Cleveland Township Planning Commission

DATE: July 27, 2007

TO: Michad Kronk

FR: TJ Ewing, Chair

RE: Zoning OrdinanceNo. 2 of 2007,Residential District — Draft 4
Dea Michad,

Our commisson hes continued work onadraft ordinanceto updie our Residential
District in acordance with ou Master Plan.

At thistime, we ae seeking your inpu of the following in regard to ou draft 4:

1.

General Comments
Could you dease review thislatest draft and dfer comments and/or
recommendationsif youfed the language isinsufficient or confusing?

Sedion 5.2B

In this sctionthe term ‘main dwelling’ isused. Our ordinance has ‘dwelling’
defined in sedion 3.17 but not main dwelling. We ae pordering whether to
allow guest howses at al, but if we dowe want to clarify that they are in addition
to an arealy existing ‘main’ dwelling, na that a defined small er guest house can
be built first onan empty lot. We ae seeking your opinion onthe darity of the
terminology and whether the term *‘main dwelling’ shoud be defined, and if so
how.

Sedion 5.2F & anew Section 3x under Amendment 4 (page 7 of 10)

We provide for Residential Care Fadliti es asthe law requires. However are the
citations we provide in these two parts of our amendment in parallel and
sufficient? In amendment 4 we dtempt to define Residential Care Faadliti es by
citing the relevant State laws defining them.

Sedion 5.4C.g

Can you recommend which entity, the Planning Commisson a Township Board
you would see & appropriate to review and approve proposed deed restrictions
guaranteeing open space. What is common pradice?



5. Amendment 3 (page 6 of 10) dedswith norconforming lots of record. Doesthis
language sufficiently deal with any arising nonconforming lots?

6. A primary focus of this amendment changeismoving to a1 urit per 3 aaes
density in ou Low Density Residential areg (up from 1 per 40,000sg. ft.) The
importance of the water shed and the build ou analysis has siown we shoud
reduceour overal density. Interms of research and findings of fad for public
heaing, doyou have recommendations on spedfic information we shoud have
prepared to suppat our findings?

7. Independent of this new ordinancelanguage draft, we would like ax ognion on
the language we aurrently have for our high density district (Residential 111),
which stays the same in ou propased language in the High Density District,
versus the reality of the actual lots of record in this defined district. Currently to
have amulti-family unit, a40,000sqg. ft. lot isrequired, pus 10,000additional sg.
ft per unit in excessof 3 unts. However what if all current lots of record in the
high density district are below 40,000sqg. ft, so in esence no multi-family units
could be built without combining lots? First isthisany problem from your
perspedive? Isthere any changein ardinancelanguage you kelieve we should
consider, and dbes our ordinance sufficiently provide adistrict where multi-
family units are dl owed?

Thank you,
Sincedy,
TJEwing



