PENINSULA TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION Minutes
13235 Center Road
Traverse City, MI 49686
July 16, 2018
7:00 p.m.

1. Call to Order by Couture at 7 p.m.
2. Pledge
3. Roll Call
Present: Shipman, Elliott, Peters, Couture, Serocki, Hornberger, Wunsch
Also Present: Gordon Hayward, Assistant to Planning and Zoning Director
4. Approve Agenda
Motion to approve the Amended Agenda by Wunsch, seconded by Serocki.

Passed Una.

5. Brief Citizen Comments (for items not on the agenda)
Dave Bauman, 18810 Traverse Street. I sent in some email correspondence and it might behoove us to move
that down to the end of the agenda to the Citizen Comment area so we can have a discussion about it.
6. Conflict of Interest - None
7. Consent Agenda
Any member of the Board, staff, or the public may ask that any item on the Consent Agenda be removed and
placed elsewhere on the agenda for full discussion.
a. Correspondence:
i. David Baumann 07-05-18 Email
ii. Maura Sanders 07-10-18 Email
b. Approval of Meeting Minutes: Planning Commission Regular Meeting 06-18-18
ZO Rewrite Committee: 06-13-18; 06-18-18; 06-25-18; 07-02-18
Serocki: In the Planning Commission Meeting minutes from 6-18-18, I have three brief names that were spelled
incorrectly. I don’t know if you want to correct them now or do we need to move them? I also need to move the
incorrect Zoning Rewrite Committee minutes from 6-18-18 from the packet and replace them with the correct
ones which are here tonight.
Hayward: We had one page that got sent out with the packet, but we realized it is a two page document as it
was two sided.
Peters: I would like to have the Regular Meeting moved and address them at the end after Business C.
Couture: We’ll move the minutes of the June 18th General Meeting to Item d under Business.
Serocki: I don’t know how to handle the Zoning Rewrite Committee minutes?
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Hayward: I think you can handle it now. Replace the minutes that are in the packet with the two page minutes
that you found at your table.
Action/Motion: Motion made by Hornberger that the Zoning Rewrite Committee minutes in the packet be
replaced with the correct two page minutes that were given to the Board this evening; seconded by Serocki.
Passed Una.
Hayward: I also wanted to announce that Greg Meihn will not be here tonight.
Action/Motion: Motion made by Peters to amend the agenda by moving the Planning Commission Regular
Meeting Minutes of 6-18-18 to Business d; seconded by Serocki.
Passed Una.
Action/Motion: Motion to approve the Consent Agenda as amended by Hornberger seconded by Wunsch.
Passed Una.
8. Reports and Updates
a.
Township Board –
I. Wunsch: The Board moved to request that we make some kind of formal statement as the Planning
Commission about where we are with regards to Bed & Breakfast ordinance. I am guessing an update on where
we are with the Short Term Rental discussion that we dealt with this winter would be appropriate as well. They
ask specifically if we’ll be responding to the request from Cindy Ruzak to amend the Bed & Breakfast ordinance.
They are not necessarily asking us to take an action on that issue, but they would just like a statement of where
we are.
Couture: I will ask for that in Business item c.
b.
Zoning Board of Appeals - no meeting held
Hayward: Last Thursday’s meeting was cancelled. We are going to be republishing and reposting for items for
the agenda for next month. Hopefully Christina will be back by then.
9. Business
a. Presentation on Farm Processing Facility - Section 6.7.2 (19) of the Zoning Ordinance – John Wunsch
John Wunsch, 17881 Center Rd. Traverse City, MI 49686. I am here of course because there is interest in
amending and changing the Use By Right Winery Ordinance and given I was deeply involved in the creation of
that ordinance I was asked if I would come here and give a little history. I thought that was going to occur last
month so I wrote a letter, which I believe you all have. Since the letter covers it well and the people in the
audience don’t have the letter, I think I will just read that letter and there can be conversation and discussion
afterwards.
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John Wunsch’s Letter as written and read by John:
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John Wunsch: Basically, if someone has questions about details on all this I am happy to answer questions. But
my feeling is, and I have spoken with people representing both sides of the issue at that time who are still
involved in both sides of the industry. Everyone I have spoken to, who was directly involved, feels strongly that
this is a good move forward. The industry has evolved to where this amount of storage and processing is truly
necessary to compete and to really function well as a winery in Old Mission Peninsula Township. We do feel it is
a good move to make to bring it up to a 10,000 sq. ft., as written, per 20 acres. The question whether to address
other things I believe will lead to the same level of complexity that really, a little over a year ago, brought to a
halt an attempt to revise the whole winery situation in terms of the ordinance. I would like to urge you and
recommend that you pass it as it is purposed, move it up to the Board where they can give it serious
consideration.
Robert Mampe, 363 E. Mc Kinley Rd., Traverse City, Michigan. Is your proposal to make it from 6,000 to 10,000
sq. ft.?
J. Wunsch: As written and proposed right now, I believe it is 10,000 sq. ft. above ground processing and storage
building area for each 20 acres of active agriculture. That is what I understood that you and other people had
input on.
Mampe: Does that mean that if someone had 40 acres it would be 20,000 sq. ft., 60 acres would be 30,000 sq.
ft.
J. Wunsch: Yes.
Mampe: That sounds reasonable to me.
