
Date: March 30, 2015

To: Lincoln Township Planning Commission, Township Board and Zoning Administrator

From: Mark A. Eidelson, AICP

Re: New Zoning Ordinance / April 27 Orientation Meeting

Introduction

I am scheduled to meet with township officials on April 27 (3:30 p.m.) for our second “Orientation 
Meeting” in association with the new Zoning Ordinance project. The agenda for the meeting is to 
move through this correspondence and discuss the issues and questions presented within. This
correspondence addresses matters regarding the zoning districts in the new Ordinance.

It will be beneficial to have with you a copy of the new 2002 Master Plan (including Future Land Use 
Map (Map 8) and current Zoning Ordinance (including Zoning Map) as you read further.

Please keep in mind that any zoning districts in the current Ordinance that may be carried over into 
the new Zoning Ordinance will undergo comprehensive review and revision to correct ambiguous 
language, conflicting provisions, and poor and/or weak purpose statements, and to ensure that 
authorized uses are compatible with the intent of the respective District.

Please give the matters raised in the following pages careful consideration prior to our April 27
meeting.  Officials unable to attend the meeting are encouraged to submit their comments in writing to 
the Planning Commission so that they may be considered during the meeting. If a quorum of Planning 
Commission, Township Board and/or ZBA is present, each body for which a quorum is to be present 
should advertise the meeting in compliance with the Open Meetings Act, or make a single 
advertisement for a joint meeting of the bodies for which a quorum will be present. Similarly, meeting 
minutes should be prepared by each body if a quorum of the body is present.

Please keep the following in mind as you read further:

Availability of Sanitary Sewer:   Landowners/developers no longer must have a governmental unit 
sign-off as a third-party on a private community sewer/septic system (serving a new subdivision for 
example) as previously required by the MDEQ. Following a Michigan Court of Appeals ruling (Lake 
Isabella Development, Inc. v Village of Lake Isabella, 2004), a landowner/developer can now establish 
a private sewer/septic system to serve a development if the developer meets the necessary health 
and construction standards and provides the MDEQ the necessary financial guarantees to ensure the 
continued maintenance and operation of the system. Prior to the decline of the housing market, many 
of the subdivisions I had responsibility for reviewing for various communities relied on private sewer 
systems and entailed single family dwellings on lots less than one acre in size. This is very significant. 
A sewer system may be introduced by a developer to facilitate higher development densities, and 
need not rely on a municipal system. This is not to suggest that any system will be financially feasible 
– this is an analysis issue that rests with each developer based on the facts at hand for the particular 
property including market conditions. 
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Incremental Rezonings:  I recommend the rezoning of land to a more intensive zoning district in a 
phased or incremental manner. For example, while the Master Plan (Map 8) may identify locations that 
are appropriate to accommodate heightened residential densities, I do not recommend “across the 
board” or immediate rezonings of such land from existing lower density residential districts to high 
density districts. I recommend that rezonings to more intensive districts occur incrementally over time to 
ensure the community is capable of: 

 meeting the increased public service demands
 managing township-wide growth and development
 adequately reviewing rezoning requests as they apply to the specific subject property
 minimizing unnecessary hardships upon the landowner as a result of the unintended creation of 

nonconforming lots, uses and structures

At issue here is the extent to which broad-sweeping “up zonings” (to more intensive districts) should be 
made part of the new Zoning Ordinance or whether such rezonings should be undertaken incrementally 
and in response to landowner petitions. 

Basis for Classifying a Use as a Special Exception/Special Land Use:  There are numerous instances 
in this document where I recommend a particular land use be classified as a Special Land Use, 
because of the heightened scrutiny that Special Land Uses are subject to including a public hearing. 
There can certainly be varying views about whether a particular use should be a Use Permitted By 
Right or a Special Land Use. Where I recommend a particular use be classified as a Special Land Use, 
it is based on: a) that use’s more marginal character within the particular district; b) the use’s propensity 
to generate high levels of traffic and/or congestion; and/or c) the uses increased likelihood of negatively 
impacting surrounding properties.

