5:30 p.m.
7:30 p.m.

FINAL AGENDA FOR THE COUNCIL MEETING
CITY OF PORTAGE
April 13, 2010

Special Meeting of the Committee of the Whole to receive a presentation on assessing issues.
Call to Order.

Invocation: Pastor Richard Hertsel of the Centre Avenue Community Church of God.

Pledge of Allegiance.

Roll Call.

Proclamation; Fair Housing Month

A
B.

Approval of the March 23, 2010 Regular Meeting Minutes.
Approval of Consent Agenda Motions.

Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council approve the Check Register of April 13,
2010, as presented.

Public Hearing:

1. Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council, subsequent to the public hearing,
consider approval of Ordinance Amendment #09-B, sign ordinance regulations.

2. Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council, subsequent to the public hearing,
consider approving Rezoning Application #09-01 from RM-1, multi-family residential, and R-1C, one-family
residential, to PD, planned development, per the tentative plan dated March 4, 2010, written narrative dated
February 23, 2010, and seven conditions contained in the Department of Community Development report dated
February 26, 2010.

a.  Communication from the City Manager addressing questions presented at the March 23, 2010, City Council
meeting in regard to Rezoning Application #09-01.

Petitions and Statements of Citizens:
Reports from the Administration:
1. Presentation of the proposed Fiscal Year 2010-11 Budget.

2. Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council adopt:
a. the Bond Resolution authorizing the sale of City of Portage Capital Improvement Bonds, Series 2010, in the
amount of $3,850,000; and
b. the Resolution Approving the Undertaking to Provide Continuing Disclosure by the City of Portage for the
Capital Improvement Bonds, Series 2010.

3. Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council accept the annual renewal agreement
of SARCOM, Inc., to continue to provide information technology services management on behalf of the City of
Portage for a period of five years at a negotiated price of $2,344,826 and authorize the City Manager to execute
all documents related to this action on behalf of the city.

4. Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council amend the current (third) five-year
contract with United Water for the provision of utility management and operation services from March 1, 2007
through February 29, 2012 to include operation and maintenance of the Garden Lane Water Treatment Plant in
the not-to-exceed annual amount of $171,016 and authorize the City Manager to execute all documents related
to this action on behalf of the city.

5. Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council approve the purchase of one IBM
communications message switch at a cost of $10,450 and authorize the City Manager to execute all documents
related to this action on behalf of the city.
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6.

10.

Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council consider approving the height
modification for Centre Meadows Apartments, 1405, 1419 and 1503 East Centre Avenue to construct a three-
story multiple family residential building to a height of 36 feet with an architectural feature/cupola on top of the
building that will extend to a height of 49 feet and note that the proposed building location/orientation, setback
distances, natural topography, preservation of mature trees and supplemental landscaping will help mitigate
potential adverse impacts on adjacent single family residential districts.

Communication from the City Clerk recommending that City Council grant the request for a New Entertainment
Permit to be held in conjunction with 2009 Class C Licensed Business at 8342 Portage Road, Portage (Erbelli’s
Restaurant).

Communication from the City Manager recommending that City Council establish April 20 from 2-5 p.m. and
May 4 from 6-9 p.m. as the dates for review of the proposed Fiscal Year 2010-11 Budget.

Communication from the City Clerk recommending that City Council set a Special Meeting on Tuesday, May
11, 2010, beginning at 5:30 p.m., to interview board and commission applicants.

Communication from the City Manager regarding the Tree City USA Tree Planting and Proclamation —
Information Only.

Communications:

1.

Communication from Mayor Peter J. Strazdas recommending that City Council adopt the Communications
Procedure Policy and Communications Flow Chart.

Presentation by Kimberly Reeder, United Water Senior Regional Manager, regarding the upcoming Water Week
Celebration.

Presentation by Kalamazoo County Prosecutor Jeffrey Fink and Kalamazoo County Undersheriff Paul Matyas
regarding the Law Enforcement Millage renewal that will be included on the May 4, 2010, ballot.

Communication from Mark Anthony Martin, Chair, Portage Park Board, requesting City Council authorization
to investigate options for banning smoking in city parks.

Communication from the Planning Commission regarding the City of Portage Fiscal Year 2010-2020 Capital
Improvement Program.

Unfinished Business:

Minutes of Boards and Commissions Meetings:

1.

2.
3.
4.

Portage Board of Education Regular Business Meeting of February 22, Policy Governance Retreat of
February 24, Committee of the Whole Work Session of March 8 and Special of March 9, 2010.
Portage Park Board of March 3, 2010.

Portage Human Services Board of March 4, 2010.

Portage Planning Commission of March 18, 2010.

Ad-Hoc Committee Reports:

1.

Communication from the City Council Community Survey Committee regarding the 2010 Community Survey —
Information Only.

New Business:

Bid Tabulations:

Other City Matters:

1.

Statements of Citizens.
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From City Council and City Manager.

Reminder of Meetings:

a.

D O

—oa -~

Wednesday, April 14, 8:00 a.m., City Council Cable Access Committee, City Hall Council
Conference Room.

Wednesday, April 14, 7:00 p.m., Environmental Board, City Hall Room #1.

Thursday, April 15, 2:00 p.m., Neighborhood Revitalization/Engagement Committee, City Hall
Council Conference Room.

Thursday, April 15, 7:00 p.m., Portage District Library Board, Portage District Library.

Thursday, April 15, 7:00 p.m., Planning Commission, City Council Chambers.

Monday, April 19, 8:00 a.m., Kalamazoo Regional Chamber of Commerce Legislative Connection
Featuring Congressman Fred Upton, Girl Scouts Building, 601 W. Maple St, Kalamazoo.
Monday, April 19, 6:30 p.m., Youth Advisory Committee, Stuart Manor.

Tuesday, April 20, 2:00 p.m., City Council Budget Review, Session #1, City Hall Room #1.
Wednesday, April 21, 2:30 p.m., Senior Citizen Advisory Board, Portage Senior Center.

Monday, April 26, 8:00 a.m., Legislative Roll Call, The Chamber Building, 346 W. Michigan Avenue,
Kalamazoo.

N. Materials Transmitted of March 19 and 23, 2010.

Adjournment.



CITY COUNCIL
MEETING SUMMARY

March 23, 2010

CHECK REGISTER

Approved the Check Register of March 23, 2010, as presented.
PETITIONS AND STATEMENTS OF CITIZENS
Received an Arcadia Commons West Presentation from Ken Miller, Board Trustee of Western Michigan University and
President and Chief Executive Officer of Millennium Restaurant Group.
Raghuram Elluru, 6719 Oleander Lane, indicated he wished to provide an update on the progress of his property assessment
dispute of two years with the city, commented that the two staff members who visited his home for an appraisal were
incredibly professional and thorough and complimented City Council for their fairness with regard to his issue.
REPORTS FROM THE ADMINISTRATION
Adopted the Resolution awarding the bid for the City of Portage Limited Tax General Obligation City Share Refunding
Bonds, Series 2010, in an amount of $2,575,000 to Wells Fargo Advisors at 2.8593 percent.
Accepted Rezoning Application #09-01 for first reading and set a public hearing for April 13, 2010, at 7:30 p.m. or as soon
thereafter as may be heard to consider approving Rezoning Application #09-01 from RM-1, multi-family residential, and R-
1C, one-family residential, to PD, planned development, per the tentative plan dated March 4, 2010, written narrative dated
February 23, 2010, and seven conditions contained in the Department of Community Development report dated
February 26, 2010.
Adopted the Resolution for Intergovernmental Hazardous Materials Incident Response Agreement and authorized the City
Manager to sign the agreement on behalf of the city.
Resolved to submit an application to the Michigan Liquor Control Commission for a Special License for the sale of beer
and wine for consumption on the premises at Portage Central Park, 7800 Shaver Road, for The Taste of Portage on June 26,
2010, and authorized the City Manager to execute all documents on behalf of the city.
Authorized the City of Portage to remain a party to the following class action lawsuit: The City of Riverview vs. State of
Michigan Case No. 09-712-CZ.
Took no action with regards to establishing the dates for review of the proposed Fiscal Year 2010-11 Budget.
Held a closed session immediately following the regularly scheduled City Council Meeting of March 23, 2010, to discuss an
attorney/client communication and pending litigation.
Received the communication from the City Manager regarding the February 2010 Summary Environmental Activity Report
as information only.
Received the Department Monthly Reports from the various city departments.
AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORTS

Received the communication from the Legal Services Evaluation Committee and accepted the proposal to renew current
legal services contract with Attorney Randall L. Brown & Associates, PLC, for City Attorney/ Prosecuting Attorney
services through Fiscal Year 2014-2015 and authorized the City Manager to execute all documents related to the contract.
Accepted the proposal to renew current legal services contract with Axe & Ecklund, P.C. for Bond and Financial Consulting
services through Fiscal Year 2011-2012 and authorized the City Manager to execute all documents related to the contract.
Chose to not pursue the creation of a K-9 unit as part of the Portage Police Department and referred the matter of drug
checks using K-9s at public schools in the greater Kalamazoo area to the City Council School Commiittee for review and
report.

BID TABULATION
Awarded a construction contract to the low bidder, Severance Electric, Incorporated, in the not-to-exceed amount of
$180,140.67 for the installation of new traffic signals at the East Centre/Currier Drive/Mustang Boulevard intersection and
authorized the City Manager to execute all documents related to the contract on behalf of the city.
Approved a contract with Elders Electric of Grandville, Michigan, to replace 140 light fixtures in the Department of Public
Services (DPS) with T-6 light fixtures in the not-to-exceed amount of $25,186 and authorized the City Manager to execute
all documents related to this contract on behalf of the city.
Awarded a four-year contract to Wightman Environmental, Incorporated, of Sodus, Michigan, in the not-to-exceed amount
of $19,850 for Stormwater Retention Basin and Stormwater Outfall Testing and Monitoring and authorized the City
Manager to execute all documents relating to this contract on behalf of the city.

STATEMENTS OF CITIZENS
John Gisler, 9145 Arrowhead Drive, Scotts, announced his candidacy for 16™ District Kalamazoo County Commissioner.
REMINDER OF MEETINGS
Dissolved the Assessing Issues Task Force and set a Special Meeting at 5:30 p.m., Tuesday, April 13, 2010, City Council
Chambers, to receive a presentation from the Office of the Assessor staff regarding Assessing Issues.
STATEMENTS OF CITY COUNCIL

Councilmember O’Brien announced she would be absent for the next City Council Meeting and Mayor Pro Tem Sackley
pointed out that if a person is living temporarily out of state that he and/or she should put zero on the census form they
receive out of state and respond to the Census taker when contacted upon their return to Portage.

ke o o o o ol ok ok ok

COMPLETE MINUTES OF EACH CITY COUNCIL MEETING AND ALL CITY BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
ARE AVAILABLE ON THE CITY WEBSITE AT PORTAGEMI.GOYV, IN CITY HALL AND IN THE DISTRICT
LIBRARY.



City of Portage
Proclamation

~

FAIR HOUSING RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, 2010 is the 42™ anniversary of the Federal Fair Housing Act, Title VIII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1968, as amended, to prohibit housing discrimination when based on race or color,
national origin, religion, sex, familial status or disability, and declared that equal housing
opportunity is a basic right of every American; and

WHEREAS, the Michigan State Legislature passed the Elliot-Larson Civil Rights Act of Michigan in
1976 to protect people from housing discrimination based on religion, color, race, national
origin, age, sex, familial status or marital status; and

WHEREAS, the Michigan State Legislature passed the Michigan Persons and Disabilities Civil Rights
Law of 1976 to protect individuals with disabilities from housing discrimination; and

WHEREAS, the City of Portage has completed an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, and
annually undertakes activities to further fair housing efforts and educate the public on fair

housing issues; and
WHEREAS, equal housing opportunity is a goal to be achieved within the City of Portage.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that I, Peter J. Strazdas, by virtue of the authority vested in
me as the Mayor of Portage, Michigan, do hereby resolve the month of April 2010, as FAIR HOUSING
MONTH in hope that this observance will promote fair housing practices throughout the City.

~ )

Signed this 13™ day of April 2010

Peter J. Strazdas, Mayor
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES FROM MARCH 23, 2010

The Regular Meeting was called to order by Mayor Strazdas at 7:30 p.m.

The City Clerk called the roll with the following members present: Councilmembers Elizabeth A.
Campbell, Margaret E. O’Brien, Patricia M. Randall, Claudette S. Reid, Terry R. Urban and Mayor Pro
Tem Edward J. Sackley and Mayor Peter J. Strazdas. Also in attendance were City Manager Maurice S.
Evans, City Attorney Randall Brown and City Clerk James R. Hudson.

Mayor Strazdas introduced Ravi Akkoor from the Hindu Community, who gave the invocation and
the City Council and the audience recited the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Motion by O’Brien, seconded by Reid, to approve the March 9,
2010 Special Meeting Minutes as presented and Regular Meeting Minutes as corrected. Upon a voice
vote, both motions carried 7 to 0.

* CONSENT AGENDA: Mayor Strazdas asked Councilmember Randall to read the Consent
Agenda. Councilmember O’Brien asked that Items F.2, Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire
Planned Development, and F.6, Fiscal Year 2010-11 Budget Review Schedule, be removed from the
Consent Agenda. Mayor Pro Tem Sackley asked that Item M.3.a, Reminder of the Assessing Issues
Task Force Meeting of Friday, March 26, 2010, at 1:30 p.m., City Hall Room #1, be removed from the
Consent Agenda. Mayor Strazdas removed Item F.3, Hazardous Materials Response Mutual Aid
Agreement, from the Consent Agenda. Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to approve the Consent
Agenda motions as amended. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

* APPROVAL OF CHECK REGISTER OF MARCH 23, 2010: Motion by Urban, seconded by
Reid, to approve the Check Register of March 23, 2010. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

PETITIONS AND STATEMENTS OF CITIZENS:

KEN MILLER, BOARD TRUSTEE OF WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY AND
PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF MILLENNIUM RESTAURANT
GROUP: Mayor Strazdas moved Item G.1, Communication from Ken Miller, Board of Trustee of
Western Michigan University and President and Chief Executive Officer of Millennium Restaurant
Group, to Item E.1. Mayor Strazdas introduced Mr. Ken Miller, who provided a PowerPoint
presentation regarding the Arcadia Commons West Private/Public Economic Development Vision For
Kalamazoo County. As a part of the presentation, Mr. Miller reviewed Public Act 180 that allows a
municipality to issue bonds for the construction of an Event Center with a 1% tax levied on all restaurant
receipts, bar tabs and hotel bills in Kalamazoo County which may only be used to fund the construction
of the Event Center and long term capital improvements. He also indicated that the revenue from ticket
sales and events will be dedicated to operational expenses. Discussion followed. In response to Mayor
Strazdas, Mr. Miller cited the arcadiacommonswest.com website as place citizens can obtain more
information by April 6, 2010. He also said that there is a request before the Kalamazoo County
Commission to place the matter before the voters and he invited a dialogue with him at
kmill6835@aol.com or over his cell phone at 269/207-3699 as another means and source for further
information and dialogue. Discussion followed.

John Gisler, 9145 Arrowhead Drive, Scotts, referred everyone to the Kalamazoo County
website and the 58 page report of the vetting committee report provided by Kalamazoo County
Administrator Peter Battani dated February 10, 2010, for more information on this matter.
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Raghuram Elluru, 6719 Oleander Lane, indicated he wished to provide an update on the
progress of his property assessment dispute of two years with the City, commented that the two staff
members who visited his home for an appraisal were incredibly professional, thorough and reduced the
class of construction of his property. He also complimented City Council for their fairness with regard
to his issue.

REPORTS FROM THE ADMINISTRATION:

* RESOLUTION AWARDING BID: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to adopt the
Resolution awarding the bid for the City of Portage Limited Tax General Obligation City Share
Refunding Bonds, Series 2010, in an amount of $2,575,000 to Wells Fargo Advisors at 2.8593 percent.
Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

REZONING APPLICATION #09-01, GREENSPIRE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
(PD): Mayor Strazdas deferred to Councilmember O’Brien, who pointed out that this not a public
hearing, that City Council will not be considering the Rezoning Application, only the setting of the
public hearing for the Rezoning Application, and asked that City Council consider listening to the
citizens, first, then Steve Chadwick, of the Department of Natural Resources & Environment (DNRE),
then the representative from American Village Builders. Mayor Strazdas agreed and welcomed any
residents to speak regarding any topics or concerns they may have related to this matter.

Dr. Russell Mohney, 3500 Vanderbilt Avenue, asked that Steve Chadwick speak first.
Discussion followed. Dr. Mohney showed maps of various phases of the project and asked City Council
to focus on “Parcel 6” as it appears on the ALTA/ACSM survey map, S-2, since this depiction of
Parcel 6 was never provided to the Zoning Board of Appeals for their deliberations, nor the Planning
Commission for their deliberations, nor City Council until now and explained. He expressed concern
that the proposal as it relates to Parcel 6 “tramples” upon his riparian rights and advised that in a natural
lake, there are standard riparian laws and the property line extends to the middle of the lake from the
perpendicular angle from the shore. Mayor Strazdas summed up and acknowledged that Dr. Mohney
feels he has presented a case showing that there is a dispute with the documents that had been submitted
to City Council by the Administration and asked that the City Manager arrange an appointment with
Dr. Mohney to review the documents in question. Discussion followed. In response to Councilmember
Urban, Dr. Mohney indicated that the street addresses of the properties in question were 8632 and
8718 Shirley Court. Discussion followed. Councilmember Urban asked the City Attorney to provide
the law on riparian rights, including access, at the public hearing. Discussion followed.

Mayor Pro Tem Sackley indicated that one of the maps held by Dr. Mohney had not been
provided to City Council and asked that the City Administration compare the maps provided to City
Council with those held by Dr. Mohney. Discussion followed. Councilmember O’Brien asked for a
clarification of what the parcels are from one to six as distinguished from what the phases are from one
to six. Discussion followed.

Kim Dillon, 8546 Shirley Court, expressed a concern for her property since this project will
increase Greenspire Apartments 30%, the main entrance is behind her property and there is a planned
addition of a large retail development. She expressed her concerns for the safety of the neighborhood
and of the wildlife in the area. She said she felt victimized and caught in the middle citing the traffic on
a 24’ wide dirt road, Tozier Lane, and the increase in traffic on Shirley Court with the retail that “goes
out” to Centre Avenue. Discussion followed.
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Councilmember Urban indicated that City Council would be considering the zoning request
and not considering anything on the map or site plan. He said that the height restrictions, setbacks, etc.
will go back to the Planning Commission before it comes back to the City Council. Discussion
followed. Mayor Strazdas asked City Attorney Randy Brown to provide the standards or criteria that
City Council has to consider on a PD rezoning request in order to better focus City Council during the
public hearing. Mr. Brown indicated that this is a rezoning so it requires a tentative plan and, once the
tentative plan is approved, the zoning changes. Discussion followed. In answer to Councilmember
Urban, Mr. Brown indicated that once the tentative plan is approved, the zoning changes, and the matter
does not go back to the Planning Commission, but the site plan does which is then sent back to City
Council. Discussion followed. Mayor Pro Tem Sackley asked if certain milestones or commitments are
not met, the zoning reverts back, and Mr. Brown said, “Yes, after two years.” Discussion followed.

Doug Rhodus, 2333 Vanderbilt Avenue, focused on the ALTA/ACSM Survey provided to
the Department of Natural Resources & Environment (DNRE), cited the ALTA/ACSM Land Title
Survey Checklist of minimum requirements, and indicated that the drawing is not a final drawing, just a
preliminary drawing. Also, because the property description did not match the map, he questioned
whether the boundary description was 600 feet east of the line that was drawn on the map and whether
submerged land is within the description. Discussion followed. Mayor Pro Tem Sackley asked whether
the Planning Commission had access to this information and Mr. Rhodus responded that the process
began with the notice and survey being sent to the DNRE for review. Discussion followed. He pointed
out that one of the conditions before the Planning Commission that the DNRE addresses is the status of
endangered species that may be on this property and he questioned whether an environmental study is
the same as the DNRE checking for endangered species before the development begins. Mayor Strazdas
indicated that this is an issue to be addressed at the public hearing.

Councilmember O’Brien summarized that some of the responses to the questions that have
been posed, if City Council sets a public hearing, are for the State DNRE and some are for City staff: if
the ALTA/ACSM Survey is acceptable to the State and the DNRE, does the City Council need it for the
public hearing; is an environmental impact study required; are there any other legal requirements for this
particular project as proposed; and for the City Attorney, if there are property owners who dispute
property lines, what legally can City Council consider or not consider. Discussion followed.

Councilmember Urban indicated that parcel 6 takes up most of the property description of the
area in question and confirmed from Mr. Rhodus that the legal descriptions on the documents presented
to City Council do not match the map. Mr. Rhodus explained and discussion followed. Councilmember
Urban said it is possible that the Planning Commission considered a map that is in dispute or is in error
and asked for an opinion from the City Attorney on this. Discussion followed.

Steve Chadwick, DNRE, Wildlife Division, Wildlife Biologist for the Southwest Division of
the State, living in Flowerfield Township, St. Joseph County, representing the Gourdneck Game Area,
indicated that the State was notified by the City of Portage of this matter via the Department of the
Treasury to look things over and determine what was going on, and by Deputy Director of Planning and
Development Services Chris Forth regarding the rezoning portion, albeit with a small electronically
transmitted map, with assurances that the City had the matter handled, so the State had no reason to
object to what was going on. Later on, the ALTA/ACSM Survey was brought to the attention of the
State, and he pointed out that if the City of Portage was willing to accept the ALTA/ACSM Survey, the
State would accept it, also. He indicated that the State will review the ALTA/ACSM Survey only if the
City accepts it; otherwise, the State will follow up with a survey to ensure the boundary lines are
accurate. Discussion followed. With regard to the environmental impact statement, Mr. Chadwick
indicated that there is nothing the State would provide beyond what was provided, that he is fairly
confident that there are no endangered species on the property in question, the east portion of the Centre
Avenue tract, and explained the use of the Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNF]I) and other
methods to determine whether there are endangered species on the property in question - none on the
east side of the tract at first blush. Discussion followed.
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Councilmember Urban reiterated that if the City of Portage thought the survey was accurate,
the State would accept it. Mr. Chadwick said the State has a concern if there is trespass, that the State
would not get involved if the developer met all of the City’s requirements; however, the State would get
involved if a building is encroaching or the developer trespasses onto someone’s property.
Councilmember Urban asked that staff provide the level of certification that is required for the
description for the property for the rezoning and Planned Development proposal, and brought up the
issue of the property descriptions not matching the map.

Councilmember Reid asked Mr. Chadwick to confirm that he has survey staff who will do a
survey to make sure the property line boundaries are correct and not on State land. Mr. Chadwick
indicated that it is necessary to put in a request and, since this is 200 acres out of millions of acres in the
State, the request may not be honored as a high priority at this point, and no timeline is guaranteed
before the shovel goes into the ground, perhaps as early as this summer. He reiterated that if the city
accepts some other form of survey and all ordinances are followed, the State would have no objection.

Councilmember O’Brien again reiterated that if the City accepts an ALTA/ACSM survey,
that the State would accept it, also. She asked the City Attorney what is the burden of proof if there are
boundary line questions or a dispute, and City Attorney Brown asked to be allowed to answer these
questions at the public hearing. He did offer that rezoning does not adjust property lines, only the use of
the property; the City has its own maps and property descriptions and, if there are discrepancies, the
dispute is between the parties; the City can look at surveys, but the City does not change ownership
rights because that is between the property owners. Councilmember O’Brien asked if it is ever
appropriate to look at what we have on file versus what is presented by the applicant. Mr. Brown
deferred to Community Development Director Jeffrey Erickson with regard to what actions are taken
internally by City staff, and indicated that legally the City should use its own records as the City does
not have the responsibility to determine boundaries, only the use of the property, but can always review
what is presented. Discussion followed. Councilmember O’Brien asked that staff address the issues
involved in placing a building in the proper location and what staff provides to the Planning
Commission and City Council as assurances that the setbacks are correct and that buildings are being
properly placed within the boundaries of the owner’s property. Mr. Brown answered that the City does
have the necessary records - the deeds, the maps - to determine where the property line is, and indicated
that every time an application comes in, the Community Development Department staff compares that
information against the City records.

Councilmember Urban expressed his concem if the tentative plan map differs from the true
map of the real property description because City Council is also approving a tentative plan.

Greg Dobson, American Village Builders, 4200 West Centre Avenue, indicated that Joe
Gesmundo and Roger Hinman purchased this property over thirty years ago. He spoke in favor of
holding a public hearing on April 13, 2010, provided economic reasons for doing the project this year
instead of waiting, assured City Council that American Village Builders owns the land and promised
that reputable letters of proof would be forthcoming, particularly the east property line. He promised
that a surveyor will explain the property description/map discrepancies to the satisfaction of City
Council and promised to meet with any and all local residents to discuss their concerns. He indicated
that American Village Builders has provided notice to all property owners within 300 feet of the
property, has had discussions with many of them and promised to continue to work with them in the
belief American Village Builders is creating a great development next to their properties. He asked City
Council to set the public hearing and promised that American Village Builders will make an effort to
resolve as many of the issues as possible before and/or during the public hearing and explained.
Discussion followed. Mayor Pro Tem Sackley asked Mr. Dobson for his assurances that he can address
all of the issues posed by concerned citizens tonight, and Mr. Dobson confirmed that he can. Discussion

followed.
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Motion by Sackley, seconded by Urban, to accept Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire
Planned Development, for first reading and set a public hearing for April 13, 2010, at 7:30 p.m. or as
soon thereafter as may be heard and, subsequent to the public hearing, consider approving Rezoning
Application #09-01 from RM-1, multi-family residential, and R-1C, one-family residential, to PD,
planned development, per the tentative plan dated March 4, 2010, written narrative dated February 23,
2010, and seven conditions contained in the Department of Community Development report dated
February 26, 2010. Discussion followed. Mayor Strazdas reminded everyone that they need to come to
the public hearing and speak in order for their concerns to be a part of the public hearing. Upon a roll
call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RESPONSE MUTUAL AID AGREEMENT: Mayor
Strazdas introduced the item and invited Fire Chief Randy Lawton to come forward and he indicated
that the City of Portage could not provide hazardous materials response without the help of the other
communities because hazardous materials response requires specialized training and specialized
equipment. He provided a history of the development of the Countywide Hazmat team since 2004 and
indicated that about 14-15 months ago, it became apparent that the team had to be formally established
because of issues that became apparent since the inception of the team, such as liability and
reimbursement. Assistant City Attorney Charlie Bear indicated that this is an outgrowth of a
countywide cooperation that has been in place for years and that the fire chiefs in the area have agreed to
continue to cooperate because it was beneficial to the community. Discussion followed. Motion by
Reid, seconded by O’Brien, to adopt the Resolution for Intergovernmental Hazardous Materials Incident
Response Agreement and authorize the City Manager to sign the agreement on behalf of the city. Upon
aroll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

* APPLICATION FOR SPECIAL LICENSE FOR THE SALE OF BEER, WINE AND
SPIRITS: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to resolve to submit an application to the Michigan
Liquor Control Commission for a Special License for the sale of beer and wine for consumption on the
premises at Portage Central Park, 7800 Shaver Road, for The Taste of Portage on June 26, 2010, and
authorize the City Manager to execute all documents on behalf of the city. Upon a roll call vote, motion
carried 7 to 0.

* CLASS ACTION LAWSUIT - NATIONAL POLLUTION DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM PERMIT: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to authorize the City of
Portage to remain a party to the following class action lawsuit: The City of Riverview vs. State of
Michigan, Case No. 09-712-CZ. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

FISCAL YEAR 2010-11 BUDGET REVIEW SCHEDULE: Councilmember O’Brien
asked for a discussion of possible dates to have the public hearing and the notice requirements on the
City Budget. Mayor Strazdas asked the City Manager to have his staff contact City Council to ascertain
a mutually convenient date as an alternative to the April 20, 2010 date. In answer to the notice concerns
of Councilmember O’Brien, City Attorney Brown offered language from Chapter 7, General Finance,
Sec. 7.4, Budget Hearing, Charter, City of Portage, “A public hearing on the budget proposal shall be
held not less than one week before its final adoption, at such time as the Council shall direct. Notice of
the public hearing shall be published by the Clerk at least one week in advance thereof and the budget
proposal shall be available in the office of the Clerk during such week.” Discussion followed regarding
the proper method of notice for setting a special meeting to have a public hearing on the budget in
accordance with the Open Meetings Act and the City Charter.

City Council took no action with regard to the establishment of April 20 and May 4 from
6-9 p.m. as the dates for review of the proposed Fiscal Year 2010-11 Budget.
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* CLOSED SESSION: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to hold a closed session
immediately following the regularly scheduled City Council Meeting of March 23, 2010, to discuss an
attorney/client communication. Councilmember Randall recused herself from participating in the closed
session. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

* FEBRUARY 2010 SUMMARY ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIVITY REPORT -
INFORMATION ONLY: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to receive the communication from the
City Manager regarding the February 2010 Summary Environmental Activity Report as information
only. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

* MONTHLY REPORTS: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to receive the Department
Monthly Reports. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

MINUTES OF BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS: City Council received the minutes of the
following Boards and Commissions:

Portage Senior Center Advisory Board of January 20, 2010.
Portage Environmental Board of February 10, 2010.
Portage Planning Commission of March 4, 2010.

AD HOC COMMITTEE REPORTS:

LEGAL SERVICES CONTRACT: City Manager Evans explained that this item resulted
from the work of the City Council Legal Services Evaluation Committee and Mayor Strazdas deferred to
the Legal Services Evaluation Committee Chair, Councilmember Randall, who indicated that the
Committee decided by a 2 to 1 vote to solicit legal services using the bid process since this had not been
done since 1993. Councilmember Randall opined that it is appropriate and a best practice to go out for
bid and that it shows a willingness to participate in an open, honest and transparent process in
government. She said that this is reasonable because the last time the City went out for bid, seven firms
competed for the business.

Councilmember Campbell indicated that since the Committee meeting, she had reconsidered
her decision to go out for bid for legal services and distinguished the decision of City Council going out
for bid for Labor Counsel two years ago. She thanked the City Administration for the providing
background materials on Legal Service Contracts that addressed all of the questions that had arisen
throughout the proceedings of the Legal Services Evaluation Committee. She indicated that she worked
with the law firm of Brown and Associates for five an one-half years, three years on City Council and
two and one-half years on the Planning Commission. She indicated that her hope and intention is to
always be transparent and that she talked to a number of attorneys and was told repeatedly that going out
for bid is not a common occurrence, and that the experience is that once a client has engaged in the
services of an attorney, the only reasons to change are for performance or monetary issues. She cited
Chapter 6, The Administrative Service, Sec. 6.2, Administrative Officers; Appointment; Employees,
Charter, City of Portage, “The Council shall appoint the City Manager and the City Attorney who shall
each serve at the pleasure of the Council.” As a result, she likened the position of the City Attorney to
the position of the City Manager and would City Council submit the contract of the City Manager out
for bid, even if he was doing a good job, which is not reasonable in her opinion. She pointed out that the
City Attorney provided a reasonable, cost effective contract proposal to the Committee; that the service
he has provided has been excellent; that his advice has always been what has been needed and required;
that there are no politics in his recommendations; and, that his advice is based purely on his
interpretation of the law. She thanked staff and Mr. Brown for all of the help provided to her over the

years.
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Councilmember Urban indicated that he was the only dissenting vote on the Committee,
concurred with Councilmember Campbell regarding Chapter 6, The Administrative Service, Sec. 6.2,
Administrative Officers; Appointment; Employees, Charter, City of Portage and distinguished the
position of City Attorney from other offices enumerated in the Charter and placed him on par with the
City Manager except that the City Manager is an exclusive contract employee and the City Attorney is a
non-exclusive contract employment situation. He indicated that service and dedication have been the
hallmarks of Brown & Associates as City Attorney and that their current contract proposal is actually a
decrease when deflation is considered. Moreover, he proposes that the rates be fixed for five years
which reflects his sensitivity to the uncertain times regarding the level of expected income for Portage
and provides our city with a high level of knowledge and service at low cost. He expressed his
appreciation for Mr. Brown, who has indicated that he is proud to represent the City of Portage and
enjoys and believes in public service. He expressed disbelief that the same level of service provided by
Brown & Associates could be reached with another provider and referenced his long association with
Brown & Associates that has generated trust and respect for their counsel that does not come easily,
especially with the learning curve, the time and the effort.

Councilmember Urban concurred with Councilmember Campbell that this is a cost effective
proposal and that going out for bid would send a message that City Council is not happy with the
services of Brown & Associates. He also indicated he has not heard anyone express displeasure with the
work of Mr. Brown, nor has he ever heard disparaging comments from any staff, Board Member,
Commissioner, or Councilmember or Mayor. He cited his long years of history with his association
with the City Attorney as a Board Member and a Councilmember, and reiterated his trust and respect for
their counsel and expressed appreciation for their professionalism and efforts.

Motion by Urban, seconded by Sackley, to accept the communication from the Legal
Services Evaluation Committee and to accept the proposal to renew the current legal services contract
with Attorney Randall L. Brown & Associates, PLC, for City Attorney/ Prosecuting Attorney services
through Fiscal Year 2014-2015 and authorize the City Manager to execute all documents related to the
contract. Discussion followed.