J. Wunsch: From what I have heard and I have tried to pay attention, that is what those of you directly involved
feel (Speaker was interrupted and didn’t finish his sentence.)
Mampe: I am operating with an existing building that isn’t as large as that and we have been successful with
that. What we are doing right now is processing it, bringing the bottles off sight, trucking it someplace to bottle
and store and bringing it back to try and sell. Logistically it’s causing traffic on the Peninsula.
J. Wunsch: That is just another level of the idea of this whole ordinance, to make it simple. Simple for the
winery operators to get involved and work, simple for the Township to enforce it, simple for citizens to
understand. That’s the kind of expected undesired complexity that resulted since the industry,…(Citizens were
talking over each other and statement could not be heard.) was set up.
Mampe: I really appreciate your effort because I have been trying to have this discussion since 2013 and it
keeps falling by the wayside and now it is to the point where,… (citizen was speaking from the audience and
could not be heard to be recorded). I don’t want to go to a Chateau. But if this doesn’t happen pretty soon, it’s
my only other option.
J. Wunsch: It was this complexity that this was meant to avoid.
A brief discussion pursued where attention was brought to the discussion going on between two citizens
without the use of the microphone. The concern was that the recording would not record completely the points
trying to be made by both citizens. Use of the microphone at the podium was suggested for use by citizens for
the rest of the meeting.
In summary of the discussion Mr. Robert Mampe is in full support of Mr. John Wunsch’s proposal.
Elliot: I have heard different stories of how the 6500 sq. ft. was arrived at. How did you come up with the 6500
and did it ever work? How did you come up with the 10,000 sq. ft. and will it work and for how long?
J. Wunsch: The original number really had as much to do with the theoretical usage. There were very few
people looking to do this at the time. In talking to them they all had very small acreage and it seemed that 6500
sq. ft. was going to be adequate. But going forward, we realized that this increase is very practical for a larger
operation like Mr. Mampes. We would hope that more, larger operations, could take advantage of it more easily
given the Township these simpler structures that are much easier for everyone to wrap their mind around and
use effectively. So at this point the larger number came up as a number that is necessary for a full size winery
operation. Original idea was for the smaller wineries knowing that they would grow out of that level. But what
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we know now is that it is best that they get to keep using this. It is simple, it is clear, it’s effective and so the new
numbers reflect what a full size, 40 or more acre, operation, which most are now, need.
Elliot: Is it to be our understanding that rather than increasing traffic with this increase in size, it will effectively
perhaps decrease traffic?
J. Wunsch: In a particular situation like Mr. Mampes, where to work in that small area he has to truck stuff on
and off (the Peninsula) in order to produce the particular part of the process elsewhere, yes it will reduce that.
But to expect at this point that you are going to reduce traffic when you have more wineries is not necessarily a
good way to look at it. We are going to continue having somewhat more traffic. These operations are geared
very much toward the simple tasting room. They are not to have the big events. They can participate in all the
blossoms but they are meant to be operations that can effectively run a tasting room, but they are not designed
to be bringing in events. So in that sense if someone wants to open a winery and has to do a Chateau because
the larger size is needed but doesn’t want to do events, no worries. But then another winery does the same
thing but wants to do events and now we have one more that we have to consider the impact of the large
operation. So in that sense, long term, I think it has the potential of reducing possible increases in the future of
traffic.
Mampe: I believe that the whole intent of the winery ordinance was to promote agriculture. My goal is to tear
down houses. We did a study and found that there are 10 vehicles per household, but I don’t think that we have
reached that. When you look at how many houses have been built since then I think that has had a bigger
impact than the wineries. We are trying to reduce the amount of truck traffic, coming and going. We’d like to
bring our glass here, process the grapes and sell it out of the winery. It’s a value added that keeps the money
and the taxes being paid in agriculture. That was the intent of the winery ordinance and I think we are being
very successful at it. I don’t want to have to go to a Chateau just to increase my wine production area and glass
storage area. The wine tasting area is perfect.
J. Wunsch: I would say that I do think the long term potential of having this option could reduce more of the
added on activities. That is partly why we do want to see this more readily used. I know there are a number of
cases out here where wineries have opened and had to choose the Chateau option and again they don’t want to
have the events but they have now been set up for events. If those people had this option it would set up the
potential for a different use. If that person wants that different use they can ask for it in the context of where
the Township is at, at that point and how they handle it, which hopefully we continue to revise and improve
upon.
Peters: The Use by Right Wineries have to have 20 acres in one spot, but they can have 20 acres in another spot
and can become bigger and have 20 acres in another spot. An issue that I am trying to grapple with is the
suggestion that there be 10,000 sq. ft. per 20 acres. But if you have it all on your main 20 acre site, where your
tasting room is and most of your operations are, I could see an 80,000 sq. ft. building if you had 160 acres, which
I don’t think is unreasonable. I fully understand the need for more storage space. What I am not sure that we
are right, really fine-tuned on is: At what point is a building too big? Is an 80,000 sq. ft. building too big? Where
on a 20 acre parcel would it sit? I think there is some more work that needs to be done about exactly how this
sliding scale would work. Is there a top to it or not?
I. Wunsch: I would look at continuous acreage which I think would cap. A single parcel rather than added on
acreage which would effectively resolve their issue. Seems like a larger facility would be appropriate on a larger
site, but I understand your concern. I would suggest we look at continuous acreage instead of total acreage. It
would effectively cap maximum size at 60,000 sq. ft. because I don’t think there are any parcels out here that
are larger than 120 acres.