Role of Master Plan:   The Master Plan plays a fundamental role in shaping the character and structure 
of a Zoning Ordinance’s districts. Accordingly, I make many references to the township’s Master Plan in 
this document, particularly the Part 8.0 Future Land Use Plan. 

Preliminary Recommendations:   I offer numerous suggestions in this correspondence. These 
suggestions are offered as initial thoughts based on my initial review of the district provisions of the 
current Zoning Ordinance. As we progress through the development of the new Ordinance, I may raise 
additional suggestions regarding the zoning districts including specific comments about specific uses 
and development standards. 

(Balance of Page Blank)
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“Single-Family Residential”
Component of the Master Plan

Single-Family Residential Theme

 Accommodate suburban single-family residential growth.
 Recommended maximum density of one dwelling per ½ to 1 acre in absence of sewer/water.
 Recommended maximum density of one dwelling per ¼ to ½ acre in presence of utilities.
 Aside from dwellings, compatible uses may include golf courses, churches, day-care facilities and 

similar supporting uses.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy

The current Zoning Ordinance in effect has two districts that serve to implement the “Single Family 
Residential” Component of the Master Plan – the R-1 Single Family Residential District and the R-2 
Single-Family/Two Family Residential District. The R-1 District requires a minimum 1-acre lot area and 
the R-2 District requires a minimum 15,000 sq. ft. lot area, and both districts permit a range of uses that 
are common in similar suburban-based districts. However, there are some key modifications that I 
suggest in carrying forward the current R-1 and R-2 Districts into the new Zoning Ordnance:

Authorized Uses.  The table below identifies how certain uses appear to be treated in the current R-
1 and R-2 Districts and suggestions for how such uses should be treated differently in the new Zoning 
Ordinance:

Use How Treated in
Current R-1 / R-2 District

How to be Treated in
New Zoning Ordinance

Adult and child 
Care facilities

Variable Ensure compliance with the MZEA.

Public facilities Variable – Prohibited, Permitted by 
Right, and as Special Land Use

Special Land use, except for those owned 
by Lincoln Township (Permitted by Right).

Golf courses (R-1) Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Golf courses (R-2) Prohibited Special Land Use

Notes:
Home occupations will be addressed at a future meeting.
See page 12 regarding large buildings/uses.

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the R-1 and R-2 District as part 
of the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?

 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the R-1 and R-2 
Districts as presented in Articles V and VI of the current Ordinance? 

Site Development Standards.  Article XIII of the current Ordinance in effect presents the basic site
development standards for the current R-1 District. These standards appear reasonable.

 Are officials comfortable with the current site development standards of the R-1 District as 
presented in Article XIII? Have there been any concerns or problems that have surfaced that 
suggest changes?

Zoning District Boundaries

I recommend the current boundaries of the R-1 and R-2 Districts be carried forward into the new 
Ordinance except for the approximately 80 acres immediately northwest of Bungo Lake, which the 
Master Plan suggests should be zoned RR.

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the R-1/R-2 District boundaries?
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“Multi-Family Residential”
Component of the Master Plan

Multi-Family Residential Themes

Accommodate duplex, townhouses apartments, mobile home parks and related uses.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy

The current Ordinance includes two districts that appear to be appropriate to implement the Multiple 
Family Residential component of the Master Plan – the R-3 Multiple Family Residential District and the 
R-4 Manufactured Home Park District. However, there are some minimum modifications that I suggest 
in carrying forward these two districts into the new Zoning Ordinance:

Authorized Uses.  The table below identifies how certain uses appear to be treated in the current R-
3 and R-4 Districts and suggestions for how such uses should be treated differently in the new Zoning 
Ordinance:

Use How Treated in
Current Districts

How to be Treated in
New Zoning Ordinance

Single family dwellings 
in R-3 District

Permitted by Right Prohibited, to ensure designated Multiple 
Family Residential area of the Master 
Plan is not incrementally depleted for 
single family dwelling purposes.

Public facilities in R-3 
District

Variable – some Permitted by 
Right, some as Special Land Use

Special Land use, except for those 
owned by Lincoln Twp.