Mayor Strazdas offered his thoughts on transparency and the bidding process. He cited the
three tiers of bidding: for a commodity, such as paperclips, concrete, etc., the low bid should be chosen;
for Professional Services, one must weigh price and weigh their service level capability; and, for a direct
appointee to an elected board - an entirely different category - one must weigh rates for that person, how
they compare with others in community and what the proposal is moving forward. He explained that
one must look at the present services and ask what is going on, what is the radar screen, is someone
retiring tomorrow, is there a merger or any other major change, for example. Mayor Strazdas indicated
that he did take a look at the rates, that they are among the lowest rates around and, with inflation, the
rates go back to 1993 and with zero increases during the next five years, the real rates are comparable to
those of the 1980’s. With regard to level of service, Mayor Strazdas indicated that here is no issue of
integrity, no poor service and no massive changes in the near future. He concluded that all of the criteria
are met and there is no reason for this elected body to go out for bids.

Councilmember Reid said that there is more than one way to be transparent, such as having a
discussion of the issues involved and taking a look at comparable values and comparable services of
other municipalities to look at the finances that are related to this service. She expressed her opinion
that it is important to see how other municipalities provide services and to see whether other models
make any sense as compared to what Portage is doing and that she does not feel that putting a contract
out for bid is the only way to be transparent. She expressed her support for the proposal from Brown &
Associates. She expressed a frustration for not having a lot of guidelines for the bidding process and
asked for clarity on that and other types of bidding issues. Also, she pointed out that there is no formal
evaluation process for the City Council to evaluate the City Attorney, even though there is an evaluation
process for City Manager, and supported an evaluation process for the City Attorney to make both sides
better and to build tangible information. Discussion followed.
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Mayor Pro Tem Sackley concurred with the positive discussion regarding Brown &
Associates and stressed the importance of experience and institutional knowledge when it comes to
Professional Contracts. Discussion followed.

Councilmember O’Brien thanked the staff and the Committee for their hard work and
indicated that comparisons are difficult with these types of contracts. She expressed her appreciation for
Councilmember Randall’s discussion of transparency and spoke in support of availability of information
for citizens, not doing business behind closed doors and for public discussions, but expressed caution
with regard to the evaluation of the City Attorney. Discussion followed.

Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 6 to 1. Yeas: Councilmembers Campbell, O’Brien,
Reid and Urban, Mayor Pro Tem Sackley and Mayor Strazdas. No: Councilmember Randall.

Councilmember Urban opened the discussion on the proposal to renew current legal services
contract for Axe & Ecklund, P.C. for Bond and Financial Consulting services through Fiscal Year 2011-
2012 and explained the recommendation from the City Manager. He quoted the communication from
the draft information received from the City Manager that, “The firm of Axe & Ecklund, PC, has
provided excellent bond opinion and bond issuance services over the past 17 years. The firm provides
responsive assistance when requested and possesses an understanding of City of Portage history and
long-range interests. With the current five-year contract, Axe & Ecklund, PC, provided services at no
cost increase over the previous contract.”

Motion by Urban, seconded by Campbell, to accept the proposal to renew current legal
services contract for Axe & Ecklund, P.C. for Bond and Financial Consulting services through Fiscal
Year 2011-2012 with the option to renew for the next four years and authorize the City Manager to
execute all documents related to the contracts. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 6 to 1. Yeas:
Councilmembers O’Brien, Reid, Urban and Campbell, Mayor Pro Tem Sackley and Mayor Strazdas.
No: Councilmember Randall.

CITY COUNCIL K-9 OFFICER COMMITTEE: Mayor Strazdas introduced the item
and said he was approached by citizens to obtain drug dogs as tools to detect drugs in the schools.
However, Mayor Strazdas indicated that overtime costs and taking an officer off the streets adds to the
cost of operations such that it is not feasible at this time. Also, Kalamazoo County has two dogs, and
the City of Kalamazoo has two new dogs for Portage to use, so he indicated that Portage will not be
pursuing a K-9 Officer at this time.

Councilmember Campbell indicated that the City Council K-9 Officer Committee wants to
look at this issue further and to present it to the City Council School Committee for further review and
expressed an interest in a pursuing a future partnership with the Board of Education regarding this
matter.

Councilmember Reid advocated getting a joint meeting with the Board of Education after the
May 4, 2010 School Election. Mayor Strazdas concurred and asked for a motion for discussion.

Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to not pursue the creation of a K-9 unit as part of the
Portage Police Department and refer the matter of drug checks using K-9s at public schools in the
greater Kalamazoo area to the City Council School Committee for review and report.

Councilmember O’Brien advocated that the entire City Council meet with the Board of
Education and not just the City Council School Committee, and expressed a concern to not interfere
with the autonomy of the Board of Education.

Mayor Pro Tem Sackley provided an overview of the evolution of the concept of using drug
dogs in Portage Public Schools and some of the of law enforcement activities that has taken place over
the years. He also said he is looking forward to a joint meeting with the Board of Education and has
always found them to be productive.
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Councilmember Reid pointed out that a subcommittee of City Council has met with a
subcommittee of the Board of Education on different issues over the years, and Mayor Strazdas
concurred and indicated an interest in having a meeting of the subcommittees as well as a meeting of the
entire City Council and the entire Board of Education. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

BID TABULATIONS:

* TRAFFIC SIGNAL IMPROVEMENTS: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to award a
construction contract to the low bidder, Severance Electric, Incorporated, in the not-to-exceed amount of
$180,140.67 for the installation of new traffic signals at the East Centre/Currier Drive/Mustang
Boulevard intersection and authorize the City Manager to execute all documents related to the contract
on behalf of the city. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to O.

* DPS LIGHTING IMPROVEMENT CONTRACT RECOMMENDATION: Motion by
Urban, seconded by Reid, to approve a contract with Elders Electric of Grandville, Michigan, to replace
140 light fixtures in the Department of Public Services (DPS) with T-6 light fixtures in the not-to-exceed
amount of $25,186 and authorize the City Manager to execute all documents related to this contract on
behalf of the city. Upon a roll call vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

* STORMWATER RETENTION BASIN AND STORMWATER OUTFALL TESTING
AND MONITORING PROGRAM: Motion by Urban, seconded by Reid, to award a four-year
contract to Wightman Environmental, Incorporated, of Sodus, Michigan, in the not-to-exceed amount of
$19,850 for Stormwater Retention Basin and Stormwater Outfall Testing and Monitoring and authorize
the City Manager to execute all documents relating to this contract on behalf of the city. Upon a roll call
vote, motion carried 7 to 0.

OTHER CITY MATTERS:

STATEMENTS OF CITIZENS: John Gisler, 9145 Arrowhead Drive, Scotts, announced his
candidacy for 16" District Kalamazoo County Commissioner.

REMINDER OF MEETINGS: Mayor Sackley explained that the issues addressed by the
Assessing Issues Task Force has expanded and explained that he wanted the Committee of the Whole to
hear the report from the staff of the Office of the Assessor rather than just the three members of the
Assessing Issues Task Force. He suggested setting a Special Meeting before April 13, 2010, because the
timing is critical at this time.

Mayor Strazdas indicated that it is important to discuss this topic at a Work Session of City
Council and suggested 5:30 p.m. as the time to hear the presentation of the staff of the Office of the
Assessor.

Councilmember Reid agreed that it makes sense to have the presentation before the City
Council of the Whole rather than before the three members of the Assessing Issues Task Force, first,
then before the City Council as a whole, later. She also expressed her appreciation for the work

performed by the Assessing Issues Task Force.
Councilmember O’Brien concurred because of the detail, complexity of the information and

discussions of the Assessing Issues Task Force. She also concurred that it will cut down on duplication,
use of resources and questions. She pointed out that one person missing from the Assessing Issues Task
Force means only two people would get the information; while presenting it before the entire City
Council would alleviate the problem of having one person missing as there would still be six
Councilmembers who could have discussion.
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Motion by Sackley, seconded by Reid, to dissolve the Assessing Issues Task Force and set a
Special Meeting at 5:30 p.m., Tuesday, April 13, 2010, City Council Chambers, to receive a presentation
from the Office of the Assessor staff regarding Assessing Issues. City Manager Maurice Evans stressed
that the staff of the Office of the Assessor has been working many weeks with the Board of Review, and
has also created a presentation that is an opportunity to address the many issues brought before City
Council and any other issues or concerns that may arise. Discussion followed. Upon a roll call vote,

motion carried 7 to 0.

STATEMENTS OF CITY COUNCIL AND CITY MANAGER: Councilmember O’Brien
announced she would be absent for the next City Council Meeting.

Mayor Pro Tem Sackley pointed out that if a person is living temporarily out of state that he
and/or she should put zero on the census form they receive out of state and respond to the Census taker

when contacted upon their return to Portage.

ADJOURNMENT: Mayor Strazdas adjourned the meeting at 10:28 p.m.

James R. Hudson, City Clerk

*Indicates items included on the Consent Agenda.
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TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council (\K/ DATE: April 7,2010
FROM: Maurice S. Evans, City Manager W
SUBJECT: Check Register
ACTION RECOMMENDED: That City Council approve the Check Register of April 13,
2010 as presented.

Attached please find the Check Register for the period March 17, 2010 through April 6, 2010,
which is recommended for approval.

¢: Daniel S. Foecking, Finance Director
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9:54:44 A/P CHECKS BY PERIOD AND YEAR

FROM 03/17/2010 TO 04/06/2010
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03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/1%/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010
03/19/2010

270211
270212
270213
270214
270215
270216
270217
270218
270219
270220
270221
270222
270223
270224
270225
270226
270227
270228
270229
270230
270231
270232
270233
270234
270235
270236
270237
270238
270239
270240
270241
270242
270243
270244
270245
270247
270248
270249
270250
270251
270252
270253
270254
270255
270256
270257
270258
270259
270260
270261
270262

A I S CONSTRUCTION EQUIP. CO.
AT&T

ABONMARCHE CONSULTANTS, INC
ACCENT ENGRAVING, INC.

AIR GAS GREAT LAKES

ALLEGRA PRINT & IMAGING
ALLIED WASTE SERVICES #249
AMERICAN HOIST AIR & LUBE EQUI
AMERICAN SAFETY & FIRST AID
ANIMAL REMOVAL SERVICE, LLC
ANY CUTTING & WELDING

APPLIED INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGIE
TODD ARBANAS ENTERPRISES INC.
ARROW UNIFORM RENTAL

ARTS COUNCIL OF GREATER KZOO
AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING
BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON

BLUE CROSS/BLUE SHIELD OF MICH
BOMMERSCHEIM WINDOW & DOOR LLC
BOOTH NEWSPAPERS INC

BORGESS AMBULATORY CARE CORP.
BORGESS HEALTH ALLIANCE
BRINK'S, INC

BRONSON VICKSBURG HOSPITAL
BRONSON WELLNESS SERVICES
BUSH, JAMES

C D W GOVERNMENT, INC.
Candlewocod Suites

CAMPBELL AUTO SUPPLY

CASH REGISTER SALES & SERVICE
CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS

CINTAS CORP.

CITY OF PORTAGE

COASTAL TRAINING TECHNOLOGIES
CONSUMERS ENERGY

CONSUMERS ENERGY-BILIL PMT CNT
CONTINENTAL LINEN SUPPLY CO.
CROSSROADS CAR WASH

CUSTER OFFICE ENVIRONMENTS
Dixon, Kevin

Doster, Kyle

DEPATIE FLUID POWER CO., INC.
DETROIT TIGERS

DEVON TITLE AGENCY

DEWITT BARRELS

DIVE RESCUE INTERNATIONAL INC
EARTH TECH

ELHORN ENGINEERING CO.
ENGINEERED PROTECTION SYSTEMS,
FAWLEY OVERHEAD DOOR, INC.
FERRELLGAS, LP

2210
999999
999999

211

3549

3542

1296

2511

224
4489
2973

6390

384

2,028.28
3,054.25
845.00
34.75
17.99
521.00
40,106.15
1,420.00
115.66
605.00
405.00
98.14
5,650.00
58.55
130.00
1,124.58
100.00
132,526.71
1,367.38
234.64
969.00
367.00
225.94
500.00
1,040.00
46.57
1,549.43
661.05
839.08
83.20
22.65
197.00
356.47
162.15
13,300.88
47,225.66
187.19
245.50
1,024.55
1,278.00
60.00
1,206.96
1,760.00
900.00
765.00
117.10
27,555.03
9,396.00
103.36
1,400.00
36.00
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CITY OF PORTAGE FROM 03/17/2010 TO 04/06/2010 BANK CODE *ALL*
CHECK CHECK CHECK
DATE NUMBER VENDOR NAME VENDOR # AMOUNT
03/19/2010 270263 FIRE ENGINEERING 999999 29.95
03/19/2010 270264 FIRE SERVICE MANAGEMENT 2608 218.23
03/19/2010 270265 FOLEY, MEGAN 999399 100.00
03/19/2010 270266 FORREST, MEG 999999 330.00
03/19/2010 270267 FORTUNE 999999 20.00
03/19/2010 270268 GIPSON, GAYDENE 999999 72.00
03/19/2010 270269 GORDON WATER SYSTEMS 517 223.75
03/19/2010 270270 GRAHAM FORESTRY SERVICE, INC. 464 720.00
03/19/2010 270271 W W GRAINGER INC 699 1,088.15
03/19/2010 270272 GREATER KALAMAZOO FOP LODGE 98 623 4,836.00
03/19/2010 270273 GREGWARE EQUIPMENT CO. 4397 239.88
03/19/2010 270274 HABITAT FOR HUMANITY 1666 2,895.00
03/19/2010 270275 HEALTH FORCE OCCUPATIONAL MEDI 999999 1859.00
03/19/2010 270276 HI-TECH ELECTRIC CO. 1327 1,242.70
03/19/2010 270277 HILL, MICHELLE 999999 209.71
03/19/2010 270278 HOME BUILDERS ASSOCIATION OF 999999 45.00
03/19/2010 270280 HOME DEPOT 691 853.10
03/19/2010 270281 Int'l Assoc for Identification 999999 70.00
03/19/2010 270282 IERVOLINA, SUSAN 2074 80.00
03/19/2010 270283 J B PRINTING COMPANY 1595 9,144.00
03/19/2010 270284 Jackson City Police Dept 999999 75.00
03/19/2010 270285 JONS TO GO PORTABLE RESTROOM 3201 116.00
03/19/2010 270286 Kline, Michael 999999 60.00
03/19/2010 270287 KAL COUNTY FIRE CHIEFS ASSOC. 1036 30.00
03/19/2010 270288 KALAMAZOO COUNTY TREASURER 514 3,291.69
03/19/2010 270289 KALAMAZOO COUNTY TREASURER 514 332.50
03/19/2010 270290 KALAMAZOO COUNTY TREASURER 514 2,661.99
03/19/2010 270291 KALAMAZOO REG'L EDUC SVS AGENG 721 620.92
03/19/2010 270292 KALAMAZOO VALLEY COMMUNITY COL 230 372.76
03/19/2010 2702983 KEYSTONE AUTO REPAIR, INC. 984 923.00
03/19/2010 270294 KIESER & ASSOCIATES 234 3,982.50
03/19/2010 270295 KNAPP ENERGY, INC. 235 16,031.78
03/19/2010 270296 KNOBLOCH, DAWN 999999 100.00
03/19/2010 270297 Lehmann, Jeffrey 999999 60.00
03/19/2010 270298 LAKE MICHIGAN MAILERS, INC. 682 138.00
03/19/2010 270299 LAWSON PRODUCTS, INC 240 934.84
03/19/2010 270300 LEWIS PAPER PLACE, INC. 242 163.93
03/19/2010 270301 LOWE'S HOME CENTER 2630 389.00
03/19/2010 270302 MPELRA 2305 35.00
03/19/2010 270303 Mich State Univ Police Dept 999999 75.00
03/19/2010 270304 Michigan State Police 999999 80.00
03/19/2010 270305 Michigan State University 999999 140.00
03/19/2010 270306 Mullins, Steve 999999 330.00
03/19/2010 270307 MARKS, JuDY 999999 72.00
03/19/2010 270308 MATRIX ENG LLC 999999 150.00
03/19/2010 270309 MCDONALD'S TOWING & RESCUE, IN 728 136.00
03/19/2010 270310 MCNALLY ELEVATOR CO. 256 70.25
03/19/2010 270311 MICHIGAN ELECTION RESOURCES, L 264 231.00
03/19/2010 270312 MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 2709 695.00
03/19/2010 270313 MULDERS LANDSCAPE SUPPLIES INC 286 16,832.00

03/19/2010 270314 NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOC 714 150.00
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CHECK CHECK CHECK
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03/19/2010 270315 NELSON'S HARDWARE 1566 550.00
03/19/2010 270316 NEW FRESH CLEANING SERVICE 4351 585.50
03/19/2010 270317 A NEW LEAF 635 85.00
03/19/2010 270318 NEW WORLD SYSTEMS 1154 945.00
03/19/2010 270319 NOVIUS 4233 1,800.00
03/19/2010 270320 NYE UNIFORMS 299 1,797.25
03/19/2010 270322 OFFICE DEPOT, INC. 1721 293.60
03/19/2010 270323 OFFICEMAX INCORPORATED 301 363.43
03/19/2010 270324 JAROTH - P T S 3957 303.00
03/19/2010 270325 PARADIGM DESIGN, INC. 3306 857.50
03/19/2010 270326 PARIS CLEANERS 1794 1,296.30
03/19/2010 270327 JACK PEARL'S SPORT CENTER INC 561 468.80
03/19/2010 270328 PETTY CASH-PARKS 536 245.03
03/19/2010 270329 PORTAGE DISTRICT LIBRARY 810 206.52
03/19/2010 270330 PORTAGE POLICE OFFICERS ASSOC 624 153.60
03/19/2010 270331 PORTAGE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 590 3,483.55
03/19/2010 270332 PRECISION PRINTER SERVICES INC 2584 1,337.05
03/19/2010 270333 PRIORITY HEALTH 4254 22,587.68
03/19/2010 270334 QUALITY AIR HEATING & COOLING, 3621 832.33
03/19/2010 270335 QUALITY CYLINDER SERVICE 2891 685.00
03/19/2010 270336 R C M HEADSETS/R C M & ASSOC. 4113 270.95
03/19/2010 270337 RATHCO SAFETY SUPPLY, INC. 327 3,815.76
03/19/2010 270338 RED THE UNIFORM TAILOR 3664 1,245.50
03/19/2010 270339 REPUBLIC WASTE SERVICES OF W M 4443 760.06
03/19/2010 270340 RIDGE AUTO NAPA 438 2,928.56
03/19/2010 270341 RIETH-RILEY CONSTRUCTION CO., 4386 223.70
03/19/2010 270342 ROAD EQUIPMENT PARTS CENTER 339 444.38
03/19/2010 270343 ROOT SPRING SCRAPER CO. 344 568.00
03/19/2010 270344 ROSE PEST SOLUTIONS 634 77.00
03/19/2010 270345 ROWLEY BROTHERS, INC. 346 649.49
03/19/2010 270346 SAFETY SERVICES, INC. 349 15.53
03/19/2010 270347 SARCOM, INC. 1194 12,381.00
03/19/2010 270348 SKILLQUEST INTERNATIONAL LLC 456 200.00
03/19/2010 270349 SNELLING PERSONNEL SERVICES 2107 1,440.00
03/19/2010 270350 SOUTHWEST MICHIGAN WELLNESS DI 3238 435.00
03/19/2010 270351 SPAULDING MFG. CORP. 1929 211.00
03/19/2010 270352 SPRINT 3721 1,515.07
03/19/2010 270353 ST. THOMAS CARPET STEAM 3735 394.00
03/19/2010 270354 STATE INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTS CORP 2010 890.93
03/19/2010 270355 STATE SYSTEMS RADIO, INC 369 1,171.31
03/19/2010 270356 STEENSMA LAWN & POWER EQUIPMEN 3222 63.77
03/19/2010 270357 SYMPRO INC. 3528 5,408.00
03/19/2010 270358 T-MOBILE USA INC 3665 29.99
03/19/2010 270359 TEXAS ROADHOUSE 999999 175.00
03/19/2010 270360 THOMAS PETEK, PHD. 999999 300.00
03/19/2010 270361 THOMPSON PUBLISHING GROUP 385 837.00
03/19/2010 270362 TRACTOR SUPPLY CORP. 2817 319.40
03/19/2010 270363 TRIGO BREAD CO., LLC 4158 76.89
03/19/2010 270364 TRUCK & TRAILER SPECIALTIES 639 540.14
03/19/2010 270365 U S BANK 3497 1,125.00

03/19/2010 270366 U S POSTMASTER 391 6,985.00
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03/19/2010 270367 UNITED PARCEL SERVICE 545 44.00
03/19/2010 270368 UNITED WATER NACO LLC 4304 164,003.33
03/19/2010 270369 VARNUM, RIDDERING, SCHMIDT & H 402 101.35
03/19/2010 270370 VICKSBURG CHRYSLER DODGE JEEP 2721 87.30
03/19/2010 270371 WALL STREET JOURNAL 408 120.88
03/19/2010 270372 WEST SHORE FIRE, INC. 419 98.60
03/19/2010 270373 WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 2944 9,746.00
03/19/2010 270374 WHOLE ART THEATRE 999999 300.00
03/19/2010 270375 WINGFOOT COMMERCIAL TIRE 2613 3,608.42
03/19/2010 270376 WOLVERINE LAWN SERVICE, INC. 1089 4,563.00
03/19/2010 270378 XEROX CORP. 2684 1,350.87
03/19/2010 270379 3rd District Court B 999999 120.00
03/19/2010 270380 360 SERVICES, INC. 637 1,779.74
03/19/2010 270381 7th District Court 999999 170.00
04/01/2010 270382 A I S CONSTRUCTION EQUIP. CO. 640 631.56
04/01/2010 270383 AT&T 849 6,142.64
04/01/2010 270384 A-1 AUTO BODY SHOP, INC. 97 670.97
04/01/2010 270385 ABONMARCHE CONSULTANTS, INC 597 17,550.62
04/01/2010 270386 ABSOLUTE VIDEO PRODUCTIONS 3682 420.00
04/01/2010 270387 ACCENT ENGRAVING, INC. 101 25.50
04/01/2010 270388 AIRGAS GREAT LAKES 106 374.96
04/01/2010 270389 ALLEGRA PRINT & IMAGING 533 970.55
04/01/2010 270390 GAIL ANDRUS TRAVEL 2071 775.00
04/01/2010 270391 ANTMAL REMOVAL SERVICE, LLC 3428 1,125.00
04/01/2010 270392 ARROW UNIFORM RENTAL 4058 175.65
04/01/2010 270393 ASSOCIATED GOVERNMENT SERVICES 3554 390.00
04/01/2010 270394 AUTOMATIC DATA PROCESSING 3305 956.87
04/01/2010 270395 AUTOMATIC MICROFILMING CO. 863 1,239.45
04/01/2010 270396 B D N INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE CON 2143 750.00
04/01/2010 270397 BAILEY CONTRACTORS INC., ROBER 771 600.00
04/01/2010 270398 BEARING SERVICE 1157 231.81
04/01/2010 270399 BEST AIRE COMPRESSORS 4024 382.15
04/01/2010 270400 BOMMERSCHEIM WINDOW & DOOR LLC 3760 1,444.00
04/01/2010 270401 BOOTH NEWSPAPERS INC 89 3,291.54
04/01/2010 270402 BOOTH NEWSPAPERS INC 89 171.48
04/01/2010 270403 BORGESS AMBULATORY CARE CORP. 1545 360.00
04/01/2010 270404 BORGESS HEALTH ALLIANCE 151 1,234.00
04/01/2010 270405 BRONSON VICKSBURG HOSPITAL 157 300.00
04/01/2010 270406 RANDALL L BROWN & ASSOC. PLC 2351 102.00
04/01/2010 270407 BUREAU OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS INC 975 35.00
04/01/2010 270408 CALERSA 1080 98.00
04/01/2010 270409 C D W GOVERNMENT, INC. 2690 59.85
04/01/2010 270410 County of St. Joseph 999999 650.00
04/01/2010 270411 CAMPBELL AUTO SUPPLY 437 228.44
04/01/2010 270412 CHARTER COMMUNICATIONS 3080 65.75
04/01/2010 270413 CHILD SAFETY SOLUTIONS, INC. 4522 363.00
04/01/2010 270414 CINTAS CORP. 2206 1,173.36
04/01/2010 270415 CITY OF KALAMAZOO (PUBLIC UTIL 540 205,323.43
04/01/2010 270416 COLE CENTURY BUICK PONTIAC GMC 902 331.65
04/01/2010 270417 CONSUMERS ENERGY . 999999 1,000.00

04/01/2010 270418 CONSUMERS ENERGY-BILL PMT CNT 189 8,547.89
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270438
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270441
270442
270443
270444
270445
270446
270447
270448
270449
270450
270451
270452
270453
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270461
270462
270463
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270465
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CONTINENTAL LINEN SUPPLY CO.
CROSSROADS CAR WASH
CROSSROADS EXPERT AUTO SERVICE
DEAN TRAILWAYS OF MICHIGAN
DEPATIE FLUID POWER CO., INC.
DRIESENGA & ASSOCIATES, INC.
DUTHLER FORD TRUCKS, INC.

EAST JORDAN IRON WORKS
EMERGENCY VEHICLE PRODUCTS
ENGINEERING SUPPLY & IMAGING
ENMET CORPORATION

ETNA SUPPLY, INC.

FABRICATED FLEX & HOSE

FARM N GARDEN

FILLMORE EQUIPMENT, INC.
FINNERMANS FARM & GARDEN SERVI
FIRE SERVICE MANAGEMENT
FLETCHER ENTERPRISES

FLIERS UNDERGROUND SPRINKLING
GORDON WATER SYSTEMS

GRAHAM FORESTRY SERVICE, INC.
W W GRAINGER INC

GREATER KALAMAZOO FOP LODGE 98
GREATER KALAMAZOO FOP LODGE 98
GREATER KALAMAZOO UNITED WAY
GRIFFIN PEST CONTROL, INC.
HI-TECH ELECTRIC CO.

HOME DEPOT

IERVOLINA, SUSAN

INDUSCO SUPPLY CO., INC.

J-AD GRAPHICS, INC

JOHNSON OUTDOORS INC

KAL CO MEDICAL CONTROL AUTH
KALAMAZOO CONSERVATION SERVICE
KALAMAZQOO COUNTY HEALTH & COMM
KALAMAZOO COUNTY HEALTH & COMM
KALAMAZOO COUNTY TREASURER
KALAMAZOO LANDSCAPE SUPPLIES
KAMESH VENUGOPAL

KCMHSAS SERVICES FOR CHILDREN
KEHOE, EDWARD J

KNAPP ENERGY, INC.

KUSTOM SIGNAL, INC

KZ00 TIRE COMPANY

LANGUAGE LINE, INC

LAWSON PRODUCTS, INC

LENTZ USA SERVICE CENTERS INC
LOUCKS, JANET

LUKE'S TRUCK SERVICE, INC.
LYNWELL CORP.

MAXTMA PLASTICS SERVICES

191
195
4109
3468

3277
223
226

2948

2615

3951
692

1144
833

4516

13

2608

1399

1407
517
464
699
623
623
628
598

1327
691

2074

63

4444

3261
735

1414

84

84

514

90
999999
999999

3783
235
237
564

1093
240

999999
999999
815
244
999999

519.00
131.00
259.07
38.78
460.00
200.00
9,052.00
560.00
340.00
44.00
50.00
310.00
17,567.88
7,725.00
663.00
37.83
1,066.49
9.13
72.00
751.33
113.00
69.62
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CITY OF PORTAGE FROM 03/17/2010 TO 04/06/2010 BANK CODE *ALL*
CHECK CHECK CHECK
DATE NUMBER VENDOR NAME VENDOR # AMOUNT
04/01/2010 270473 MCCARTHY SMITH LAW GROUP, PLC 2950 3,217.79
04/01/2010 270474 MCDONALD'S TOWING & RESCUE, IN 728 28.00
04/01/2010 270475 MCDONALD'S USA, LLC 4211 165.00
04/01/2010 270476 MCNALLY ELEVATOR CO. 256 107.75
04/01/2010 270477 MENARDS, INC 258 24.23
04/01/2010 270478 MICHIGAN MUNICIPAL LEAGUE 4515 115.00
04/01/2010 270479 MICHIGAN TAX TRIBUNAL 999999 50.00
04/01/2010 270480 MICHIGAN TAX TRIBUNAL 999999 25.00
04/01/2010 270481 MIDWEST GOLF AND TURF 4210 528.18
04/01/2010 270482 MITCHELL REPAIR INFORMATION CO 843 1,608.00
04/01/2010 270483 MOORS I, LLC 3834 24.74
04/01/2010 270484 T MORGAN INC. 376 1,288.61
04/01/2010 270485 MOSES FIRE EQUIPMENT, INC. 993 1,440.60
04/01/2010 270486 MULDERS LANDSCAPE SUPPLIES INC 286 142.25
04/01/2010 270487 NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF BUSINESS 3217 158.00
04/01/2010 270488 NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF BUSINESS 3217 97.00
04/01/2010 270489 NELSON'S HARDWARE 1566 19.46
04/01/2010 270491 NEXTEL 1709 1,693.77
04/01/2010 270492 NICHOLSON, SANDY 998999 2,910.00
04/01/2010 270493 NYE UNIFORMS 299 231.96
04/01/2010 270494 OFFICE DEPOT, INC. 1721 468.96
04/01/2010 270495 OFFICEMAX INCORPORATED 301 33.02
04/01/2010 270496 ONE WAY PRODUCTS 440 736.02
04/01/2010 270497 PATTERSON, PETER 999999 400.00
04/01/2010 270498 PETTY CASH-CITY HALL 767 537.10
04/01/2010 270499 PETTY CASH-PARKS 536 320.40
04/01/2010 270500 PORTAGE FIREFIGHTERS 625 1,491.76
04/01/2010 270501 PORTAGE ON-CALL FIREFIGHTERS 504 133.98
04/01/2010 270502 PORTAGE POLICE OFFICERS ASSOC 624 112.95
04/01/2010 270503 COLLEEN POTTER 3460 385.00
04/01/2010 270504 PROJECT FISH 4273 75.00
04/01/2010 270505 QUADRANT II MARKETING, LLC 3139 2,349.08
04/01/2010 270506 RATHCO SAFETY SUPPLY, INC. 327 2,330.30
04/01/2010 270507 RIDDERMAN & SONS OIL CO. INC. 1735 368.85
04/01/2010 270508 RIDGE AUTO NAPA 438 1,994.17
04/01/2010 270509 RIETH-RILEY CONSTRUCTION CO., 4386 2,562.20
04/01/2010 270510 ROAD EQUIPMENT PARTS CENTER 339 86.53
04/01/2010 270511 RODRIGUEZ, NOE 999999 12.57
04/01/2010 270512 ROMENCE GARDENS, INC 343 98.99
04/01/2010 270513 ROOT SPRING SCRAPER CO. 344 1,632.00
04/01/2010 270514 ROWLEY BROTHERS, INC. 346 1,895.87
04/01/2010 270515 S B F/CORONA GRAPHICS 3481 1,999.73
04/01/2010 270516 SAFETY SERVICES, INC. 349 284.68
04/01/2010 270517 SAFETY VISION LP 3032 1,143.66
04/01/2010 270518 SARCOM, INC. 1194 40,416.67
04/01/2010 270519 SEARS, ROEBUCK & CO. 3574 800.00
04/01/2010 270520 SENIOR SERVICES, INC. 909 50.00
04/01/2010 270521 SIMMONS FORD 2064 81.92
04/01/2010 270522 SNELL, DEBRA 1505 252.00
04/01/2010 270523 SNELLING PERSONNEL SERVICES 2107 2,790.00

04/01/2010 270524 SPRINT 3721 1,478.88
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CITY OF PORTAGE FROM 03/17/2010 TO 04/06/2010 BANK CODE *ALL*
CHECK CHECK CHECK
DATE NUMBER VENDOR NAME VENDOR # AMOUNT
04/01/2010 270525 STAR GLASS 2043 134.00
04/01/2010 270526 STATE OF MICHIGAN (DOT) 368 1,999.59
04/01/2010 270527 STATE OF MICHIGAN (MDEQ) 820 108.00
04/01/2010 270528 STATE OF MICHIGAN (MDEQ) 820 75.00
04/01/2010 270529 STATE OF MICHIGAN (MDEQ) 820 800.00
04/01/2010 270530 STATE OF MICHIGAN/MLCC 999999 50.00
04/01/2010 270531 STATE SYSTEMS RADIO, INC 369 94.70
04/01/2010 270532 SUPERIOR ASPHALT, INC. 4183 4,620.00
04/01/2010 270533 TENDERCARE 9399999 75.00
04/01/2010 270534 TERRENCE LILLY 999999 4.00
04/01/2010 270535 THOMPSON, HELENE 4417 166.00
04/01/2010 270536 TOO CLEAN JANITORIAL 2220 65.00
04/01/2010 270537 TRACTOR SUPPLY CORP. 2817 319.12
04/01/2010 270538 TRIERWEILER, VINCENT 999999 100.00
04/01/2010 270539 TRINH'S FURNITURE REPAIR SHOP 1210 800.00
04/01/2010 270540 U A W, LOCAL 2290 1862 421.79
04/01/2010 270541 U S POSTMASTER 392 6,000.00
04/01/2010 270542 UNBEATABLESALE.COM, INC 4523 123.95
04/01/2010 270543 UNITED PARCEL SERVICE 545 30.77
04/01/2010 270544 VAN LENTE, FRED 999999 60.46
04/01/2010 270545 VANDERMEULEN, DARL 999999 44.00
04/01/2010 270546 WEST MICHIGAN STAMP & SEAL, INC 415 6.60
04/01/2010 270547 WICHMAN, SANDRA 999999 100.00
04/01/2010 270548 WILSON, KARRIANNE 999999 18.88
04/01/2010 270549 WINDER POLICE EQUIPMENT, INC. 429 352.19
04/01/2010 270550 WINGFOOT COMMERCIAL TIRE 2613 2,841.98
04/01/2010 270551 WOLVERINE LAWN SERVICE, INC. 1089 761.00
04/01/2010 270552 ZIOLKOWSKI, ANDREA 999999 100.00
04/01/2010 270553 360 SERVICES, INC. 637 2,471.12
04/01/2010 270554 7th District Court 999999 160.00

DATE RANGE TOTAL * 1,103,751.82 *



AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE CODE OF ORDINANCES
OF THE CITY OF PORTAGE, MICHIGAN
BY AMENDING SECTIONS 42-542; 42-545; 42-546; 42-550 AND 42-551
ARTICLE 4 OF CHAPTER 42, ZONING
THE CITY OF PORTAGE ORDAINS:
That Chapter 42, Article 4, shall be amended as follows:
Sec. 42-542. General requirements.