J. Wunsch: Certainly that is a question. Two thoughts come to me: what your tradeoffs are and there are
advantages to allowing some noncontiguous parcels because that avoids the trucking that has got to go back
and forth between several processing facilities. To completely make it only available to those continuous, might
be a little skewed from the original intent, which we still want to see that there can be smaller starts. I don’t
know that anything covering up to 3, 4 even 5 % of a 20 acre parcel is going to be a detriment to the community.
Mampe: When you are trying to process 72,000 gallons of wine: store empty bottles, process the wine and
store the finished product, 80,000 sq. ft. isn’t a huge building. What we are really trying to do is promote
agriculture here, on the Peninsula, from the grapes that are grown here. There are setbacks in the ordinance
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now. There are already safeguards in place in the ordinance. When you put a cap on it people suffer. The best
things for Cherry prices are for grapes to be next to them. By putting cherries into wine I bring the price of
cherries from $.15 or $.20 a lb. to $.70 a lb.
Following the presentation and the discussion of the proposed Winery Ordinance amendments by John Wunsch
and the comments, in support of the proposal, by Robert Mampe, the Commission had an in depth discussion.
Topics included in the discussion centered on:
1. Building Size
a. Existing buildings used for processing and storage
b. The current needs of the producers
c. Allow a limited increase at this time
2. Relationship of building size to number of acres
a. 10,000 sq. ft. for every 20 acres
b. Total acreage vs continuous acres
c. Should there be a building size maximum
3. This issue is time sensitive and the immediacy of an effective solution to improve the inadequacy of
processing plant size allowable under the current Winery Ordinance is necessary.
4. This building size increase would be for processing and storage only, not for an increase in retail space
5. This proposed amendment needs to stay in the context of the current ordinance, proposing building
size only. Setbacks and safeguards are in place in the present ordinance.
6. Will this change be made available to all Agricultural Operations on Old Mission Peninsula?
After an open discussion of all issues, the Planning Commission prioritized the immediate need to be to
allow for a larger than 6,500 sq. ft. processing and storage space. It was decided that I. Wunsch will spearhead a
committee including Commissioners Shipman and Hornberger to work with Meihn, Peninsula Township Lawyer,
in drafting a short term amendment to the Winery Ordinance to include a reasonable increase of processing and
storage building space. Robert Mampe offered to work with the committee. Hayward suggested using the ideas
presented by John Wunsch as a starting point and to consider the specific issues brought out in the open
discussion. The committee will have a final recommendation for the Planning Commission at their next
scheduled meeting in August.
b. SUP 115 3rd Amendment - Introduction Walter Brys
Walter Brys, 3309 Blue Water Rd., Traverse City, Michigan - We have submitted a request for an amendment to
our current Chateau SUP approval. Historically, in 2000 we bought 80 acres on Blue Water Rd. and we bought it
because there was a small winery ordinance in place by the Peninsula Township. So, we went and spent the
money on the land and then before we got to move in, there was a referendum and we didn’t have a way to
build a winery, which we had bought the property for. So then we waited round, planted some grapes hoping
that the Township would come up with some sort of new ordinance. They came up with the Use by Right, the
farm processing ordinance. So, we applied for that and were granted permission so we built a winery on Blue
Water Rd. It is a 6,000 sq. ft. building, 1250 sq. ft. is dedicated to the tasting room and the remainder is for
processing. We were in that facility for about 3 or 4 years and were noticing that the lines to the Unisex
bathroom were longer than the lines to the cash register. The reason being was that the facility was way too
small. You can’t pull it off. I am highlighting this to you for you to factor in your thinking on this new revision for
this ordinance. 6,000 sq. ft. of which 1250 can be retail, only leaves you about 4500 sq. ft. to try and make wine,
store wine, handle crisis that happen when Mother Nature decides to flip the switch on you. So, it’s an
underestimated size and I think you should think hard about making some sort of change for the people under
that ordinance. How did we solve it? In 2010 we requested to become a winery Chateau because we owned 80
acres; currently we own 91 acres all contiguous. At that point we had 88 acres and worked with the planning
people. In February of 2011 we were granted the Winery Chateau ordinance. Basically the only reason we did
that was because we wanted to have the ability to make our building bigger if we needed to in the future and
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there was no outlet for us at that point in time. So we worked within the confines of a farm processing 6,000 sq.
ft., but we were a Winery Chateau. We had a guest house next door. We converted an existing Migrant housing
little barn into a guest house and we were granted 2 rooms in it, under our Winery Chateau which was allowed
and permitted under the zoning ordinance. Then as our vineyard got bigger and we started to approach 45 acres
of grapes in one vineyard, we needed to go back to Peninsula Township and ask for our first amendment, to the
original application that was approved unanimously by the Town Board. In 2012 we went back to upgrade the
restroom facilities as well as putting a wing, for added capacity, in the winery processing area. So we went to the
1st amendment request and the Township Board unanimously approved us again. We went a while longer and
found that we were handling the processing but we weren’t able to handle the crowds or people interested in
having a glass of wine. The state of Michigan, during that era, said that wineries could offer wine by the glass. So
we went back to the Township and had a second amendment. We created an area for people to have wine by
the glass and that really helped in our ability to manage crowds of people and give them a quality experience.
