bldg. Insp./Zoning Administrator John Healy, and Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote.

AGENDA APPROVAL: Commissioner Coleman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Peterson to
approve the agenda, as written.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & COMMUNICATIONS: None

MINUTES: Commissioner Ereon made a motion seconded by Commissioner Peterson to approve the
minutes of the October 3, 2000 meeting. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: To consider a request from Northwestern Savings Bank for a special land use to
expand a non- conforming structure in order to install a canopy at the drive-through window at the
following described property: ORIGINAL PLAT LOTS 9 & 10 BLOCK 20, also known as 101 E Court
St.

Jim Hayne, Cornwell Callahan Architects, Traverse City, Ml., represented Northwestern Savings Bank.
Mr. Hayne explained the plans to install a canopy at the drive-through window and the set back
encroachment. He said that they were appealing for a 4.6-ft. variance.

Public Comment: None
Chairman Henderson said the Special Land Use Committee had met and suggested approval.

Commissioner Coleman asked what it would look like on the North side. Mr. Hayne told him that it
would have columns on the North side.

Chairman Henderson made a motion to grant the special land use to expand a non-conforming structure,
seconded by Commissioner Peterson. Motion carried unanimously.

To consider a request from Joan S Nowakowski for a special land use to create a home occupation in
order to operate a part time hair salon at FOREST HILLS ADDITION #1, LOT 52, also known as 906
Monona.

Joan Nowakowski, 906 Monona, told the Commission that they added a garage and half of it would be
her shop. She explained that it looked like a home with a garage. She hopes they would approve her
request.
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Jack Hanover, representative for Mrs. Nowakowski, told the Commission that he had designed the
addition and wanted to point out that it met all the rules and regulations of a home occupation. He said
that the square footage had been cut down in order to adhere to the conditions.

Kathy Larson, 1001 Monona, said that they had been working hard on their property and thought it was
a nice addition.

The recording secretary reported that 21 notices were sent with 4 responses in favor.

Chairman Henderson wanted to know how may clients she would have at a given time. Mrs.
Nowakowski replied one. She also stated that her hours of operation would be from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m.

Chairman Henderson reported that the Special Land Use Committee had met and suggested approval
with the conditions that the operation hours would be from 9-5, no more than two customers at a time
and no on-street parking.

Chairman Henderson made a motion to grant the special land use for a home occupation with the
conditions the hours would be 9-5, no more than two customers at a given time, and no on-street
parking. Commissioner Coleman said that he felt they should exclude Sundays from their operation
hours.

Chairman Henderson amended his motion to grant the special land use for a home occupation with the
conditions the hours would be Monday — Saturday, 9-5, no more than two customers at a given time and
no on street parking seconded by Commissioner Coleman. Motion carried unanimously.

To consider a request from Anne Sarto Motyka for a special land use to expand a non-conforming
structure in order to extend an existing garage at ORIGINAL PLAT LOT 5 BLOCK 50, also known as
609 W Ludington Ave.

Anne Sarto Motyka explained that their garage was on the alley of Ferry Street. The house had been
there for 75 years or better. Instead of 5 feet from the alley, she was 3 feet. They did not want to
change the look of the garage.

Public comment: None
The recording secretary reported that 31 notices were sent with no response.

Chairman Henderson reported that the Special Land Use Committee had met and recommended
approval.

Commissioner Scott made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to approve the request for a
special land use to expand a non-conforming structure. Motion carried unanimously.

To consider a request from Girl Scouts of Crooked Tree for a special land use to construct a 4 ft. chain
link fence on a corner lot at the following described property: LAWNDALE PARK ADDITION Lot 1
BLOCK 7 AND LOT 1 BLOCK 8, AND THAT PORTION OF THE FORMER CSX RR ROW LYING
BETWEEN SAID BLOCKS, also known as 1014 Olmstead.
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Denise Plaxton, Girl Scout Staff, Traverse City, MI, told the Commission that the Ludington Little
House was building in the volume of girls. With the traffic pattern in that area, they are concerned for
the children.