A. Unchanged.

B. Sign measurements:

1. The entire area of one side of the sign face within a circle or four-sided
polygon enclosing the extreme limits of writing, representation, emblem,
or any figure of similar character. This area shall also include any frame
or other material or color forming an integral part of the display or used to
differentiate the sign from the background against which it is placed,;
excluding the necessary supports or uprights on which the sign is placed.

2. Unchanged.

3. Unchanged.

4, Unchanged.

5. Unchanged.

C. through I. Unchanged.

Sec. 42-545. R-1A, R-1B, R-1C, R-1D, R-1E and R-IT districts.

In any R-1A, R-1B, R-1C, R-1D, R-1E and R-1T residential district:

A. Unchanged.

B. For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is permitted one (1)
freestanding accessory sign, not exceeding one square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of
lot frontage. The maximum size of the sign may not exceed 50 square feet in
area, provided that such freestanding sign:

1. Is at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and

2. Does not exceed ten (10) feet in height.



For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is also permitted a wall sign
or signs, the combined area of which does not exceed 15 percent of the total
area of the wall to which the sign or signs are attached. The combined total of all
wall signs shall not exceed 100 square feet.

Except for the signs permitted in section 42-543, a permanent sign identifying a
single-family residential development is not permitted except as provided in this
section. The city council may approve an agreement between the city and a
proprietor desiring a sign located on city owned property or right-of-way
identifying a single-family residential development. The agreement shall specify
requirements and conditions regarding the sign, including not limited to the
following:

1. Size and height of the sign, construction standards to be followed,
appearance, specific location and illumination.

2. The person responsible for maintaining and repairing the sign.
3. Compensation to the city for continued use of the property.
4. A provision which indemnifies the city from liability as a result of any

personal damage or personal injury resulting from the sign.

Sec. 42-546. RM-1 and RM-2 districts.

In RM-1 and RM-2 multifamily residential districts:

A

B.

Unchanged.
Unchanged.

Unchanged.

For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is permitted one (1)
freestanding accessory sign, not exceeding one square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of
lot frontage. The maximum size of the sign may not exceed 50 square feet in
area, provided that such freestanding sign:

1. Is at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and
2. Does not exceed ten (10) feet in height.

For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is also permitted a wall sign
or signs, the combined area of which does not exceed 15 percent of the total
area of the wall to which the sign or signs are attached. The combined total of all
wall signs shall not exceed 100 square feet.



Sec. 42-550. 0S-1, office service and OTR, office, technology and research districts.

In an OS-1 office service or OTR, office, technology or research district:

A

B.

C.

One freestanding accessory sign per zoning lot is permitted, not exceeding one
square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage, provided that the sign may not
exceed 50 square feet in area for a lot less than 300 feet wide. For lots less than
80 feet in width, one freestanding sign not to exceed 32 square feet is permitted.
A zoning lot in excess of 300 feet wide may have one additional sign based upon
the ratio of one square foot of sign area per each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage over
the initial 300 feet of frontage. The maximum size for any one sign is 50 square
feet. Where multiple-use zoning lots are involved, for each additional use on a
zoning lot beyond the initial use, eight additional square feet of sign area is
permitted, the total area of all signs not to exceed 50 percent over the sign size
originally permitted for the lot. Where the zoning lot abuts a one-family
residential district, the setback distance shall be increased such that one foot of
horizontal distance from the residential area is provided for each square foot of
sign permitted on the lot, provided that all such signs:

1. Are at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and
2. Do not exceed fifteen (15) feet in height.

Unchanged.

Unchanged.

Sec. 42-551. B-1, local business district.

In a B-1 local business district:

A

One freestanding accessory sign per zoning lot is permitted, not exceeding one
square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage, provided that the sign may not
exceed 50 square feet in area for a lot less than 300 feet wide. For lots less than
80 feet in width, one freestanding sign not to exceed 32 square feet is permitted.
A zoning lot in excess of 300 feet wide may have one additional sign based upon
the ratio of one square foot of sign area per each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage over
the initial 300 feet of frontage. The maximum size for any one sign is 50 square
feet. Where multiple-use zoning lots are involved, for each additional use on a
zoning lot beyond the initial use, eight additional square feet of sign area is
permitted, the total area of all signs not to exceed 50 percent over the sign size
originally permitted for the lot. Where the zoning lot abuts a one-family
residential district, the setback distance shall be increased such that one foot of
horizontal distance from the residential area is provided for each square foot of
sign permitted on the lot, provided that all such signs:

1. Are at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and
2. Do not exceed fifteen (15) feet in height.



B. Unchanged.

Dated:

Peter J. Strazdas, Mayor
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
ORDINANCE #:
EFFECTIVE DATE:
CERTIFICATION

I, James R. Hudson, do hereby certify that | am the duly appointed and acting City Clerk
of the City of Portage and that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by the City of Portage on
the day of , 20

James R. Hudson, City Clerk
PREPARED BY:
Randall L. Brown (P34116)
Portage City Attorney
1662 East Centre Avenue
Portage, Mi 49002
(269) 323-8812 Al RCVED AS TO FORM
DATE 9—!/_ 44
1
CITY ATTORNEY

Z:\Jody\PORTAGE\ORD\WNONZONE\Amendment to Chap 43 Amend 42-545(B); 550(A) and 551(A) and 546.021210.wpd



ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE
CITY OF PORTAGE, MICHIGAN
NOTICE

TO THE RESIDENTS AND PROPERTY OWNERS OF THE CITY OF PORTAGE AND ALL
OTHER INTERESTED PERSONS.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that an Ordinance to amend Chapter 42, Land Division
Regulations, of the Codified Ordinances of Portage, Michigan, was adopted by the City Council ata
regular meeting held on the day of , 2010, and will become effective

, 2010.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that the following sections of Chapter 42 of the Codified
Ordinances of Portage, Michigan, have been amended as follows:

THE CITY OF PORTAGE ORDAINS:

That Chapter 42, Article 4, shall be amended as follows:

Sec. 42-542. General requirements.

A. Unchanged.

B. Sign measurements:

1.

> w DN

5.

C. through 1.

The entire area of one side of the sign face within a circle or four-sided
polygon enclosing the extreme limits of writing, representation, emblem, or
any figure of similar character. This area shall also include any frame or other
material or color forming an integral part of the display or used to differentiate
the sign from the background against which it is placed; excluding the
necessary supports or uprights on which the sign is placed.

Unchanged.

Unchanged.

Unchanged.

Unchanged.

Unchanged.

Sec. 42-545. R-1A, R-1B, R-1C, R-1D, R-1E and R-IT districts.

In any R-1A, R-1B, R-1C, R-1D, R-1E and R-1T residential district:



Unchanged.

For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is permitted one (1) freestanding
accessory sign, not exceeding one square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage.
The maximum size of the sign may not exceed 50 square feet in area, provided that
such freestanding sign:

1. Is at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and
2. Does not exceed ten (10) feet in height.

For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is also permitted a wall sign or
signs, the combined area of which does not exceed 15 percent of the total area of
the wall to which the sign or signs are attached. The combined total of all wall signs
shall not exceed 100 square feet.

Except for the signs permitted in section 42-543, a permanent sign identifying a
single-family residential development is not permitted except as provided in this
section. The city council may approve an agreement between the city and a
proprietor desiring a sign located on city owned property or right-of-way identifying a
single-family residential development. The agreement shall specify requirements
and conditions regarding the sign, including not limited to the following:

1. Size and height of the sign, construction standards to be followed,
appearance, specific location and illumination.

2. The person responsible for maintaining and repairing the sign.
3. Compensation to the city for continued use of the property.
4, A provision which indemnifies the city from liability as a result of any personal

damage or personal injury resulting from the sign.

Sec. 42-546. RM-1 and RM-2 districts.

in RM-1 and RM-2 multifamily residential districts:

A. Unchanged.

B. Unchanged.

C. Unchanged.

D.

For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is permitted one (1) freestanding
accessory sign, not exceeding one square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage.



The maximum size of the sign may not exceed 50 square feet in area, provided that
such freestanding sign:

1. Is at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and
2. Does not exceed ten (10) feet in height.

For a permitted use other than a dwelling unit, there is also permitted a wall sign or
signs, the combined area of which does not exceed 15 percent of the total area of
the wall to which the sign or signs are attached. The combined total of all wall signs
shall not exceed 100 square feet.

Sec. 42-550. 0S-1, office service and OTR, office, technology and research districts.

In an OS-1 office service or OTR, office, technology or research district:

A

B.
C.

One freestanding accessory sign per zoning lot is permitted, not exceeding one
square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage, provided that the sign may not exceed
50 square feet in area for a lot less than 300 feet wide. For lots less than 80 feetin
width, one freestanding sign not to exceed 32 square feet is permitted. A zoning lot
in excess of 300 feet wide may have one additional sign based upon the ratio of one
square foot of sign area per each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage over the initial 300 feet of
frontage. The maximum size for any one sign is 50 square feet. Where multiple-use
zoning lots are involved, for each additional use on a zoning lot beyond the initial
use, eight additional square feet of sign area is permitted, the total area of all signs
not to exceed 50 percent over the sign size originally permitted for the lot. Where
the zoning lot abuts a one-family residential district, the setback distance shall be
increased such that one foot of horizontal distance from the residential area is
provided for each square foot of sign permitted on the lot, provided that all such
signs:

1. Are at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and
2. Do not exceed fifteen (15) feet in height.

Unchanged.

Unchanged.

Sec. 42-551. B-1, local business district.

In a B-1 local business district:

A

One freestanding accessory sign per zoning lot is permitted, not exceeding one
square foot for each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage, provided that the sign may not exceed
50 square feet in area for a lot less than 300 feet wide. For lots less than 80 feetin
width, one freestanding sign not to exceed 32 square feet is permitted. A zoning lot



B.

in excess of 300 feet wide may have one additional sign based upon the ratio of one
square foot of sign area per each 2-1/2 feet of lot frontage over the initial 300 feet of
frontage. The maximum size for any one sign is 50 square feet. Where multiple-use
zoning lots are involved, for each additional use on a zoning lot beyond the initial
use, eight additional square feet of sign area is permitted, the total area of all signs
not to exceed 50 percent over the sign size originally permitted for the lot. Where
the zoning lot abuts a one-family residential district, the setback distance shall be
increased such that one foot of horizontal distance from the residential area is
provided for each square foot of sign permitted on the lot, provided that all such
signs:

1. Are at least ten (10) feet from any property line; and
2. Do not exceed fifteen (15) feet in height.

Unchanged.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that copies of said Ordinance may be examined at the
City Hall on any business day except public and legal holidays from and after publication of this
Notice until the day of hearing from 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

Dated:

James R. Hudson, City Clerk

PREPARED BY:

Randall L. Brown (P34116)
Portage City Attorney

1662 East Centre, Suite A
Portage, MI 49002



CITY OF PORTAGE COMMUNICATION

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council DATE: March 1, 2010

FROM: Maurice S. Evans, City Manager @

SUBJECT: Ordinance Amendment #09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations
ACTION RECOMMENDED: That City Council:

a. accept Ordinance Amendment #09-B, sign regulations, for first
reading and establish a public hearing on April 13, 2010; and

b. subsequent to the public hearing consider approval of Ordinance
Amendment #09-B.

Ordinance language has been prepared to amend the sign regulations contained in the Zoning Code. The
amendment was initiated to address an inconsistency that occurred during the 2003 Zoning Code update, to
standardize the sign regulations for non-residential uses allowed in the residential zoning districts and to
clarify the measurement of sign area in zoning districts. Attached is a report from the Community
Development Director that explains the proposed modifications.

Ordinance Amendment #09-B involves:

= Proposed changes to Section 42-545(A) and Section 42-546(D) to modify regulations pertaining to
freestanding and wall signs for non-residential uses permitted in the R-1A through R-1T and RM-1
and RM-2 zoning districts.

= Modifications to Sections 42-550(A) and 42-551(A) to clarify a variance from the Zoning Board of
Appeals is not required if a smaller sign size is desired by a business owner and the maximum sign
size for a lot less than 80 feet in width.

»  Proposed changes to Section 42-542(B) to clarify the long-standing application of the Zoning Code
provisions for sign measurement to ensure consistency in administration and enforcement.

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed ordinance modifications during the December 17, 2009
meeting and conducted a public hearing on January 7, January 21, and February 18, 2010. After a
thorough review of the proposed ordinance changes, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to
recommend to City Council that Ordinance Amendment #09-B be adopted. It is recommended that City
Council accept Ordinance Amendment #09-B for first reading, establish a public hearing on April 13, 2010
and, subsequent to the public hearing, adopt the proposed ordinance.

Attachment: Communication from the Department of Community Development

$:\2009-2010 Department FilesMemos\Manager\2010 03 01 MCC Ordi A d 09-B (Sign Regulations) trans.doc



CITY OF PORTAGE COMMUNICATION

/

TO: Maurice S. Evans, City Manager DATE: March 1, 2010

FROM: Jeffrey M. Erickson, Director of Communi

SUBJECT: Ordinance Amendment #09-B, Sign #/rdinance Regulations

The Department of Community Development with the assistance of the City Attorney has prepared an
amendment to the Zoning Code sign regulations to correct several deficiencies.

Proposed changes to Sections 42-545(A) and 42-546(D) modify regulations pertaining to freestanding
and wall signs for non-residential uses permitted in the R-1A through R-1T and RM-1 and RM-2 zoning
districts. Currently, only 32 square feet of combined freestanding and wall signage is allowed. Prior to
2003, up to 64 square feet of combined signage was permitted. As proposed, the area of a freestanding
sign and the area of wall signage for non-residential uses permitted in the R-1A through R-1T and RM-
1/RM-2 zoning districts would be standardized based on street frontage and building wall area: The
maximum freestanding sign area is proposed to be 50 square feet and the maximum wall sign area is
proposed to be 100 square feet. The proposed amendment would permit up to 18 square feet of added
freestanding sign area and up to 68 square feet of additional wall sign area.

Planned modifications to Sections 42-550(A) and 42-551(A) clarify the regulatory provision “...with a
minimum sign size of 32 square feet...” Since the intent of the original language was to permit smaller
lots to have a maximum sign size of 32 square feet, the existing statement “...with a minimum sign size
of 32 square feet...” is proposed to be replaced with “For lots less than 80 feet in width, one
freestanding sign not to exceed 32 square feet is permitted.” The proposed changes to Sections 42-
550(A) and 42-551(A) will clarify that a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals is not required if a
smaller sign size is desired for the use, and that the maximum sign size for a lot less than 80 feet in
width is 32 square feet.

Finally, a change to Section 42-542(B) is proposed that would insert the phrase “...of one side of the
sign face...” This amendment is proposed to ensure the understanding that the measurement of the area
of a sign is determined based on a side of the sign, or the “sign face” as defined in the Zoning Code.
This proposed amendment will clarify the long-standing application of the Zoning Code that sign area is
measured per side and ensure consistency in application of these regulations.

At the January 21, 2010 meeting, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend that City
Council approve Ordinance Amendment #09-B. Following the January 21% meeting, it was discovered
that Section 42-546(D), RM-1 and RM-2, multiple family districts, should have been included in the
proposed amendment: Ordinance Amendment #09-B was revised to incorporate this section and a
public hearing scheduled for the February 18, 2010 Planning Commission meeting. At the meeting, the
Planning Commission unanimously recommended that Ordinance Amendment #09-B be approved.
Attached find the Planning Commission transmittal, meeting minutes, Department of Community
Development communication and related materials for your information and review.

Attachments:  Planning Commission transmittal dated March 1, 2010
Planning Commission Minutes dated December 17, 2009 and January 7, 21 and February 18, 2010
Department of Community Development report dated February 12, 2010
Ordinance Amendment

$:\2009-2010 Department Files\Memos\Manager\2010 03 01 MSE OrdinanceAmendment09-B (Sign Regulations).doc



TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council
FROM: Planning Commission
DATE: March 1, 2010

SUBJECT: Ordinance Amendment #09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations

The Planning Commission began preliminary review and discussion of the proposed sign ordinance
amendment at the December 17, 2009 meeting. A public hearing to formally consider Ordinance
Amendment #09-B was convened during the January 7%, 21% and February 18" 2010 Planning
Commission meetings. One citizen (Mr. Gamet Eckstrand, 5015 Glencove Court) spoke during the
January 21* meeting. No additional citizens spoke in regard to the proposed ordinance amendment.

After a thorough review of the proposed ordinance modifications at the January 21, 2010 meeting,
which concluded at the February 18, 2010 meeting, a motion was made by Commissioner Cheesebro,
seconded by Commissioner Welch, to recommend to City Council that Ordinance Amendment 09-B,
Sign Ordinance Regulations, be approved. The motion was unanimously approved.

Sincerely,

CITY OF PORTAGE PLANNING COMMISSION

Hhomas A T

Thomas A. Fox
Chairman

$:\2009-2010 Department Files\Memos\Manager\2010 03 01 MCC OrdinanceAmendment09-B (Sign Regulations) PC.doc



Planning Commission Minutes
December 17, 2009
Page 2

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

1. Final Report: Ordinance Amendment 09-A, Flood Hazard Management Regulations. Mr. Forth
summarized the final staff report dated December 11, 2009. Mr. Forth discussed the State of Michigan
model ordinance and inconsistencies/ambiguities which exist in the current ordinance. Mr. Forth discussed
the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), Community Rating System (CRS) and indicated the City of
Portage rating would not change with the proposed ordinance modifications. After consultation with the
City Attorney, staff is advising that the Planning Commission recommend to City Council the following
ordinance modifications: 1) Adopt Appendix G, Flood Insurance Study and Flood Insurance Rate Maps,
updating Article 8, Section 42-991 consistent with the State Construction Code and inserting Section 42-995,
Floodplain Management Regulations, designating the city as the enforcing agency; 2) Repeal the Flood
Hazard Areas Ordinance (Sections 42-320 to 42-330, Article 4, Division 4, Subdivision 9 of the Zoning
Code); and 3) Repeal Section 42-162(D)(1)(2), Flood Boundaries.

The public hearing was reconvened by Chairman Fox. No citizens spoke in regarding to the proposed
ordinance modifications. A motion was made by Commissioner Bosch, seconded by Commissioner Stoffer,
to close the public hearing. The motion was unanimously approved. A motion was then made by
Commissioner Bailes, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to recommend to City Council the following
ordinance modifications: 1) Adopt Appendix G, Flood Insurance Study and Flood Insurance Rate Maps,
updating Article 8, Section 42-991 consistent with the State Construction Code and inserting Section 42-995,
Floodplain Management Regulations, designating the city as the enforcing agency; 2) Repeal the Flood
Hazard Areas Ordinance (Sections 42-320 to 42-330, Article 4, Division 4, Subdivision 9 of the Zoning
Code); and 3) Repeal Section 42-162(D)(1)(2), Flood Boundaries. Commissioner Pearson stated that he
supports items 1 and 3 in the motion, however, opposes item 2 and repealing of Sections 42-320 to 42-330.
Commissioner Pearson stated that Sections 42-320 to 42-330 are very specific in the type of buildings which
are allowed in the floodplain and does not believe the ordinance language is confusing. After a brief
discussion and a roll call vote: Bosch (yes), Cheesebro (yes), Welch (yes), Stoffer (yes), Patterson (yes), Fox
(ves), Pearson (no) and Bailes (yes), the motion was approved 7-1.

PLATS/RESIDENTIAL CONDOS:

None.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

NEW BUSINESS:

None.

STATEMENT OF CITIZENS:

None.

7:25 p.m. The Commission took a short recess and reconvened the meeting in Conference Room No. 1 at
7:30 p.m. to discuss proposed amendments to the sign ordinance regulations and home
occupation regulations.

1. Ordinance Amendment 09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations. Mr. Forth summarized the staff report
dated December 12, 2009 regarding proposed amendments to Sections 42-545(B), 42-550(A) and 42-551(A)

of the sign regulations. Mr. Forth explained that changes to Section 42-545(B) were intended to address




Planning Commission Minutes
December 17, 2009
Page 3

inconsistencies which occurred during the 2003 Zoning Code update and to standardize sign regulations for
non-residential uses allowed in the residential zoning districts. Mr. Forth stated that changes to Section 42-
550(A) and 42-551(A) were intended to clarify the statement “...with a minimum sign size of 32 square
feet...” and clearly indicate that a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals was not necessary if a smaller
sign is desired, and, the maximum sign size for a lot less than 80-feet wide was 32 square feet.

The Commission and staff discussed the proposed increase in sign size for non-residential uses in the
residential zoning districts and church sites which have recently requested variances from this standard.
After additional discussion, Mr. Forth stated a public hearing would be scheduled for the January 7, 2010

meeting.

2. Proposed Home Occupation Ordinance Amendment. Mr. Forth summarized the staff report dated
December 11, 2009 regarding proposed modifications to the home occupation regulations. Mr. Forth
discussed comments received by the Planning Commission during the November 5, 2009 meeting and staff
responses to these various issues. Mr. Forth referred the Commission to the revised ordinance amendment
included in the agenda packet and asked for additional Commission comments.

The Commission and staff discussed the revised ordinance language and the requirement for location of
active home occupations on major thoroughfares, possible inclusion of distance requirements between active
home occupations (similar to group child care homes) and the establishment of fruit/vegetable stands and the
Right to Farm Act. After additional discussion, Mr. Forth stated a public hearing would be scheduled for the
January 7, 2010 meeting.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:25 p.m.

Respectfilly submitte

Chri +—Forth, AICP
Deputy Director of Planning and Development Services

s:\commdev\department files\board files\planning commission\fy 2009-10 minutes\pcmin121709.doc



Planning Commission Minutes
January 7, 2010
Page 2

Dr. Andrew Helmholdt and Dr. Cynthia Lunney of the Portage Animal Hospital were present to support
the application. Dr. Helmholdt stated that discussions with Treystar Holdings regarding a shared/cross
access arrangement were currently ongoing and engineering changes would likely be needed to the site plan.
The public hearing was then opened by Chairman Fox. No citizens were present to speak regarding the
development project. A motion was then made by Commissioner Welch, seconded by Commissioner Bosch,
to adjourn the Special Land Use Permit/Site Plan for Portage Animal Hospital, 8037 Portage Road, to the
January 21, 2010 meeting, at the request of the applicant. The motion was unanimously approved.

2. Preliminary Report: Ordinance Amendment 09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations. Mr. Forth
summarized the preliminary staff report dated December 31, 2009 regarding proposed changes to Sections
42-545(A), 42-550(A) and 42-551(A) of the Zoning Code. Mr. Forth discussed the proposed changes to the
sign regulations and the rationale for the changes. The public hearing was opened by Chairman Fox. No
citizens spoke in regards to the proposed ordinance amendment. A motion was then made by Commissioner
Bailes, seconded by Commissioner Pearson, to adjourn Ordinance Amendment 09-B, Sign Ordinance
Regulations, to the January 21, 2010 meeting. The motion was unanimously approved.

3. Preliminary Report: Ordinance Amendment 09-C, Home Occupation Regulations. Mr. Forth
summarized the preliminary staff report dated December 31, 2009 regarding proposed changes to the home
occupation regulations. Mr. Forth discussed the two types of home occupations proposed (passive and
active), the various conditions for approval and the previous Planning Commission discussion and review of
the proposed ordinance language. The public hearing was opened by Chairman Fox. No citizens spoke in
regards to the proposed ordinance amendment. A motion was then made by Commissioner Cheesebro,
seconded by Commissioner Welch, to adjourn Ordinance Amendment 09-C, Home Occupation Regulations,
to the January 21, 2010 meeting. The motion was unanimously approved.

PLATS/RESIDENTIAL CONDOS:

None.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

NEW BUSINESS:

None.

STATEMENT OF CITIZENS:

None.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.

Resp 1lysubmitted,
\_/Zc,— @%

rth; AICP
Deputy Director of Planning and Development Services

s:\commdev\department files'board files\planning commission\fy 2009-10 minutes\pcmin010710.doc



Planning Commission Minutes

January 21, 2010

Page 3

in good faith and third party mediation is an option, if necessary. Attorney Brown also indicated that discussions
of fee or payment for shared/cross access should be left to the two private property owners to negotiate. Attorney
Karre restated that he does not believe Treystar has not been negotiating in good faith; however, believes the
proposed access arrangement as shown on the site plan is safer than a shared/cross access arrangement. Attorney
Karre indicated that the Planning Commission has the authority to approve the proposed site plan and access
arrangement and was requesting that approval be granted with no connection to the Treystar development.
Attorney Brown discussed the five requirements listed in Section 66-84 for Appeals under the Access
Management Ordinance and indicated that it is customary for the applicant to provide expert testimony and allow
staff and the Planning Commission adequate time to review the information, prior to taking action.

Commissioner Stoffer asked whether a 300-foot public notice to surrounding property owners was provided
for the CentrePort Commons development. Mr. Forth indicated that State statute and local ordinance does not
require public notice for site plan review. Mr. Forth discussed the original December 2008 approval of the
CentrePort Commons site plan and the subsequent July 2009 reapproval of the site plan which was required since
construction did not commence within the required six month period. Mr. Tony Peuquet asked what constitutes
commencement of construction. Mr. Forth reviewed activities which have occurred with the CentrePort
Commons development project including demolition of the former Clark gas station building, issuance of a soil
erosion permit, tree removal in driveway locations, completion of engineering plans and issuance of State permits
for public water main and sanitary sewer main extensions and a preconstruction meeting for the infrastructure
improvements. Attorney Brown stated that collectively these activities, as described by staff, constitute
commencement of construction under the Zoning Code.

The Planning Commission, staff and the applicant representatives discussed the proposed access
arrangement, a possible shared/cross access arrangement with the adjacent CentrePort Commons development,
payment of monthly fees to Treystar, provisions of the Access Management Ordinance and the Appeal
criteria/requirements, the chronology of discussions which occurred between staff, Treystar and the Portage
Animal Hospital regarding shared/cross access, traffic engineering credentials of Chester Inc., the progress of the
Centreport Commons development and anticipated construction schedules for both CentrePort Commons and the
Portage Animal Hospital. Mr. Pete Peuquet stated his clients were concerned about closing the Portage Road
driveway for the Animal Hospital before completion of the CentrePort Commons project. Mr. Peuquet stated that
once the CentrePort Commons drives have been constructed, the Portage Road driveway for the Animal Hospital
can be closed but does not believe the Animal Hospital should have to pay for the cross access.

The public hearing was reconvened by Chairman Fox. Two citizens spoke in regards to the proposed
development project: Mr. Dennis Laskowsky (1814 Thrushwood Avenue) and Mr. William Peet (1735
Thrushwood Avenue). Mr. Laskowsky commented on 1) driveway spacing requirements and 2) notifying the
Portage Animal Hospital prior to approval of the CentrePort Commons site plan. Mr. Peet believed that paying a
“toll” to Treystar for access through the CentrePort Commons development is unreasonable. No additional
citizens spoke in regards to the proposed development project. A motion was then made by Commissioner
Welch, seconded by Commissioner Dargitz, to close the public hearing. The motion was unanimously approved.

After additional discussion, a motion was made by Commissioner Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner
Dargitz, to approve the Special Land Use Permit for Portage Animal Hospital, 8037 Portage Road, subject to the
same conditions that may be subsequently approved with the site plan. Upon a roll call vote: Stoffer (abstain),
Patterson (yes), Welch (yes), Pearson (yes), Bosch (yes), Dargitz (yes), Bales (yes), Cheesebro (yes) and Fox
(yes), the motion was approved 8-0-1. A motion was then made by Commissioner Welch, seconded by
Commissioner Bailes, to adjourn the Site Plan and possible Access Management Ordinance Appeal for the
Portage Animal Hospital, 8037 Portage Road, to the February 4, 2010 meeting. The motion was unanimously
approved.

3. Final Report: Ordinance Amendment 09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations. Mr. Forth summarized the
final staff report dated January 15, 2010 regarding proposed changes to Sections 42-545(A), 42-550(A) and 42-

551(A) of the Zoning Code. The public hearing was reconvened by Chairman Fox. One citizen, Mr. Garnet
Eckstrand (5015 Glencove Court) spoke during the public hearing. Mr. Eckstrand asked how the proposed
changes would affect existing uses that have received variances or that have developed under the previous
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ordinance. Mr. Eckstrand specifically referenced the Valley Family Church — Kalamazoo located on Vincent
Avenue. Mr. Forth stated the Zoning Board of Appeals approved the wall sign variance for Valley Family Church
- Kalamazoo subject to no freestanding sign. No additional citizens spoke in regards to the proposed ordinance
amendment. A motion was then offered by Commissioner Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to
close the public hearing. The motion was unanimously approved. A motion was then made by Commissioner
Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to recommend to City Council that Ordinance Amendment 09-B,
Sign Ordinance Regulations, be approved. The motion was unanimously approved.

4. Final Report: Ordinance Amendment 09-C, Home Occupation Regulations. Mr. Forth summarized the
final staff report dated January 15, 2010 regarding proposed changes to the home occupation regulations. The

public hearing was reconvened by Chairman Fox. No citizens spoke in regards to the proposed ordinance
amendment. A motion was then made by Commissioner Welch, seconded by Commissioner Pearson, to
recommend to City Council that Ordinance Amendment 09-C, Home Occupation Regulations, be approved. The
motion was unanimously approved. Commissioner Pearson indicated staff and the Planning Commission spent a
considerable amount of time developing the ordinance language and was pleased with the final outcome.
Chairman Fox added that the ordinance amendment was also a product of goals and objectives identified during
the Portage 2025 Visioning Project.

PLATS/RESIDENTIAL CONDOS:

None.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

NEW BUSINESS:

None.
STATEMENT OF CITIZENS:
None.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:50 p.m.

s:\commdevidepartment files'board files\planning ission\fy 2009-10 mi; \pcmin012110.doc
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February 18, 2010

The City of Portage Planning Commission meeting of February 18, 2010 was called to order by Chairman
Fox at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers of Portage City Hall, 7900 South Westnedge Avenue. Approximately ten
citizens were in attendance.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Jim Pearson, Rick Bosch, Cory Bailes, James Cheesebro, Miko Dargitz, Paul Welch, Wayne Stoffer, Bill
Patterson and Chairman Thomas Fox.

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None.

MEMBERS EXCUSED:

None.

IN ATTENDANCE:

Christopher Forth, Deputy Director of Planning and Development Services; Michael West, Assistant City
Planner; and Randall Brown, City Attorney.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

The Planning Commission and staff recited the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Chairman Fox referred the Commission to the February 4, 2010 meeting minutes. A motion was made by
Commissioner Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Bailes, to approve the minutes as submitted. The motion
was unanimously approved.

SITE/FINAL PLANS:

1. Site Plan: Portage Animal Hospital, 8037 Portage Road. Chairman Fox referred the Commission to a
February 12, 2010 correspondence from Attorney Nelson Karre, representing the Portage Animal Hospital,
requesting the Planning Commission adjourn the site plan until the March 4, 2010 meeting. A motion was made
by Commissioner Pearson, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to adjourn the Site Plan for the Portage Animal
Hospital, 8037 Portage Road, until the March 4, 2010 meeting. The motion was made at the request of the
applicant and was unanimously approved.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

1. Final Report: Ordinance Amendment 09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations. Mr. Forth summarized the
staff report dated February 12, 2010 regarding proposed changes to the sign regulations. Following the January

21, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, Mr. Forth indicated Section 42-546(D), RM-1 and RM-2 districts,
should have also been included in Ordinance Amendment 09-B since it addresses freestanding and wall signs for
non-residential uses in the multi-family residential zoning districts. The changes proposed for Section 42-545(B)
are also applicable to Section 42-546(D) and the staff report has been revised to include the proposed changes to

Section 42-546(D).
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The public hearing was convened by Chairman Fox. No citizens spoke regarding the proposed ordinance
amendment. A motion was then offered by Commissioner Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to
close the public hearing. The motion was unanimously approved. A motion was then made by Commissioner
Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to recommend to City Council that Ordinance Amendment 09-B,
Sign Ordinance Regulations, be approved. The motion was unanimously approved.