Basically our building right now is 9,000 sq. ft. of tasting room or processing. That is a little background of how
we got to where we are today. Our third amendment is basically that we live in a house that is at the front of the
property, where we converted the existing homestead for the 80 acres. It is a typical farmhouse; it has two
levels, some narrow spaced areas as we stayed within the confines of the footprint of that building to do what
we did. That was really great at the time. But 18 years later, my wife and I want to live on one level because we
don’t like nor want to go upstairs. All of our kids have gone away and we don’t need spot for them. When we
designed the renovation of that house we told the architect to design it under the existing Bed and Breakfast
specifications. There are 5 bedrooms in that house, each one is in excess of 250 sq. ft. and each one has a full
on-suite bathroom. It is set up and meets the specs. for guest rooms. What we would like to request in this third
amendment is: Under the Winery Chateau zoning it is allowed to have an onsite manager’s residence and where
we live today is the onsite manager’s residence. We want to build a new one-level senior citizen friendly house
on the property within the Chateau designated property, which is about 56-57 acres right now of our 80. We
would use those 5, per spec., guest rooms to add on to the already approved 2 guest rooms we have on the
property. We would have 5 guest rooms in the house that we are in right now that we would move out of and
we would have 2 guest rooms in the current guest house for a total of 7 guest rooms. The Chateau zoning allows
for up to 12 guest rooms so I think we are in that realm of being within specs. Secondly the manager’s residence
would be relocated to another site on the property, and that will be about a 2200 – 2300 sq. ft. one level house,
what we have in our plan. I reached out and sent information to the fire chief and the sheriff’s department. I
asked them to come and review the property we currently live in for use as 5 guest rooms. The fire chief did visit
and spent some time in our house and we basically have issues like exit signs mounted in the house, pretty
much safety related issues. The sheriff has not yet responded. I did go to the county and got a driveway permit
for the new location, which has been approved. I also got a new address assigned to that location for where the
future onsite manager’s residence would be. So, basically what we are asking for is approval to recognize the 5
guest rooms in the existing residence, and also to relocate the onsite manager’s residence to a new location. I’ll
be happy to answer any questions you might have.
Serocki: On the Special Use Permit you sent in, you said that you wanted to revise the area designated as
Chateau use boundary. When I look at this map I don’t see what you are changing it from. I’m assuming this is
your new boundary. What was your old boundary? What are you changing?
Brys: The change being, the old boundary line went to the center of Blue Water Rd. As we worked with the
planning people we were made aware that the property dedicated to a Winery Chateau has got to be only the
property outside of the road right-of-way. So we relocated that line back to not include the 33 ½ ft. of road
right-of-way along Blue Water. It is a pretty substantial thing because we own about 2800 linear feet on Blue
Water. So, they had to reallocate the line back into the property that we have. Because we have over 80 acres
we had enough space to move that line back.
Serocki: I know the resident manager is the person that runs the winery. What kind of help is in the Chateau?
It’s because this is going to come up in our next discussion on B & B s and on-site managers. Is there an onsite
manager for the Chateau?
Hayward: Yes, it is Walter and Ilene. They are the managers.
Serocki: But, they are not on site in the actual Chateau?
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Hayward: They don’t have to be living where the rental rooms are. They’re allowed to be anywhere on the site.
Peters: I wanted to find out from Gordon of all of the requirements that one needs to go through. What has
been done? What hasn’t been done? Where are we on all of those?
Hayward: I submitted a draft early on and I submitted a second draft, which is in your packet, of my
recommendations and suggested findings. In the document there is his application. Then there is also my
recommended findings based on the zoning ordinance and his application and also the exhibits of the findings.
Peters: I guess where I am thinking, we may well be close to or be ready to do a Public Hearing next month.
What I don’t know is, from your SUP checklist, your draft findings, what is still there and still outstanding. We
have heard from the applicant and the applicant said that he has met all of the standards. But I now turn to the
planner and say is this true?
Hayward: He has met the standards with the exception that we need some additional documentation and those
were highlighted in red on your amended draft. Subsequent to that he has been submitting additional
documents, for example tonight on your table you will see a letter from the Fire Chief. Rather than trying to
make an amended packet I said I’d present those individually so you could read through my draft findings and
recommendations. Where there is a red line that means there is additional information that I want you to check
off, such as the ones that he submitted. I did this rather than giving you 2 or 3 different sets of findings, changing
daily as he submits additional information. I do have the letter from the Fire Department, he did tour the
building. He told me verbally and also noted in the letter specific things he recommended they change. Those
could take place even between the Planning Commission’s recommendations and the Town Board, if you are so
inclined. Why should he go through a lot of minor details, adding different stuff if it’s not going to be approved.
He gave me a new sight plan and we had a discussion on whether or not the road right-of-way would be
included and he has given me a new set of numbers because the numbers changed even though the percentage
is still over 75%. I think that is noted in the revised graph. I would say that I have got everything that is
substantive that would need to be presented prior to a public hearing. He will continue to work on the red lined
items between now and the public hearing and then you can decide, at that point, whether you are ready to
send it any further.