Public comment:

Marion Riedl, 202 N. Robert, spoke in behalf of the Girl Scouts. She stated that in the 1999 school year
there were 1,227 children and leaders that met there. On average that was 136 girls and adults a month.
The meetings are early evenings and Saturdays. They are busy traffic times. They are on a corner lot,
and the main play area is on West Side. The fence would be a safety factor.

Comment closed.
The recording secretary reported 14 notices sent, with no response.

Commissioner Coleman commented that in 1998 they acted on this and he feels that this is an extension
of the Girl Scouts safety effort.

Commissioner Ereon made a motion, seconded by Tom Coleman to grant the special land use to
construct a 4-ft. chain link fence on a corner lot. Motion carried unanimously.

To consider a request from John L Larson for a special land use to construct a 6 ft. fence on a corner lot
at the following described property: FOREST HILLS ADDITION, LOT 51, also known as 902
Woodlawn.

John L. Larson, 902 Woodlawn, said that he wanted to put up a fence 2 ft. inside the property line. He
said that it was not blocking anyone’s view. He said it was for privacy and safety for his children.

Kathy Larson, 1001 Monona, 100 percent supports the Larson’s fence.
Jeff Larson, 1001 Monona, sees nothing wrong with the fence.
Joan Nowakowski, 906 Monona, said she was very happy with it. She now has her privacy.

The recording secretary reported that there were 25 notices sent with 5 replies. Four in favor, one
opposed.

Commissioner Coleman made a motion to grant the special land use to construct a 6-ft. fence on a
corner lot, seconded by Jack Ereon. Motion carried 2 no, Henderson, Peterson, 4 yes, Coleman, Ereon,
Scott, Carlson.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

To consider a request from Dr. Daniel R. King to rezone the following described property from R3A
(Multi-Family Residential District) to LC (Limited Commercial):

RESSEGUIE'S ADDITION LOT 1 & E 5 FT OF LOT 2 BLOCK 4 also known as 102 S Washington
Ave. and RESSEGUIE'S ADDITION W 55 FT OF LOT 2 BLOCK 4 also known as 608 E Ludington
Ave.
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Dr. Daniel King said that he had met with the Planning Commission and it was suggested that he
withdraw his request. He said that he felt that his request was misunderstood. Dr. King showed the
Commission a map of the surrounding property and the current uses of the properties. He explained that
he was already non-conforming. With off street parking, he would need a special land use. This would
create a larger degree of non-conformity. He would like the Commission to look at this particular
corridor. How do they want it developed?

Public comment:
Charles Nowakowski, 906 Monona, stated that he thought he should get it.

Jeff Larson, 1001 Monona, stated that it sounded smart. That was a busy area. It sounded logical. Good
idea.

The recording secretary reported that there were 45 notices sent, with no response.

Commissioner Coleman made a motion to send to City Council a denial of the request to rezone the
property, seconded by Commissioner Ereon.

Commissioner Coleman said that one consideration was the south side of Ludington Ave. He said that
as part of planning, once you rezone, it sets precedence. This is the main entrance to town. nce. Those
are the main entrance to town. | think that expanding a non-conforming use would be the best thing to
do.

The motion for the denial was reread. Motion carried unanimously.

WATERFRONT REPORT:
NEW BUSINESS:

Commissioner Coleman gave a report on the waterfront workshop that was held on October 24. He
reported that since the workshop, the Adhoc Committee had met and they were working on the
language. They are now up to draft number eight. They also have the first draft of the zoning map. He
said that they would probably pull Lake Street out of the view corridors. There will be another
workshop either 11/28 or 12/12.

SITE PLAN REVIEW: None
COMMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS:
Chairman Henderson asked that the Commissioners turn in letters to the recording secretary, if they plan

on resigning from the Commission.