Public facilities in R-4 
District

Special Land Use Special Land use, except for those 
owned by Lincoln Twp.

Notes:
Home occupations will be addressed at a future meeting.
See page 12 regarding large buildings/uses.

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the R-3 and R-4 Districts as part 
of the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?

 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the R-3 and R-4 
Districts as presented in Article VII and VIII of the current Ordinance? 

Site Development Standards.  Article XIII of the current Ordinance defers site development 
standards for the R-4 District (Manufactured Home Parks) to the Mobile Home Commission Act and 
the rules promulgated under the Act, and this is appropriate. 

Article XIII of the current Ordinance presents the basic site development standards for the current R-
3 District. These standards also appear reasonable except that the required minimum 5-acre lot area 
is comparatively excessive if the purpose of the R-3 District is to provide opportunities for higher-
density residential development. For example, a four-unit building on five acres results in a density 
less than that of the R-1 District. 

 Are officials comfortable with decreasing the minimum lot area in the R-3 District to one acre 
provided the new Zoning Ordinance includes standards addressing minimum required open 
space and setbacks in addition to maximum dwelling units based on parcel size?

 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards of the R-3 District as 
presented in Article XIII? Have there been any concerns or problems that have surfaced that 
suggest changes?
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Zoning District Boundaries

I recommend the current boundaries of the R-3 Multiple Family District be carried forward into the new 
Ordinance except for the two R-3 zoned parcels along Finley Lake/Cedar Road and Mannsiding Road, 
which the Master Plan suggests should be zoned RR.

I recommend the R-4 Manufactured Home Park District be carried forward into the new Ordinance but 
that it continue to not be located on the Zoning Map until such time that a rezoning petition may be 
approved at a future date.

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the R-3 / R-4 District boundaries?

“Central Business District”
Component of the Master Plan

Central Business District Theme

Accommodate compact commercial growth to serve the local population and visitors.  (The “Central 
Business District” component of the Plan appears to vary from the “Commercial” component in that the 
Central Business District is intended to be a more compact business area that offers a mix of uses 
including a mix of shopping, services and recreation, and be of an increased pedestrian-friendly 
environment.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy

The C-1 Central Business District is a district part of the current Ordinance in effect and is an
appropriate means to implement the Central Business District component of the Master Plan. There are 
some minimum modifications that I suggest in carrying forward the current C-1 District into the new 
Zoning Ordnance including:

Authorized Uses.  The table below identifies how certain uses appear to be treated in the current C-
1 District and suggestions for how such uses should be treated differently in the new Zoning 
Ordinance:

Use How Treated in
Current C-1 District

How to be Treated in
New Zoning Ordinance

Single family dwellings Permitted by Right Prohibited except above business 
storefront, to protect the business 
theme of the district. 

Public facilities Permitted by Right Special Land Use, except for those 
owned by Lincoln Twp.

Museums Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Colleges and schools Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Warehousing Permitted by Right Prohibited
Printing plants Permitted by Right Prohibited
Colleges and schools Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Veterinary clinics Prohibited Permitted by Right

Notes:
See page 12 regarding large buildings/uses.

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the C-1 District as part of 
the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?

 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the C-1 District as 
presented in Article IX of the current Ordinance? 
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Site Development Standards.  Article XIII of the current Ordinance in effect presents the basic site 
development standards for the current C-1 District. These standards appear reasonable although 
officials should consider the following minimum modifications:

1. In order to encourage compact commercial development and to more effectively maximize the 
utility of a commercial lot, consideration should be given to increasing the maximum building
coverage from 35% to 50% and, if on-street parking is to be permitted, a 70% standard may 
be more appropriate. 

 Are officials comfortable with suggestions (1) above?

 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards of the C-1
District as presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have there been any 
concerns or problems that have surfaced that suggest changes?

Zoning District Boundaries

I recommend the current boundaries of the C-1 Central Business District, which are limited to portions 
of the Lake George business area, be carried forward into the new Zoning Ordinance. 