Elliot: Isaiah, as liaison for the Town Board, it is my understanding that it was decided with the large group that
there would be this new checklist, a flowsheet so that when we were sitting here tonight we would be able to
see it. It would be easier for the applicant and for us; we would have a checklist to check to see xyz. Not this
checklist, but one that details exactly where they are in the process, that anyone, anytime can access and
understand. At this point, you want to know that we can publish for a Public Hearing because given their
timeline that is where we’d go with this. I am happy to be given your assurance that all of this is done. But I
would like to request that before the Public Hearing we have this checklist in place so that when we come into
the Public Hearing, we are able to actually look at it and we can be prepared so that when we send something
off to the Board, it is what they want. This is what they have asked us to do. I am feeling a real lack tonight in
deference to the applicant. I am happy to send it forward for Public Hearing because I think it pretty appropriate
that we do so. But, I really feel that as a service to them we need to have a checklist in hand.
Hayward: I will prepare that checklist. We have a checklist that applies to Specialties Permits, Developments
and all of those. I will look at that checklist and either say things are not applicable for this particular request or
document the items we do have or I can create a new checklist.
Elliot: Ok, but I thought you guys hashed out these forms; how it was going to flow, who would look at a plan,
what we needed to have done, does Jennifer (Hodges - Engineer) need to look at this project, has Greg (Meihn Lawyer) reviewed it?
Hayward: At this point I have talked to Jennifer and there isn’t anything she needs.
Elliot: But I don’t know that. You don’t need to reinvent a flowsheet.
Hayward: That is what I need and want to provide to you. I’ll mark off everything that has been submitted and
when it was submitted. How available do you want that information? In other words, is it just for the Planning
Commission or is it to be put on the website?
Elliot: My understanding is that the Board has decided who and how?
Hayward: I don’t believe that has been decided. We know what is on it but we don’t know what the distribution
is. It will at least come to you and the Town Board.
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I. Wunsch: If I recall correctly we have a flowchart that is supposed to be a guide for applicants. And then we
have a checklist that we are supposed to use to help avoid some of the issues that we’ve run into over the
course of the last few months. The checklist would be really helpful. The flowchart would be helpful to the
applicant to make sure they are moving through the process appropriately.
Elliot: Is it really clear who has access to this checklist? My understanding was that it was supposed to be
available for anyone to able to see where a particular application is in the process.
I. Wunsch: The issue that came up with the flowchart is that we wanted to make sure that applicants see the
flowchart as guidance, not policy. The checklist is basically ours but I think it should be available to the public.
That is part of our packet, but basically it helps us make sure that we are ready to submit forward to Public
Hearing or to the Board.
Hornberger: I don’t see any use in putting this as a separate item on the Township website. I think that the
applicant cares about it, we care about it, the Township Board cares about it but does it have importance to put
it on the website? If somebody wants to come in and look at it, obviously, it’s available.
Hayward: It is a public document but whether it needs to be publicized is the question.
Elliot: I would like to make a formal request as a Planning Commissioner to the Town Board to send us some
kind of formal direction about what they have hashed out in terms of Flowcharts and Checklists, and what are
our expectations to be; a memorandum of understanding as it were.
Hayward: I think the purpose of it was to be sure that things are being done and you know where in the process
we are at any particular time. So it’s an evolving document. As we get another letter, more information, we
check off that box. So then you know what boxes aren’t checked at any particular time. I want to provide you
with that, at least, so that of all the steps and all the requirements that he’s got to meet, we can agree and then
go from there. I will do that for you.
Hornberger: At this point you feel comfortable that things have been checked off and we can go to a Public
Hearing next month?
Gordon again restated the specific items and the details of each item he has received from Brys, the completed
requirements for meeting the ordinance as well as the ordinance requirements that do not apply to the Brys
project. He also shared the final inquiries that Walter Brys has made to insure all bases are covered. Gordon
stated that the essential elements of the project are done. There may be a document or 2 that may come in at
some point before action will take place on the project next month.
Peters: I think that when the last one that went through, there was too much that was left to the very end and I
heard loud and clear that we need to get more of that stuff done.
Hayward: Yes, they meet all of our standards but I don’t have anything about the Construction Code yet.
Peters: I think we are at the point where we can do a Public Hearing and the more stuff that is there the faster
we can move afterwards. Where we have a problem is when we do have a Public Hearing and there is this whole
list of things still to do. We are stuck by saying we can’t go on to approving Findings of Fact or actual approving
something for another month or two months.
Hayward: That is why Marilyn needs this checklist so that she knows what’s been submitted, what is still lacking
and then we can decide.
Elliot: The applicant wants to do what they need to do in a timely fashion so they need to be made very clear of
what that is.
Action/Motion: Motion made to set SUP 115 3rd Amendment for Public Hearing at the August monthly Planning
Meeting by Peters, seconded by Elliot.
No Discussion
PASSED UNAN.
Hayward: The new planner is coming in periodically. He is full time on the 30th so he’ll be in charge of this.
End of CD # 1, beginning of CD # 2
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c. Discussion - Bed and Breakfast (non-owner) on-site manager. Maura Sanders - Cindy Ruzak

Hayward: There was an email from Laura Sanders asking specifically for consideration of a part time manager.
And also Cindy Ruzak has been involved in a lot of it and she presented a handwritten letter for tonight. She is
suggesting some additional items be considered specifically. She also indicated that she wanted distribution of a
statement that was read at the Town Board meeting in July. I have copies of that for the Commissioners. I have
made copies for the Recording Secretary.
Recording Secretary: Should these be a part of the minutes since they were submitted but not read?