ADJOURNMENT: Commissioner Coleman made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:50 p.m.,
seconded by Marge Carlson. Motion carried unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary

John Henderson, Chairman
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The regular meeting of the Ludington Planning Commission was held on December 5, 2000. The
meeting was held at the Ludington Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, MI and was
called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman John Henderson.

ROLL CALL: The roll call showed the following results:

Present: Commissioners: Tom Coleman, Ron Sarto, Paul Peterson, Frank Marrison, Marge
Carlson, John Henderson, Jack Ereon, and Jack Scott.

Absent: Commissioner Kaye Holman, excused

Also Present: City Attorney Roger Anderson, Bldg. Insp./Zoning Administrator John Healy and
Recording Secretary Carol Ann Foote.

AGENDA APPROVAL: Commissioner Ereon made a motion to approve the agenda with the additions
of Waterfront Committee Report under Old Business and House of Flavors text change request for
limited commercial under New Business, seconded by Commissioner Sarto. Motion carried
unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMENTS & COMMUNICATIONS: Tom Thornhill, Attorney, 600 Terrace Plaza,
Muskegon, MlI, addressed the Commission. He stated that he was representing a number of the Lake
front property owners. He said that he had a number of concerns regarding the proposed waterfront
changes. He would like to communicate to the committee or the commission. They have major
concerns about the proposed view corridors, height restrictions, and building size. The view corridors
chop the parcels up like checkerboards making it very difficult to develop. He said that he was
representing the owners of Harbor View, the ferry, Claire Properties, the boat club, Thompson Cabinet,
and the Abrahamson property. We would like to enter into a more formal dialog; see if there is some
middle ground to arrive at. Another thing that I am concerned about, if these view corridors are put into
effect, the existing structures will become non-conforming. The Harbor View development would be,
totally, a non-conforming use. That is a major problem. We hope you will slow this process down
some so we can have more input into it.

MINUTES: Commissioner Ereon made a motion seconded by Commissioner Carlson to approve the
minutes of November 7, 2000. Motion carried unanimously.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: To consider a request from Ronald Hess for a special land use to construct a 13
X 16 ft. addition to the existing home and a 24 X 24 detached garage at the following described
property: MANUFACTURERS' ADDITION LOTS 15, 16 & 17 BLOCK 21, also known as 927 N
Washington Ave.

Ronald Hess, 606 E Longfellow, explained to the Commission that five years ago he turned the house
into an office and he would like to turn it back in to his primary residence. He would be adding a living
room addition and a detached garage. There would be a privacy fence put all the way around it.

No Public Comment.
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The recording secretary reported that there were eight notices sent out with no response.

Commissioner Sarto reported that the Special Land Use Committee had met. He asked Mr. Hess if all
the required set backs had been met. Mr. Hess said yes. Commissioner Sarto told the Commission that
all the requirements had been met. The only reason Mr. Hess had to apply for a Special Land Use was
because of a condition that had been placed on the original special land use in 1994. The Committee
would recommend the approval of the special land use.

Commissioner Sarto made a motion to grant a special land use to Mr. Ronald Hess in order to construct
a 13 X 16 ft. addition to the existing home and a 24 X 24 detached garage at 927 N Washington Ave.,
seconded by Commissioner Peterson. Motion carried unanimously.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS: Waterfront Committee Report: Commissioner Coleman stated that he was
sorry that the Committee had not gotten back with them sooner. For Mr. Thornhill’s information, they
would be publishing the eighth draft. They wanted to go over it with the full Commission, then make it
available as soon as possible.  Also the zoning map would be available. He explained that the
Committee had continued to make improvement. He said that there would be another Workshop on
Tuesday, December 12, and they would be more than happy to have more interaction after everyone had
a chance to study the draft. Commissioner Coleman then went through the proposed text changes and
explained them to the Commission.

Commissioner Sarto stated that there had been a lot of changes made to the proposal from the
Workshops that were held. There had been a lot of time and effort put into it, and he feels that they have
a pretty good proposal.