2. Preliminary Report: Rezoning Application 09-01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre

Avenue and Greenspire Drive). Mr. Forth summarized the revised preliminary staff report dated February 18,
2010 that was provided to the Commission in the final agenda packet and includes an updated narrative and
tentative plan provided by the applicant on February 17". Mr. Forth stated the PD, planned development
rezoning application involving an approximate 95 acre tract of land was submitted by American Village Builders
and The Hinman Company to facilitate additional multiple family residential development and retail/office land
use along West Centre Avenue. Mr. Forth provided background information and summarized existing conditions
and Zoning Code regulations and procedures for development in the PD district. Mr. Forth reviewed the PD
project as proposed by the applicant and summarized the preliminary analysis contained in the staff report.

Mr. Greg Dobson of American Village Builders was present to explain and support the project. Mr. Dobson
briefly summarized the history of land acquisition and development of the Greenspire Apartments, discussed the
1980 Kalamazoo Gazette article provided by Dr. Russell Mohney and stated the commitments referenced in the
article would be written into the project narrative. Mr. Dobson reviewed the proposed apartment building layout
in Phase IV and the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) consideration of the setback variance request in October
2009. Since the ZBA meeting, Mr. Dobson stated the two apartment buildings have been shifted slightly and will
now include a 15-foot setback from the eastern property line, will be fully sprinkled and will meet all Building
Code/Fire Code requirements. The layout and setback for these two buildings in Phase IV was desired to retain
the overall look and feel of Greenspire. Mr. Dobson also discussed the apartment building layout, orientation,
setbacks and efforts to minimize Phase V impacts on Shirley Court/Tozer Court residents. Also discussed was
the planned access arrangement, retail/office uses proposed along West Centre Avenue, building construction
materials and elevations. The overall density of the apartment portion of the development under the proposed PD
zone would be 8.54 units/acre, compared to approximately 9.5 units/acre, which would be allowed under the
existing RM-1 district.

The Commission, staff and applicant discussed various aspects of the planned development including the
ZBA setback variance request, property ownership, inclusion of affordable housing units and signalization of the
Cooley Drive intersection. The public hearing was convened by Chairman Fox. Four citizens spoke during the
public hearing: 1) Ms. Betty Ongley (8620 Tozer Court), 2) Mr. Terry Hall (8621 Shirley Court), 3) Dr. Russell
Mohney (3500 Vanderbilt Avenue) and 4) Ms. Carol Long (2208 Quincy Avenue). Ms. Ongley expressed
concerns regarding possible trespassing from apartment tenants, construction vehicle access, lack of a
deceleration lane on West Centre Avenue, timing for signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive
access, condition of Shirley Court and suggested slight adjustments in Phase V apartment buildings to lessen
impact on adjacent single family residences located on Shirley Court and Tozer Court. Mr. Hall expressed
concerns regarding the proposed height of apartment buildings in Phase V, grade differences between these
apartment buildings and his residence and the lack of mature trees in this portion of the development. Dr.
Mohney thanked Mr. Dobson for volunteering to incorporate the major provisions of the 1980 agreement into the
project narrative. Dr. Mohney discussed Building/Fire Code issues associated with the previous ZBA variance
consideration, public notice to the State of Michigan and the condition of Shirley Court and the need for
improvements. Ms. Long expressed concerns regarding traffic safety at the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive
intersection and the need to install a traffic signal at this intersection immediately.

The Commission, staff and the applicant discussed how development density was calculated, the PD review
process and ordinance provisions, the condition of Shirley Court (a private street with deeded access),
signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection and the potential impacts on the Tozer/Shirley
Court residents associated with Phase V of the development. Mr. Dobson stated there are no plans to improve
Shirley Court to accommodate construction traffic. Mr. Dobson did indicate the proposed drive opposite Cooley
Drive would be installed at the time the Phase IV apartment buildings are constructed. No additional citizens
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A Place for Opportunities to Grow Department of Community Development

TO: Planning Commission l _/ DATE: February 12,2010

FROM: Jeffrey M. Erickson, Director of Cong

SUBJECT: Final Report: Ordinance Amendsmient #09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations

L INTRODUCTION

Ordinance language has been prepared to amend the following sections of sign regulations contained in the
Zoning Code:

42-545(A), R-1A, R-1B, R-1C, R-1D, R-1E and R-1T districts;

42-546(D), RM-1 and RM-2 districts

42-550(A), 0S-1, office services and OTR, office, technology and research districts; and
42-551(A), B-1 local business districts.

Attached is a copy of the above Zoning Code sections. This amendment was initiated to 1) address an
inconsistency that occurred during the 2003 Zoning Code update, 2) standardize the sign regulations for
non-residential uses allowed in the residential zoning districts with uses permitted in other non-residential
zoning district and 3) clarify sign area in the office and business districts. A detailed discussion of proposed
changes to these sections is provided below.

IL. ZONING CODE PROVISIONS/ANALYSIS

Section 42-545(A) and 42-546(D). The proposed amendment to Section 42-545(A) and 42-546(D) of the
Zoning Code would modify regulations pertaining to freestanding and wall signs for non-residential uses
permitted in the R-1A through R-1T and RM-1 and RM-2 zoning districts. The following table summarizes

the existing and proposed changes:

Proposzd Changes to Section 42-545(A) and 42-546(D)

. Current Sign . .
Type of Sign Requirements' Proposed Sign Requirements Change
Freestanding | One sign up to 32 sq. ft. | One sign up to 50 sq. ft. +18 square feet
Wall One sign up to 32 sq. ft. | 15% of the total wall area up to 100 sq. ft.2 | +68 sq. ft. depending on wall area

"'If a wall and freestanding sign are erected, the combined total cannot exceed 32 sq. ft.
2 More than one wall sign may be erected. Combined area cannot exceed 15% or 100 sq. ft., whichever is less

As the table above indicates, the combined total square footage of the freestanding sign and wall sign
cannot exceed 32 square feet. Several churches including Valley Family Church — Kalamazoo, 2500
Vincent Avenue, Kalamazoo First Assembly of God, 5550 Oakland Drive and The Bridge, 7198 Angling
Road have requested variances to increase the size of the sign(s). After comparing the language of this
section before and after the 2003 Zoning Code update, it was discovered, the consultant inserted the word
“together” in Sections 42-545(A) end 42-546(D), which clearly limits the total square feet of all signs to no
more than 32. The word “together” is proposed to be removed.

In addition to removing the word “together” from the ordinance, staff is also recommending the size of
freestanding and wall signs for non-residential uses permitted in the R-1A through R-1T and RM-1 and
RM-2 zoning districts be standardized with the freestanding and wall signs allowed in other non-residential
zoning districts. In other non-residential zoning districts, the standard freestanding sign size is 48-50
square feet and, depending on the zoning district and amount of street frontage, may be increased. The

7900 South Westnedge Avenue ¢ Portage, Michigan 49002 ¢ (269) 329-4477
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standard wall sign size is 15% of the wall area with a maximum of 100 square feet. As shown in the table
above, the proposed amendment would permit an additional 18 square feet of freestanding sign and up to
68 square feet of wall sign depending on the size of the wall. Although the other non-residential zoning
districts can increase the size of a freestanding size based on street frontage, the maximum size in the
residential zones is proposed at 50 square feet regardless of the street frontage. Negative impacts
associated with these increases are not anticipated: An additional 18 square feet freestanding sign is
considered minor and the size of the wall sign is proportionate to the size of the wall.

Sections 42-550(A) and 42-551(A). Modifications to these two Zoning Code sections involve clarification
of the statement “...with a minimum sign size of 32 square feet...” The meaning of this statement appears

to be two-fold. First, this statement indicates the sign cannot be less than 32 square feet in area. If a
business owner were to request a sign less than 32 square feet in area, a variance from the Zoning Board of
Appeals (ZBA) would be necessary. Second, this statement indicates a lot with less than 80 feet in width is
permitted to have a freestanding sizgn up to 32 square feet in area.

From a practical standpoint, business owners generally request the largest sign allowed under the Zoning
Code so ZBA requests to approve a sign smaller than 32 square feet have not been received within the
recent past. However, there are several existing lots in the city zoned OS-1, office service and B-1, local
business that are less than 80 feet in width. Since the intent of the original language was to permit these
smaller lots to have a maximum sign size of 32 square feet, the existing statement “...with a minimum sign
size of 32 square feet...” is proposed to be replaced with the statement “For lots less than 80 feet in width,
one freestanding sign not to exceed 32 square feet is permitted.” Attached is a copy of the proposed

ordinance language.

The proposed changes to Sections 42-550(A) and 42-551(A) will clarify: 1) a variance from the ZBA is not
required if a smaller sign size is desired by a business owner, and 2) the maximum sign size for a lot less

than 80 feet in width.

Finally, following the January 7, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, clarification of the maximum sign
area per side was discussed. References to permitted sign area are contained in several sections. For
Commission information, the square footage of a sign is determined based on the “sign face” as defined in
the Zoning Code. While wall signs and freestanding signs are typically one-sided or two-sided, the
maximum sign area that is permitted applies to the “sign face”: The number of sign faces (sides) is not
regulated. To clarify this long-standing application of the Zoning Code and to ensure consistency, the
phrase “...of one side of the sign face...” can be added to Section 42-542(B), Sign measurements. This
minor additional recommended change clarifies sign area, and is consistent with the proposed amendments.

III. PUBLIC REVIEW/COMMENT

The Planning Commission considered the proposed Ordinance Amendment #09-B at the December 17,
2009 meeting and convened a public hearing during the January 7 and January 21, 2010 meetings. One
citizen spoke during the January 2 |* meeting and inquired how the proposed changes would affect existing
uses that have received variances or have developed under the current ordinance.

IV. RECOMMENDATION

Based on the above analysis and subject to any additional comments received during the public hearing, the
Planning Commission is advised to recommend to City Council that Ordinance Amendment 09-B, Sign
Ordinance Regulations, be approved.

Attachments: Current Zoning Code sections; Proposed Ordinance Amendment

5:\2009-2010 department files\board files\plannil ission\pc reports\ordi d \signs for other than dwelling unit\2010 01 10 final report ord 09-b, sign regulations.doc
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of not being legible and the subse-
quent message gradually increases
intensity to the point of legibility.

c. Frame. A complete, static display
screen on an electronic message dis-
play.

d. Frame effect. A visual effect on an
electronic message display applied
to a single frame to attract the at-
tention of viewers.

e. Transition. A visual effect used on an
electronic message display to change
from one message to another.

(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-621), 2-18-2003;
Amend. of 10-2-2007)

Sec. 42-542. General requirements.

A. Unless not required by this article, all signs
shall be required to obtain a permit from the
director of community development.

B.. Sign measurements:

1. The entire area within a circle or four-
sided polygon enclosing the extreme lim-
its of writing, representation, emblem, or
any figure of similar character. This area
shall also include any frame or other
material or color forming an integral part
of the display or used to differentiate the
sign from the baclkground against which
it is placed; exclucling the necessary sup-
ports or uprights on which the sign is
placed.

2.  Separated sign elements, not part of any
frame, or separated by other material or
color forming an integral part of the dis-
play that may be used to differentiate
such sign from the background against
which it is placed, shall have each ele-
ment of the sign calculated separately for
the purposes of determining the total area.
The signs elements shall not exceed the
total sign display permitted by the dis-
trict in which it is located.

3.  The height of a sign is measured from the
adjacent street grade or upper surface of
the nearest street curb other than an

Supp. No. 10
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elevated roadway that permits the great-
est height to the highest point of such

sign.

4.  For the purpose of property line setbacks,
the setback distance for a freestanding
sign shall be measured from that portion
of the sign closest to the property line.

5. The sign areas for wall signs shall be
determined by taking that portion of the
front wall of the building applicable to
each tenant space, and computing sign
requirements for that portion of the total
wall.

wSign/
L

Sign Area =
Lxw

coate £23

Sign Helght

Freestanding Sign

LSL Planalag, Inc. .

Sign Measurements Fig. 7

C. All references to the term "lot width," "lot
frontage" or "frontage" for the purposes of calcu-
lating allowable freestanding sign area shall re-
quire that width or frontage be on a public dedi-
cated right-of-way and be measured at the front
lot line, notwithstanding the definition and use of
these terms in division 2 and division 3 of this
article,

D. Signs not permitted.

1. A sign not expressly permitted by this
article is prohibited.

2.  No person shall erect or maintain a sign
which moves or which has moving or
animated parts or images, whether the
movement is caused by machinery, elec-
tronics, wind or otherwise, including sway-
ing signs, except for an EMD as defined in

CD42:123
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3.  The granting of a variance will result in
the removal of a nonconforming sign and
replacement by a sign that, while not
meeting the requirements of this article,
are, nonetheless, in keeping with the spirit
and purpose of this article.

D. Variances. A sign erected as a result of a
lawful grant of a variance by the zoning board of
appeals shall be subject to the same restrictions
and requirements which apply to nonconforming
signs in subsection B above and other provisions
of this Code.

E. Not withstanding the provisions of subsec-
tion B, above, the face of a nonconforming sign
may be changed provided that the owner of the
sign and owner of the zoning lot upon which the
sign is located (if different from the owner of the
sign) shall enter into a written agreement with
the city which shall be recorded with the county
register of deeds by the owner of the sign and the
owner of the zoning lot, and which shall state all
of the following:

1. In exchange for the opportunity to change
the face of the sign as often as desired, the
entire nonconforming sign, which in-
cludes the entire face and structure, shall
be removed within five years of entering
into the agreement.

2. At the conclusion of the five years, the
owner of the sign and the owner of the
zoning lot shall be responsible for the
entire removal of thz sign.

3. The owner of the sign and the owner of
the zoning lot (including subsequent own-
ers) waive their rights to request vari-
ances from the zoning board of appeals a
variance from the agreement or any other
ordinance provision governing the sign.

4. The agreement shall run with the land
and become binding '1pon any subsequent
owners of the sign and zoning lot.

5.  The replacement sign, itself nonconform-
ing in any way, may not be erected at the
conclusion of the five years.

6. A lien against the zoning lot and any
structure on the zoning lot, in the amount

Supp. No. 12
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of 1¥/z times the estimated cost of remov-
ing the nonconforming sign at the time
the agreement is entered into (as estab-
lished by the director on the date of the
agreement) shall come into existence five
years after entering into the agreement
and remain in effect until the sign is

removed.
(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-624), 2-18-2003)

Sec. 42-545. R-1A, R-1B, R-1C, R-1D, R-1E
and R-1T districts.

A. In any R-1A, R-1B, R-1C, R-1D, R-1E and
R-1T residential district:

1. For each dwelling unit, there is permitted
one sign, not exceeding one square foot in
area, indicating the name of the occupaur.

2. For a permitted use other than a dwelling
unit, there is permitted one freestanding
sign and one wall identification sign to-
gether not exceeding a total of 32 square
feet in area per side, provided that such a

sign:

a. Isatleast ten feet from any property
line; and

b.  Does not exceed ten feet in height.

B. Except for the signs permitted in section
42-543, a permanent sign identifying a single-
family residential development is not permitted
except as provided in this section. The city council
may approve an agreement between the city and
a proprietor desiring a sign identifying a single-
family residential development city owned prop-
erty or right-of-way. The agreement shall specity
requirements and conditions regarding the sign.
including not limited to the following:

1. Size and height of the sign, construc-
tion standards to be followed, appear-
ance, specific location and illumina-
tion.

2. The person responsible for maintain-
ing and repairing the sign.

3. Compensation to the city for contin-
ued use of the property.

CD42:129
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4. A provision which indemnifies the
city from liability as a result of any
personal damage or personal injury
resulting from the sign.

(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-625), 2-18-2003;
Ord. No. 09-03, 4-14-2009)

Sec. 42-546. RM-1 and RM-2 districts.

In RM-1 and RM-2 multifamily residential
districts:

A

For each dwelling unit, there is permitted
one wall sign, not exceeding one square
foot in area, indicating the name of the
occupant.

For a rental or management office, there
is permitted one wall sign, not exceeding
two square feet in area.

For identifying a multifamily housing
project, there is permitted one freestand-
ing or wall sign, not exceeding 32 square
feet in area per vehicular entirance, pro-
vided that such sign:

1. Is atleast ten feet from any property
line; and

2. Does not exceed ten feet in height.

For a permitted use other than a dwelling

unit, there is permitted one freestanding

and one wall identification sign, together

not exceeding a total of 32 square feet in
area per side, provided that such signs:

1. Are at least ten feet from any prop-
erty line; and

2. Do not exceed ten feet in height.

(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-626), 2-13-20083)

Sec. 42-547. MHC district.

In an MHC manufactured home community

district:

A

Supp. No. 12

For each dwelling unit, there is permitted
one wall sign, not exceeding one square
foot in area, indicating the name of the
occupant.

For each manufactured home park vehic-
ular entrance, there is permittec one free-

standing identification sign, not exceed-
ing 32 square feet in area per side, provided
that such sign:

1. Isatleast ten feet from any property
line; and
2. Does not exceed ten feet in height.

(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-627), 2-18-2003)

Sec. 42-548. PD, planned development dis-

trict.

In the PD planned development district:

A,

CD42:130

For a permitted use other than a dwelling
unit, there is permitted one freestanding
accessory sign per zoning lot, not exceed-
ing one square foot for each 2V2 feet of lot
frontage, provided that the sign may not
exceed 50 square feet in area for a lot with
less than 300 feet of frontage. A zoning lot
with more than 300 feet of frontage may
have an additional sign based upon the
ratio of one square foot of sign per each
2%/2 feet of lot frontage over the initial 300
feet of frontage. The maximum size of any
one sign is 50 square feet.

Where multiple use zoning lots are in-
volved, for each additional use on a zoning
lot beyond the initial use, eight additional
square feet of sign area is permitted, the
total area of all signs not to exceed 50
percent over the sign size originally per-
mitted for the lot.

Where the zoning lot abuts a one-family
residential district, the setback distance
shall be increased such that one foot of
horizontal distance from the residential
district is provided for each square foot of
sign permitted on the lot, provided that
all such signs:

1. Are at least ten feet from any prop-
erty line; and

2. Do not exceed 15 feet in height.

For each use on a zoning lot, there is
permitted a wall sign or signs, the com-
bined area of which does not exceed 15
percent of the total area of the wall to
which the sign or signs are attached. The
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combined total of all wall signs shall not
exceed 100 square feet per street front-

age.

E. If no freestanding sign is used, the per-
centage of total wall area for wall signs
may be increased by 33 percent per street
frontage. Lots witk dual frontage may not
combine permissible signs for one front-
age with another frontage for the purpose
of placing the combined area of signs on
one frontage.

F.  For each dwelling unit there is permitted
one sign not exceeding one square foot in
area indicating the name of the occupant.

G. Except for the signs permitted in section
42-543, a permanent sign identifying a
single-family residential development is
not permitted except as provided in sec-
tion 42-545.B.

(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-628), 2-18-2003;
Amend. of 10-2-2007; Ord. No. 09-03, 4-14-2009)

Sec. 42-549. P-1, parking district.
In a P-1 vehicular parking district:

A.  One freestanding or wall sign is permit-
ted, not to exceed six square feet in area
per side, designating conditions of use,
provided that a freestanding sign:

1. Is ten feet from any property line;
and

2. Does not exceed ten feet in height.

B. Entrance and exit signs are permitted as
provided in section 42-433.E.
(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-629), 2-18-2003)

Sec. 42-550. 0S-1, office service and OTR,

office, technology and research C.

districts.

In an OS-1 office service or OTR, office, tech-
nology or research district:

A.  One freestanding accessory sign per zon-
ing lot is permitted, not exceeding one
square foot for each 2Y2 feet of lot front-
age, with a minimum sign size of 32
square feet, provided that the sign may
not exceed 50 square feet in area for a lot
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less than 300 feet wide. A zoning lot in
excess of 300 feet wide may have one
additional sign based upon the ratio of
one square foot of sign area per each 2¥»
feet of lot frontage over the initial 300 feet
of frontage. The maximum size for any
sign is 50 square feet. Where multiple-use
zoning lots are involved, for each addi-
tional use on a zoning lot beyond the
initial use, eight additional square feet of
sign area is permitted, the total area of all
signs not to exceed 50 percent over the
sign size originally permitted for the lot.
Where the zoning lot abuts a one-family
residential district, the setback distance
shall be increased such that one foot of
horizontal distance from the residential
area is provided for each square foot of
sign permitted on the lot, provided that
all such signs:

1. Are at least ten feet from any prop-
erty line; and

2. Do not exceed 15 feet in height.

For each use on a zoning lot, there is
permitted a wall sign or signs, the com-
bined area of which does not exceed 15
percent of the total area of the wall to
which the sign or signs are attached. The
combined total of wall signs shall not
exceed 100 square feet per street front-
age. If no freestanding sign is used. the
percentage of total wall area for wall
signs may be increased by 33 percent per
street frontage. Lots with dual frontage
may not combine permissible signs for
one frontage with another frontage for the
purpose of placing the combined area of
signs on one frontage.

In addition to the sign area allowed in
this subsection, one additional freestand-
ing sign may be erected at each vehicular
entrance to identify the development and
facilities located in an OTR zone therem,
provided that such sign:

1. Does not exceed 50 square feet in
area per side;

2. Is ten feet from any property line;
and
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3. Does not exceed 15 feet in height.

(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-629.1), 2-18-2003)

Sec. 42-551. B-1, local business district.

In a B-1 local business district:

A

Supp. No. 12

One freestanding accessory sign per zon-
ing lot is permitted, not exceeding one
square foot for each 2V feet of lot front-
age, with a minimum sign size of 32
square feet, provided that the sign may
not exceed 50 square feet in area for a lot
less than 300 feet wide. A zoning lot in
excess of 300 feet wide may hdve one
additional sign based upon the ratio of
one square foot of sign area per each 21
feet of lot frontage over the initial 300 feet
of frontage. The maximum size for any
one sign is 50 square feet. Where multiple-
use zoning lots are involved, for each
additional use on a zoning lot beyond the
initial use, eight additional square feet of
sign area is permitted, the total area of all
signs not to exceed 50 percent over the
sign size originally permitted for the lot.
Where the zoning lot abuts a one-family
residential district, the setback distance
shall be increased such that one foot of
horizontal distance from the residential
area is provided for each square foot of
sign permitted on the lot, provided that
all such signs:

1. Are at least ten feet from any prop-
erty line; and

2. Do not exceed 15 feet in height.

For each use on a zoning lot, there is
permitted a wall sign or signs, the com-
bined area of which does not exceed 15
percent of the total area of the wall to
which the sign or signs are attached. The
combined total of wall signs shall not
exceed 100 square feet per street front-
age. If no freestanding sign is used, the
percentage of total wall area for wall
signs may be increased by 33 percent per
street frontage. Lots with dual frontage
may not combine permissible signs for

one frontage with another frontage for the
purpose of placing the combined area of

signs on one frontage.
(Ord. No. 03-01 (Exh. A, § 42-629.2), 2-18-2003)

Sec. 42-552, B-2, community business; B-3,
general business; and CPD, com-
mercial planned development
districts.

In a B-2, community business district, B-3,
general business district, or a CPD, commercial
planned development district:

A. Foreach zoning lot, there is permitted one
freestanding accessory sign, up to 50 square
feet in area per side, for lots 125 feet or
less in width, to be increased at a ratio of
one square foot per each 2¥2 feet of lot
frontage in excess of the initial 125 feet,
up to a lot 300 feet wide. A zoning lot
having in excess of 320 feet of frontage
may have one additional sign based upon
the same ratio of one square foot of sign
area for each 2¥2 feet of lot frontage over
the initial 320 feet of frontage. The max-
imum size for any one sign is 120 square
feet.

B. When multiple-use zoning lots are in-
volved, for each additional use on the
zoning lot beyond the initial use, 15 square
feet of sign area is permitted, the total
area of freestanding signs not to exceed
50 percent over the sign size originally
permitted for the lot.

C. For alot with frontages on more than one
street, each frontage may be treated as a
separate frontage for the purpose of estab-
lishing permitted freestanding sign area
and number.

D. For a corner lot, the distance between
permitted freestanding signs shall be not
less than 100 feet, as measured along the
property lines, but in no case shall there
be a distance of less than 70 feet between
such signs. Each such sign shall be ori-
ented to the street frontage it serves. If
one freestanding sign is used, then the
percentage of freestanding sign area per-
mitted on one street frontage may be

CD42:130.2



AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF
PORTAGE, MICHIGAN BY AMENDING ARTICLE 4 OF CHAPTER 42,
LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS OF THE CODIFIED ORDINANCES
OF PORTAGE, MICHIGAN

THE CITY OF PORTAGE ORDAINS:

That Article 4 (Zoning) of Chapter 42, of the Codified Ordinances of Portage, Michigan.
Official Zoning Map, be amended as follows:

Parcel of land described as follows:

Tract of land located in Sections 19 and 20, Township 3 South, Range 11 West, City of
Portage, County of Kalamazoo, State of Michigan, and further described as follows:

Street Address Parcel ID Numbers
3201 West Centre Avenue 00020-131-0
3317 West Centre Avenue 00019-105-0
3413 West Centre Avenue 00019-095-0
3423 West Centre Avenue 00019-096-0
3145 Greenspire Drive 00020-135-0
8380 Greenspire Drive 00020-130-0
8401 Greenspire Drive 00020-136-0
3413 Fawn Cove Lane 00019-100-O
8615 Tozer Court 00020-140-0

From RM-1, multiple family residential and R1-C, one family residential to PD, plarned
development.

FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
EFFECTIVE DATE:

Peter J. Strazdas, Mayor

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) SS
COUNTY OF KALAMAZQO)

I'do hereby certify that | am the duly appointed and acting City Clerk of the City of Portage
and that the foregoing Ordinance was adopted by the City of Portage on the day of
, 2010.

James R. Hudson, City Clerk

(App #09-01) Approved as to Form:
Date: _3/275 /1o
By: Ll
City Attorney




ADOPTION OF ZONING ORDINANCE
CITY OF PORTAGE, MICHIGAN
NOTICE

TO THE RESIDENTS AND PROPERTY OWNERS OF THE CITY OF PORTAGE AND
ALL OTHER INTERESTED PERSONS.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that an Ordinance to amend Article 4 ( Zoning) of Chapter

42 of the Codified Ordinances of Portage, Michigan, was adopted by the City Council at a

regular meeting held on the day of , 2010, and will become effective
, 2010.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that Article 4 (Zoning) of Chapter 42, Land Development
Regulations, of the Codified Ordinance of Portage, Michigan, has been amended as follows:

THE CITY OF PORTAGE ORDAINS:

That Article 4 (Zoning) of Chapter 42, of the Codified Ordinances of Portage, Michigan,
Official Zoning Map, be amended as follows:

Parcel of land described as follows:

Tract of land located in Sections 19 and 20, Township 3 South, Range 11 West, City of
Portage, County of Kalamazoo, State of Michigan, and further described as follows:

Street Address Parcel ID Numbers
3201 West Centre Avenue 00020-131-0
3317 West Centre Avenue 00019-105-O
3413 West Centre Avenue 00019-095-0
3423 West Centre Avenue 00019-096-O
3145 Greenspire Drive 00020-135-0
8380 Greenspire Drive 00020-130-O
8401 Greenspire Drive 00020-136-0
3413 Fawn Cove Lane 00019-100-0
8615 Tozer Court 00020-140-0O

From RM-1, multiple family residential and R1-C, one family residential to PD, planned
development.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that a copy of the Ordinance as amended may be purchased or
inspected at City Hall on any business day except public and legal holidays from and after
publication of this Notice from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. local time. Further, a copy of a map
showing the property rezoned is also available at the time and days noted above.

Dated:

James R. Hudson, City Clerk

(App #09-01)



CITY OF PORTAGE COMMUNICATION

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council DATE: March 10, 2010

FROM: Maurice S. Evans, City Manager @

SUBJECT: Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned Development

ACTION RECOMMENDED: That City Council:

a. accept Rezoning Application #09-01 for first reading and set a
public hearing for April 13, 2010; and

b. subsequent to the public hearing, consider approving Rezoning
Application #09-01 from RM-1, multi-family residential and R-1C,
one-family residential to PD, planned development per the tentative
plan dated March 4, 2010, written narrative dated February 23,
2010 and seven conditions contained in the Department of
Community Development report dated February 26, 2010.

Attached are the Greenspire Planned Development rezoning application materials including the required
tentative plan narrative and map as submitted by American Village Builders and the Hinman Company.
Nearly 95 acres of land is requested to be rezoned from RM-1, multiple family and R-1C, one family
residential that will incorporate the existing 384 apartment units within the 46 acre Greenspire
Apartments on West Centre Avenue together with 48 acres of adjacent land to facilitate additional
development. The Greenspire Planned Development proposes a creative mixture of existing and new
multiple-family residential units, natural open space, new retail and office uses along West Centre
Avenue adjacent to the Gourdneck State Game Area, Hampton Lake and several existing single family
homes along the private streets of Tozer and Shirley Court. A report from the Community Development
Director is also attached that explains the proposed rezoning request in further detail.

In the PD, planned development chapter, a two-part review and approval process is established for
rezoning the property and for subsequent development. The applicant is first required to submit a
tentative plan that outlines the development concept of the entire project for review. Although
conceptual in nature, specific statements, proposals, plans and schedule for the ultimate development of
the site are required. The tentative plan is submitted for administrative review, scheduled for Planning
Commission review and a public hearing, after which the Planning Commission recommendation is
provided to City Council. After another public hearing before the City Council, the tentative plan may be
accepted, modified or rejected by City Council. Approval of the tentative plan by City Council
constitutes rezoning of the land. In the second part of the process, the applicant can submit final plans for
Planning Commission review and for City Council approval. A final plan for a development project is
submitted in detailed form and is subject to a review process similar to a site plan. Specific site
development standards and other requirements must be fulfilled. Essentially, while the applicant for the
PD, planned development district is afforded flexibility by the ordinance to develop the property, greater
control over the proposed overall development and each final plan within the PD district is available to
the city. Under the terms of the PD, planned development chapter any change to the tentative plan, such



Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned Development
Page 2

as modifying an approved land use class or adding a land use class, requires formal review and approval,
with public hearings, in a manner similar to a rezoning procedure.

As submitted by the applicant, the Greenspire Planned Development will include a total of three new
multi-family residential phases along the east, southeast and west perimeters of the site for new three-
story, 40-foot tall apartment buildings involving 324 apartment units on approximately 37 acres. The
north approximate 11 acres along West Centre Avenue will be developed with two, two-story, 40-foot
high retail/office buildings incorporating a total of 60,800 square feet of space and three, one-story, 25-
foot high retail buildings between 6,000-25,000 square feet each. The development schedule would
begin this year and extend to 2015, when the last phase would be submitted. Also, the applicant has
carefully considered the several existing single family residences located on the adjacent private streets
and has again emphasized sensitivity to Hampton Lake, Gourdneck State Game Area and adjacent natural
features and open spaces. While more high density residential units could be constructed in the existing
RM-1, multiple family zone, the applicant is seeking a mixed development concept. As referenced in the
rezoning application, one modification is being requested to allow an overall residential density of 8.45
units per acre. The PD, planned development district specifies a maximum 12 units per acre density for
each phase, which will be met, however, the overall residential density of seven units per acre would be
exceeded with the requested modification.

In a report dated February 26, 2010, the Department of Community Development recommended that the
property be rezoned to PD, planned development subject to seven conditions. Subsequently, the Planning
Commission convened the necessary public hearing and voted 5-2 to also recommend that Rezoning
Application #09-1, Greenspire Planned Development, be approved subject to the following seven
conditions:

1. The development standards specified in the application for approval (submitted tentative plan and written
narrative dated March 4, and February 23, 2010, respectively);

2. The modification to the overall residential density of 8.45 units, with the further condition of approval that the

total residential development not exceed 708 units on 83.74 acres;

No beach facility, additional boat docks or other access to Hampton Lake;

4. Screening/landscaping enhancements between Phase V apartments and adjacent Shirely and Tozer Courts
single family residences finalized with submittal of the final plan for this phase of the project;

5. Design/configuration of proposed access drives and interconnection, including any changes to Shirley Court
and Tozer Court and possible signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection finalized with
submittal of final plans;

6. MDNRE approvals/permits involving the wetland or other environmentally sensitive areas submitted with the
final plans, if required; and

7. If no final plan is submitted for acceptance within two years following the change in zoning, the process to
rezone, or extend the PD district classification, for the several properties shall be initiated pursuant to the
process established in the ordinance.

w

The City Administration recommends that Rezoning Application #09-01 be accepted for first reading,
and subsequent to the public hearing, that City Council consider approving the rezoning application,
which would rezone several West Centre Avenue, Greenspire Drive, Fawn Cove Lane and Tozer Court
properties from RM-1, multiple family and R-1C, one family to PD, planned development.