Hayward: We will go through them thoroughly here but yes they should be added to the minutes. (The email
and letter can be seen at the end of the minutes.) I can kind of go through the letter, realizing she is asking for
consideration of initial items beyond what Laura Sanders asked for. I will just read it because Cindy asked me to
read this or provide it to you and she is unable to attend. She might be in the audience now, but participation is
up to her. Generally there are issues of numbers of rooms, clarifying what certain number at weddings, or
others like that as long as some of the people are staying overnight and they are inviting other guests for just a
day. Along with that is the issue of a temporary manager. She is suggesting that the resident still be the primary
residence of the owner, so they would still have to be there at least 6 months of the year.
Couture: Gordon, what she is asking for is an amendment to the current ordinance. That is something maybe
the Planning Commission is interested in doing; we would ask our attorney to draft something.
Hayward: I think that would be a reasonable thing to do including any or all of these suggestions is something
you want to consider.
Couture: Greg could put together an amended ordinance and we could have the discussion at that time. Does
anyone have thoughts about having Greg do that? I know that Cindy, as well as others, has been persistent.
Hayward: I am not sure that what Cindy is asking for would meet Laura Sander’s request. Laura’s particular
point is that she doesn’t live there and I don’t think it is her primary residence anymore. She would be looking at
a full time resident, that’s beyond what Cindy is asking for. It would be an additional item.
Courture: I guess we could hash it out now or have Greg draft something and then we can really tear into it at
that point.
Hornberger: I think before we do anything new, this is what was created under the Master Plan that we have
right now. One of the things Networks Northwest kept saying to us is; first you need a Master Plan, and then you
need the ordinances. Now, we are working on the ordinances separately from that. I think something as radical
a change as what we’re looking at right here; you need to see what the current Master Plan says first. Do you
want to change the Master Plan so that this would fit in with it? To change the Master Plan, you are going to
have to talk to your residents, find out what they want, change the Master Plan and then change the Bed &
Breakfast Ordinance. If you change this now you can’t go back and 3 months from now say, “Oops we made a
mistake”.
Hayward: The concepts that are different are 5 acres or less, no change. More than 5 acres then we would start
looking at what Cindy is suggesting. Laura is not saying that. She’s just asking to have a more or less permanent
manager. I think we want to look at both requests, but separate them into specific issues so that you can deal
with them as individual requests.
Hornberger: I get all kinds of comments from people on the Peninsula who are very passionate in one way or
the other and I think we need to find out why from them. We represent the people on the Peninsula and we
need to listen to all sides before we jump into something. If we are going to change it then look at the Master
Plan and see what needs to be done to the Master Plan before you change the ordinances.
Couture: I am looking at the Master Plan now and I don’t know if there are any strictures in the Master Plan
that apply to the particular changes that are being suggested here.
I. Wunsch: Having shared the Short Term Rental committees with her, we sort of allowed B & B conversations
to weed its way in. We ended up getting a lot of public feedback, some of which was very opposed to any Short
Term Rentals in the Township. Where the “hornets’ nest” was would be at having more density or adding
commercial uses to B & Bs. Cindy and Christina put together a proposal for an increase in density for the Bed &
Breakfast ordinance and within a period of 3 days we got about 20 enraged resident calls. I think that the larger
question is of Short Term Rentals on the Peninsula. There is more conversation, it seems, like large scale Bed &
Breakfasts is kind of a fifth rail for a lot of people. I would prefer to recommend to the Town Board that they
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include questions related to Short Term Lodging on the Peninsula on the survey. But we should not take that
much in the way of action particularly on the Bed & Breakfast issue until we have done the community survey. I
know that’s going to postpone immediate action on this issue, but going back to the conversation about
priorities, this is something we are going to hear a lot from folks who have strong views from one side or the
other. But where we don’t really have much to go on, with regard to the current broader communities, on one
hand there is a somewhat large group of people who are operating businesses in this space. There is another
larger local group who are opposed to Short Term Lodging of any kind. So, I think it is important that we figure
out, more or less, where the average resident stands on this issue then rather find some kind of compromise
between two very polar extremes.
Hornberger: We are not the only community dealing with this. Not just locally, but nationwide, people are
dealing with it. I think that if we are going to make a decision it needs to be based on what this community tells
us. We are not going to make everybody happy, but at least we are going to base it on knowledge. The Township
Board got this on Wednesday and they threw it at us tonight? I don’t think it is fair to our community for us to
tell Greg to write something, or form a committee and look at it. We need to be very cautious and very careful
and we’ve got to listen to people who don’t come to these meeting but care about this.
I. Wunsch: I think it’s important to note that those who are asking for Short Term Rental uses, like Airbnb, I look
at those cases as what people would think of as a Bed & Breakfast, as they provide lodging. Whereas the
proposals that we are looking at for the expansion of the B & B ordinance would essentially allow a more
obvious commercial entity to exist on the residential or agricultural parcels. Aside from the fact that the existing
B & Bs on the Peninsula seem to be struggling I don’t see a clear logical threat that we can connect the
residential or agricultural use with a denser lodging sort of business. At some point you go from a single family
home with rooms available for rent to a commercial lodging idea. My sense is that the reason we hit the third
rail with that discussion on B & Bs, late this winter or early this spring, was that we were looking at something
that was not what residents think of as a traditional or what any lay person would think of as a B & B. But it was
really more of a small scale Inn. I think it is important to respond to Cindy’s comments about the Old Mission
Inn. The Old Mission Inn has some pre-existing uses that were in place before the zoning took effect. So it’s not
like the Township has created this special process, they just recognized that they had historical use on that sight.