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the C-1 District boundaries?

“Commercial”
Component of Master Plan

“Commercial” Theme
Accommodate commercial and office uses that cater to local and regional markets.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy: 

The C-2 General Commercial District is a district part of the current Ordinance in effect and appears to 
be the most appropriate means to implement the Commercial component of the Master Plan. There are 
some minimum modifications that I suggest in carrying forward the current C-2 District into the new 
Zoning Ordnance:

Authorized Uses.  The table below identifies how certain uses appear to be treated in the current C-
2 District and suggestions for how such uses should be treated differently in the new Ordinance:

Use How Treated in
Current C-2 District

How to be Treated in
New Zoning Ordinance

Marinas Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Public facilities Prohibited Special Land use, except for those 

owned by Lincoln Twp.
Driving range Permitted by Right Prohibited
Parking lot Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Drive-through restaurants Permitted by Right Special Land Use

Notes:
See page 12 regarding large buildings/uses.

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the C-2 District as part of 
the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?

 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the C-2 District as 
presented in Article V of the current Ordinance? 
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Site Development Standards.  Article XIII of the current Ordinance in effect presents the basic site 
development standards for the current C-2 District. These standards appear reasonable although
officials should consider the following minimum modifications:

1, In recognition that the C-2 District is intended to accommodate larger uses that draw from a 
more regional population, and that 25’ side yard setbacks are required, officials should
consider increasing the minimum lot area to one acre and increasing the minimum lot width to 
200’. This will also encourage better access management along the access road.

2. In order to encourage compact commercial development and to more effectively maximize the 
utility of a commercial lot, consideration should be given to increasing the maximum building 
coverage from 30% to 50%.

 Are officials comfortable with suggestions (1) and (2) above?

 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards of the C-2
District as presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have there been any 
concerns or problems that have surfaced that suggest changes?

Zoning District Boundaries

I recommend the current boundaries of the C-2 General Commercial District, which are limited to 
several parcels in the Lake George area outside of the main business area, and a parcel along 
Jefferson Road and a parcel along Old State Road, be carried forward into the new Zoning Ordinance. 

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the C-2 District boundaries?

“Neighborhood Center”
Component of the Master Plan

Neighborhood Center Theme

Accommodate locally-oriented commercial uses/services only, serving the population surrounding the 
Finley Lake Ave./Jefferson Road intersection.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy

The current Zoning Ordinance in effect does not have a district uniquely adapted to implement the 
”Neighborhood Center” component of the Master Plan. The current C-1 Central Business District may 
well serve as a “base” for the drafting of a third type of commercial district, perhaps referred to as the 
“C-3 Neighborhood Commercial District.” I recommend officials consider the creation of a new 
commercial district to implement the ”Neighborhood Center” component of the Master Plan and that this 
new district be generally based on the current C-1 District except that the authorized uses be limited 
principally to commercial sales and services.

 Are officials comfortable with developing a third commercial-based district and, if so, are officials 
comfortable with the above concept for developing the new district?

Zoning District Boundaries

If a C-3 Neighborhood Commercial District is to be established, I recommend the District be established
in the Ordinance but that it not be located on the Zoning Map until such time that a rezoning petition 
may be approved at a future date.

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the C-3 District boundaries?
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“Industrial”
Component of the Master Plan

“Industrial” Theme

Accommodate a variety of light industrial uses in an attractive setting.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy

The M-1 Light Industrial District is a district part of the current Ordinance in effect and appears to be the 
most appropriate means to implement the “Industrial” component of the Master Plan. Following are 
some minimum modifications that I suggest in carrying forward the current M-1 District into the new 
Zoning Ordnance:

Authorized Uses.  The table below identifies how certain uses appear to be treated in the current M-
1 District and suggestions for how such uses should be treated differently in the new Zoning 
Ordinance:

Use How Treated in
Current M-1 District

How to be Treated in
New Zoning Ordinance

Truck terminals Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Assembly of electrical appliances Prohibited Permitted by Right
Printing and publishing Prohibited Permitted by Right
Monument/art stone production Prohibited Permitted by Right

Notes:
See page 12 regarding large buildings/uses.