Attachment: Communication from the Department of Community Development

5:\2009-2010 department filedmemos\manageA2010 03 10 mcc mse rez 09-01(greenspire).doc



CITY OF PORTAGE COMMUNICATION

DATE: March 10, 2010

TO: Maurice S. Evans, City Manager

FROM: Jeffrey M. ‘Dhrector of Community Development
SUBJECT: Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre Avenue
and Greenspire Drive)

A rezoning application has been received from American Village Builders Companies and The Hinman
Company for a tract of land located along the south side of West Centre Avenue, opposite Cooley
Drive. The applicants are requesting that the RM-1, multi-family residential and R-1C, one-family
residential districts be changed to PD, planned development. The change in zoning is being requested
to facilitate three additional Greenspire apartment phases (324 total units) on approximately 37 acres
and designate 11 more acres for retail/office land use adjacent to West Centre Avenue (up to 103,800
square feet). The existing three phases of the Greenspire Apartments (384 units on 46.6 acres) are
included in the rezoning application and were initiated in the 1970s and 1980s. The Greenspire Planned
Development represents a creative mixture of multiple-family residential apartments and retail/office
uses and represents appropriate development between West Centre Avenue and the Gourdneck State
Game Area, Hampton Lake, associated wetlands/natural areas and existing land uses.

Attached please find the Planning Commission transmittal and the February 26, 2010 final report from
the Department of Community Development to the Planning Commission in which a recommendation
is presented that the rezoning application be approved and the property rezoned from RM-1, multiple
family and R-1C, one family residential to PD, planned development, subject to seven conditions. The
Community Development report to the Planning Commission is very detailed and provides important
information concerning the rezoning application, the PD, planned development zoning district, existing
uses on the subject property, existing uses on adjacent properties, the Comprehensive Plan and the
review of traffic, neighborhood and environmental considerations.

As summary information about several important development issues related to the tentative plan, the
following highlights are provided:

o Greenspire Planned Development. The Greenspire Planned Development involves 95 acres and proposes a
mixture of existing and new multiple-family residential units, natural open space, new retail and office uses
along West Centre Avenue. The applicant has given emphasis to developing the property in a manner that is
sensitive to the adjacent Hampton Lake and the Gourdneck State Game Area. The several existing single
family homes along the private streets of Tozer and Shirley Courts have also been carefully considered.

e Density Modification. The applicant has requested one modification: A density modification is requested to
allow an overall multiple-family residential development density of 8.45 units/acre, which is recommended
for approval. The proposed density is 1.45 units/acre greater than allowed in the PD district, but is a lesser
density than allowed under the existing RM-1 zoning district. While a total of 708 units are planned by the
applicant, a total of 786 units could be constructed under the RM-1 zone. The proposed density is consistent
with the development intensity of the existing three phases of Greenspire Apartments (8.23 units/acre) and is
not inconsistent with the interests of the city, per Section 42-375(L) of the PD, planned development chapter,
which allows City Council to waive or modify specifications.

e Phase IV Peripheral Transition Area. A 15-foot peripheral transition area is proposed for the two apartment
buildings located in the next development phase planned by the applicant for this year that is identified as
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Phase IV. With this phase, the peripheral transition area referenced in the ordinance is proposed to be 15-feet,
which is appropriate and is recommended, given the location of the existing buildings to the north and south,
the planned building/fire protection measures and the planned natural character and use of the adjacent land.

o Phase V Building Layout/Design. In an effort to minimize potential impacts on the adjacent Shirley/Tozer
Courts residents, the applicant has incorporated several building layout/design elements into the tentative
plan. These elements include a combination of increased building setbacks, building orientation and
substantial screening/landscaping treatments. The layout/design elements will be finalized with the review
and approval of final plans that will be submitted for development approval.

¢ Retail/Office Project Component, The retail/office component of the proposed Greenspire Planned
Development will not exceed 20% of the total project area, consistent with ordinance, and will be
concentrated along the West Centre Avenue frontage. The requested PD rezoning would also eliminate the
non-conforming status of the existing three-story apartment buildings in the Greenspire Apartment complex.

e 1980 General Agreement. Following a rezoning application that was submitted to the city in 1979-1980 that
involved the initial Greenspire Apartments, an agreement was reached between the developer (Gesmundo and
Hinman) and several area residents concerning measures to protect Hampton Lake and surrounding sensitive
environmental areas. Although this agreement was apparently never signed by the parties, the applicant has
agreed to continue to honor the spirit and intent in the provisions of the agreement and has incorporated the
applicable provisions in the tentative plan narrative at Item #1 1.

The Planning Commission convened a public hearing during the February 18 and March 4, 2010
meetings. Several residents were in attendance during the two public hearings and offered comments
related to the rezoning application and tentative plan. In addition, two e-mail communications were
received from the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Environment on March 4, 2010. An
additional communication to the Planning Commission that was in response to the e-mail
communications was prepared by the Department of Community Development.

Following extended discussion and careful review, the Planning Commission subsequently voted 5-2 to
recommend to City Council that Rezoning Application #09-01 be approved subject to the conditions
outlined in the February 26, 2010 Department of Community Development staff report, including the
amended tentative plan submitted by the applicant on March 4, 2010, with the finding that the requested
development density modification of 8.45 units/acre is consistent with the existing Greenspire
development.

Attachments:  Planning Commission transmittal dated March 10, 2010
Planning Commission Minutes dated February 18 and March 4, 2010
Department of Community Development report dated February 26, 2010
Communication from Ms. Carol Long dated March 3, 2010
Department of Community Development report dated March 4, 2010
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TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council
FROM: Planning Commission
DATE: March 10, 2010

SUBJECT: Rezoning Application #09-01: Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned
Development (West Centre Avenue and Greenspire Drive)

The Planning Commission convened a public hearing during the February 18, 2010 meeting. Mr. Greg
Dobson, American Village Builders, was present to explain the request including the history of land
acquisition and development, project density, 1980 development agreement, among others. Four citizens also
spoke about the proposed PD rezoning: 1) Ms. Betty Ongley (8620 Tozer Court), 2) Mr. Terry Hall (8621
Shirley Court), 3) Dr. Russell Mohney (3500 Vanderbilt Avenue) and 4) Ms. Carol Long (2208 Quincy
Avenue). Comments from the residents included possible trespassing, signalization of the West Centre
Avenue/Cooley Drive, impact on Shirley Court and Tozer Court single family residences, among others.

The Planning Commission reconvened the public hearing during the March 4, 2010 meeting. The applicant,
Mr. Greg Dobson of American Village Builders, was again present to explain and support the project. Mr.
Dobson provided a summary of changes that have been made since the February 18" meeting. Mr. Terry Hall
(8621 Shirley Court), 2) Dr. Russell Mohney (3500 Vanderbilt Avenue) and 3) Ms. Gloria Olson (3411 Fawn
Cove) were also present to comment of the rezoning application. Comments included impact on Tozer/Shirley
Court residents, notice provided to the MDNRE, Phase IV building setbacks and discharging firearms within

the safety zone.

The Commission discussed at length comments made by the applicant, citizens and the information contained
in the staff report. With regard to the density modification request, the majority of the Commission believes the
overall development density of 8.45 units/acre is consistent with the existing Greenspire density of 8.23
units/acre. The Commission also believes the applicant has designed the layout of Phase V to minimize
impacts on the adjacent Tozer/Shirley Court residents. The applicant’s proposal to install landscaping and
screening will further minimize any potential impacts. The proposed Phase IV building setbacks was also
considered acceptable given the location of existing buildings to the north and south, required building fire
protection measures and the vacant nature and ownership of the adjacent land.

After additional discussion, a motion was made by Commissioner Bailes, seconded by Commissioner
Cheesebro, to recommend to City Council that Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned
Development be approved subject to the conditions outlined in the February 26, 2010 Department of
Community Development staff report, including the amended tentative plan submitted by the applicant on
March 4, 2010, with the finding that the requested development density modification of 8.45 units/acre is
consistent with the existing Greenspire development. Upon a roll call vote: Welch (yes), Stoffer (no), Dargitz
(no), Cheesebro (yes), Fox (yes), Bailes (yes) and Patterson (yes), the motion was approved 5-2.
Commissioners Stoffer and Dargitz stated they could not support an overall development density that exceeds
the existing Greenspire density of 8.23 units/acre.

Sincerely,

J/ﬁﬁw# Fope

Chairman, City of Portage Planning Commission

s:\department files\memos\manager\2008 12 05 mec rez 08-01pc (8232-8726 portage road) doc



PLANNING COMMISSION
February 18, 2010

The City of Portage Planning Commission meeting of February 18, 2010 was called to order by Chairman
Fox at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers of Portage City Hall, 7900 South Westnedge Avenue. Approximately ten
citizens were in attendance.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Jim Pearson, Rick Bosch, Cory Bailes, James Cheesebro, Miko Dargitz, Paul Welch, Wayne Stoffer, Bill
Patterson and Chairman Thomas Fox.

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None.

MEMBERS EXCUSED:

None.

IN ATTENDANCE:

Christopher Forth, Deputy Director of Planning and Development Services; Michael West, Assistant City
Planner; and Randall Brown, City Attorney.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

The Planning Commission and staff recited the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Chairman Fox referred the Commission to the February 4, 2010 meeting minutes. A motion was made by
Commissioner Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Bailes, to approve the minutes as submitted. The motion
was unanimously approved.

SITE/FINAL PLANS:

1. Site Plan: Portage Animal Hospital, 8037 Portage Road. Chairman Fox referred the Commission to a
February 12, 2010 correspondence from Attorney Nelson Karre, representing the Portage Animal Hospital,
requesting the Planning Commission adjourn the site plan until the March 4, 2010 meeting. A motion was made
by Commissioner Pearson, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to adjourn the Site Plan for the Portage Animal
Hospital, 8037 Portage Road, until the March 4, 2010 meeting. The motion was made at the request of the
applicant and was unanimously approved.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

1. Final Report: Ordinance Amendment 09-B, Sign Ordinance Regulations. Mr. Forth summarized the
staff report dated February 12, 2010 regarding proposed changes to the sign regulations. Following the January
21, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, Mr. Forth indicated Section 42-546(D), RM-1 and RM-2 districts,
should have also been included in Ordinance Amendment 09-B since it addresses freestanding and wall signs for
non-residential uses in the multi-family residential zoning districts. The changes proposed for Section 42-545(B)
are also applicable to Section 42-546(D) and the staff report has been revised to include the proposed changes to
Section 42-546(D).
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The public hearing was convened by Chairman Fox. No citizens spoke regarding the proposed ordinance
amendment. A motion was then offered by Commissioner Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to
close the public hearing. The motion was unanimously approved. A motion was then made by Commissioner
Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Welch, to recommend to City Council that Ordinance Amendment 09-B,
Sign Ordinance Regulations, be approved. The motion was unanimously approved.

Preliminary Report: Rezoning Application 09-01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre
Avenue and Greenspire Drive). Mr. Forth summarized the revised preliminary staff report dated February 18,
2010 that was provided to the Commission in the final agenda packet and includes an updated narrative and
tentative plan provided by the applicant on February 17", Mr. Forth stated the PD, planned development
rezoning application involving an approximate 95 acre tract of land was submitted by American Village Builders
and The Hinman Company to facilitate additional multiple family residential development and retail/office land
use along West Centre Avenue. Mr. Forth provided background information and summarized existing conditions
and Zoning Code regulations and procedures for development in the PD district. Mr. Forth reviewed the PD
project as proposed by the applicant and summarized the preliminary analysis contained in the staff report.

Mr. Greg Dobson of American Village Builders was present to explain and support the project. Mr. Dobson
briefly summarized the history of land acquisition and development of the Greenspire Apartments, discussed the
1980 Kalamazoo Gazette article provided by Dr. Russell Mohney and stated the commitments referenced in the
article would be written into the project narrative. Mr. Dobson reviewed the proposed apartment building layout
in Phase IV and the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) consideration of the setback variance request in October
2009. Since the ZBA meeting, Mr. Dobson stated the two apartment buildings have been shifted slightly and will
now include a 15-foot setback from the eastern property line, will be fully sprinkled and will meet all Building
Code/Fire Code requirements. The layout and setback for these two buildings in Phase IV was desired to retain
the overall look and feel of Greenspire. Mr. Dobson also discussed the apartment building layout, orientation,
setbacks and efforts to minimize Phase V impacts on Shirley Court/Tozer Court residents. Also discussed was
the planned access arrangement, retail/office uses proposed along West Centre Avenue, building construction
materials and elevations. The overall density of the apartment portion of the development under the proposed PD
zone would be 8.54 units/acre, compared to approximately 9.5 units/acre, which would be allowed under the
existing RM-1 district.

The Commission, staff and applicant discussed various aspects of the planned development including the
ZBA setback variance request, property ownership, inclusion of affordable housing units and signalization of the
Cooley Drive intersection. The public hearing was convened by Chairman Fox. Four citizens spoke during the
public hearing: 1) Ms. Betty Ongley (8620 Tozer Court), 2) Mr. Terry Hall (8621 Shirley Court), 3) Dr. Russell
Mohney (3500 Vanderbilt Avenue) and 4) Ms. Carol Long (2208 Quincy Avenue). Ms. Ongley expressed
concerns regarding possible trespassing from apartment tenants, construction vehicle access, lack of a
deceleration lane on West Centre Avenue, timing for signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive
access, condition of Shirley Court and suggested slight adjustments in Phase V apartment buildings to lessen
impact on adjacent single family residences located on Shirley Court and Tozer Court. Mr. Hall expressed
concerns regarding the proposed height of apartment buildings in Phase V, grade differences between these
apartment buildings and his residence and the lack of mature trees in this portion of the development. Dr.
Mohney thanked Mr. Dobson for volunteering to incorporate the major provisions of the 1980 agreement into the
project narrative. Dr. Mohney discussed Building/Fire Code issues associated with the previous ZBA variance
consideration, public notice to the State of Michigan and the condition of Shirley Court and the need for
improvements. Ms. Long expressed concerns regarding traffic safety at the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive
intersection and the need to install a traffic signal at this intersection immediately.

The Commission, staff and the applicant discussed how development density was calculated, the PD review
process and ordinance provisions, the condition of Shirley Court (a private street with deeded access),
signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection and the potential impacts on the Tozer/Shirley
Court residents associated with Phase V of the development. Mr. Dobson stated there are no plans to improve
Shirley Court to accommodate construction traffic. Mr. Dobson did indicate the proposed drive opposite Cooley
Drive would be installed at the time the Phase IV apartment buildings are constructed. No additional citizens
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spoke in regards to the proposed planned development rezoning application. A motion was then offered by
Commissioner Welch, seconded by Commissioner Dargitz, to adjourn the public hearing for Rezoning
Application 09-01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre Avenue and Greenspire Drive), to the March

4, 2010 meeting. The motion was unanimously approved.

PLATS/RESIDENTIAL CONDOS:

None.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

NEW BUSINESS:

None.
STATEMENT OF CITIZENS:
None.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

rist : “AlE
Deputy Director of Planning and Development Services

s!\commdev'department files\board files\planning commission\fy 2009-10 mi pcmin021810.doc



PLANNING COMMISSION DR 4 F

March 4, 2010

The City of Portage Planning Commission meeting of March 4, 2010 was called to order by Chairman Fox
at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers of Portage City Hall, 7900 South Westnedge Avenue. Approximately ten
citizens were in attendance.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Cory Bailes, James Cheesebro, Miko Dargitz, Paul Welch, Wayne Stoffer, Bill Patterson and Chairman
Thomas Fox.

MEMBERS ABSENT:

None.

MEMBERS EXCUSED:

Jim Pearson and Rick Bosch.

IN ATTENDANCE:

Christopher Forth, Deputy Director of Planning and Development Services; Michael West, Assistant City
Planner; and Randall Brown, City Attorney.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

The Planning Commission, staff and the audience recited the Pledge of Allegiance.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Chairman Fox referred the Commission to the February 18, 2010 meeting minutes. A motion was made by
Commissioner Cheesebro, seconded by Commissioner Bailes, to approve the minutes as submitted. The motion
was unanimously approved.

SITE/FINAL PLANS:
1. Site Plan: Portage Animal Hospital, 8037 Portage Road. Mr. West summarized the staff report dated

March 4, 2010 involving a site plan submitted by Portage Road Investments LLC to construct a new, approximate
5,700 square foot veterinary hospital building and associated site improvements at 8037 Portage Road. Mr. West
stated representatives of Portage Road Investments and Treystar Holdings have agreed on a shared/cross access
arrangement consistent with the City of Portage Access Management Ordinance and previously approved
CentrePort Commons site plan. Mr. West indicated access for the Portage Animal Hospital site is planned to
connect at two locations to the CentrePort Commons “B” Drive located to the north with direct access to Portage
Road through a right-in/right-out driveway. Mr. West stated connection to “B” Drive would also provide
customers and employees of the Portage Animal Hospital access to the CentrePort Commons full service
driveway further south on Portage Road and a right-in/right-out driveway and a full service driveway on East
Centre Avenue.

Dr. Andrew Helmholdt and Mr. Steve DeBold of Chester, Inc. (applicant’s architect) were present to
support the site plan. Dr. Helmholdt confirmed that a shared/cross access agreement had been reached with
Treystar Holdings. After a brief discussion, a motion was made by Commissioner Welch, seconded by
Commissioner Bailes, to approve the site plan for Portage Animal Hospital, 8037 Portage Road, subject to
closure of the northernmost driveway with the final phase of construction and demolition of the existing
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veterinary hospital building and closure of the southernmost driveway when “B” Drive and other corffmon
drives located within the adjacent CentrePort Commons project have been constructed in accordance with the
approved site plan. The motion was unanimously approved.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

1. Final Report: Rezoning Application 09-01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre Avenue and
Greenspire Drive). Mr. Forth summarized the final report dated February 26, 2010 regarding the PD, planned
development rezoning application submitted by American Village Builders and The Hinman Company to
facilitate additional multiple family residential development and retail/office land use along West Centre Avenue.
Mr. Forth summarized the tentative plan, overall development density modification request and Zoning Code
requirements in the PD district. Mr. Forth also reviewed with the Commission Phase IV building setbacks, Phase
V building setbacks/orientation and screening adjacent to the single family residences along Shirley Court/Tozer
Court, inclusionary zoning and neighborhood/environmental considerations. Mr. Forth indicated staff was
recommending approval of the PD rezoning and tentative plan subject to the seven conditions identified in the
February 26™ staff report. Additionally, Mr. Forth referred the Commission to the final agenda material and e-
mail communications received earlier in the day from Mr. Bill Schmidt, Michigan Department of Natural
Resources and Environment (MDNR-E), responses from staff and the applicant and a March 3, 2010 letter from
Ms. Carol Long of Bronson Properties regarding signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive
intersection.

Mr. Greg Dobson of American Village Builders was present to explain and support the project. Mr. Dobson
provided a summary of changes that have been made since the February 18" meeting. Mr. Dobson distributed a
revised tentative plan that provided additional screening/landscaping adjacent to the single family residences on
Shirley Court/Tozer Court within Phase V. Mr. Dobson summarized recent meetings with adjacent Shirley
Court/Tozer Court residents regarding Phase V of the apartment development and also a recent meeting with Ms.
Carol Long regarding signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection. Mr. Dobson reviewed
ownership, easement and maintenance issues associated with Shirley Court and indicated all new apartment
buildings will be sprinkled and will meet applicable Fire Code and Building Code requirements. Finally, Mr.
Dobson briefly discussed the e-mail communications from Mr. Bill Schmidt, MDNR-E and stated the 450-foot
safety zone was a State law intended to protect adjacent private property owners from hunting activities and
discharge of firearms. The safety zone is not intended to establish larger setback requirements that reduce private
property values.

The Commission, staff and applicant discussed various issues including the enhanced screening proposal for
Phase V apartments, Phase IV apartment building setbacks, the MDNR-E e-mails, 450-foot safety zone, and PD
ordinance requirements. The public hearing was reconvened by Chairman Fox. Three citizens spoke during the
public hearing: 1) Mr. Terry Hall (8621 Shirley Court), 2) Dr. Russell Mohney (3500 Vanderbilt Avenue) and 3)
Ms. Gloria Olson (3411 Fawn Cove). Mr. Hall thanked the applicant for meeting with him and providing
additional screening between his residence and the Phase V apartments but was still concerned with the height
and proximity of the apartment buildings. Mr. Hall indicated that he was the closest house to the proposed
apartments and asked that consideration be given to reducing the building height. Dr. Mohney expressed concern
regarding the notice provided to the State of Michigan and stated he believes the largest neighbor to the
development should be given the opportunity to provide comments and guidelines regarding the project. Dr.
Mohney also expressed concern regarding the proposed 15-foot setback for the apartment buildings in Phase IV
and impacts on the adjacent State land. Ms. Olson expressed concerns regarding the loss of habitat and wildlife
disturbance with the proposed Phase V apartments and hunters on the adjacent State Game Area discharging
firearms within the safety zone. Mr. Forth restated that public notice was provided to the State of Michigan,
along with supplemental telephone conversations with representatives of the MDNR-E. Mr. Forth reaffirmed that
proper notice was provided and the MDNR-E has had sufficient time to comment and respond. Mr. Forth also
indicated that signing of safety zones on State property was the responsibility of the MDNR-E. No additional
citizens spoke during the public hearing. A motion was then made by Commissioner Bailes, seconded by
Commissioner Cheesebro, to close the public hearing. The motion was unanimously approved.
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Based on the information presented, the Commission, staff and the applicant further discussed impacts of
the Phase V apartments on the adjacent single family residences, MDNR-E notice and e-mail communications
received, hunting on the adjacent State Game Area property and the 450-foot safety zone, the PD ordinance
standard of 7.0 units/acre overall development density standard and the requested modification to allow 8.45
units/acre. Commissioner Dargitz and Commissioner Stoffer expressed concern with the overall development
density of 8.45 units/acre proposed by the developer and the PD ordinance criteria for issuance of modifications
from this standard. Commissioner Dargitz also suggested the developer reduce the height of the two apartment
buildings located closest to Mr. Hall’s property to two-stories, instead of the proposed three-stories. Mr. Forth
stated the proposed apartment development density is consistent with the existing three phases of Greenspire. Mr.
Forth also discussed the existing RM-1 zoning and corresponding development densities that are allowed under
this designation. Mr. West discussed the benefits of the PD district and the flexibility that is afforded both the
developer and the city when reviewing the rezoning/tentative plan. Mr. West stated the proposed Greenspire PD
results in a more desirable development layout, than the existing RM-1 district, with increased building setbacks
and enhanced screening provisions adjacent the single family residences along Shirley Court and Tozer Court.
Mr. West also indicated the proposed Greenspire PD is consistent with Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use
Map designations.

After additional discussion of the PD ordinance criteria for the modification of a development standard, a
motion was made by Commissioner Bailes, seconded by Commissioner Cheesebro, to recommend to City
Council that Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre Avenue and
Greenspire Drive) be approved subject to the following conditions

1. Development standards such as density, open space, building setbacks, building orientation, screening/landscaping, etc. be
established as indicated in the tentative plan received on March 4, 2010 and written narrative dated February 23, 2010.

2. The modification from the 7.0 units/acre density standard be approved, with the further requirement that development
density of the apartment portion of the project be a maximum of 8.45 units/acre (708 units on 83.74 acres).

3. No beach facility, additional boat docks or other accesses to Hampton Lake be permitted.

4. Details regarding screening/landscaping enhancements between Phase V of the apartment portion of the development and
adjacent single family residences located along Shirley Court and Tozer Court be finalized with submittal of the final plan
for this phase of the project.

5. Design and configuration of proposed access drives and interconnection, including any changes to Shirley Court and Tozer
Court and possible signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection, be finalized with submittal of the
final plan for the applicable phase of the project.

6. MDNRE approvals/permits involving the wetland or other environmentally sensitive areas be submitted with the final plan
for the applicable phase of the project, if required.

7. If no final plan is submitted for acceptance within two years following the change in zoning, the process to rezone (or
extend the PD classification) be initiated pursuant to the ordinance.

After a brief discussion of the motion, a subsequent motion was made by Commissioner Dargitz, seconded
by Commissioner Stoffer, to postpone further consideration of the motion involving Rezoning Application #09-01
until the March 18, 2010 meeting. Upon a roll call vote: Patterson (no), Bailes (no), Fox (no), Cheesebro (no),
Dargitz (yes), Stoffer (yes) and Welch (no). The motion failed 2-5. The Commission discussed an amendment to
the original motion that would provide a rationale for the requested development density modification. An
amendment to the original motion was then offered by Commissioner Bailes, seconded by Commissioner
Cheesebro, to include a finding that the requested development density modification of 8.45 units/acre is coherent
with the existing Greenspire development. Upon a roll call vote: Welch (yes), Stoffer (no), Dargitz (no),
Cheesebro (yes), Fox (yes), Bailes (yes) and Patterson (yes), the amendment to the original motion was approved
5-2. Commissioner Stoffer stated he would not be supporting the original motion, as amended, and does not
believe the Planning Commission can recommend to City Council an overall development density that exceeds
the 8.23 units/acre density present on the existing Greenspire Development. Commissioner Dargitz concurred.
After a brief discussion, the original motion (as amended) offered by Commissioner Bailes, seconded by
Commissioner Cheesebro, was voted upon by the Commission. Upon a roll call vote: Cheesebro (yes), Dargitz
(no), Stoffer (no), Welch (yes), Patterson (yes), Bailes (yes) and Fox (yes), the motion was approved 5-2.
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PLATS/RESIDENTIAL CONDOS:

None.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

NEW BUSINESS:

1. FY 2010-2020 City of Portage Capital Improvement Program. Mr. Forth referred the Commission to the
2010-2020 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) document that was provided to each Commissioner prior to the
meeting. Mr. Forth briefly reviewed the March 4, 2010 transmittal memo from City Manager Evans and asked
the Commission to review the document for further discussion during the March 18, 2010 meeting. Over the
course of the next two weeks, Mr. Forth asked the Commission to contact him with any questions or clarifications
regarding individual CIP projects so he could research and provide answers prior to, or at the March 18™ meeting.

STATEMENT OF CITIZENS:
None.

ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:05 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Christopher T. Forth, AICP
Deputy Director of Planning and Development Services
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TO: Planning Commission DATE: February 26,2010

elopment

FROM: Jeffrey M. Erickson, Director of Com

<01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre

SUBJECT: Final Report: Rezoning Applicatio

Avenue and Greenspire Drive)

I INTRODUCTION

A PD, planned development rezoning application has been received from American Village Builders
Companies and The Hinman Company for a tract of land located along the south side of West Centre
Avenue, opposite Cooley Drive. Mr. Joseph Gesmundo and Mr. Roger Hinman own and/or control the
properties requested for rezoning.

Zoning
Property Address Owner of Record Parcel Number Existing Proposed
3201 West Centre Avenue Lakewood Management 00020-131-O0 RM-1 PD
3317 West Centre Avenue Lakewood Management 00019-105-O RM-1 PD
3413 West Centre Avenue Lakewood Management 00019-095-0O RM-1 PD
3423 West Centre Avenue Lakewood Management 00019-096-0O RM-1 PD
3145 Greenspire Drive Greenspire II Apartments 00020-135-0O RM-1 PD
8380 Greenspire Drive Greenspire Equity I 00020-130-0O RM-1/R-1C PD
8401 Greenspire Drive Greenspire 00020-136-O RM-1 PD
3413 Fawn Cove Lane Greenspire II Apartments 00019-100-O RM-1 PD
8615 Tozer Court Lakewood Management 00020-140-0O RM-1 PD
Total: Nine parcels (94.64 acres)*
* exclude 14.77 acres which is part of Hampton Lake

The change in zoning is being requested to facilitate additional multiple family development, and
retail/office uses along West Centre Avenue, now zoned RM-1, multi-family residential but planned for
general business per the 2008 Comprehensive Plan. A portion of the land in the rezoning is occupied by
Phases I, II and III of the Greenspire Apartments (384 units on 46.6 acres) approved in 1974, 1977 and
1980, respectively, and constructed. The planned development proposes three additional apartment phases
of the Greenspire Apartments (Phases IV, V and VI) on approximately 37 acres along with 11 acres of
retail/office land use along the northern portion of the site, adjacent to West Centre Avenue.

Also, six single-family zoned and developed properties abut the rezoning site and are situated on Tozer
Court and Shirley Court, which are private streets. The northerly two dwellings are served by city water
and the northerly three dwellings are served by city sewer. Careful consideration of these properties, as
well as Hampton Lake and adjacent wetland/natural areas, is necessary and appropriate as part of this
rezoning consideration.

IL EXISTING CONDITIONS

Rezoning Site: Phases I, II, and III of the Greenspire Apartments, plus vacant properties,
which are zoned RM-1, multiple family residential and R-1C, one family residential (extreme
northeast corner of rezoning site). A single family residence is also located on a portion of
the 8615 Tozer Court parcel, which is zoned RM-1.

North: Across West Centre Avenue, various office developments zoned OS-1, office service
and PD, planned development.

East, West, South: Vacant land owned by the State of Michigan (Gourdneck State Game
Area) zoned R-1C, one family residential. An MDNRE public access from West Centre
Avenue is located immediately west of the rezoning site. This public access provides access

Land Use/Zoning

7900 South Westnedge Avenue ¢ Portage, Michigan 49002 ¢ (269) 3294477
www.portagemi.gov
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Land Use/Zoning to the Gourdneck State Game Area and Hampton Lake. Additionally, six single family
(cont.) residences located on Shirley Court and Tozer Court, also border the rezoning site to the
south.
Zoning/Development |  The existing RM-1 and R-1C Greenspire zoning pattern was established through three separate
History rezoning applications in 1970, 1973 and 1980.

* Rezoning of nearby properties has occurred over the past several years:

Rezoning Application #05-05 (2301 West Centre Avenue and 8080 Oakland Drive). In July
2006, City Council rezoned this 48 acre tract of land located near the southwest corner of
Oakland Drive and West Centre Avenue from OTR, office, technology and research to PD,
planned development for the Oakland Hills at Centre Planned Development. This planned
development project includes office land use along the West Centre Avenue frontage and
attached single-family residential condominiums within the remainder of the property.
Rezoning Application #04-04 (8706, 8716, 8948 and 9000 Oakland Drive). In February 2005,
City Council rezoned this 82 acre tract of land located along the west side of Oakland Drive,
north of Vanderbilt Avenue, from R-1C, one family residential to PD, planned development for
the Oakland Hills Planned Development with attached single-family residential condominiums.
e On October 12, 2009, the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) denied a variance request from
Greenspire to construct three 12-unit apartment buildings at 8401 Greenspire Drive 10-feet
from the east property line, where 30-feet is required in the RM-1 zoning district. The portion
of the Greenspire property involved in this ZBA consideration is referenced as Phase 1V,
Apartments in the PD rezoning and tentative plan/narrative application.
Public Streets West Centre Avenue is a designated four-five lane major arterial with a posted 45 mph speed
limit and approximately 24,500 vehicles per day (2009); capacity of 32,500 vehicles per day
(level of service “D”).

Historic District/ The subject site is not located within a historic district and does not contain any historic
Structures structures.

Public Utilities Municipal water and sewer have been installed (and will be extended with new phases).
Environmental The City of Portage Sensitive Land Use Map identifies areas of high sensitivity wetlands

within the northwest and southeast portions of the rezoning site. The rezoning site borders on
Hampton Lake which has a surface area nearly 1 million square feet (or 22 acres), and, also,
Portage Creek with associated regulated floodplain areas.

III. ZONING CODE/PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES-REGULATIONS

The PD, planned development chapter establishes a two-part review and approval process: Tentative plan
review and final plan review for each phase of the development. The applicant is required to submit a
tentative plan which outlines the development concept (phases) for the entire project. Although conceptual
in nature, specific statements, proposals, plans and schedule for the ultimate development of the site are
required. The tentative plan is submitted for administrative review and scheduled for Planning
Commission review and a public hearing. The submission of both written and graphic information
constitutes a tentative plan.

The Planning Commission will provide a recommendation to City Council regarding the tentative plan. If
approved, the planned development must proceed in accordance with the tentative plan. Approval of the
tentative plan by Council constitutes rezoning of the land to PD and allows the submission of a final plan
for Administrative, Planning Commission and City Council review. A final plan is submitted in detailed
form and is subject to a review process similar to a site plan. If no final plan for development is submitted
within two years from the date of approval of the tentative plan, Council may either extend the approval for
a period not to exceed two years or immediately initiate rezoning proceedings to re-designate the property
to a more suitable zoning classification. Under the terms of the ordinance, any change to the tentative plan,
such as modifying an approved land use class or adding a land use class, will require formal review and
approval, with public hearings, in a manner similar to a rezoning procedure.

Section 42-374 of the Land Development Regulations contains the PD district development design
standards. This section provides flexibility in the types of land uses and up to 20% of the total land area
can be utilized for nonresidential uses. The planned development applicant is required to provide public
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water, public sanitary sewer and a pedestrian system. The applicant must demonstrate that the plan cannot
be developed under other sections of the Zoning Code or must provide a mixture of housing types. The
overall density of the project may not exceed seven units per acre and density in any one phase may not
exceed 12 units per acre. Building setbacks, building height, open space and screening are also regulated
under this ordinance section. Additionally, Section 42-375.C of the Land Development Regulations
includes 15 required elements that must be addressed in the tentative plan/narrative.