Hayward: I just wanted to point out that Laura Sander’s request was only for B & B, entirely separating it from
Short Term Rental, other than the Special Use Permit.
I. Wunsch: Right, and what the Board directed us to do was to render some kind of recommendation on just
B & Bs not Short Term Rentals. I guess my recommendation, if there is consensus on it, would be that we do
nothing until there is another community survey. We have pushed on this issue repeatedly but there is also a lot
of push back on the other side. I think from a Public Policy standpoint for a reasonable cost the decision to allow
a commercial venue that doesn’t have a residential or agricultural component necessarily on residentially or
agriculturally zoned parcels.
Elliot: What I’m hearing you say is that in line with what our consultant has recommended, strategic
prioritization, you recommend that we recommend to the Town Board that we do nothing at this time other
than enforce the ordinance that we have now. That stands. In sight of this process of restructuring and
strategically prioritizing we can then go forward.
I. Wunsch: I think the recommendation is that on the issue of B & Bs we do nothing until there is a community
survey. We urge the Town Board to ask questions related to Short Term Lodging in the next survey. That is most
fair to our residence. The sense that I’ve gotten from the Town Board on the question of the lower density Short
Term Rentals like Airbnbs is that they would like to engage Networks Northwest to help us put together forums
related to that issue. But, given the overwhelming resistance we’ve got to move forward with a policy on short
term lodging our committee (The recorder did not pick up the rest of Isaiah’s sentence.) I think the Town Board
is looking for us to make a clear recommendation, at least in regard to B & Bs. They have received a couple of
requests now. My proposal is that we recommend taking no action on the current ordinance until we have a
public survey.
Couture: Any idea when that survey might be done?
I Wunsch: I think we should encourage the Town Board to be working on it. It is on us too.
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Serocki: I think when the Master Plan Committee reviewed the Master Plan; the plan was to have a survey in
2019 so that we would have the data for the next Master Plan. It takes a while to develop the questions.
Couture: I don’t necessarily disagree with Isaiah, but I have to say I have a lot of empathy for these Bed &
Breakfast owners who are being squeezed by the new kid on the block, Airbnb. Having gone to a couple
meetings now of local community planners who are dealing with those issues. To some extent they are separate
from what the B & B issue is but on the other hand they are interrelated. We haven’t come to a firm grasp on
the Airbnb’s yet and I think we ought to really look to helping out the B & B owners who have been around a
long time. They have been operating under the rules. I think some reasonable additions that they can be a little
more competitive, I would be in very strong favor of that. I don’t know that I’m particularly thinking we need to
wait for a survey that might not happen in another year or so to try and help these folks.
Hornberger: I think that the way to help them is to close down the Airbnbs that are illegal.
Courture: Did you go to that last meeting we had, the one put on by the Michigan Works. There was a strong
recommendation not to do that. That all or nothing approach, really creates a lot of problems. The compromise
approach is really what they recommended we should do as a community. I understand that prospective and
that is a valid perspective Donna. And really that is part of my empathy for these B & B owners. They are
following the ordinance and the other people may not be. That’s subject to interpretation yet so Donna, we
appreciate your comment.
Serocki: The Zoning Ordinance Rewrite Committee had a list of topics to be discussed after approval of the
Zoning Ordinance and B & B is the first one on there. There are things that we did not address because we want
to get more public input whether through the survey or having Public Meeting like we did before. I agree with
Isaiah. I was shocked at some of the letters that came in and they were pretty negative. I think we have to go
slow with this and we have to get as much input from the residents as we can.
I. Wunsch: Do we try to make our ordinance work so that some have extra rooms? The big issue I see with our
current B & B ordinance is that it is written in a way that it is so restrictive that the only scenario where you
would pursue a B & B would be if you were to conceive of your B & B as your full source of income. I think it
must be at least a B & B would be looked at as a couple extra rooms, it has to be rented out for (Unable to hear
speaker on recording.) The issue we face time and again with the B & Bs that we have is that we are being asked
to modify our ordinance, in such ways, as to allow the owners to run less of a (Unable to hear speaker on
recording.) and more of a commercial entity. The question is: Does the Township really have any responsibility
to allow a higher density that doesn’t clearly conform to the use the parcel was zoned for just because there has
been a disruption in the space in which they operate. It could be really dangerous for us. It is obviously a bigger
conversation.
Couture: Is the consensus of the Board to just kick this can down the road a little bit? As Laura said we certainly
have a lot that we have to do with that zoning ordinance rewrite. Maybe that is where our efforts should be best
put right now. After we do that we can circle back to this issue and maybe by then we’ll have some survey
results.
Hornberger: We had some success with the Round Table discussions here about agriculture that I thought were
very productive. I think if we were to do a similar thing with the B & B and Short Term Rental we could get a
lively discussion and may come up with creative ways to make people happy. But I don’t think we can do it now.
