GANGES TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

Special Meeting Minutes DRAFT for April 17, 2007
Ganges Township Hall
119th Avenue and 64th Street
Fennville, MI, Allegan County

Chairman Gooding called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.

Roll Call:
Chairman Barry Gooding – present




Secretary Jim Birkes – present



Commissioner Jackie DeZwaan – present  




Commissioner Sally Howard – present



Commissioner Ed Reimink – present




Commissioner Dawn Soltysiak – present



Board Trustee Terry Looman – present 

PUBLIC COMMENTS
None. 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
Howard prefaced the approval with concern regarding the length of the planning commission (PC) meetings, and suggested that the PC set specific goals or guidelines to cover specific issues to be addressed, and also set a timeframe for discussion on each issue. Birkes agreed that something did need to be done with the agenda to facilitate a more organized meeting, and suggested that further discussion take place under By-Laws and Procedures Review later this evening. After discussing the goal for addressing the PUD amendment this evening, Howard moved to approve the agenda for the April 17, 2007, special meeting with the addition that the PC will work through the PUD work session this evening up to (and including) section 7A.05 E.4., and with the additions of A. Master Citizen Planner Presentation and B. Upcoming Seminars under VI. Other Business. . . . Birkes supported the motion and the motion was carried.
and it carried (6:1) by roll call vote: Looman—yes; Reimink—no; Howard—yes; Gooding—yes; Birkes—yes; Soltysiak—yes; DeZwaan—yes.
BY-LAWS AND PROCEDURES REVIEW
Representing the committee of DeZwaan, Howard, and Looman, which met March 30, 2007, DeZwaan presented two (2) proposed changes in the by-laws (November 18, 2001) to the PC:

1. Add to section 3.7 all members, including the Chairman, will vote unless a member has recused himself.
2. Add the word generally to section 3.9 to read, Governed generally by Robert’s Rules of Order.

The committee also suggested that all PC meeting be conducted in the same manner; township board procedures are dictated by the Michigan Township Association (MTA) because the members are elected officials. And Soltysiak recommended placing some of the guidelines from Robert’s Rules of Order on the back of each meeting’s agenda to provide guidance to the public , especially for public hearings.
Reimink expressed concern about the PC members receiving handouts at the beginning of a meeting, not giving the members adequate time to review or research, and therefore, difficult to address at that meeting; Looman concurred. DeZwaan stated that there is a deadline by which the PC receives new material, and Birkes confirmed that the members must receive new material a minimum of five (5) calendar days prior to a meeting at which that material will be considered.

Gooding brought up the topic of the correct procedure for not finishing a public hearing in one evening. It was determined that a public hearing could be continued, with the specific time and date given, avoiding the requirement of another public posting.

Reimink also noted that there is no follow-up or way o f informing the PC of how a project is proceeding after the PC approves an application (for special use, PUD, etc.). The PC agreed that the zoning administrator (ZA) should have a form, a type of “running list,” which would document the progress of a project, ensure it is completed within the time limit, and be used to keep the PC updated on a monthly basis. Gooding will contact Tasha Smalley, ZA, to request that she develop a form.
Soltysiak moved to approve the committee’s recommendations to update section 3.7 and 3.9 of the PC’s by-laws as suggested by the committee; Howard supported; motion carried.

Birkes initiated the discussion o procedure by making the observation (after transcribing the last meeting’s minutes) that the P.C. jumps from one subject to another, and that the members “walk on each other” at times. He stated that although it is the chairman’s responsibility to direct the proceedings, all PC members (including himself) should discipline themselves to stay on task. Birkes also suggested that the chairman begin discussion of each agenda topic by stating the expected or desired outcome, then ensure that the discussion remain focused. 
Soltysiak offered the idea of having time limits for discussion, with Reimink questioning this, stating that it is important that an issue is completely explained and understood by all. Howard explained that there would not be a time limit on everything, and also, the limits could be considered as guidelines. 
Birkes warned against allowing applicants to do most of the talking and running the discussion during application reviews. It was pointed out that there is a procedure in the zoning ordinance (ZO), and when it comes time to deliberate on an application, the PC should begin with the question, “is it consistent with the Master Plan?”, using this as a guide. Soltysiak submitted that the applicant make his/her presentation, after which the PC deliberates and discussion among the PC members ensues, emphasizing that the applicant does not participate at this time unless the PC needs clarification. Birkes and Howard suggested that the committee’s list of suggested guidelines draft for public input at meetings be placed on the back of each meeting’s agenda, with other PC members concurring.
Howard moved to adopt the suggested guidelines listed on the draft dated March 30, 2007, for the people’s input at meetings, with one (1) addition—begin with requesting that the public sign in--and that these be printed on the back of the agendas for public reference; DeZwaan supported. 