The PD district and the tentative plan/narrative, which is required to be submitted with the rezoning
application, allows the Planning Commission and City Council to examine the overall development plan
layout including building placement, setbacks, height, etc., prior to acting on the PD rezoning request.
Essentially, while the applicant is afforded development flexibility, greater control over the proposed
planned development is available to the city.

IV.  PROPOSED TENTATIVE PLAN

The Greenspire PD will include a total of six multi-family residential phases. The first three Greenspire
Apartment phases including 384 apartment units plus the clubhouse, pool and tennis courts on
approximately 47 acres have already been constructed under the current RM-1 zoning classification. The
remainder of the multiple family residential portion of the planned development will occur in three
additional phases (Phases IV, V and VI) and include three-story, 40-foot tall apartment buildings with 324
apartment units on approximately 37 acres. These three additional phases occur along the east, southeast
and west perimeters of the overall project site. The north approximate 11 acres along West Centre Avenue
will be developed with two, two-story, 40-foot tall retail/office buildings each 30,400 square feet (60,800
square feet total) and three, one-story, 25-foot tall retail buildings between 6,000-25,000 square feet each.
The retail/office portion of the overall development (10.9 acres) will not exceed 20% of the total land area,
as required by ordinance.

The overall density of the multiple-family residential portion of the development including adjacent
wetland areas, but excluding the Hampton Lake area, will be 8.45 units/per acre (708 units on 83.74 acres)
which exceeds the 7.0 units/acre standard set forth in the PD ordinance. In conjunction with the PD
rezoning application, a modification from this ordinance provision is being requested by the developer.
Other aspects of the proposed planned development project include:

e Pedestrian Walkway — An internal pedestrian circulation network of sidewalks exists within the existing
Greenspire Apartments and will continue with future phases of apartment development. Additionally, the
applicant has also committed to construct internal sidewalks within the first phase of the retail portion of the
development (Phase IV-R), which will link with the apartment complex and provide pedestrian access to the
new access drive proposed at the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection.

e Open Space Features — Approximately 30 acres (36%) of the overall site will be maintained as open space
area for the enjoyment of residents/employees of the planned development. Planned open space areas
include woods, marsh and wetlands situated along the southeast and northwest portions of the site and
adjacent to Hampton Lake in the southwest portion of the site.

o Storm Water Management - Storm water runoff is proposed to be collected and conveyed to natural open
space areas situated across the development site, as well as around individual office sites, in accordance
with City of Portage requirements. Storm water discharge locations will utilize natural appearing rain
basins and existing wetland areas.

e Vehicular Access — Access to the Greenspire Planned Development is proposed through the existing
Greenspire Drive from West Centre Avenue. With construction of Phase IV of the apartments, a second
full-service driveway from West Centre Avenue, opposite Cooley Drive, is proposed. Future signalization
of this West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive is also being contemplated and has been studied. When future
retail and office development occurs to the west, construction of a right-in/right-out driveway at Shirley
Court is also proposed.

o Setbacks — Apartment and office/retail buildings will maintain a minimum 30-foot perimeter setback from
outer property lines with the exception of the two apartment buildings proposed in Phase IV of the
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development, which are proposed to be setback 15-feet from the eastern property line (10-feet for horizontal
projections such as decks, balconies and porches), where adjacent to the Gourdneck State Game Area. A
minimum 25-foot setback will be maintained from all interior private streets. Minimum 30-foot building
separations will be maintained. Apartment buildings within Phase V of the Greenspire PD are proposed to
maintain a minimum 80-foot perimeter setback from adjacent single-family property lines located along
Tozer Court/Shirley Court and, furthermore, will be setback between 100-250 feet from individual single-

family residences.
e Phasing — The development project is planned to be phased beginning in Spring 2010 and extending to 2015
and beyond as indicated in Item 3 of the attached narrative.

V. PUBLIC REVIEW/COMMENT

The Planning Commission convened a public hearing during the February 18, 2010 meeting. Mr. Greg
Dobson of American Village Builders was present to explain the planned development; the history of land
acquisition and development; 1980 development agreement with area residents and offered to include
commitments into the written project narrative; October 2009 Zoning Board of Appeals variance
consideration involving Phase IV apartment buildings; Phase V apartment building layout, orientation and
setbacks and efforts made to minimize impacts on Shirley Court/Tozer Court residents; retail/office uses,
building construction materials/elevations; and development density proposed for the PD project compared
to the RM-1 zone.

Four citizens spoke in regards to the proposed PD rezoning: 1) Ms. Betty Ongley (8620 Tozer Court), 2)
Mr. Terry Hall (8621 Shirley Court), 3) Dr. Russell Mohney (3500 Vanderbilt Avenue) and 4) Ms. Carol
Long (2208 Quincy Avenue). Ms. Ongley expressed concerns regarding possible trespassing from
apartment tenants, construction vehicle access, signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive
access, condition of Shirley Court and suggested slight adjustments in Phase V apartment buildings to
lessen impact on adjacent single family residences located on Shirley Court and Tozer Court. Mr. Hall
expressed concerns regarding the proposed height of apartment buildings in Phase V, grade differences
between these apartment buildings and his residence and the lack of mature trees in this portion of the
development. Dr. Mohney discussed the 1980 agreement between the developer and residents and thanked
the applicant for volunteering to incorporate the major provisions of the agreement into the project
narrative. Dr. Mohney discussed Building/Fire Code issues associated with the previous ZBA variance
consideration, public notice to the State of Michigan and the condition of Shirley Court and the need for
improvements. Ms. Long expressed concerns regarding traffic safety at the West Centre Avenue/Cooley
Drive intersection and the need to install a traffic signal at this intersection immediately.

The Commission, staff and applicant discussed various aspects of the planned development including past
ZBA setback variance consideration; property ownership; inclusion of affordable housing units; impact of
Phase V apartments on adjacent residences; development density calculations; PD review process and
ordinance provisions; condition of Shirley Court (a private street with deeded access); and timing of
second access construction and possible signalization of West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection.

VI. FINAL ANALYSIS

The following analysis has been prepared based on general land use considerations, the Comprehensive
Plan, traffic conditions and surrounding development patterns. Issues to be considered are consistency with
the Future Land Use Plan Map and Development Guidelines, suitability of the existing zoning classification
and the impacts of the proposed zoning classification, particularly involving zoning suitability, traffic
considerations, neighborhood considerations and environmental considerations.

Comprehensive Plan

Prior to recommending a zoning amendment, a determination that the proposed change is consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan is appropriate. In the case of a rezoning, consistency is evaluated based on the
Future Land Use Plan Map and also the Development Guidelines.
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Future Land Use Plan Map -- The Future Land Use Plan Map component of the Comprehensive Plan
designates the properties being considered for rezoning as appropriate for high density residential with
general business within a primary commercial node along West Centre Avenue. The Comprehensive Plan
identifies four primary commercial nodes across the city “..where both local and general business uses (i.e.,
grocery, pharmacy, hardware store, restaurant, personal services, business services, etc) are encouraged.”
The proposed PD rezoning and associated tentative plan/narrative are consistent with these designations.

Development Guidelines -- The Development Guidelines are intended to be used by the Commission and
staff when reviewing private development projects, infrastructure improvement programs (i.e. public
expenditures on streets, sewers, water mains and others that influence the location, intensity and timing of
development) and public programs that affect the physical environment. The guidelines also provide
direction and underpinning for regulations that affect land use (e.g. zoning, subdivision, parking,
landscaping and others), may suggest incentives to influence community development and preservation and
may suggest adjustments to other policies which influence the use of land for consistency with community
development and preservation objectives. The proposed PD rezoning and associated tentative plan/narrative
is consistent with applicable development guidelines contained in the Comprehensive Plan. Attached for
Commission review is the completed Guideline Table.

Suitability of Existing RM-1 and R-1C Zones/Impacts of Proposed PD Zone

The proposed PD planned development zone is appropriate and can be effectively used to facilitate
additional Greenspire apartment development phases and the retail/office uses along the West Centre

Avenue.

Residential development density is calculated differently in the RM-1 zoning district than in the PD,
planned development zoning district. In the RM-1 zone, maximum permitted development density is
calculated as specified in Section 42-350.B.(7). Developable land area and wetland/floodplain area is
“factored” resulting in allowable “rooms” for density purposes. The PD zone and the ordinance establishes
an overall development density of 7 units/acre, with no individual phase exceeding 12 units/acre, which can
be modified by City Council as part of the PD rezoning and tentative plan/narrative consideration.

A comparison development plan that shows the 83.74 acres of the land planned for multiple family
residential developed under the RM-1 zone has been provided by the applicant. The results of this
comparison plan indicates that approximately 78 additional apartment units could be constructed under the
existing RM-1 zoning (786 units total, 9.38 units/acre), as compared to the proposed PD zoning (708 units
total, 8.45 units/acre). A cursory review of allowable density under the current RM-1 zoning, using the
formula in Section 42-350.B.(7) was completed by the Department of Community Development. With the
assumption that approximately 23 acres (northwest and southeast portion of site) of the 84 acres is
designated wetlands, a total of 2,074 rooms would be allowed under the current RM-1 zoning. Depending
upon the mixture of apartments, 2,074 rooms would be available under the following scenarios:

1,037 one-bedroom units at 12.3 units/acre; or

830 one-bedroom and two-bedroom units (equal mix}) at 9.9 units/acre; or
691 two-bedroom units at 8.3 units/acre; or

415 three-bedroom units at 5 units/acre.

Building setback and height are also determined differently in the RM-1 and PD zones. In the RM-1 zone,
minimum 30-foot building setbacks are required from all property lines per Section 42-350.A. The PD
district requires a “peripheral transition area”. The RM-1 zone establishes a building height at 25-feet and
two-stories when abutting a single family residential zoning district (or 30 feet and three stories when not
abutting a single family district), which can be increased by the Planning Commission/City Council upon a
determination that topography, natural features or other land use characteristics, including the distance of
the proposed structure from the residential district/structures, will adequately mitigate adverse impacts. For
Commission information, the existing three-story, 35-40 foot tall buildings are considered non-conforming
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since the two-story and 25-foot height standard was not adopted until after the existing buildings were
constructed (1990). The actual height and number of stories in the PD zone is not specifically established.
Section 42-374.E and F states “...any structure in excess of 45 feet shall be designed to be consistent with
the reasonable enjoyment of neighboring property, the entire planned development and the efficiency of
existing public services.”

With regard to the two apartment buildings in Phase IV, the proposed 15-foot building setback (10-feet for
horizontal projections such as balconies and decks) is appropriate and will allow the developer to retain the
desired “feel” of the Greenspire Apartments, as referenced by the applicant. The apartment buildings will
be fully sprinkled. As information, Building Services and the Fire Department have reviewed the
preliminary layout for Phase IV and the proposed setbacks are acceptable: Applicable building and fire
protection requirements will be reviewed and fulfilled as final plans are submitted.

The applicant has considered the single family residences located on Shirley Court and Tozer Court. After
three meetings and various discussions with neighboring residences, the applicant has shifted the apartment
buildings proposed in Phase V further east, away from these adjacent residences. The two apartment
buildings situated nearest the existing residences are proposed to be located approximately 80 feet and 120,
respectively, from the west property line and between 100-250 feet from the nearest single family
residential dwellings. While the existing RM-1 district establishes a building height of 25-feet and two-
stories, the RM-1 district allows placement of these apartment buildings 30-feet from the property line.
The applicant has also incorporated building design considerations including off-set building orientation
and positioning to minimize the building mass viewed by the adjacent residents. Finally and as discussed
in the written narrative, the applicant has also committed to “...develop and execute a screening plan for
these homes taking advantage of transplanted white pine trees.” According to the applicant, the
screening/berming plan would be prepared prior to/concurrently with the final plan for Phase V and be
subject “...to the preferences of our neighbors”. Additional consideration of screening/landscaping details
such as retention of existing trees, installation of berms, landforms, trees, decorative fences or walls,
between the apartment development (buildings and parking lot) and the adjacent single-family residences,
will be further reviewed and finalized with approval of a final plan for this phase of development.

TRAFFIC CONSIDERATIONS

Based on this planned development and the ITE Trip Generation Manual, Sixth Edition, the proposed
additional multiple family residential apartment buildings and retail/office buildings can be expected to
generate approximately 5,800 vehicle trips on an average weekday, upon full build-out over at least a five
year period (Spring 2010 through Spring 2015 and beyond). West Centre Avenue carries approximately
24,500 vehicles per day (2009). This four-five lane boulevard is a major arterial with a capacity of 32,500
vehicles per day at a level of service “D”, which is acceptable in an urban area.

While anticipated traffic generation associated with the planned development can be accommodated by the
adjacent public roadway, a further review of traffic, access and possible signalization of the West Centre
Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection will occur with individual final plan submittals for the various phases of
the project. As information for the Commission, a Signal Warrant Study for the proposed development
project was prepared by CESO, Inc. (applicant’s engineer) and reviewed by the City Administration in
2008-2009. The West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection currently does not meet engineering
warrants for signalization, however, continued traffic monitoring will occur with future development.

NEIGHBORHOOD CONSIDERATIONS

During the 1979-1980 rezoning to accommodate an additional phase of the Greenspire Apartment project,
there was organized opposition expressed by Hampton Lake area residents and local environmental groups
regarding potential impacts on Hampton Lake including initial building locations and development of a
beach on Hampton Lake for Greenspire Apartment residents. Attached is a February 1980 Kalamazoo
Gazette article provided by a Hampton Lake resident that provides general, reported information about the
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issues and an agreement reached between the developer and residents. With regard to the agreement, a
review of city records including Planning Commission/City Council meeting minutes indicates a copy was
not provided and it appears that the city was not a formal party to the agreement. According to discussions
with the applicant and an area resident, this agreement was never signed and recorded by either party. A
copy of the agreement has been requested from the applicant and area resident, however, has not yet been
provided. Deeds on file at the city involving the property subject to the 1979-80 rezoning were also
reviewed. The deeds indicate the land conveyance is “Subject to any and all conditions, restrictions,
limitations and easements of record.”

The applicant has agreed to continue to honor the spirit and provisions of the agreement. In Item #11 of the
revised project narrative dated February 23, 2010, the applicant agrees to the following:

“(a) the Tentative Plan does not incorporate a beach facility or apartments within 250 feet of the existing
shoreline of Hampton Lake;

(b) the future phases of the Tentative Plan do not incorporate any new apartment buildings any closer to
Hampton Lake than the current apartment buildings to the north of Hampton Lake and the current homes to
the east of Hampton Lake;

(c) easements for future phases of Greenspire will be provided for utilities as required by the utility companies
for gas, water, electric, street lights, sanitary sewer, cable television and phone service-most utilities are
already available throughout the site;

(d) the Tentative Plan does not include any new water wells on the property;

(e) a single boat dock has already been constructed and we limit its use to no more than eight watercraft, none

with internal combustive engines;
() Greenspire will abide by Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Environmental rules and

regulations relative to both wetlands and endangered species.”

Combined with increased building setbacks, building/site design considerations, retention of existing
trees/natural vegetation and screening/landscaping treatments, these added commitments will minimize
impacts on the adjacent single family residences. Any changes to Tozer Court and/or Shirley Court will be
reviewed with final plan submissions to ensure access is maintained for these single-family residences.

In regards to affordable housing units and inclusionary zoning that was discussed by the Commissioners,
the City Attorney provided a 2005 legal opinion about inclusionary zoning. In instances where
communities in other states have adopted inclusionary zoning ordinances, the following legal challenges
resulted: 1) violation of the equal protection clause of the Constitution; 2) taking of property without just
compensation; 3) lack of legislative authority. Given the lack of state enabling legislation and local
ordinance regulations, the requirement to include affordable housing units in the Greenspire PD is not
supportable from a legal perspective.

As additional information, in June 2009, legislation was introduced in the Michigan House of
Representatives that would grant local governments the power to impose inclusionary zoning and require
developers to construct affordable dwelling units with proposed housing developments. House Bill 5136
has been referred to the House Intergovernmental, Urban and Regional Affairs Committee for
consideration. Also, in 1981, Greenspire Phase III apartments was financed through the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). As part of the HUD financing, at least 20% of the total
apartment units were required to meet low income/subsidized rental criteria. Between 1981 and 2001, a
total of 48 subsidized apartment units existed at Greenspire: Participation in this program expired in 2001.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Recognizing the importance of protecting and preserving sensitive land areas, and in particular the
Hampton Lake area, several studies have been reviewed including A Water and Land Resource Plan for the
Kalamazoo-Black-Macatawa-Paw Paw River Basins (1977), Natural Features Inventory of the Portage
Creek Basin (1995) and Portage Creek Assessment, Hampton Lake to Central Park (1998). The inventory
and the assessment were contracted and funded by the city. These documents provide useful information to
preserve sensitive land areas, including Hampton Lake and Portage Creek.
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Protection of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive areas are planned by the applicant. Importantly,
no further development proximate to Hampton Lake is proposed with the PD project. A preliminary review
performed by Mr. Tim Bureau (environmental consultant for the applicant) along with soil borings
performed by the applicant have confirmed that development activities will not encroach within designated
wetland and floodplain areas. A detailed wetland/floodplain delineation and analysis will be provided by
the applicant, as applicable, with final plan submittals.

VII. RECOMMENDATION

The Greenspire PD is a creative mixture of multiple-family residential apartments and retail/office uses and
represents appropriate development between West Centre Avenue and the Gourdneck State Game Area,
Hampton Lake, associated wetlands/natural areas and existing land uses. The requested modification to
allow an overall multiple-family residential development density of 8.45 units/acre is less than is currently
allowed under the existing RM-1 zoning. A combination of increased building setbacks, building
orientation and substantial screening/landscaping treatments will help mitigate potential impacts from the
Phase V apartments and the adjacent single family residences located along Shirley Court and Tozer Court.
The retail/office component of the development project will not exceed 20% of the total project area,
consistent with ordinance standards, and will be concentrated along the West Centre Avenue frontage. The
PD rezoning would also eliminate the non-conforming status of the existing 3-story apartment buildings.

Based on the above analysis, staff advises that the Planning Commission recommend to City Council that
Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned Development (West Centre Avenue and Greenspire
Drive) be approved subject to the following conditions:

1. Development standards such as density, open space, building setbacks, building orientation,
screening/landscaping, etc. be established as indicated in the tentative plan and written narrative dated February
23, 2010.

2. The modification from the 7.0 units/acre density standard be approved, with the further requirement that
development density of the apartment portion of the project be a maximum of 8.45 units/acre (708 units on 83.74
acres).

3. No beach facility, additional boat docks or other accesses to Hampton Lake be permitted.

4. Details regarding screening/landscaping enhancements between Phase V of the apartment portion of the
development and adjacent single family residences located along Shirley Court and Tozer Court be finalized with
submittal of the final plan for this phase of the project.

5. Design and configuration of proposed access drives and interconnection, including any changes to Shirley Court
and Tozer Court and possible signalization of the West Centre Avenue/Cooley Drive intersection, be finalized
with submittal of the final plan for the applicable phase of the project.

6. MDNRE approvals/permits involving the wetland or other environmentally sensitive areas be submitted with the
final plan for the applicable phase of the project, if required.

7. If no final plan is submitted for acceptance within two years following the change in zoning, the process to
rezone (or extend the PD classification) be initiated pursuant to the ordinance.

Attachments: Rezoning/Vicinity Map
Future Land Use Map
Oblique Aerial Photograph of Greenspire and vicinity
Development Guidelines Table
Rezoning Application and Revised Narrative and Tentative Plan (received February 23, 2010)
Building Elevations (commercial and multi-family)
RM-1 Comparison Plan and Apartment designs
February 1980 Kalamazoo Gazette article
City Council and Planning Commission meeting minutes (Greenspire rezoning and site plans)
February 18, 2010 letter from Dr. William Hanover (Gastroenterology of SW Michigan)

§:\2009-2010 Department Files\Board Files\PLANNING COMMISSION\PC Reports\Rezonings\Rezoning Application 09-01, Greenspire PD - final report (2-26-10).doc
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DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES
Rezoning Application #09-01
(Planned Development, PD)

Guideline

Description

Consistent

Comments

Rezoning — 1

Rezoning Request

Yes

Future Land Use Plan designates rezoning site as
appropriate for high density residential and general
business land use within a primary commercial node
along West Centre Avenue. Proposed Greenspire
Planned Development is consistent with these
Comprehensive Plan designations.

Residential — 1

Protection of Residential
Neighborhoods

Yes

Greenspire Planned Development establishes a
retail/office land use pattern along West Centre
Avenue and continues the multiple family apartment
land use within the interior of the subject property.
Design considerations have been included to
minimize impacts on single family residences located
along Shirley Court and Tozer Court.

Residential — 2

Residential Development
along Arterial Roadway

Yes

Access to the planned development will be provided
from West Centre Avenue, a major thoroughfare.
Interconnections between the apartment and
retail/office land uses will occur, where appropriate.
The interior street network will be private and
owned/maintained by the developer.

Residential — 3¢

Locational Criteria for
Residential Uses

Yes

Rezoning site has locational criteria consistent with
the high density category: Overall development
density for the apartment portion of the project is
proposed at 8.45 units/acre; access to/from an arterial
roadway; municipal water/sanitary sewer available
and development will avoid identified wetland areas.

Residential — 4

Compatibility with Adjacent
Land Use

Yes

Greenspire Planned Development provides a creative
mixture of apartment development and retail/office
land uses that is consistent and compatible with the
surrounding land use/zoning pattern. The project
creates an effective transition between West Centre
Avenue and interior areas including single family
residences along Shirley Court/Tozer Court,
Gourdneck State Game Area, Hampton Lake and
natural wetlands and lowlands.

Residential — 5

Open Space and Natural
Resource Protection

Yes

Greenspire Planned Development will preserve
approximately 30 acres (36%) of the overall site in
open space: natural wooded areas and wetlands.
Continued protection of Hampton Lake will also
occur with development project.

Residential — 6

Streets and Pedestrian
Systems

Yes

Access to both apartments and retail/office uses will
be provided from West Centre Avenue. Interior
private street network and pedestrian circulation
network will be maintained and extended within the
planned development.

Residential — 9

Residential Planned Unit
Development

Yes

Planned development will facilitate additional
multiple family residential development (Phases IV,
V and VI of Greenspire Apartments) and retail/office
land uses. Non-residential (retail/office) portion of
development will not exceed 20% of the total land
area and will be concentrated along the West Centre
Avenue consistent with Comprehensive Plan.




Guideline Description Consistent Comments

Natural & Historic Environmental Protection Yes Designated wetland areas are located along the

Resources — 1 northwest and southeast portions of the site while
Hampton Lake and floodplain areas border the
southwest portion of the site. Planned development
activities will avoid these areas and preserved
environmentally sensitive areas as open space.

Natural & Historic Floodplain Yes See Natural & Historic Resources — 1 above.

Resources — 2

Natural & Historic Water Quality Yes Storm water from planned development will

Resources — 3 collected, treated and conveyed to natural open space
and wetland areas, as opposed to typical graded/
fenced retention basins.

Natural & Historic Noise Yes Retail/office land uses will be concentrated along

Resources - 4 West Centre Avenue and appropriate separations and
buffers will be established to minimize noise related
issues.

Natural & Historic Historic Resource N/A Rezoning site is not situated within a historic district

Resources - 5 Preservation and does not contain and historic structures.

Natural & Historic Open Space Preservation Yes Planned Development will preserve approximately

Resources — 6 30 acres (36%) of the overall site in open space:
natural wooded areas and wetlands. Wooded areas
and wetlands/marsh will be preserved for the
enjoyment by the residents of the development and
will provide habitat for area wildlife.

Transportation — 1 Transportation Systems Yes West Centre Avenue is a major arterial street with
24,500 vehicles per day (2009) and a capacity of
32,500 vehicles per day. Anticipated traffic
generation from planned development can be
accommodated.

Transportation — 2 Street Design Yes Access to the development will be provided through
the existing Greenspire Drive, from West Centre
Avenue. With construction of Phase IV of the
apartments, a second full service driveway will be
provided from West Centre Avenue, opposite Cooley
Drive. When future retail/office development occur
to the west, construction of a right-in/right-out
driveway at Shirley Court is proposed. Final design
and any related roadway improvements (i.e., traffic
signal, acceleration/deceleration lanes) will be further
evaluated with the final plan submittal.

Transportation — 3 Access Management Yes See Transportation — 1 and Transportation — 2 above.

Transportation — 4 Non Motorized Travel Yes See Residential — 6 above.

Municipal Facilities | Sound Fiscal Growth Yes Existing and proposed public infrastructure is

& Services — 1 adequate to accommodate planned development.

Municipal Facilities | Sanitary Service Yes Sanitary sewer is available and will serve the planned

& Services — 2 development.

Municipal Facilities | Underground Utilities Yes Underground utilities will serve the planned

& Services — 3

development.

s:\commdev\department files\board files\planning commission\pc reports\development guideline tables\guideline table 09-01 (pd).doc
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* APPLICATION FOR ZONING AMENDMENT
Application number J‘///' ~//

,_.»’,‘f\\'\.\
e S1d Datc // / 5./ zoto

.“-.\;:':\__ WA
Lot ) .
APPLICATION INFORMATION:

Meetings of the. Portage Planmng ‘Commission are held on ihe first and third Thursday of cach
month at 7:00 p.m. in'the Council Chambers of Portage City Hall, 7900 3outh Westnedge
Avenue, Portage, Michigan, All zoning amendment applitations niust b properly fi filled ot and
submitted to the Dcpartment of Community Development and the zonmg amendment fee paid at
least 15 working days prior to the meeting at which the public hearing is held. The applicant will
be notified in writing of all such public hearing/mieetings.

For more detailed information nbout the zoning amendment process, please refer to Portage Land
Developmént Regulations, Articlé:4, Division 2; Subdivision 2.

TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION:

1 (WE), the undersigned, do heyeby respectfully make applioation and petition the Portage
Planning Coinmissich to aimend the:Zoning Ordinance and/or changc the Zoning Map as
‘hereinafier requested. ‘In support of this application, the following is submitted:

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT

1. a. Platted Land:

The property is pari of 'tlf.ef_ récorded plat: The property sought to be rezoned is located at

between Stregt:and
Sireet on the side of the street, and is kiown as Lot Nurber(s) of
Plat (Subdivision). It has a frontage.of feet and.a
depth of _ feet.

@ Unplatted Land:

The property is in acreage, and is not therefore a part of a recorded plat. The property
sought to be rezoned is located and described as follows: (Indicate{otal acreage and

parcel number).
/09 ¥/ Acees —~ #(- 000170980, 000/ 2940, 000(9/0S0, 200 2012/

#2- ooo 20 13S0 193 - 000 (91000 , #4 006 201300 , & OOO 20 (400
H#(( -~ coo 29 (34
2. a. Do you own the property to berezoned? Yes _X__ No

b. Name of the owner of tlie:property to be rezoned: Lakivad Hanagmeed Co., Greenspire I Aparbmets, L1C
Gmns'ﬂm Fﬁ""‘““]l Grahspnc

Address 4200 W. Gewbre Ave P.,y—h% KT Y{g0rf

7900 South Westnedge Avenue ¢ Portage, Michigan 49002 ¢ [269) 329-4477
www.portagemi.gov



3. My (our) interest inthe property and purpose for submitting the proposed Zoning

Amendment: Owrin _anol Seprn! [Hana ying Pavter Grunspire e
& Va/ % prﬂw‘v falloy £ Ho wses o tan PO Zmiray -
4, CURR_EN'I ZONING:: RM1 PROPOSED ZONING: P

ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT" /V/ A

I. The proposed language to e considered is (aitach additional sheets as necessary):

2. The Zoning Code Chapter and Section wherein the proposed (ext would be modified/inserted.

3. My (our) interest in and purposefor submil’ting'the_proposccl “Zoning Ordinance: Amendment,

We'attach a slatement hereto indicating why; in our opinion,. the change requested is necessary
for the presetvation and enjoyraent of substantial property rights, and why such amendment will
advance the public health, safely and welfare. An assessment of the j impact of the proposal on
the community and property of other persons in the vicinity-of the amendment or affected by the

amendment is also-attached.

e (P

(Sigaiure of Applicanii) (Sighature of Applicant)
Frv N. G A~ (ontrs, HMZ S0z
(Address) (Address)

2t — 3L5-2¢c3L
(Phone) (Phene)

A copy of all-actions taken regarding this‘application shall be attached and shail be considered a
part of this-application,

§ Usepartment FilestForgir\ 200K mes‘\znmé pli ‘ fur 2uning A

7900 South Westnedge Avenue + Portage, Michigan 49002 + (269) 329-4477



II

American Village Builders, Inc.

February 23, 2010

Mr. Christopher Forth

Deputy Director of Planning and Community Development
City of Portage

2900 S. Westnedge Ave.

Portage, M! 49002

RE:  Greenspire Planned Development “PD” Tentative Plan

AVB Companies and The Hinman Company are pleased to submit to you a plan for
rezoning our property on the south side of West Centre Avenue as depicted on the
attached site plan. The majority of the property is zoned RM-1 Multiple Family
Residential and the extreme northeast corner of the property is zoned R—1C One Family
Residential. We are requesting a rezoning to PD - Planned Development. The following
tentative plan (the “Tentative Plan”) is consistent with the City of Portage Land
Development regulations. The Tentative Plan provides for an excellent development for
the City of Portage and allows this property to achieve its highest and best use while
remaining true to the development principles that have been established at Greenspire

over the last 35 years.

We are requesting this rezoning for several reasons which may be of interest to you, a
few of which are worthy of specific note. First, this rezoning is consistent with the City
of Portage Future Land Use Plan. The areas that we suggest as multi-family are shown
that way on the Future Land Use Plan and the same is true for the non-residential uses.
Further, our companies have individually and together had a great deal of experience
developing within the PD framework both in the City of Portage and in other
municipalities. Some of our very best developments have been the fruits of the PD
ordinance and working through the PD process with the City of Portage. We think this
development is suited very well to benefit from the PD ordinance and the PD process in

general.

What follows are the answers to the 15 required questions that are provided in
Section 42-375 of the City of Portage Land Development Regulations.

4200 W. Centre Ave. ¢ Portage, Ml 49024
(269) 323-2022 e Fax (269) 323-2484 ¢ www.avbinc.com



1. The PD area will be designed to integrate the existing residential uses with new

multi-family residential uses while also seamlessly integrating the planned
addition of office and retail uses to the property.

The proposed PD development area is on all of the approximately 109 acres
identified as Greenspire, on the property that is commanly referred to as
Greenspire Apartments. In the proposed PD area we plan to develop a
combination of multi-family, retail and office uses. The next phase to be
constructed, Phase |V, would commence construction in the spring of 2010
(Phase IV) and consist of two multi-family apartment buildings containing 36
apartment units. Following Phase IV, construction on approximately 12,000
square feet of retail space would commence in the fall of 2010. Future
developments would include multi-family expansion (Phase V and Phase VI) that
would consist of approximately 324 (36 Phase IV, 168 Phase V, 120 Phase VI)
new multi-family apartment units. Additional office anc retail uses would be
expanded as shown on the attached site plan as demand allows.

Using a cluster development allows us to provide in excess of 30.64 acres of
open space (15.22, 7.54, and 7.54 acres +/- as shown on the attached site plan)
within the development. The same care that has gone into the existing
development of Greenspire to harness the natural beauty of this special land will
continue in the PD area with first-rate landscaping and natural screening where
appropriate. Additionally we will take advantage of the natural features and
topography of this site by site planning to allow views of the beautiful forests,
waterways, wetlands and sensitive areas that border this property.

. The Greenspire Apartments development started in the early 1970’s when Roger
Hinman and Joe Gesmundo first began acquiring the property now known as
Greenspire Apartments. Phase | began construction in 1976 on 8.015 acres and
included the boulevard entrance from Centre Avenue, four apartment buildings,
the clubhouse, the pool and the first tennis court. In 1978 Phase Il was
constructed and included seven additional apartment buildings and an additional
tennis court on 14.96 acres. In 1981 Phase Il was constructed and included six
new buildings on 23.68 acres. In total Phase | through Phase Ill included 17
buildings, 384 units (187 one beds, 144 two beds, and 53 three beds) over
46.655 acres. For density purposes the 384 units over 46.655 acres equals 8.23
units/acre.

Greenspire Phases IV through VI will be developed in at least seven sub-phases
beginning the Spring of 2010.
a. Spring 2010. Phase IV of the multi-family residential development will
commence. This phase will include 36 units.
b. Fall 2010. The first 12,000-square foot retail building (shown as Phase IV
R on the site plan) is planned to commence construction.



c. Spring 2011. The first three buildings of the Phase V multi-family
residential development is planned to commence construction.

d. Spring 2013. Two more buildings of the Phase V multi-family residential
development is planned to commence construction.

e. Fall 2014. The second retail building (shown as Phase V R on the site
plan) is scheduled to commence construction.

f. Spring 2015. The last two buildings of the Phase V multi-family

" residential development is planned to commence construction.

g. The timeline for construction of the multi-family buildings {Phase VI) and
the office and retail buildings west of Shirley Court is unknown at this
time. It is expected that construction would take place after the Spring
2015 anticipated start of construction of the last two buildings in Phase V.

4, The time schedule is proposed in #3 above.

