FRANKLIN COUNTY AREA PLAN COMMISSION
MEMORANDUM & MINUTES
February 11, 2015 7:00 pm
COMMISSIONERS/COUNCIL PUBLIC MEETING ROOM 203

Those Present:		Area Plan Commission members: Rick McMillin, President (Absent); Ed 					Derickson, Vice-	President, Curtis Ward, Joe Gillespie, Dennis Brown, Anna 				Morrow and Haroline Ison.  Also present were Tammy Davis, Cindy C. Orschell 				and Melissa K. Burkhart.

Mr. Derickson opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance.

MOTION TO APPROVE 1/14/15 MINUTES – Mrs. Ison moved to approve the minutes.  Mr. Gillespie 2nd.  AIF. MC.  

KAREN RAMOS SUBDIVISION RE-PLAT- Mr. Gillespie explained that Karen Ramos filed for a subdivision to re-plat a lot.  He advised there are 2 green cards that have not come back yet for service so he asked on Ms. Ramos behalf if the matter could be continued.  There were adjacent landowners present in the audience to discuss the re-plat so the matter continued for discussion.  Mr. Gillespie advised that Karen Ramos bought all of Groce Subdivision from the Campbell’s consisting of 2 lots totaling approx. 60 acres.  She built a log home and is looking to create an additional lot off of the 40 acre lot.  She has obtained 2 approved septic sites on the lot and would use the existing access road.  He stated that the restrictive covenants would be the same as Groce Subdivision.  He then read through the easement information from the plat mylar.  He summarized by adding that there is a road that goes to Lot 2 and, if the re-plat is approved, the lot in the back would need to cross the newly formed lot with an easement interest.  Michael S. Kelly is an adjacent property owner.  He addressed the board stating that the home is not being used as a private residence but instead is rented out as lodging with the renters racing down the road, fights and drinking.  He then added that it is like this every weekend and it is a menace.  He is against the re-plat and suggested Karen Ramos is subdividing to add more cabins for rent.  Shauna Tinch owns the neighboring property.  She is afraid for her and her daughter because the renters have parties and she has had instances where the renters come to her property in the middle of the night to find the rental cabin.  She explained to the board that Karen Ramos has full intention to build more cabins to rent with each holding 12-14 people.  She advised she is against the re-plat since it supposed to be residential and will do everything she needs to do to fight it.  Mr. Gillespie stated that he is aware that Karen Ramos rents out the cabin each weekend and that she doesn’t live there.  Scott Kessler addressed the board and advised that he owns a vacant lot next to the Ramos property.  He called Ramos and she confirmed with him she intends to build more cabins for rent.  He is against the re-plat and questioned if the zoning even allows her to rent out the cabin which is advertised for cabin rental online.  Mr. Gillespie added that she is asking for a re-plat to build single family dwellings she is not asking to rezone.  Mr. Kessler voiced his concerns with having the cabin rental and again questioned the zoning.  Mr. Gillespie stated that Mr. Campbell’s intention when this was sold was for a 2 lot residential subdivision.  Ed Campbell stated that he did not sell the property to Karen Ramos and his understanding was that the house built was going to be residence.  He does not agree with the home being used as a rental and wouldn’t want to live next to it.  Mr. Ward asked if Ramos pays lodging tax.  Ms. Tinch responded that she wasn’t sure but she was initially advised by the Ramos’ that the cabin was going to be used as a summer cabin.  She stated that the Ramos’ never lived there and it was used as a rental from the beginning.  Mr. Gillespie advised that the area is possibly zoned A-2.  Mr. Brown asked if cabin rentals are allowed in a subdivision.  Mr. Ward stated that the cabin rentals (up to 3) are an allowed use according to the zoning code.  Mr. Gillespie stated that the restrictive covenants should be reviewed to see if the rentals are an allowed use.  Mr. Ward moved to continue the re-plat.  Mrs. Ison 2nd.  Mr. Gillespie abstained.  AIF. MC.            