Birkes advised amending the above motion to include the deletion of and the Board or Commission in the first guideline of the draft, reading 1. The Chairman will recognize you when it is your turn to speak. Your comments should be addressed to the Chairman, to be consistent with the MTA rules. No objections to the amendment were made, and Gooding also recommended that suggested be deleted from suggested guidelines in the motion. Chairman Gooding restated the motion, adding that the guidelines are to be placed on the back of the agenda merely as guidelines, and and the Board or Commission in the first guideline will be deleted; the motion carried. The township Board will be notified of this, either by memo or report at the Board meeting.
PUD AMENDMENT WORK SESSION
In accordance with this evening’s earlier consensus, a time limit was set for discussing the remaining PUD amendment issues on the “list,” beginning with section 7A.02:
Eligibility for PUD Status: Qualifying Conditions (7A.02)  Birkes and Howard each presented strong cases for and against having preconditions, respectively. Howard maintained that subsection A.3.a-d is superfluous, that there already are conditions elsewhere in the amendment or that they do not need to be addressed. Howard also felt that a-d could be used by a developer to increase the number of parcels, thereby giving him justification for applying for a PUD.
Birkes countered that these conditions will clarify for the builder up front what will be required for a PUD and explain the intent of the ordinance. These preconditions will also be standards that the PC will review when an applicant comes before them; in meeting one or more of the conditions, the PC can approve the PUD. And he further contends that the preconditions will give the PC and community the opportunity to make sure that the applicant is compliant and something to fall back on if he is not.

Soltysiak, after qualifying that she initially supported Howard’s stance, stated that the preconditions are needed, and that they are more like guidelines, not set-in-stone conditions. She sees the preconditions as a means of discouraging applicants who just want more sites, and they will help promote higher-quality development that is friendlier to the land and environment.

ibility/qualifying conditions (7A.02 A.3.a-d)  Howard immediately questioned the necessity of the preconditions, stating that they could be required later in the application process. Birkes countered that the ordinance should not be set up in such a manner that a PUD is seen as an alternative if one cannot develop the conventional way; he suggested rewriting 3.a-d. He then reminded all that the PC should only be setting guidelines to follow and not be encouraging or discouraging PUDs. The PC concluded that they will come to the next meeting with ideas for qualifying (pre-) conditions for a rewrite of this section.

Private/public road access (7A.03 A.)  The PC agreed that this is acceptable as stated in the draft ordinance.

Housing types (7A.03 D.2)  The PC recommended deleting 4-dwelling and multiple-family from housing types.

Mixed-use uses (7A.03 E.)  The PC determined that minimum is probably a typographical error, and that it should read, 
“. . . a maximum of 25% of the developed PUD land area shall be occupied by non-residential uses.”
The PC will continue addressing the “issue list” in the near future.
Future Meeting Schedule
A regular meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, March 27, 2007. DeZwaan requested that review of the township bylaws’ policies and procedures be added to this meeting’s agenda.

Other Business

Reimink questioned if it were appropriate for him to receive correspondence from the drain commissioner (relating to the Glenn Oaks PUD site plan review). He was assured that it is appropriate to check facts, but it was suggested that all correspondence be shared with the rest of the PC in the future.
PUBLIC COMMENTS

None.
ADJOURNMENT
Looman moved to adjourn; Howard supported; motion carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 10:10 PM.

Respectfully submitted,
Elaine I. Troehler

Ganges Township Recording Secretary  
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