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the M-1 District as part of 
the development of the new Zoning Ordinance?

 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the M-1 District 
as presented in Article V of the current Ordinance? 

Site Development Standards.  Article XIII of the current Ordinance in effect presents the basic site 
development standards for the current M-1 District. These standards appear reasonable although 
officials should consider the following minimum modifications:

1. In order to encourage compact commercial development and to more effectively maximize the 
utility of an industrial lot, consideration should be given to increasing the maximum building 
coverage from 25% to 50%.

 Are officials comfortable with suggestion (1) above?

 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards of the M-1
District as presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have there been any 
concerns or problems that have surfaced that suggest changes?

Zoning District Boundaries: 

I recommend the current boundaries of the M-1 Light Industrial District be carried forward into the new 
Zoning Ordinance except as follows: a) M-1 zoned parcels in the Lake George area that the Master 
Plan recommends as “Commercial” or “Central Business District,” and which are being used 
commercially (not industrially), be reclassified as C-1 or C-2; and b) M-1 zoned parcels along Hickory 
Road be reclassified as M-2 unless the actual use of the properties are not authorized in the M-2 
District. 

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the M-1 District boundaries in the 
new Ordinance?
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“Gas Company”
Component of the Master Plan

Gas Company Area Theme

Unclear. The Master Plan establishes this area solely on the basis of land ownership and does not 
discuss the intended use/vision for this vast area of the community. 

Zoning District Implementation Strategy

The M-2 Utility Industrial District is a district part of the current Ordinance in effect and appears to have 
been established to specifically address gas and oil processing, gas storage, and other utility-related 
uses. It appears appropriate to carry forward the current M-2 District into the new Zoning Ordnance
though I recommend the following minimum modifications:

Authorized Uses.  The table below identifies how certain uses appear to be treated in the current M-
2 District and suggestions for how such uses should be treated differently in the new Zoning 
Ordinance:

Use How Treated in
Current M-2 District

How to be Treated in
New Zoning Ordinance

Agriculture Prohibited Permitted by Right
Conservation areas Prohibited Permitted by Right
Outdoor recreation Prohibited Permitted by Right

Notes:
See page 12 regarding large buildings/uses.

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the M-2 District as part of the 
development of the new Zoning Ordinance?

 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the M-2 District as 
presented in Article XII of the current Ordinance? 

Site Development Standards.  Article XIII of the current Ordinance in effect presents the basic 
site development standards for the current M-2 District. These standards appear reasonable based 
on the character of the uses authorized in the district.

 Are officials comfortable with the other current site development standards of the M-1 District 
as presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have there been any concerns or 
problems that have surfaced that suggest changes?

Zoning District Boundaries

I recommend the current boundaries of the M-2 Utility Industrial District be carried forward into the new 
Zoning Ordinance except that the M-1 zoned parcels along Hickory Road be reclassified as M-2 unless 
the actual use of the properties are not authorized in the M-2 District. 

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the M-2 District boundaries in the 
new Ordinance?
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“Rural Residential”
Component of the Master Plan

Rural Residential Theme

 Preserve environmental resources including woodlands and wetlands
 Accommodate rural land uses that support rural character and resource preservation
 Discourage large-scale residential development
 Maximum density of one dwelling per acre or more
 Aside from dwellings, compatible uses may include farming, riding stables, golf courses, 

campgrounds, nature preserves and similar rural-friendly uses.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy 

The R-R Rural Residential District is a district part of the current Ordinance in effect and appears to be 
the most appropriate means to implement the Rural Residential component of the Master Plan. The 
District requires a minimum 10-acre lot acre and permits a range of uses that are common in rural-
based districts. However, there are some modifications that I suggest in carrying forward the current 
RR District into the new Zoning Ordnance:

Authorized Uses.  The table below identifies how certain uses appear to be treated in the current R-
R District and suggestions for how such uses should be treated differently in the new Zoning 
Ordinance:

Use How Treated in
Current RR District

How to be Treated in
New Zoning Ordinance

Churches Permitted by Right Special Land Use
Public facilities Permitted by Right Special Land use, except for those owned by 

Lincoln Township (Permitted by Right).
Intensive livestock 
operations

Special Land Use Permitted by right per Right to Farm Act and 
current GAAMPs

Notes:
Home occupations will be addressed at a future meeting.
See page 12 regarding large buildings/uses.