5. The site plan and its associated phasing lines show how each stage of the
development is independent, yet designed to integrate well into the
development as well as the existing development pattern. Importantly, each
phase of the Greenspire plan has been meticulously designed to integrate into
the existing Greenspire Apartments master plan. Phase IV contemplates initially
using the existing Greenspire Drive entrance during construction. Before Phase
IV receives an occupancy permit, the Cooley Drive entrance drive will be
completed to provide an additional means of ingress and egress into the
development. When the area west of Cooley is developed, this area will be
benefited by the right in/right out drive, at Shirley Court.

To assess the potential impact of traffic due to future phases at Greenspire, a
traffic study was performed by CESO (Traffic Engineers and

Surveyors). According to the traffic study, upon completion of all future phases
contemplated by the Greenspire master plan, the following new trips would be
generated: 259 weekday A.M. peak hour (in and out), 560 weekday P.M. peak
hour (in and out), and 5,810 total daily 24 hour (in and out). Preliminarily, the
traffic study indicates possible future signalization at the West Centre
Avenue/Cooley Avenue intersection. Traffic impacts will continue to be
monitored as construction activities and future phases proceed.

As we plan for pedestrian circulation throughout the site, we are leveraging
miles of existing sidewalks through the existing Phase | through Phase Ill of
Greenspire. As we construct the new entry drive from Centre Avenue past the
planned 12,000-square foot commercial building, we have included a sidewalk to
provide entrance into the existing phases of Greenspire. We are also providing,
as we construct the 12,000-square foot shopping center, a sidewalk from the
existing boulevard drive to the Cooley/Centre Avenue intersection. By providing
access to Centre Avenue to the entire PD via these new sidewalks, we are able to



get pedestrians to the proposed future signaled intersection at Cooley/Centre.
From this point, pedestrians can cross to the north side of Centre Avenue where
sidewalks connect the full distance of Centre Avenue ezst and west. Phases IV, V
and VI all include additional sidewalks and pedestrian circulation as well.
Additionally, we have planned sidewalk connections to Phase V when that phase
is constructed.

Shirley Court presently provides legal access, via access easements recorded in
1953, 1962, and 1974, to the homes between Tozer Ct. and Shirley Ct. This
access is presently a dirt two-track over the northern most 500'+/- and most of
its distance south of Fawn Cove Lane. Improvement of the northern 500’ +/-
section of Shirley Court is not necessary for proper development of Greenspire
through Phase V and Phase VR. Additionally, improving this section of Shirley
Court is not required or necessary to provide access to the Greenspire
development, nor is it required by the City of Portage Fire Department.
Therefore we do not plan to substantially improve the northernmost 500'+/- of
Shirley Court until the construction of Phase VI. However, portions of Shirley
Court may be improved depending on the final plan site locations of the building
labeled Phase V-R.

It should be further noted that the access agreements, originally recorded in
1953, 1962, and 1974, do not place any burden of maintenance or upkeep on
Greenspire.

With the construction of Phase V, we will install a new way-finding system
throughout Greenspire Apartments. This updated and clarified signage will help
allow the residents of Greenspire and their guests to get: to their intended
locations, on the first attempt. As a part of this package and the development of
the proposed screening on the west side of Phase V, we would be willing to
include some “private property” signs to remind our residents of the difference
between Greenspire Property and the privately owned properties between Tozer
Ct. and Shirley Ct.

. The Tentative Plan land is located on the south side of Centre Avenue, east of
Moorsbridge Road and west of Oakland Drive. The parcel is 109.41 acres in
total. This 109.41 acres includes 14.77 of which a portion is Hampton Lake and a
portion is beautiful high ground in the very southwest corner of our property.
Entities owned and controlled by Joseph Gesmundo and Roger Hinman presently
own all of this property under a variety of entity names and is commonly
referred to as Greenspire Apartments.

It should be noted that we have done a fair amount of due diligence recently in
regards to the property, in addition to our over 30 years of experience in owning
the land. Specifically, the south end of Phase V is near some low-lying land. We



have had this property evaluated recently in three manners. First, Tim Bureau of
Tim Bureau Consulting, LLC, a former long-time MDEQ staffer, reviewed the area
in person to assure us that our buildings were not in any wetlands. Mr. Bureau
has assured us that none of our buildings are in a wetland. Additionally, PSI was
hired to conduct soil borings in the area of the southernmost building footprints
in Phase V. The PSI borings show an abundance of sand, down the full 25’ of the
borings’ depth. Finally, our civil engineers have confirmed that these buildings
are not within the floodplain.

The chart below demonstrates the land use and density for each phase. Please
note that at final build out, our plan exceeds the 7.0 units per acre by 1.45 units
per acre. If one were to maintain the existing RM-1 zoning, our density would
allow 78 more units than we are requesting under this rezoning. In other words,
RM-1 zoning would allow 786 units and we are only requesting 708 in this PD
application. Owing to a portion of the property being Hampton Lake, and a
portion of our property being dedicated to commercial use, our calculations use
83.74 acres to calculate residential density though the property being rezoned is
109.41 acres. For density comparison purposes the existing 384 units (Phase |
through Iil) over 46.655 acres equals 8.23 units/acre. We are requesting a
modification to allow for the overall 8.45 units per acre that we have shown
throughout this document, which is the combined density of Phase | through VI.

Density Units/Acre
Proposed | Not Including Hampton Lake
or Commercial Area Phase Total
Phases Units RM 1 Calc PD Calc Acreage | Acreage
Existing Buildings:
Phase | 96 11.98 8.015
Phase Il 168 11.23 14.960 | 22.975
Phase Il 120 5.07 23.680 | 46.655
Combined Phase [-IlI 384 8.23 46.655
Proposed Buildings:
Phase IV 36 11.30 3.050 | 49.705
Phase V 168 9.88 17.000 | 66.705
Phase VI 120 7.04 17.035 83.740
Phase 1, I, I, IV, V, & VI
Combined 708 786 8.45 83.740




Retail/Office 10.9 acres

It should be noted that the allowable non-residential
acreage is 19 acres at 20% of 94.64 acres.

73,400 sq. ft. of retail and 30,400 sq. ft. of office
103,800 sq. ft./10.9 acres = 9,522 sq. ft./acre

8. The roads, storm areas and entry statement areas as shown on the attached site
plan, will be owned by the Gesmundo & Hinman entities reference herein and
maintained by Lakewood Management Company as they have since the first
building was constructed at Greenspire Apartments. Joe Gesmundo and Roger
Hinman both hold ownership in and are the General Partners for Phase | which is
owned by Greenspire Equity I.

9. The residential development units will consist of the following types of units:

Multi-family buildings — three-story buildings, approximately 40’ feet high
with each building being approximately 40,000 s3. ft.

The commercial portion of the development will consist: of the following types
of buildings:
Two - Two-story retail/office buildings, 40’ high, 30,400 sq. ft. each
Three - One-story retail buildings, 25’ high, betwaen 6,000 sq. ft. and
25,000 sq. ft. each

The office and retail buildings will be designed to integrate with the residential
buildings while maintaining some of the general character of office buildings.
The final product at Greenspire will take advantage of excellent colors, textures
and materials to make every building look and feel great. We have attached an
example of our first retail building elevation and apartment building elevation
for your review.

The Phase IV buildings have been designed to LEED standards. It is our intention
to design all the multi-family buildings within Greenspire to comply with the
current standard for LEED certification.

The proposed 3-story multi-family buildings are requirec by current code to be
fully protected by a wet-sprinkler system. As such we expect that all the new 3-
story multi-family buildings within Greenspire to be fully sprinkled.

We have used a 30’ set back around the entire perimeter of the property except
for the two buildings in Phase IV of the Multi-Family development where a 15’



set back is necessary in order to facilitate our site plan. The proposed 15’ set
back, only for these two buildings (36 units of Phase IV), allows us to set the
buildings back an appropriate distance from Greenspire Drive. We need to push
these buildings close to the property line, adjacent to the State of Michigan
property, in order to: a) fit our buildings in the land area available between
Greenspire Drive and the property line without placing the buildings too close to
Greenspire Drive, b) to allow adequate parking a reasonable distance from the
buildings, and to c) preserve the maximum amount of green space possible
consistent with the overall feel of Greenspire. The 15’ set back shown on these
drawings pushes the buildings 5’ further west, away from the State of Michigan
property, than we had shown in our 2009 ZBA request. For clarification
purposes the decks/patios are now set at 10’ from the property line in Phase IV
and the building face will be 15’ from the property line. In addition we have
maintained 30’ between each building and a 25’ front setback from the edge of

road.

The commercial/retail building heights will not exceed those which are allowed
within the PD zoning district. The multi-family buildings are designed at
approximately 40’. Please see our attached elevations which illustrate the beauty
of these elevations.

Through the three meetings that we held with the residantial neighbors of
Greenspire we learned that a primary concern with our proposed development
was the Phase V buildings and their height and proximity to the residences
between Shirley Ct. and Tozer Ct. As such, before submission of this Tentative
Plan, and at the request of the residents, we moved these buildings as far as
practicable away from the residences. The Tentantive Plan now shows the
nearest buildings are actually further away from the living portion of the
residences than the now existing buildings in Phase Iil. FFor example, 8620 Tozer
Ct. is 233’ from our proposed Phase V building while it i presently 172’ from the
existing Phase Ill, 3411 building off of Fawn Cove. The residence at 8614 Tozer
Ct. is 257’ from our proposed Phase V building while it is. presently 209’ from the
existing Phase Ill, 3404 building off of Fawn Cove. The residence at 8546 Shirley
Ct. is over 275’ from our proposed Phase V building while it is presently 132’
from the existing Phase I, 3404 building off of Fawn Cove.

In addition, we have offered, at our expense, to develop and execute a screening
plan for these homes taking advantage of transplanted white pine trees, to
further shield their residences and associated view lines from our proposed
development. As recently as today we have followed uf on this offer to work
with these neighbors and our landscape architect to finalize a screening and/or
berming plan for Phase V. We are also willing to wait and finalized a screening
and/or berming plan prior to or concurrently with our final plan for Phase V-
subject only to the preferences of our neighbors.



10. Storm water will be treated and piped via underground structures to the most

11.

12.

appropriate common open space area in accordance with City of Portage
requirements. In addition, some storm water capacity rnay be integrated into
the design of the office sites. Storm water will be pre-treated according to City
of Portage regulations and then released for infiltration into the previously
mentioned lowland. These low-lying areas within the development provide
plenty of space for this purpose and this plan will be developed to allow for
natural looking rain basins/wetlands as opposed to typical, fenced off, deep and
unsightly storm systems. Sanitary sewer will be connect.ed to the available City
of Portage sanitary sewer system which is available at Centre Avenue and at the
Fawn Cove lift station.

At the February 18, 2010 Planning Commission meeting, an undated newspaper
article written by Tom Haroldson was presented to the Planning

Commission. The article, from some 30 +/- years ago, discussed a peace pact
between Greenspire and Russell Mohney and identified several bulleted items.
Russell Mohney inquired as to our intent with respect to those items. In
response, Greenspire submits the following which it believes addresses the
bulleted points from the article as well as some other required items for the PD
narrative. It should be noted that the bulleted items were part of a “proposed
agreement”, the spirit of which we feel Greenspire has followed since the time
of this article. The “proposed agreement” also included requirements of
Mohney and others that have not been fully complied with to date. Despite this
inequity, we propose the following in the spirit of Greenspire’s side of the
“proposed agreement”: (a) the Tentative Plan does not incorporate a beach
facility or apartments within 250 feet of the existing shoreline of Hampton Lake
(b) the future phases of the Tentative Plan do not incorporate any new
apartment buildings any closer to Hampton Lake than the current apartment
buildings to the north of Hampton Lake and the current homes to the east of
Hampton Lake, (c) easements for future phases of Greenspire will be provided
for utilities as required by the utility companies for gas, water, electric, street
lights, sanitary sewer, cable television and phone service-most utilities are
already available throughout the site, (d) the Tentative Plan does not include any
new water wells on the property. (e) a single boat dock has already been
constructed and we limit its use to no more than eight watercraft, none with
internal combustive engines. (f) Greenspire will abide by Michigan Department
of Natural Resources and Environment rules and regulations relative to both
wetlands and endangered species.

Parking will be provided according to the City Ordinance. If feasible, we will try
to bank some of the retail parking as typically the City requirements exceed
those of our tenants. We expect to build out all of the raquired spaces for the
residential multi-family units. The existing and proposed road widths are



included and dimensioned on the attached site plan. Single story pitched roof
garages and/or carports may be implemented into the site plan. The quantity of
garages / carports shall not exceed 50% of total number of bedrooms. The
construction finishes / materials will be complimentary to that of the phase 4
apartment building conceptual elevation submitted with this narrative. The
specific quantity, location, and materials of the garages / carports will be
detailed on the final site plan.

13. The only modification we are requesting is in regards to our density calculations
as outlined in paragraph 7. We do not anticipate the need for any other
modifications to allow the subject property to be developed as presented herein.

14. As noted in #4 above, we intend to make our final submittal for the last planned
phase in 2015.

15. Since the successful implementation of the plan is required both by the
ordinance and by our own standards, we do not feel thzt any performance
bonds are necessary. We have a long-standing reputation for successful
completion of our projects and the meticulous management of our
developments after build-out.

We look forward to the opportunity to discuss this plan with City Staff, Planning
Commission and City Council. We feel this can be another first-class development for
the City of Portage, The Hinman Company and AVB Companies.

Sincerely,
ey CFE

Greg Dobson

cc: Joe Gesmundo, Rich MacDonald, Roger Hinman



PD ZONE MASTER PHASING PLAN
GREENSPIRE COMPLEX
AMERICAN VILLAGE BUILDERS, INC.

ob N1 993040 PIITI DA B wie

/

hurley & stewart
N Y

urley & stewart, Il
2800 sewth 1110




# 5u3Ua0 SBAIN SuIdsUSsB

4=

i
il
i
il

8

, NprE A * .w _ li ) - ol UJ. i _,m I TP i f.. e .; :. . ,_. i _ ,v EL . ; .”.._.i.“ A
i L Bl URee dMNEyy INEEG: - o0 B 105 Whee | T
L e e O R N RS L Ll ey QA0 AV ILEIR = W‘ I

o . ,...,w.,.,___;.ﬁ ..a__\ ..n, ...,'.%.,.?..:.ue e _4 ,,‘....@.*.u..___”,,u_ Vnm | __ér.::i g

.@»L&P b ) il Al

ININOT
L JuiTei




84080# <+ 071N —NN— ..«o :o_um>@—m HF—O(—n— —UOW_>0N— DNIEVIY « LINSHIDVRVA « INTWJDTIA3D _.

+Gw IS9(] syuounedy axdsusarny ™ NVIWNIHE

NOLLONHLISNOD
T

= A\ "4




s LAk aaa  HBMEIS B Aapny
860TTS 692 XY OR6r ST 692
S006P DRI "eezvuisiey
B Uit Gnes oogz
ol Punns 3 Sapny [~

“ONI ‘'SHIATINEG IDVTIA NVOIHINY
XATdWOD FHIISNIIHD
NV1d DNISVHd H3LSYN INOZ L-INH

I .3 iEq i 1 [

' i - RN
| ! H i - A, \-E(
, | ;;E igéggg H i 3 l'l / FEELLEEEERIERERIEEY it ;\/! b

E ERES ] : ! ™~
'!f | T

| i T
|

SR ——

[y R—
[r—
[UPTyRTT——.

LRE R R RN Y i

AREENIPIRE BAVELOPMENT
A8 1 Zoning Code Coteuistions

"
Fuch =89 L

JNY1 340D MAVS |

'''''''' )

|
{6ty Domaraca pe)

ANNIAY FHINID







Asuyow ||assny pue (1J9]) opur .
SITIWS ‘ANVHSANVH HLIM SANZ 3711ve 3N

. o8
-104 Surey suopsanb [ejusuruOITA
-ud auminy uo jo¥dury aarysod
B ARy DP[mMOd 3, ‘pres Kugyol
‘K30 oW jo sIEjye [HUSWUOINA
-Ud Uy 2A1OR. 3¢ 03 ANUIIUOD. [IM
PIeoq [BIUWUOIIAUD 3G} adoq I,
*8TE9K JUaJ9X UT pXeoy oy} Aq uaye}
uonor Jofew 3say oyy  ‘oyndsp
g} ur PaAjoAUT duredaq pue
syuswdoraAep oxe| aq) uo jrodax
JUSTISSISSE  [RIUIWIUOJIAUD UE IO
poled paeoq _5=w8=e.m>=o Yy,
K0 oty
Supoey SONSS| [EJUSUIUOIIAUS TO JAT}
-dRUY Wa3q pey jeq) dnoad suaziy e
‘pXeoq [ejudwIUONIAUY oFellod oY)
J0 dduadIoure a3 painjeaj oste 3|

*sdno3 (BJUIWUOIIAUS 3L
PUe [E20] [e13A3S pajmun 1 asnedaq
J3oudq jueirodun jnq ‘AIepuodss e
Ppeq osie ayndsip ayy pres Louyow
«'PIP
oY ‘JIPard S| oL ST} 39S pue
UMOP 315 03 3913e pmom Jodopdasp
AI0A9 JON "JEY} U0 Sn giM
. Sureaide 107 do0r uey} 03 JURM |,
*JUITUOIIA
-uo s3I Aofud oym IS0y} pue Y1)
a8ejz04 3vore sjueprsas [re 03 Inq
Ixe[ ayy 03 h_”ﬂa jou [eyiA ST uLreq
wolf 2317 ayel sy 3wdady,,
*Suotyerauad yuanbasqns
J0F J91em ay) Jo juaumnAo(us arning
2y} amsuy 03 adods ur peolq jnq,,
‘pres  Ksuyow . ‘paiudisiey Ao
j0u JuswWdIIde Sy} JAPISUOd I,
*Kyxadoad ayy Jo sToumo aanyng e
£Q Pamorioy aq [Im Judwaalde oYy
Sursur ‘pansst st yurrad Sutpning &
19378 9NN pue] andsusary ayy 03 pa
-goe)je 3q M SUONOLIISAL AL o
‘sar0ads paraduep
-Ud PIFIJUIPI 10 ARPIIM dnbun aq
fewr 310y} aIagm puef 13430 1o Soq
£qIeau e 30 uorjeId)[E AUe I0jaG
gwm?mnoo eq jsnm YNG YL o
\  "SIUT3Ud SA[ISIqUIOD {RUISYUY
YA duod ‘yyesarajes JqSie weq)
az0w OU £q Pasn aq wed Jeq; P
-1ad 3q 4 Y0P je0q S{3US V «
‘alqe[reAe are
sa91AJas [edrorunm myun Juaurjrede
andsusarsy mau Aue Adnodo o3
pajnurad aq M wosIad ou pue pay
-ruxad oq [MIM S[[OM J3JeM ON o
2 L]
30 axnjeu aunysud aygy 309301d 0f se
08 pajedo] aq MM sjuaunredy o
“JUIAIOYS 3}
70 1997 092 UNM sjuemrprede o
Aypoey yoeaq Aue syqrqoxd qargm
‘91els [eJnjEU S WI 3JO[ aq (M
ourraioys ayer] woydureH IYY, e
110}
13e 3y} Jo spujod Kay

. *Kyapoos woqnpny
Yy pue K)sIoArun weSiqIrW
UI2SaM € SIEJIV JMqNd JO NS
-U1 “UNQ 93 ‘Uofssturnog Sunmnred
WSO [elURIYINOS Ay} ‘uony
-B[00SSY Surear}s % saye] weSmorN
aY) 9IaM JUSST AY) UC KJUYOW YNM
payIom ogm sdnoiB ayj jo surog

Treo 3
< ONSST STY) JIAO
PMFU0D  [BJUIWINOIAUD  Sururewr
-3J 0U JO mouy [,, "pres ‘Jsydoloamau
oozeure{ey € ‘KoUYOl ,, ‘9peut JIAJ
SJUIWAAIZe  [BJUSWUOIIAUS  JuUed
-GHu3IS JS0W JY3 JO AUO ST SYL,,
*JUIUWIA[}IAS

{
9} J0F WISLISNYIU STY Py A[a01e0s
pMmod  ‘sjudumdre S yoseasax
pue souejsises ay) aziueSio
0} sanoy 3uot uy 3nd ogs ‘Kounfe:,
IR UM a18e ap  djElS
aunspd e w 3day oq axoys aye[
3} jeq) SpnNNE ayj Yym ardoad
Y3nous sem 313y} Ing 'SuoIm sem
eapf [euduo ay) jeq; SupsedSng
jou we | ‘yuowsarde syyy Aq,,
“1eU) [IImM paalde o ojels
YAnous aI1am 21aY) Ing ‘SuoIm sem
J0 jeq) 03 [eoRryUAP! 1 JTAWUONA
-Us 3y} pIemoj apmype ang,,
‘juomadide
Yy} N0 paraurrey AeNjuaLd pue
andstp ay) 9p33as 0 suonjerjodou
IO} uedaq ASUYOR PUE OPUNUISI)
ey} qiuow styj Jafes Sunjedmr
Surwzow Lepanjes € J3)je sem 31
*SUOIS
-SMOSIP ISaYINy pue eare pajadie;
9Y) JO MOIA 2JIS-UO UR JIOF dwmoy

_SIY 0} S8JEd0APE ~ [EJUIUWIUOIIAUD

PUE OPUNWSaL ‘SISQUBUI [fUNOD
310 pAYIA ASUYOR ‘ATJuaISISIag
"UOTIRIIPISUOD [TOUN0D I J0f aTeys
o) Sumyes ‘Suruozar ayy paoxd
-de pue asmIagio jydnoy) ‘sdnoxd
[EJUSWUOIIAUD pue YNQ ‘SjUspisat
oy} wosy Suueoy  IIPE  ‘uols
sty 3utuueld a3eilod YL
sjsonbaz Suruozar aqy
Jo uorjelapsuod Aue 03 Joud ayer
Y} U0 §399330 S, JuswdoaAdp oYy
uo Apnj)S jUSNISSOSSE [BIUSUIUOLIA
-Ud ue J0y payse sIojsajord ayg
-sdno3 rejuawruoiAu
F0 9A0ID B pue ‘aye[ 37} U0 I}IS 530
-oe ofqnd e Sey goryM ‘sanInosey
TermeN jo Jusmiredaq ay) a1am apy
-Jeq Ay} ur SUaIpIsaT 3y Sururor
*S{[om IajeM JOo
Bumup sqy pue ‘suosear Hnjayjsew
0y Apreurxd ‘axoys aye[ gy
03 asop syuduryrede Lwe Suyppng
pasoddo osTe 51930 pue Keugow
=f

T
{ \, 3
J2414M 415 249720

uospjoIeH Wo |
Ag

‘syuepIsaa axrdsuanin
snid-000't Tepusjed & £q pasn aq
PIROD 31 30WS A[reoadss ‘aser ay) jo
amjeu , apdely,, aq) o8ewrep pnom
3 Sues  ‘yuswmdopdsep s,yoesq
oY) pajsajord sjuapisal  aye|
aWo0s “JIqISPUBA 009€E FO ‘KUPON
[essny "I JUSPISAT axer Aq pa]

‘POPIO3P U] J0U peq yoeay
Jo od£) pue az[s ay) pies opuNWISIH
‘Bupgsy  pue Supeoq pes ‘3w
-WUMS JO§ sjuaplyad asidsusalrn
£q- pesn aq pmoO» jeq) U0}
-durel uo yaeaq & jo aﬂoane—gou
sem ueid jeqy W papnpul
*aYe[ 843 JO }SaMYIIOU ‘dNUIAY
axjua) 1S9M. JO JJO IS eude
-0ZT S| uo sjusunrede ogg [euon
-ippe ue prng o} aadsuaalrn wosy
tesodoad ® 1240 Sem ULIO}S Iy,
-sysenbax Sutnozes
943 14817 03 J0u paaiSe aaeq sdnosd
[8)UIWUOIIAUS pUE SIUIPISAL
‘juewraarde og; jo jred sy
*Burzeay onqnd 61 "qod
e uy dn uaye} aq a4 jsenbas Juy
-uozax adxed pargy ayl, ‘Apwaey aid
-nmu 03 Arrey ABurs wroay spored
9y} Jo om} lIoj sysenbax Suruozer
uo Aepsony, ‘urd g} je Sunreay

anqnd & JonPUOd [[I4 [fOUNOD YL

andsusasn
1 Kxedoid jo spoxed saayy
auozar 03 jsenbal e Jo [eaoxdde
[OUN0s A5 I07 Kem Y} SILSD 0S[E
N ‘vewwy JoSoy pue opUNWISIH
ydasor ‘sradopeasp agy Jog
‘}991) afe1a0( O SIajEMpEIY
oY) "axe[ 3108-ZZ 89} SUTA[0AUY ‘IIns
ae[ a[qissod pue ‘3q3y 3uol e ussq
SARY P[NOJ JeUMm JJO Speay OSTe 3|
' Paydisrey,,
pue ,sAnesouw,, se sapls gjoq
4q pepnel waaq seqy ‘andsuaain
&q uoydurey jo esn aimny sy
£rearseq yorqm “joed ssead oy,
“SJUIPISAL e[ [I3A3S pue [esodoxd
uoisuedxs sjuounyedy asdsusain
worur L$ e jo siadofasap
uaamlaq jusuradrde ue jo jnsax
ey} st sepminje ur oSuvyd SYL
*SO[TUIS PUe Sajeyspueq
WLIT} YIIM PIPUS Seq S[MODS pUe SIS
PaYOUIP YA uedaq jey) adejroq
ut 9ye] uoydweH wo syuamdofasap
laao juswasazrlestp vy

Joed aowa g,



MINUTES OF THE PORTAGE CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF FEBRUARY 19, 1980

Meeting was called to order by Mayor Corstange at 7:30 p.m.

The Invocation was given by Rev. Roland Gani, Centre Avenue Community Church of
God.

The Pledge of Allegiance was given by the Council and the Audience.

The Clerk called the roll with all members present except Councilman Overlander.
Also in attendance were City Manager Donald Ziemke, City Attorney John Peters and
City Clerk Lois Johnson.

Motion was made by VandeMaele supported by Hinga to approve the minutes of Feb-
ruary 12, 1980 as presented. Upon a roll call vote all members present voted in
favor.

Motion was made by VandeMaele supported by Bieberle to approve the Check Register
and Payrolls of February 19, 1980 as presented. Councilwoman Hinga questioned two
bills to outside printers. She asked what is being done by our in-house printing de-
partment. The Manager explained ours is a part time person and that we don't have
all the equipment as yet but he is printing a lot of forms, permits etc. Upon a roll
call vote of the motion all members present voted in favor.

PRESENTATION REGARDING AIRPORT PROPOSAL: Mayor Corstange stated that Kalamazoo
Mayor Annen and the Deputy City Manager Ms. Sculley were present with us to speak on
the Airport proposal. He introduced Mayor Annen. Mayor Annen stated he would like
to thank the administration for their help and consideration in the planning of the
joint Policy Board and with the appointment of three members of the Council to serve
on this Board. He stated he was here mainly to..answer any questions the.Council or
audience might have regarding the proposed Multijurisdicitional Kalamazoo Municipal
Airport Policy Board which would serve for a period of 18 to 24 months, with the mem-~
bership consisting of five members appointed by the Kalamazoo City Commission, three
members appointed by the City of Portage City Council and three members appointed by
the Kalamazoo County Board of Commissioners, with the Mayors of Kalamazoo and Portage
and the Chairman of the County Board of Commissioners automatically being one of the
members. Councilmembers asked him several questions to which he gave the answers.

It was stated they hoped to have the first meeting of the newly created board by April
lst or possibly mid-March. Mayor Corstange thanked him for attending the meeting.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

REZONING APPLICATION #79-13 (PARCEL C) GREENSPIRE: Mayor Corstange stated
this was a request to rezone Parcel C only from R-1C, single family residential to
RM-1, multiple family residential. He then opened the public hearing. Speaking in
favor of the request was Mr. Joe Gesmundo, representing Greenspire Developers. Mr.

Gesmundo explained the request and showed a drawing as to the location of the property



in conjunction with the other properties of Greenspire. Dr. Mohney asked a couple
questions of Mr. Gesmundo which were answered. Mr. Gesmundo explained the agreement
with the neighbors. Motion was made by Stern supported by VandeMaele to close the
public hearing. Motion carried on an unanimous voice vote. Motion was made by
Stern supported by Hinga that an Ordinance to amend the Zoning Code be adopted on
second reading amending the Official Zoning Map for Application #79-13 (Parcel C)
from R-1C, single family residential to RM-1, multiple family residential to be ef-
fective 15 days after publication. Upon a roll call vote all members present voted
in favor. Ordinance filed on Page 207 of Ordinance Book #5 of the City of Portage.
CITY MANAGER'S REPORTS:

BUDGET CONTROL EXCEPTION REPORT: Council received the Budget Control Excep-
tion Report for the seven month period ending January 31, 1980.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING DIRECTOR OF PARKS, RECREA&ION, CEMETERIES AND PROP-
ERTY MANAGEMENT: Council received a recommendation from the City Manager to appoint
Mr. Michael R. Collins. Motion was made by VandeMaele supported by Jameyson that
Michael R. Collins be apointed as Acting Director of Parks, Recreation, Cemeteries
and Property Management at the salary of $19,360 to become effective March 8, 1980.
Upon a roll call vote all members present voted in favor.

PETITIONS: None
STATEMENTS OF CITIZENS: None
COMMUNICATIONS :

FROM CITY ATTORNEY JOHN PETERS: Council received suggested wording for the
ballot question regarding the sale of the triangle. Motion was made by Jameyson
supported by Bieberle the wording be left as suggested by Councilman Jameyson but to
add the location or description of the land. The question will read as follows:
"Shall the City retain the land in the so-called triangle, (land bounded by South
Westnedge Avenue, Centre Street, and the Conrail Railroad Tracks)?"

FROM MRS. HAROLD PAPE: Council received a letter regarding the necessity
of sanitary sewers on Dolphin Street. Councilman Stern acknowledged this was the
same situation as Larkspur Avenue. Motion was made by Stern supported by Bieberle
to refer the matter to the City Manager and Engineering Staff to give a cost estimate
for additional cost if done this year. Motion carried on an unanimous voice vote.

PCOC: Council received a letter from the Portage Community Outreach Center
informing us they do not have the money to pay their half of the repair of the roof.
Also they requested a lease agreement be drawn up between PCOC and the City for the
use of the former VanderRoest Building on West Centre Avenue. There was discussion.

Motion was made by VandeMaele supported by Bieberle that we go ahead with the repairs

with the money coming from the Contingency Reserve Account if not available in Block



(T

C!TY OF PORTAGE PLANNING COMMISS{ON
Minutes of Meeting - Thursday - May 15, 1980
City of Portage Planning Commission Meeting of May |5, 1980 was cal led
to order by Chairman Manske at 7:30 p.m. in the community room of the Portage

Public Library, 300 Library Lane.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Nancy Jean; Georgia Vavra; George Ray; Burdel! Standish; Hagop Khatchikian;
Peggy Hamilton; Paul Manske, Chairman.

MEMBERS EXCUSED:

Wendel | Buckland had been excused through action taken at the past
Planning Commission meeting. Chairman Manske requested to be excused from
the June 5, 1980 Planning Commission meeting. Motion was made by Standish
seconded by Babra, that Commissioner Schroeder be excused from the May 15,
1980 Planning Commission meeting and that Chairman Manske be excused from
the June 5, 1980 Planning Commission Meeting. Motion was approved 7-0.

MEMBERS ABSENT: "

None.

IN ATTENDANCE::

Patrick L. Loeprich, Director of Planning & Community Development; Brian
Bowling, Assistant City Planner; Lowell Seyburn, Assistant City Attorney;
Norm Smith, Director of Inspections and Code Enforcement.

APPROVAL _OF MINUTES:

The minutes of May |, 1980 were introduced for approval. A motion was
made by Ray, seconded by Vavra, that the minutes of May |, 1980 be approved
as written. Motion was approved 7-0.

The minutes of the special meeting of May 8, 1980 were inftroduced for
approval. A motion was made by Vavra, seconded by Ray, that the minutes
of the special meeting of May 8, 1980 be approved as written. Motion was
approved 7-0.

SITE PLANS:

I. Greenspire |l1, Apartments. Conditions placed upon this site plan
through the administrative review process are as follows:

I. Shirley Court fo be graded and maintained so as to function
as an emergency access.

2. Sewers and |ift stations to be designed, constructed and
inspected in accordance with City and Staté Health Depart-
ment specifications and are to be dedicated to the City
upon completion along with a 20' easement for maintenance
purposes and as built drawings.

3. Soil eresion and sedimentation permit is required.

4. Sewer Use Permit is required.

Mr. Loeprich explained that this was a phased development which consisted

of 120 uni¥s in Phase |1] and approximately |14 units in Phase IV. Mr.
Gesmundo explained that although they have received commitment for funding on
the Phase Il portion of the project, he would |ike the Planning Commission

to consider approving both phases on this site plan as he believes the balance
of the project will receive approval in a short time. Mr. Loeprich explained
that the staff had reviewed the project in its entirety and would have no
probiem with the granting of approval for both Phase |11 and Phase IV.