[bookmark: _GoBack]COMPREHENSIVE PLAN PUBLIC HEARING- Jim Kinnett was present to answer questions regarding the comprehensive plan.  He stated he was hired to make an interpretive analysis of the Redevelopment Commission’s meeting minutes and use this content to write the new comprehensive plan.  Scott McDonough added that there was a committee put together to review the comprehensive plan.  Darryl Kramer came to the commissioners representing the CIC and advised that there were revisions that needed to be made.  The commissioners appointed a draft committee which Mr. Kinnett was hired to work with in order to create the new comprehensive plan.  Minimizing the code was the purpose of the revisions.  He stated there is no objection by the Redevelopment Commission to taking out the bypass reference in the plan.  The Redevelopment Commission is willing to fund any notices necessary in order to have another hearing since there are changes.  Mrs. Davis clarified that the APC has published for this particular comprehensive plan with a public hearing to either approve or not approve.  If approved, it moves on to the next step and it would be certified to all of the legislative bodies.  If not approved, the APC has a template to use that’s been started and you can start amending and modifying it.  When the revisions are complete, then it would once again need to be published for a public hearing.  Mr. Ward asked if certain chapters can be approved or if it has to be approved in its entirety.  Mrs. Davis responded that it can be done that way but she recommends approving it as a whole since it may be easier to do it that way.  Mr. Derickson stated that he found a number of items that he would like some clarity on.  He then went through the plan detailing items he questioned on pgs. 3, 4, 6, 9, 15, 18, 22, 26, 34 and 35.  Mr. Brown suggested a revision of the utility services wording and possibly adding internet service provider information.   Mr. Kinnett noted Mr. Derickson and Mr. Brown’s requested changes.  Mr. McDonough added that some of the items of concern would be addressed and more detailed in the strategic plan.  He advised there are interviews going on now regarding the strengths and weaknesses of the county in order to develop a strategic plan.  Eric Roberts questioned the complete removal of the bypass language.  At some point, the State may come in and want the bypass done.  He stated that there should be language in the plan that shows that business owners have objections to the bypass.  He stated that some of the current language in the old plan should be in the new one.  Mr. Brown added that if the State wants the bypass they will do it any how even if the language is in there.  Robert Braun asked if the language could be changed from “bypass” to “truck route”.  Mr. Brown stated that the initial reasoning for the bypass was to connect the interstates.  Tag Nobbe wants the bypass language taken out and wants traffic to Brookville.  Mr. Brown stated we need to take care of what we have before we build something we can’t take care of.  Mrs. Ison added that trucks won’t be kept out of Brookville because of the plants here.  Mr. Ward moved to not approve the Franklin County Comprehensive Plan in its current format.  Mrs. Morrow 2nd.  AIF. MC.  Mr. Ward moved to send the Franklin County Comprehensive Plan back to the Redevelopment Commission with the recommendations discussed for editing and review by the consultant.  Mrs. Ison 2nd. AIF.  MC.  The APC will then review the plan after the changes have been made and then will advertise a public hearing the following month.  The commissioners will then hold a public hearing after the APC approval and adopt it.  

MULTIPLE HOMES ON ONE LOT- Ms. Orschell advised the board that she was contacted by a homeowner who wants to add a mobile home to her 3 acre tract that already includes a home and another mobile home.  She wanted confirmation from the APC if this should be considered a temporary use and, if so, the zoning code does not specify a time limit or a process for this.  The other option would be to split the property as a family division.  The main home is no longer used and the family wants to have that home condemned.  Mr. Gillespie stated that a temporary use would be the most applicable.  He believes a temporary use should require some type of hearing but the ordinance does not state that.  Ms. Orschell stated she is under the impression that if the house is condemned it would be the responsibility of the homeowner to tear it down not the county.  Mr. Gillespie and Mrs. Davis confirmed that if they fall within the criteria of a temporary use they can do that and there is no time limit.  Ms. Orschell advised that the family would need to contact the health department to obtain 2 suitable septic sites or see if they can hook up the new home to the existing septic of the house.  Mr. Gillespie stated that they can add the additional mobile home with a temporary use.  He advised that they need some type of improvement location permit at least with a septic permit.  Mr. Ward agreed with Mr. Gillespie.  He also stated that the zoning code should be reviewed for consistency.                                 
                                             
 ADJOURNMENT – MOTION- Mr. Ward moved to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Gillespie 2nd AIF. MC. Meeting adjourned at 8:27 PM.