 Are officials comfortable with the above suggested changes for the R-R District as part of the 
development of the new Zoning Ordinance?

 Are officials concerned about any other aspects of the authorized uses in the R-R District as 
presented in Article IV of the current Ordinance? 

Site Development Standards.  Article XIII of the current Ordinance presents the basic site 
development standards for the current R-R District. These standards appear reasonable although 
the permitted maximum building height of 40’ is somewhat high (35’ typical). The matter of the 
maximum 25% lot coverage will be discussed later in this report.

 Are officials comfortable with the current site development standards of the R-R District as 
presented in Article XIII of the current Ordinance? Have there been any concerns or problems 
that have surfaced that suggest changes?

Zoning District Boundaries

I recommend the RR District occupy all areas of the township not otherwise addressed in the previous 
pages, corresponding largely to the current Zoning Map.

 Are officials comfortable with this recommended approach to the RR District boundary?
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“State Land”
Component of Master Plan

State Land Theme

Unclear. The Master Plan establishes this area solely on the basis of state ownership and does not 
discuss the intended use/vision for this area of the community. I presume the State Land component of 
the Plan is established in recognition of the presence of the conservation area and the Plan’s support 
for the long-term presence of the facility.

Zoning District Implementation Strategy

The current Zoning Ordinance in effect does not establish a separate district to implement the State 
Land component of the Master Plan but, rather, includes “preserves” as an authorized use in the larger 
RR Rural Residential District. This is a common approach in addressing public facilities of this nature 
and I recommend the new Zoning Ordinance carry forward this same approach. Please see my 
comments on the RR Rural Residential District above.

Zoning District Boundaries: 

Please see my comments on the RR Rural Residential District above.

Other District Issues

1.   Planned Unit Development District (PUD)

As provided for in the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, PUD regulations are intended to afford more 
flexible forms of development as compared to the typical standards of a zoning ordinance’s district 
regulations. This flexibility is intended to, in part, encourage the use of land in accordance with its 
character and adaptability; assuring the permanent preservation of open space, woodlands, and other 
natural resources; and/or allowing innovation and greater flexibility in the design of development. 

A PUD District enables a landowner/developer to petition the township to develop land in a manner that 
would not normally be permitted under the typical zoning districts, such as in the case of a mixed 
commercial-residential development including retail space on a first floor and apartments above, or in 
the case of a mixed commercial-industrial operation, or the re-use of a nonconforming and/or 
abandoned structure, or in the case of a planned residential area with lots smaller than normally 
required to accommodate increased protected open space and/or resource protection areas. 

Under a PUD District rezoning, an applicant submits a plan to the Township that specifies the proposed 
uses and site development features, including a preliminary site plan. The application specifies all 
features about the proposal that are not feasible due to the limitations of the other Districts, including 
the proposed uses and/or mix of uses, and site development standards such as setbacks, lot area, and 
building heights. If the Township Board determines that the project is advantageous to the community
and presents a recognizable benefit based on the project’s merits, and which would not otherwise be 
feasible according to any other District, the preliminary plan is approved and the parcel is placed under 
a “PUD District” designation on the Zoning Map. Thus, the rezoning is tied to a specific preliminary 
plan. The applicant then submits a final site plan. Upon approval of the final site plan and necessary 
building permits, construction may be initiated. A PUD application is subject to a public hearing.

A fundamental principal behind sound PUD provisions is that the PUD proposal should substantially 
support the local master plan. PUD provisions are not intended to permit development that is not 
supported by the local master plan.
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The current Lincoln Township Zoning Ordinance does not authorize PUDs nor is Lincoln Township 
required to do so.