Chairman Manske explained that a communication had been received from the
Environmental Board requesting that the Planning Commission request an environ-—
mental assessment on this project. Mr. Loeprich indicated that the devélopers
had prepared an environmental assessment which had briefly been reviewed by

LU
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Staff. |+ is believed that the primary environmental concerns outlined in the
assessment have been addressed through the site design or through deed
restrictions imposed on the parcel by the developer. |t is therefore believed

that the Plan meets adequate. environmental standards as presented. A motion .
was made by Ray, seconded by Standish, that, based upon the staff approval of
this plan and acceptance of the environmental assessment, this site plan be
approved subject to the above specified conditions being required. Motion was
approved 7-0.

2. Wilson Air Equipment, 5080 Meredith Drive. Conditions placed upon
this site plan through the administrative review process were as follows:

Thirty-five foot radii are required on the drive entrance.
A soil erosion and sedimentation permit is required.

Sewer Use Permit is required.

Water and sewer |ines must be 10" apart.

Automatic sprinklers are required.

Vs WN —

After some limited discussion, a motion wés made by Hamilfon, seconded
by Jean, that this site plan be approved subject to the above specified
conditions being required. Motion was approved 7-0.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:

|. Preliminary Pldt, Swan Creek Estates, Phase | (Stage 1). Speaking in
favor of the proposed plat was Charles Glasner of Gove Associates, engineer for
the project. Mr. Glasner commented that the proposed plat conforms to City and
State regulations for subdivisions and, therefore, if is requested that Phase
| be approved.

Speaking in opposition to the proposed piat were the following: Mr. and
Mrs. Larry Smith, 3907 Wedgewood and Mrs. Erich, 3828 Wedgewood. Concerns ex-
pressed related to the extension of Tamworth into the proposed development in
later phases of ‘the plat and the development of a Iift station in the western
portion of the plat in a later phase: Mr. Loeprich explained that Tamworth
was a stub street which was originally intended to go through o the morth and
is recommended for future connection, however, it is not a part of the first
phase of the development. Mr. Glasner indicated that the 1ift station must
be installed because of the grades in the area. Commissioner Vavra questioned
if the Planning Commission was dealing with the first |4 lots or the total 55
lots at this time. |f was explained that the first 14 lots are the only lots
of concern presently. Mr. Glasner pointed out that the first 14 lots would
not involve the construction of the lift station as the sewers in this area
would operate on a gravity system. Mr. Smith commented that he believed the
dead end nature of Wedgewood Street should be mainfained and no tie-in should
be provided to the north through Tamworth. Other residents from the area
questioned the potential future development and the possibility of multiple

family structures being instituted in the area. |t was indicated that the
land was presently zoned for single family purposed only. At this time the
public hearing was declared closed. This item will appear on the next

Planning Commission Agenda for action.

2. 12 month review for Conditional Use Permit for Eugene Pifer,
10028 Shaver Road, to opperate a car sales lot at 10028 Shaver
Road.

Mr. Carl Erickson, an attorney representing Mr. Pifer, addressed the
Commission. I+ was explained by staff that through review of the sife plan
and conditional use permit previously approved for this use three elements
have gone unaddressed. These are:

a. appropriate radii (approximately 25') are needed on the
drives. Improving the drives as such will necessitate
the extension of the existing culverts.

b. A barrier installed at the ingress/egress point orginating
at the Shaver/Oakland intersection.

c. The lot or lot area shall be provided with a permanent,
durable and dustless surface, and shall be graded so as
to dispose of all surface water accumulated within the
area.
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CITY OF PORTAGE PLANNING COMMISSION

Minutes of Meeting - Thursday, May 5, 1977

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Wendel | Buckland; George Ray; Victor Schroeder; Ted Vliek; Burdel!l
Standish; Paul Manske, Chairman. Margaret Gailey arrived after the approval
of the minutes.

MEMBERS ABSENT: Excused.

Don DeSmit; Georgia Vavra.

IN ATTENDANCE:

Patrick L. Loeprich, Director of Planning; Brian Bowling, Assistant City
Planner; Lowel! Seyburn, Assistant City Attorney; Norman Smith, Director of
Inspections; John Hodges, Block Grant Administrator.

The meeting was called to order at 7:35 p.m. by Chairman Manske in the
Community Room of the Portage Public Library.

The minutes of April 21, 1977 were introduced for approval. A motion was
made by Ray, seconded by Schroeder, to approve the minutes of April 21, 1977 as
written. Motion was approved 5-0, with Vliek abstaining since he was absent at
the last meeting.

SITE PLANS:

1. 2375 E. Milham - Beacon Park — Behrens Construction. This was an amended
site plan. The original site plan for the proposed structure was approved June 17,
1976. A sidewalk waiver had been granted on June 17, 1976. The only condition
attached to the approval of this site plan was that signs must meet City Zoning
and Sign Code specifications with a permit to be issued by the Deparfment of In-
spections. A motion was made by Gailey, seconded by Standish, to approve this
site plan with the above-identified condition. Motion was approved 7-0.

2. 6133 S. Westnedge - Burger Chef Addition - Ron Palmer. Director Loeprich
explained that the center Ingress and egress drive to this site will be eliminated
as indicated on the site plan. One point which failed to appear on the Departmental
Checklist as a condition for approval was that parking spaces no. 1, 16, 17 and 58,
as identified on the site plan, are to be removed to provide an adequate maneuver-
ing lane. A motion was made by Vliek, seconded by Standish, to approve this site
plan with the above-identified condition. Motion was approved 7-0.

3. W. Centre Street - Greenspire, Phase |i. Commissioner Buckland questioned
whether school children within the development would have to walk in the access
drive to reach the school bus which stops on Centre. Mr. Joseph Gesmundo indi-
cated that a sidewalk system will be provided.

Several conditions were attached to the approval of this site plan. These
are:

a. Conformance to building height regulations will be determined when
building specs are submitted. If above 30 ft. requirement, will
be necessary to obtain a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals
prior to the issuance of building permit.

b. All maneuvering lanes must be 22 ft. in width.
c. Shirtey Ct. to be double seal upon the comptetion of Phase Il or

provide (begin construction) on ultimate drive access as part of
Phase II1.
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d. Grade storm drainage retention area in accordance with soil
erosion and sedimentation permit.

e. Sewers are fo be designed, constructed and inspected in accord-
ance with City and State Health Dept. specifications and are
to be dedicated to the City upon completion along with a 20'
easement for maintenance purposes and as-built drawings. A
20' easement will also be provided to the City running from
a point along Phase || Building IV sanitary sewer line to the
adjacent properties to the south and west.

f. Signs must meet City Zoning and Sign Code specifications with
a permit to be issued by the Dept. of Inspections.

g. Add one fire hydrant between buildings IV and V.

A motion was made by Standish, seconded by Viiek to approve this site plan
with the above-identified conditions. Motion was approved 7-0.

4. Garden Lane - Barrington Woods Quadplex - Martz. Two conditions were
attached to the approval of this site plan. These are:

a. Signs must meet City Zoning and Sign Code specifications with
a permit to be issued by the Dept. of Inspections.

b. Extend 6" water Jine to Upper Darby and provide a 20' easement
along the length of the water main.

Mr. Martz was present and explained that he believed the requirement of
extending the water main to Upper Darby was unfair. Director Loeprich explained
that if this was not done Mr. Martz would be required to provide an 8" rather
+han a 6" main to the interior of his property. This would be to ensure adequate
pressure levels for fire protection. Mr. Martz then agreed to the 6" main ex-
tension to Upper Darby.

A motion was made by Ray, seconded by Standish, to approve this site plan
with the above-identified conditions. Motion was approved 7-0.

5. 6415 S. Westnedge - Burger King Addition - Phil Renuart. AIll con- =
ditions were met on this site plan. A motion was made by Vliek, seconded by
Schroeder, to approve this site plan. Motion was approved 7-0.

HOME OCCUPAT ION:

Duane and Evelyn Soderguist - 719 Shumway. Duane and Evelyn Soderquist
have applied to the Portage Planning Commission seeking a home occupation permit
for the utilization of a hand operated printing press and the subsequent sale
of small business cards at 719 Shumway Street. The total actual floor area of
the story on which the home occupation will take place is 1,200 sq. f+. Eighty
sq. ft. will be utilized for the home occupation. No sign will be utilized.

A motion was made by Ray, seconded by Gailey, to grant Duane and Evelyn Soder-
quist of 719 Shumway a home occupation permit to operate a hand printing press.
Motion was approved 7-0.

OLD BUSINESS:

Split uses within particular zoning districts. Mr. Seyburn explained he
was seeking Planning Commission input on allowing split uses to exist within
particular zoning districts. Commissioner Gailey suggested an owner-occupant
requirement would be basic to this type of arrangement. Affer some further dis- __J

cussion, Chairman Manske directed Mr. Seyburn to develop a recommendation and
present it to the Planning Commission.

NEW BUSINESS:

1. Set for Public Hearing Appl. #77-6, Howard S. Brown, Van Qak Cor-
poration, 1913 Vanderbil+ Road, from R-1C, single family residential to [-1,
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CITY OF PORTAGE PLANNING COMMLISSION

Minutes of Meeting - Thursday, May 2, 1974

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Paul Manske; Georgia Vavra; Burr Standish; Don DeSmit; George Ray; Ted
Vliek, Chairman.

MEMBERS ABSENT: EXCUSED

Margaret Gailey
IN ATTENDANCE:

Ronald Carlson, Building Inspector; Jim Smith, Dept. of Public Works; Martin
McDaniel, Assist. Dept. of Public Works; Dennis Stuckey, Admins. Assist; Lowell
Seyburn, Assist, City Attorney.

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 P.M. by Chairman Vliek.

A motion was made by DeSmit, seconded by Manske, to approve the minutes of
April 18, 1974, as written, Motion was approved 6-0.

SITE PLANS:

600 block on south side of Schuring - Cedar Crest - Apartment Development. It
was explained by Mr., Stuckey that maneuvering lanes in the parking area should be 22
feet wide instead of the 20 feet provided; the drive approaches onto Schuring Road
should allow for 30 foot turning radii; :both water and sewer should be provided as
well as storm drainage to Portage Creek; approval of the site plan should-be subject
to approval of plans for these utilities by the Engineering Department; a sidewalk
along Schuring Road would be beneficial. There was discussion of a four-foot six-inch
obscuring ‘wall to be provided along the east. and south sides of .the proposed
development. It was suggested that the developer meet with the adjacent property
owners and submit a plan to provide adequate screening inasmuch as the industrial
development shauld have had an obscuring wall at the time they built. Mr. Ray asked
if sidewalk construction could be deferred until such time as the water and sewer
lines were built and the street improvement made., Mr. Smith said it could be
figured so that the sidewalk would not have to be torn up in the future, Mr. Arnold
Zomber, Mr. Field, and Mr. Demetrius Economidis, developers, explained the project.
They stated that an easement would be required to the south in order to connect into
existing sanitary sewer and storm sewers. A motion was made by DeSmit, seconded by
Manske, to approve this site plan subject to the above recommendations by Mr. Stuckey
except those regarding the obscuring wall. The matter of the obscuring wall was
tabled for further study. Motion was approved 6-0.

e -
302 E. Centre — Centre Street Shops — small shopping center. Mr. Stuckey explained
that the projections on the southern portion of the proposed: drive with the four-foot
radii should be eliminated; the site plan proposes to connect to the municipal
sanitary sewer system which will have to be extended to serve this property; a 4'6"
obscuring wall is required along the south boundary of the property; sidewalks should
be installed. There was discussion concerning the possibility of having the 4'6"
obscuring wall waived by the Zoning Board of Appeals. It was moted that the Portage
Public Schools would be the party of primary concern with respect to this fence. Ted
Viiek stated that the school would probably be amendable to having the fence waived
along the portion of the school's bus barn that abutts this property. Mr. Shave,
representing the developer, explained the proposed plan. He stated they were
agreeable to putting up the fence but probably would seek a variance for the portion
adjacent to the bus barn. A motion was made by Ray, seconded by Standish, to
approve this site plan subject to the above recommendations. Motion was approved 6-0.

3400 Block of W, Centre — Greenspire - apartment development (Phase I). It was
explained by Mr. Stuckey that the maneuvering lanes in the parking area are required
to be 22 feet in width instead of the 20 feet provided; city water and sewer must be
installed to meet the Ordinance density standards; approval of the Kalamazoo County
Road Commission for the drive onto Centre Street should be submitted; sidewalks
should be installed along Centre Street. No screening is required under the Ordinance
and does not seem necessary in this case because the adjoining property is owned by
the Department of Natural Resources and is undeveloped. Tozer Lane is owned by the
developers and may be closed when a new road through the project is built. A request
is before the Zoning Board of Appeals to comstruct the apartment buildings and Phase I
with basements which are less than 50% below ground level. Motion was made by Manske,
seconded by Ray, to approve the site plan subject to the recommendations stated above
and also subject to the approval of the Zoning Board of Appeals. Motion was

approved 6-Q,
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CITY OF PORTAGE PLANNING COMMISSION
Minutes of Meeting - Thursday, February 6, 1975

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Paul Manske; Georgia Vavra; Victor Schroeder; Don DeSmit; George Ray; Margaret Gailey;
Ted Vliek, Chairman,

MEMBERS ABSENT: Excused.

i Wendell Buckland; Burr Standish.
. IN ATTENDANCE:

Jim Smith, Department of Public Works; Richard Leland, Admin. Assist. Engineering
Dept; Glen Hagen, Assist. City Attorney.

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 P.M. by Chairman Vliiek in Council Chambers
in the Police Building. :

A motion was made by Schroeder, seconded by Vavra, to approve the minutes of
January 16 and January 20, 1975, as written. Motion was approved 7-0.

SITE PLANS:

3400 block West Centre — Greenspire — apartments — revised. Tﬁis site plan had
previously been approved but a few changes were made in placement of buildings in order
to save more trees. The parking spaces meet the minimum requirement, set back exceeds the
minimum 30 feet and all surface water will be held and absorbed on the site. Sidewalks are
planned adjacent to' buildings and parking areas. A motion was made by DeSmit, seconded by
Ray, to approve this site plan., Motion was approved 7-0.

5830 S. Westnedge - Wendy's - Restaurant. Surface water will be taken into 3 catch
basins, all connected by 12" perforated pipe. A 12" overflow to the existing storm sewer
_ is provided. Enter only on Wedstnedge. Exit only from the eastern-most drive on Van
| Hoesen, Enter/Exit through the western-most drive on VanHoesen. Parking spaces exceed the
minimum requirement, set backs are in accordance with the Ordinance and a 10 foot green strip
‘\_J is provided. A motion was made by Manske, seconded by DeSmit, to approve this site plan.
Motion was approved 7-0.

___.
S |

OLD BUSINESS

APPL. #74-23 —~ Don Probasco ~ 619 Romence - 5.85 acres on south side of Romence -
from R-1B, one family residential to I-1, light industry or any other zoning allowed by
the Portage Zoning Ordinance. The request was read by the Chairman. Mr. Robert Travis,
attorney representing Mr. and Mrs. Andrew Gregor, 805 Romence, said the residents in the
area would be agreeable to multiple family zoning but felt that light industry was too much.
Mr. Steve Early, representing the petitioner, said he had a talk with the Vilican-Leman
consultant and Mr. Ambrose had said because the property was scared up, two sides border
on I-1 zone already and because of the topography of the land, this parcel would probably
never go single family. The property is 197 feet wide and 1129 feet deep. It could be
developed multiple family by putting a road down one side. Tom Tobin said he was repre-
senting the people in Winter Forest Plat and that they were objecting to light industry
zoning but would be favorable to multiple family. A motion was made by Gailey, seconded
by Ray, to recommend to Council that Appl. #74-23 be changed to RM-1, multiple family,
rather than the I-1, light industry as requested, Motion was approved 7-0.

NEW BUSINESS:

: APPL, #75-1 - Oswalt, Sanderson Sewing Machine Co., Mr. Jim's of Kalamazoo, and

lWm. McVeigh, Jr.; 1204, 1210, 1224, and 1302 W. Milham; Lots 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 of Homeacres
L_JPlat; from 0S-1, office service to B-1l, local business or any other zoning allowed by the

Portage Zoning Ordinance. A motion was made by Ray, seconded by Manske, to set this for

Public Hearing on February 20, 1975. Motion was approved 7~0.

APPL, #75-2 ~ Meyle & Coash, Lot 328, Lakewood Homesites; from R~2, duplex to RM-1,
multiple family or any other zoning allowed by the Portage Zoning Ordinance. A motion was
made by DeSmit, seconded by Vavra, to set Appl. #75-2 for Public Hearing on February 20,
1975, Motion was approved 7-0.

APPL. #75-3 - Cities Service, 6012 S. Westnedge; southwest corner of Milham and
Westnedge, from B-2, community business to B-3, general business or any other zoning allowed
by the Portage Zoning Ordinance. A motion was made by Manske, seconded by Vavra, to set
Appl, #75-3 for Public Hearing on February 20, 1975. Motion was approved 7-0.
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To:  City of Portage
Department of Community Development
fobert D. Brouwer, MD
William F. Hanavan, MD We are business owners of Gastroenterology of Southwest Michigan, and
Thomas P. Gushurst, MD Kalamazoo Endo Center. Our property is across Centre Street from the
Heldi $. Gjersae, MD proposed Hinman Development. Aside from the loss of more green space, we
William W, Webb, Ph.D, MD have other major concerns with the proposed changes to our area:
Kimi 1. Nguyen, MD
1) Cooley Street and Centre Street is already an extremely dangerous

intersection due to poor visibility in all directions, poor signage on both sides
of Centre indicating Cooley Streets location and a high rate of speed being
posted in both directions. Serious accidents are inevitable since many of our
patients are older and/or unfamiliar with the area which places them at serious

risk.

2) Should the proposed development come to fruition, this increase in
population will bring even more traffic to this busy intersection and we will
strongly object to any further development.

We respectfully propose that should further development be decided upon,
that no further action is taken in the area without first installing a traffic
signal at this critical intersection.

Sincerely,

William Hanavan, M.D., President
Robert Brouwer, M.D.

Thomas Gushurst, M.D.

Heidi Gjersoe, M.D.

William Webb, M.D,

: | 269-349-2266 phone
1, 269-349-0792  fox
-1 3304 Cooley (t.

.- Portage, M1 49024
o www.gs-ket o |
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! City of Portage

Department of Community Development

Faxed to 269 329 4506

Bronson Properties Corporation owns the medical office building at the northwest comner
of Cooley Drive and Centre Street, it is a valuable asset to our organization and very

convenient for our patients.

One consistent problem we have not been abje to overcome is a traffic concern. We
regularly receive complaints from our patients, physicians and staff about their mability
to navigate the Cooley Drive / Centre Street intersection, Bronson has requested a traffic
signal at this intersection many times in the past, but the City responds that it is not
warranted. Other suggested alternatives (ie lowering speed limit, improving visibility)
have not been implemented.

I attended the February 18, 2010 Public Hearing at the City of Portage Planning
Commission Meeting and voiced support for the installation of a traffic signal at the
Cooley / Centre intersection before the Greenspire Planned Development construction

aclivity begins.

As stated by other commercial neighbors, Bronson respectfully proposes that shon)d
further development be decided upon, no further action is taken in the area without first
installing a traffic signal at this critical intersection. We consider this a public safety

concern, thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Ve O /,Z)V/
& :

Carol Long
Facility Planning / Property Manager
269 34] 6813

601 Iohn Streat
Kalamazoo, Mi 19007
269.241,6000

bronsonhealth.com

T e



CITY OF

PORTAGE

A Place for Opportunities to Grow Department of Community Development

TO: PlanniWﬁ DATE: March 4, 2010
FROM: J effre)LI\},I. ric&n, Director of Community Development

SUBJECT: Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire Planned Development, Michigan Department of
Natural Resources & Environment Response

Two e-mail communications were received today from Mr. Bill Schmidt, Michigan Department of Natural
Resources & Environment (MDNRE) that identified several issues related to the Greenspire Planned
Development project. The first e-mail was received in the morning and the second in the afternoon. In
addition to the e-mail communications, telephone conversation with Mr. Schmidt also occurred this
afternoon. The following is a sumraary of the issues and a response from staff.

Land Survey. At the request of Mr. Schmidt, the applicant, Mr. Greg Dobson, provided an ALTA property
survey prepared by LANDTECH to the MDNRE on February 22, 2010. Mr. Schmidt indicated in his
March 4, 2010 morning e-mail communication that the survey “doesn’t appear to be a formal survey” and
“could be considered incomplete.” Attached is an e-mail communication provided by Mr. Dobson that
includes a response from the president of LANDTECH, Mr. Matthew Mokanyk, who indicates the survey
is legally binding.

Notice of Public Hearing. The moming e-mail communication from Mr. Schmidt indicates the MDNRE
has not been made “completely informed” regarding the development proposal. As was stated to the
Commission during the February 18, 2010 meeting, notice was provided to the address of record for
MDNRE. In addition to the notice and to ensure the MDNRE was aware of the proposed project, staff also
contacted the MDNRE staff member responsible for managing the Gourdneck State Game Area, Mr. David
Brauer, on February 11, 2010. The Greenspire Planned Development was explained to Mr. Brauer and a
copy of the official public notice was emailed to Mr. Brauer that same day. No further contact was
received from the MDNRE until the e-mail communications were received from Mr. Schmidt earlier today.
As indicated in Mr. Schmidt’s aftenoon e-mail communication, he confirmed today that Department staff
had been in contact with MDNRE staff (Mr. Brauer).

Mr. Schmidt also refers to “later arriving information” as a reason why the MDNRE will not have a
representative at the Planning Cominission meeting tonight. The late arriving information that Mr. Schmidt
refers to is the ALTA survey proviced by the applicant on February 22, 2010,

The MDNRE was provided notice in accordance with statutory requirements to a property address provided
by the MDNRE. In addition to the “official” notice, the MDNRE was also contacted by staff, the applicant
and a Hampton Lake area resident. There was sufficient time for MDNRE staff members to become
familiar with the project and comment on any potential impacts prior to the final Planning Commission
meeting date.

450-foot Safety Zone. The State of Michigan has established a safety zone of 450-feet from an “occupied
house, cabin, or any barn or other building used in a farm operation.” No person can hunt, including
archery and crossbow hunters, within the safety zone without the written permission of the property owner
or occupant. Mr. Schmidt is concerned about the impact the proposed buildings will have on the state-
owned land with respect to the 450-foot safety zone.

7900 South Westnedcje Avenue ¢ Portage, Michigan 49002 ¢ (269) 3294477
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Rezoning Application #09-01, Greenspire PD
MDNRE Response

As the Commission is aware, there are three existing apartment buildings along the east property line and
one along the west property line adjacent to the state-owned land that are setback 30 feet. As proposed by
the applicant, five additional buildings are proposed along the east property line and one along the west
property line. These buildings will also be setback 30 feet with the exception of the buildings located in
Phase IV, which are proposed to bz setback 15 feet (balconies would have a 10 foot setback). As a result of
the existing buildings, the placement of the proposed buildings, including those located in Phase IV, will
have little impact on the 450-foot safety zone. The most impacted area is Phase V. However, the proposed
30-foot setback under the PD, plarned development zoning request is the same as the current RM-1, multi-

family zoning.

From a property owner’s perspective, they have a right to develop their property within the local ordinances
applicable at the time of filing. Mr. Schmidt is suggesting the 450-foot safety zone extend onto private
property and affect the placement of future buildings. This type application unnecessarily restricts property
owner’s right to design and locate ouildings on the property even though consistent with local ordinances.

Staff is prepared to further discuss this matter during the March 4, 2010 meeting.

Attachments: E-mail communications dated March 4, 2010 from Bill Schmidt
E-mail communications clated March 4, 2010 from Greg Dobson

512009-2010 department files\board files\planning ission\pc reportsir ings\ ing application 09-01, mdnre responsc.doc



(3/4/2010) Jeffrey Erickson - Proposed "Greenspire” Development - T3S, R11W, Part of Sec. 19and Sec. 20 - Portage Twp.Page 1

From: "Bill Schmidt" <s.chmidtw@michigan.gov>

To: <ericksoj@portegemi.gov>

CcC: "Steve Chadwic<" <ChadwickS@michigan.gov>, "Earl Flegler" <FLEGLERE@mich...
Date: 3/4/2010 9:07 AM

Subject: Proposed "Greenspire" Development - T3S, R11W, Part of Sec. 19and Sec. 20 -
Portage Twp.

Jeff: | work in the Office of Land and Facilities with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and
Environment. My job duties are focused on land, rights in land, and to help in the monitoring and
safeguard of the lands that have seen purchased by the Department and are used for various
recreational uses throughout Michigan.

I have become aware of a proposed development ("Greenspire") that is situated adjacent to State-owned
land as noted above and managed as part of the Gourdneck State Game Area.

The information I've come across appears to be a engineering drawing/sketch/mapping prepared by
'LANDTECH' and/or 'Hurley & Stewart' and provides a rendering of what looks like an
apartment/condominium propose:d development. The drawing makes note of section lines but really
doesn't appear to be a formal land survey. The proposal looks to be high density.

My concern is this: Records indicate that the Department owns and manages land on both the easterly
and westerly boundaries of this divelopment proposal. The information | have does not appear to be a
formalized survey and, from that standpoint, could be considered incomplete. As stated before, my
concern is to alert you to the fact that there is land owned and managed by the Department in this
immediate area and we want to make sure that the proposed development does not impinge upon these
State-owned lands, neither by trespass, and that proper set-back requirements are established and
implemented with respect to these boundaries.

| understand that you are the Director of Community Development and that there is a Planning
Commission meeting tonight relative to this proposal............... and because of the late-arriving
information, the Department probably will not have a representative present. However, this note serves
as notice that as an adjacent landowner, we feel we need to be completely informed about this
proposal.....ccccceceeennen. and I'm not aware that this has happened to this point. Back in October, 2009, |
answered a question about land r ghts in this area that was brought to me by Vicki Georgeau. That
discussion was pertinent to better understanding of a specific legal description for a portion of DNRE land,
but there was no mention of the reason behind the request........ other than a clarification of a specific legal
description.

For the time being, you can use my name and address, that follows, in order to provide complete and
detailed information.

Mr. Bill Schmidt

DNR - OLAF

P.O. Box 30448

Lansing, Michigan 48909

| appreciate the opportunity to make our concern known and please feel free to call or write if you need
additional information or wish to d scuss this matter in more detail.

Schmidt

Bill Schmidt
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Office of Land and Facilities
Phone: (517) 335-3257

e-mail: schmidtw@michigan.gov
Fax: (517) 335-1880



{(3/5/2010) Jeftrey Erickson - "Greenspire" Page 1

From: "Bill Schmidt" <schmidtw@michigan.gov>

To: <ericksoj@portagemi.gov>

CC: "Steve Chadwick" <ChadwickS@michigan.gov>, "Earl Flegler" <FLEGLERE@mich...
Date: 3/4/2010 2:49 FM

Subject: "Greenspire"

Jeff: Thank you for the opportunity for continued discussion.
Here are some comments relative to my earlier e-mail and our discussion that ensued:

1. It appears that your office has notified Department personnel who directly manage the Gourdneck
State Game Area. | confirmed with DNRE personnel this morning that Chris Forth has been in contact

with our people.

2. We are always concerned about trespass on State land. Improper placement of buildings,
construction activities, storing materials, mowing, or similar activities, are considered trespass on State
land. Boundary lines are importzint and we seek to protect the integrity of the boundary line and prevent
trespass.

3. Any reduction in building set-back requirements from property lines would have an impact on the
adjacent State-owned land with respect to the Department's hunting 'safety-zone' of 450 feet. For
example, if you reduce the setback requirement by 15 feet, you bring buildings closer to the property line
and thereby increase the amount of State land impacted by the 'safety zone' beyond that which is
applicable at the present time. We would prefer that set-back requirements are not reduced in situations
where such reduction would impact adjoining State-owned land.

Thank you for your time and attention in this matter and should you have questions, please feel free to
call or write.

Schmidt

Bill Schmidt

Office of Land and Facilities
Phone: (517) 335-3257

e-mail: schmidtw@michigan.gov
Fax: (517) 335-1880
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Christopher Forth - Greenspire - Portage Michigan

From: "Greg Dobson" <gdobson@avbinc.com>

To: "Christopher Forth" <forthc@portagemi.gov>, <ericksoj@portagemi.gov>, "Mike West"
<westm@portagemi.gov>

Date: 3/4/2010 4:32 PM

Subject: Greenspire - Portage Michigan

CC: "Rich MacDonald" <Richm@hinmancompany.com>

Attachments: Greenspire Alta Rough Draft 2009 10 23 1 and 2.pdf

Gentlemen,

For your information. Please see the statement from the President of LandTech.

Thanks!

AVB Companies

Greg Dobson

4200 W. Centre Avenue

Portage, Ml 49024

Cell 269.217.5477/ Office 269.329.3636
Fax 269.327.3172
www.avbconstruction.com
www.avbhomes.com

From: Matthew Mokanyk [mailto:mattm@!andtechps.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 04, 2010 1:39 PM

To: Todd Hurley; Pete Prokop

Cc: Greg Dobson; schmidtw@michigan.gov

Subject: RE: Testing RE: Portage Michigan

Yes, this is a “real” survey conducted under my direct supervision and adheres to ALTA standards. This is the preliminary
draft but it is a legally binding survey.

Matthew Mokanyk, PS, PE, CFedS

President

Licensed Engineer / Licensed Land Surveyor

AL, AR, AZ, CO, FL, GA, IL, IA, IN, KS, KY, MI, hN, MO, NE, NC, ND, NJ, NM, NY, OH, OK, PA, SC, SD, TN, TX, VA, WV, WI
Agent for United States Dept. of the Interior

. ’_.} ;
6000 sites, 30 states, 0 missed deadlines.
www.landtechps.com & www.towersurveyors.com
231-943-0050 x-103 office 231-218-5927 niobile
231-943-0051 fax 231-943-4639 fax2

IF YOU RELY ON ANY MATERIAL AVAILABLE THROUGH THIS EMAIL., YOU DO SO AT YOUR OWN RISK. THIS EMAIL AND ANY ATTACHMENTS ARE INTENDED FOR CONCEPTUAL PURPOSES
ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE RELIED UPON FOR ANY PURPOSES VHATSOEVER. NOW GET BACK TO WORK BEFORE MY WIFE KICKS YOUR ASSIGN. ANY ACTION AGAINST LANDTECH, ITS
AGENTS, SUCCESSORS AND ITS LICENSORS, IF ANY, ARISING OUT OF ANY KIND OF LEGAL CLAIM, PERSONAL INJURY OR ASSAULT IN ANY WAY CONNECTED TO THIS EMAIL WILL NOT

EXCEED $1.00 (U.S. currency).

From: Todd Hurley [mailto:thurley@hurleystewart.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 04, 2010 1:21 PM

file://C:\Documents and Settings\forthc\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4BSFE082PORTAGE DOM... 3/4/2010
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To: Matthew Mokanyk; Pete Prokop
Subject: Fwd: Testing RE: Portage Michigan

The Alta uyou sent was good for this correct

Todd
269-806-0170

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Greg Dobson" <gdobson@gzvbinc.com>
Date: March 4, 2010 10:55:45 AM MST
To: "Todd Hurley" <thurley@hurleysitewart.com>, "Bryan Gillespie" <bgillespie@hurleystewart.com>

Subject: FW: Testing RE: Portage Michigan

Gents:

This Bill Schmidt below has indicated to the City of Portage that what |
sent him isn't "real” survey. For our Planning Commission meeting
tonight, does LandTech have a response?

AVB Companies

Greg Dobson

4200 W. Centre Avenue

Portage, Mi 49024

Cell 269.217.5477/ Office 269.329.3636
Fax 269.327.3172
www.avbconstruction.com
www.avbhomes.com

----- Original Message-----

From: Greg Dobson

Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 8:44 AM
To: Bili Schmidt

Subject: RE: Testing RE: Portage Michigan

Bill,
Attached please find a copy of our most recent survey for Greenspire.

AVB Companies

Greg Dobson

4200 W. Centre Avenue

Portage, Mi 49024

Cell 269.217.5477/ Office 269.329.31336
Fax 269.327.3172
www.avbconstruction.com
www.avbhomes.com

----- Original Message-----

From: Bill Schmidt [mailto:schmidtw@michigan.gov]
Sent: Monday, February 22, 2010 8:13 AM

To: Greg Dobson

Subject: Testing RE: Portage Michigan

Greg: Here's my address:

Mr. Bill Schmidt

file://C:\Documents and Settings\forthc\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4BSFE082PORTAGE DOM... 3/4/2010
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DNR - OLAF
P.O. Box 30448
Lansing, Michigan 48909
Bill Schmidt

Office of Land and Facilities
Phone: (517) 335-3257

e-mail: schmidtw@michigan.gov

Fax: (517) 335-1880

"Greg Dobson" <gdob:son@avbinc.com> 02/19/2010 4:02 PM >>>
Dear Bill,

Dr. Mohney, copied herein, requested that | forward you a copy of our
survey. | am happy to do so but wanted to ensure | had written down
your address properly. When you respond, I'f email you a copy right

away.

Have a great weekend.

AVB Companies

Greg Dobson

4200 W. Centre Avenue

Portage, Ml 49024

Cell 269.217.5477/ Office 269.329.3:536
Fax 269.327.3172
www.avbconstruction.com

www.avbhomes.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\forthc\Local Settings\Temp\XPerpwise\4B8FE082PORTAGE DOM... 3/4/2010
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