Commissioner Coleman said that they would have their workshop on Tuesday. He would suggest
making adjustments after the workshop, go before the full board in January, and have a public hearing
on the proposed changes in February.

NEW BUSINESS: Chairman Henderson told the Commission that there had been a request from the
House of Flavors to add text to the Limited Commercial District. The text would allow breakrooms and
general office use in the Limited Commercial District. Chairman Henderson turned the request over to
the Text Committee.

SITE PLAN REVIEW REPORT: Building Inspector, John Healy, told the Commission that there was a
site plan review held for Ludington West LLC, on November 9, 2000 for a new condominium project
at 602 S. Rath Ave. The site plan was approved with conditions.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: Commissioner Coleman said that if anyone had any ideas for potential
appointees to the Commission, he would like to invite them to the Waterfront Workshop. He would like
consideration of an organizational meeting in January and possible training sessions.

Chairman Henderson stated that he personally supported the proposed waterfront walkway.

Chairman Scott stated that he had always advocated access to the waterfront so that the public, in
general, could have a view. Ludington has more access to the water than any other city of its size. He
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said that they needed to move cautiously. People had a lot of money invested in their property, and they
needed to be heard. The committed had worked hard. He would like to commend the Ad Hoc
Committee.

Chairman Henderson reported that Dr. King’s request for rezoning had been denied by City Council.

The Commissioners thanked Marge Carlson, Frank Marrison and John Henderson for a job well done
during their terms on the Planning Commission.

ADJOURNMENT:

A motion was made by Chairman Henderson seconded by Commissioner Sarto to adjourn the meeting.
Motion carried unanimously and the meeting was adjourned at 7:50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary

John Henderson, Chairman






LUDINGTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
SPECIAL WATERFRONT WORKSHOP
NOTES
December 12, 2000

The Ludington Planning Commission Waterfront Sub-Committee held a special
waterfront workshop on December 12, 2000. The meeting was held at the Ludington
Senior Citizen Center, 308 S. Rowe St., Ludington, MI and was opened at 7:05 p.m. by
Commissioner Tom Coleman.

Present from the Planning Commission was Commissioners Tom Coleman, Jack Ereon,
Kaye Holman, Marge Carlson, Ron Sarto and Paul Peterson.

Also present were Mayor Carol Pomorski, City Manager Jim Miller, City Councilmen
Jack Harper, Dave Weston, Pete Engblade, and Greg Dykstra, City Attorney Roger
Anderson, Building Inspector John Healy, and Recording Secretary, Carol Ann Foote.

Tom Coleman opened the workshop at 7:05 p.m. He explained that the adhoc committee
had been working on the waterfront zoning and language for about a year. He said that he
was glad to see such a good turn out. This was the eighth draft. He went on to explain all
the adjustments to the draft including a sliding chart, view corridors, reduction in width
for view corridors, and the removal of Lake St. from the view corridors. He then went
through the proposed zoning map changes and how each section of the proposed
ordinance pertained to the map. Height, incentives and accessible easements were
explained.

Tom Thornhill, Muskegon, commented that multifamily density had not increased in the
WCB. He also asked why the definition of height had been changed. He stated that non-
waterfront districts would allow higher buildings. Tom Coleman said that there had been
a lot of confusion about the definition of height. He asked John Healy to give them the
definition of height according to ordinance.

Mr. Thornhill asked Tom to go through all the districts as written in the current ordinance
and explain what is permitted to do now. Mr. Coleman explained that in the current
ordinance there were only two waterfront zones. He explained all the permitted uses in
those zones.

Loren Andrulis, Warner, Norcross & Judd LLP, stated that he was an attorney
representing Cal Prins and Bob Manglitz. He presented pictures of several parcels in
question. He showed what the parcels looked like before and after the present
development and said that it was a dramatic change for the better. He went on to explain
how five specific parcels would be effected by the draft ordinance. He said that the draft
was very complicated. He went on to say that under the draft, the proposed development
for the City Hall property would end up with two buildings. There are real concerns.
Construction would be more expensive and less appealing. There are concerns about
fairness and it is overly restrictive.
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Tom VanBuren, West Shore Bank, said that he had sent a draft to his contractors. It was
very complex. It would make a great impact on their project and would impact future
development. They paid 960,000 for their property with the incentive of what was going
up around it. There is a serious concern about the impact of this ordinance. It does not
encourage investment.