 Does the concept of a PUD District appeal to officials? Should the initial draft Zoning Ordinance 
present a PUD District?

2.   Building Size Limitations

The existing Zoning Ordinance does not distinguish between local-oriented commercial uses versus 
more regional-based uses (Wal-Mart, Meijer, and similar “big box” stores, for example). Under the 
current Zoning Ordinance, once a parcel is zoned C-1, the landowner may establish something as 
small as a barber shop or as large as a multi-acre store (contingent upon site plan approval). Thus, 
the language of the current Ordinance provides local officials with limited control over the type and 
scale of commercial uses that may be established in the Lake George downtown area and throughout 
much of the township. A means to address this issue is to establish maximum allowable building 
sizes. For example, the C-1 District can include provisions that classify as a “Special Land Use” any 
commercial use that exceeds 3,000 sq. ft. per story and/or a total of 6,000 square feet (by example).
Once classified as a special land use, such uses must undergo special scrutiny (including a public 
hearing) to determine if the proposed use is appropriate on the particular property. Placing limitations 
on building size is one of the most effective means to assure new uses are of the desired type, 
character and scale.

 Are officials comfortable with implementing this concept in the new Zoning Ordnance?

 If the answer above is “yes,” are officials comfortable with applying this concept in all districts 
(but not to dwellings or farm buildings)?

3.   Maximum Lot Coverage

More and more research has surfaced during the past 20 years about the debilitating impacts 
excessive amounts of impervious surfaces can have on surface water quality due to alterations in 
natural drainage patterns, the loss of natural filtering processes, and increased soil erosion and 
sedimentation. These same studies have shown that as a community or portions of a community 
approach 10% impervious cover, there is frequently a noticeable decline in surface water quality. 

The current ordinance permits comparatively high lot coverage limits from an environmental basis in 
some cases. For example, the R-R District permits lot coverages of 25%. Thus, a 20-acre residential lot 
in the R-R District under the current Ordinance could be developed with more than 200,000 sq. ft. of lot 
coverage (if not prohibited by other provisions of the Ordinance). Some may argue that not only is this 
extent of building coverage far beyond what is necessary, but that it is also questionable whether such 
a scenario supports the intent of the District and the desired character of the township. 

I recognize that the above scenario is unlikely, or may surface in only very limited circumstances. 
However, do officials want to open the door for such a condition? 

Similarly, under the current Zoning Ordinance, a one-acre lot in the current R-1 District could include 
nearly 11,000 sq. ft. of building lot coverage. I suspect there are less than a handful of lots in the 
township that reflect this condition. 

It should also be noted that “lot coverage” pertains to buildings and accessory structures only – it does 
not address the extent to which the balance of the lot can be paved or otherwise converted into an 
impervious surface.
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Some communities regulate building coverage only, some regulate all impervious surface coverage 
including buildings and other impervious surfaces such as driveways, patios and decks, and some 
communities also regulate how much (%) of a lot must be maintained in a grassed or other open space 
character (meadow, lawn, planting beds, etc.).

For reference, the table below illustrates the portions of a one-acre lot occupied by various impervious 
surfaces that one might find on a more intensely developed lot than what is typical in the township. 

Lot
Feature

Building
Lot Coverage

Impervious Surface
Lot Coverage

4,000 sq. ft. first-floor dwelling 9.1% 9.1%
2,400 sq. ft. pole barn 5.5% 5.5%
2,000 sq. ft. pool/deck area --- 4.6%
70’ long and 20’-wide paved driveway --- 3.2%
200 sq. ft. of additional walkways/patios/etc. 0.5%

Totals 14.6% 22.9%

Of course, the same features above on a 5 or 20-acre lot would yield far lesser lot coverages (%).

 Do officials want permissible residential building coverage standards (farm buildings 
exempted) to address the more typical range based on the township’s first-hand experiences, 
or carry forward the same building coverage standards of the current Zoning Ordinance?

 Should the new Ordinance place limits on all impervious surfaces or just buildings?

 Should the new Ordinance establish standards for open space in residential and/or other 
districts?

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions.


