
 

 

Negaunee Township Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
March 10, 2015 

 
 
 
 

Meeting called to order:  By A. Reynolds at 5:00 pm. 

 
Members Present:  A. Reynolds (Chair), T. Karlstrom (Vice Chair), C. Nurmi, J. Thams 

(Secretary) 

 
Members Absent:  L. Peterson (Excused) 

 
Others Present:   L. Luce (Zoning Administrator), L. Olsen (Recording Secretary), 4 public 

members. 

 
Pledge of Allegiance 

 
Approval of Minutes:  Feb 10, 2015 minutes were reviewed.  C. Nurmi noted on page 4, 4th 

paragraph “s” be removed from “lots”, changed to “lot”. Motion made by C. Nurmi to 

approve the minutes with this change, seconded by T. Karlstrom, motion passed 

unanimously. 

 
Addition or Correction to Agenda:  A request to move New Business up before old Business 

was made.  Motion by T. Karlstrom to move New Business up as requested, seconded by A. 

Reynolds,  motion passed unanimously. 

 
New Business: 

 
A. Private Road Ordinance:  Oak View Drive 

There has been recent interest by two separate parties in building homes on or off of Oak View 

Drive. This is presently a private road with 9 build-able lots off it. There is potential for more if 

parcels are split. There are 5 homes currently on Oak View Dr. A Map was provided in the 

packets and projected on the screen for review. 

 
A. Reynolds opened the floor to public comments. 

 
Keith Kangas, 209 Brown Ave  Explained he was looking to purchase a parcel off of Oak View 

Dr. and read the ordinance asking questions about the “greater than 7 home” on the private road, 

the specs for the road, and requested clarification as to what these requirements are and mean. 

 
A. Reynolds gave a brief history and overview on the Private Road Ordinance.  Further 

explaining why it was written and when it was written (2000). 

 
Kangas asked about White Bear Rd and its condition. A. Reynolds answered it was built prior 

to the ordinance and grandfathered in.  Further questions and debate took place on when Oak 

View Rd was built and why it is not grandfathered in.



 

 

Lynn Tadgerson, Oak View Dr  Commented that he was looking to build a home this year, 

bringing up permits, the private road versus a drive way, shared driveway, taking the road to 

county specs, blacktopping of road, the expense to 7 houses and a meeting held 3 years ago with 

a similar discussion.  He continued about a permit he received 3 years ago to build and inferred 

this does not seem fair or make sense. 

 
Kangas asked who pays for all of this? Why can’t it be a county road? 

 
A. Reynolds went over the map, parcels, easements, and explained how the residence could 

bring the road up to specs and go to the county to apply for a county road. 

 
Sheryl Jackson, 518 S Front, Marquette, Remax, Asked if Hardwood Ln. was a county road? 

And does Oak View have to be paved? 

 
A. Reynolds answered yes Hardwood Ln. is a county road and how this came to being with it 

being upgraded to meet the standards.  Further explaining the requirements for paving of a 

road and how the number of houses determines this. 

 
Next, meaning and translation on “viable lots” versus “build-able lots”, 5 homes versus 9 build- 

able lots, and potential for more homes took place. A. Reynolds interpreted that 40 acres is not 

necessarily a build-able lot. 

 
T. Karlstrom asked to remember what the intent of the ordinance is for the Private Road 

Ordinance and the township was having problems with poor roads and maintenance, further 

explaining that is why the ordinance was written. T Karlstrom read the intent from the 

Ordinance, V-1, section 601. T. Karlstrom, pointing to the map, showed the division of the 

private road to a “single access/private drive”, addressing the 1st half has been improved, the 

second portion would become a shared driveway, reminding everyone of the ordinance for 

shared driveways, and that it is not connected to a county road.  Further, how where Tagerson 

wants to build would constitute a shared driveway with Popko. 

A. Reynolds then read parts of  the Ordinance with requirements on Shared Driveways. 

Discussions continued on if Oak View met “any” of the requirements, interpretation on the 

Private Road, Shared driveways, the need for upgrades to meet the standards in the ordinance, 
where the stated 8-10 parcels were on the map, permits not given until road specs met,  and who 

was going to pay for all of this. 

 
L. Tadgerson pursued building permits explaining wanting to build this summer, brings the 

homes up to 7 this year, and previous permit received. 

 
L. Luce noted the permit date was for a garage/storage. 

 
Comments were then about why was the split allowed if the twp expected residence to build on 

the road,  could the road be made the same as the 1st half of the road, and purchasing the 

property in 1999 prior to the ordinance.



 

 

T. Karlstrom said we have an Application Process so one needs to be filling out with the 

information we need to make any decisions. This would be the first step. The application is on 

line, she noted. Then added information of the need for a Maintenance Agreement approved by 

the county. 

 
A lengthy discussion on the Maintenance Agreements and who usually develops roads 

(Developers that purchase large amounts of property usually pay for the road) took place, adding 

history of when a lot was purchased on Pine Run by 4 people to get the easement to the property 

for Oak View Drive in 1999. A. Reynolds explained why a Maintenance Agreement was 

needed. 
 

 
 

Jim Bell, 2443 Heron St., Marquette. Wants to sell land off of Oak View and asked why wasn't 

this handled when the land was split by Larson, adding this should have triggered that the road 

needed to be upgraded at that time. 

 
A. Reynolds read minutes from Nov 7, 2006  when land was split, to explain why and what 

went on at that time.  He also explained options of how the upgrades could be paid for. 

 
Several asked if the “paving portion” could be dropped and this could be a gravel road. 

 
A. Reynolds explained the Application needs to be filed and the variance would need to go to 

the ZBA. The options were  re-discussed and reviewed with how this needs to be worked 

out. Luce gave all 4 parties copies of the Ordinance with what needs to be met. 
 

 
 

Old Business: 

 
A.  Zoning Map Updates 

 
Final labeling changes to the new proposed zoning maps are currently being completed. All 

zoning changes are complete.  J. Thams has been working on creating a list of the parcels with 

zoning changes. The mailings will include a general notification and a spreadsheet of the parcels 

on which the zoning changes will have an effect.  Mailing labels have been created. There will 

be approximately 670 letters sent out.  Mailings should be ready to go out by March 16th. 

Notification of public hearing form in packet.  Suggested to add that the public can refer to the 

on line map.  Goal was for the hearing to be on April 7th. 

 
B.  North Country Sign Update 

 
Multiple representatives from North county Disposal have been in contact with L. Luce 

regarding the temporary sign permit at their location off of Eagle Mills Rd. The location of the 

proposed site is owned by Negaunee Iron & Metal.  L. Luce updated the commission. This issue 

needs to be worked out between the two parties.   L. Luce will follow up. 

 
Informational Items:  None



 

 

Additional Comments from Commission Members:  J. Thams announced he is unable to 

make the 5 pm meetings adding 5:30 pm is better.  Commission agreed to change the time to 

5:30 pm. 

 
Adjournment:  Motion made by C. Nurmi, seconded by T. Karlstrom to adjourn at 6:30 pm. 

Motion passed. 