Don Clingan, Lake Michigan Carferry, said that they were concerned about the long-term
impact. The car ramp is well over 30 feet. We have a tower on premises and the Badger
and Spartan. These are all well over 30 feet, which will make them non-conforming.
There is a 100-ft. restriction on length. We already have two buildings that are over 100
ft. in length. This business has been here for 100 years. This will put us at the grace of
the people making the decision.

Tom Thornhill, Muskegon, stated that he was representing private property owners; Jim
Claire, Boat Club, Thompson, and Abrahamson. He presented a city map with extended
lines of the proposed view corridors. He stated that the Claire Property would be chopped
into seven parcels and the Abrahamson property into six. There is no way the parcels
would come up with the densities allowed. | submit to you that every single existing
building in the entire waterfront district will be nonconforming. View corridors are a
major problem. Limitations on the size of a building are a problem.

Bob Mangalitz, 6671 Audubon, Holland MI, stated that he sees the City of Ludington
wanting to make a deal with them on the City property. We know if we buy the property
and develop it, it would be nonconforming. A lender would not look very favorable at
that. He explained that the carferry borrowed millions of dollars. They have a moral
obligation to run the carferry. They employee 250 people. We had a tough year. If |
were a motel operator or restaurant operator in this town, I would be flat scared. We have
lost control of our own destiny. This is a subtle form of theft. It puts my project at risk. |
think this is unfair.

Pete Engblade, 317 N. Delia, thanked the Planning Commission for their effort and time.
It is hard to appease businesses and the public. It is no ones intent to put anyone out of
business. There is a lot of merit on both sides.

Larry Nix, Community Planner, said that private owners had hired him. He sees that the
City has been through several plans and one fatal flaw was listening to all input. They are
trying to gain public access without paying for it. They need to let the developer plan it.
Do not legislate. What is being impose, needs to be looked at very carefully.

Chris Blalock, Ludington, MI, explained that she has lived here since 1978 and is very
proud of what has been done. She doesn’t see the need for view corridors.

Bonnie Vaught, 502 N Robert St., stated that she felt the Planning Commission was trying
with good intentions. Look forward with the future in mind.
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Maureen Myers, 712 N. Lakeshore, said that she has not lived here long and thinks
Ludington is very lovely. She feels that the walkway by the Coast Guard Station could be
extended. It would be better than a view corridor.

Tom Coleman explained to Randy Bowden how the concept of view corridors came
about. Mr. Bowden stated that the waterfront was doing well already. Why change? Mr.
Coleman explained that Ludington is at a point right now to strive to make the community
excellent.

Tom Thornhill wanted to plan something for property owner’s input. Mr. Coleman asked
that property owners send John Healy’s office a bullet list of their concerns. Mr.
Thornhill suggested more communication.

Jim Karr, 235 Harbor Dr., wanted to know how the Planning Commission could give
them this ultimatum. Do not stifle this growth.

Tom VanBuren stated that if everyone was pleased with the present waterfront, leave it
alone. Ludington has received statewide recognition. If it’s not broke, don’t fix it.

Steve Abrhamson, P O Box 119, said that the current ordinance is restrictive. Why do we
have to change it?

Tim Anderson, Lake Michigan Carferry, commented that no one likes view corridors but
the committee.

Steve Thompson, Ludington Boat Club, expressed concerns about putting sidewalks on
private properties.

Becky Anderson, Ludington, stated that the walkway was there. It is not being utilized.
Cleanup Dowland and Washington. Fix it.

The Workshop ended at 9:48 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Carol A Foote, Recording Secretary.