Peters: Last fall had a whole separate section on the Short Term Rental. Short Term Rental does not equal B &
Bs; two different creatures. So we have done it, but I tend to agree with the need in a survey format to find out
some more feelings. It is not as though it is one question or two questions because we are talking about two
issues and I think if anything, we need to go back to the Town Board and say, we’ve got 2 issues floating around
here. We’ve got the B & B, and we’ve got the Short Term Rental Airbnb issues, and they are two things. We need
to find out from the community where support is, a bit on both of them; though I’d hazard a guess they would
probably be happier solving some of the B & B issues. On the other hand, that is not where we’re having
enforcement issues. It’s on the Airbnb and I without some more work, I don’t know how to wrap my hands
around what is being done. Last time we did that we sent something up to the previous Town Board and they
sent it back with no ability for us to deal with it. So, we are sort of stuck, where does this community want us to
go on B & Bs?
Hornberger: And how does this Town Board feel about it?
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Elliot: My question to the Town Board would be: What do you want us to prioritize first? Do you want to break
out B & Bs from Short Term Rentals… I would recommend that you should ask them that.
I Wunsch: My sense is that the Town Board would be happy with having us choose not to take any immediate
action on this issue. If we felt like we had some additional information to take immediate action, they would be
open to looking at that as well. But I think that the Town Board is facing a lot of the same uncertainties we are
on the Planning Commission. Our current survey is over 10 years old. We lack relevant data of the community
wants because we haven’t asked questions about a lot of the current pressing issues. A lot has changed in 10
years. Even if the overarching community sentiment or even if the community is basically the same, the
conditions have changed and we need to be able to ask questions that are more relevant to today’s issues. So I
guess I would be more comfortable continuing to try to do something on Short Term Rentals, as a band aid. But
probably given the (Speaker could not be heard in the recording.) that we had with Short Term Rentals I’d look
at holding onto the Airbnb ordinance, in some way, so that there would be a special use permit that would go
along with a Short Term Rental. But as far as expanding the use or density of Bed & Breakfasts, I think that is a
question we would need more information on from a survey. Again I think we should make an official
recommendation policy to take no action until there is another survey in place and until our other priorities have
been addressed.
Elliot: You want to specifically say a survey? Some people aren’t keen on surveys. Would we want to let them
make that decision or phrase it as more public input? Or do you want to say specifically, survey?
I. Wunsch: So we are just making a recommendation to the Town Board. I would recommend that we would
take no action on modifying the Bed & Breakfast Ordinance, to allow greater density or more uses, until the next
Master Plan survey is completed. Because what we are going to get at the Town Board if we say: more
community input, is a push from the Bed & Breakfast operators to gather that community input now. I think
what they want is a clear statement of where this issue stacks up in terms of our priorities. I think we have other
pressing issues to this.
Couture: Motion by Wunsch, second by Hornberger. Discussion? None
Action- Motion made by Wunsch to recommend to the Town Board that the Planning Commission not take
action to make modifications to the use or density of the current Bed & Breakfast Ordinance until the next
Master Plan community survey has been conducted, second by Hornberger.
Passed Unan.
Hayward: My understanding is that until there is a survey you’re prepared to take no action? I just wanted to
make sure we get the motion correct.
I. Wunsch: Just for reference I was trying to phrase it in such a way that without an increase in density or use
there is a way to move some of the newer Airbnbs into the existing ordinance. It would make sense for us to
look at making some tweaks to the ordinance.
Hayward: I just wanted to make sure the recording secretary understands what the motion was, that’s all. For
my thoughts could you read back the motion so we can insure it’s clear?
Recording Secretary: Isaiah made a motion to recommend to the Town Board that the Planning Commission not
take action to make changes to the current Bed & Breakfast Ordinance about use and density until there is a
Master Plan community survey completed.
Elliot: So we can make changes to the B & B ordinance if it doesn’t have to do with density or use but we just
don’t feel comfortable doing that at this point.
Hayward: That is request in front of you tonight.
I. Wunsch: Again, my thought would be that if there is a community force to look at full lengths of Short Term
Rentals, new emerging Airbnb, or BRBO uses into a B & B SUP if they meet the SUP requirements and all that
stuff. But, if our ordinance is so cumbersome that it is not a viable option for people we need to look at
modifying it to streamline it. I guess my idea is instead of creating more opportunities for Bed & Breakfasts, we
instead make them all on the same playing field.
d. June 18th General Meeting Minutes
Peters: On page 3 there is a long discussion in the minutes that really gives what the gentleman from Networks
Northwest, John Sych, had to say. And then I asked him, and this is not reflected in the minutes at all, about the
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absence in the report about Master Planning. Since that then generated 10 minutes’ worth of discussion, I went
back and listened to it this afternoon, I think it’s not captured at all. I think it ought to be captured.
Courture: Asked if Peters had a recommendation of what should be added.
Peters: Yes I do and I think it goes on page 3 before point number 2. I have a copy for Deb; I think it is 3
sentences. Peters asked about the absence in the report of Master Planning. A discussion continued about
Strategic Planning and The Master Plan. John Sych explained Networks Northwest’s view of Strategic Planning,
which is about how to organize to do planning.
Recording Secretary: Could I ask a question for clarification? That paragraph at the top is his explanation
clarifying how Networks Northwest views a Master Plan versus a Strategic Plan. But you would like your
sentences added that state you were asking if there is a difference between the two? Monnie, if you were to
reread the first paragraph that is where he was saying to you that there is a clear difference between a Master
Plan and a Strategic Plan.
Peters: Oh, it is on page 2, that first question. I think maybe you should leave it as it is. Maybe you can reflect in
tonight’s minutes that we were discussing this. That we had a discussion about what Strategic Planning was
versus what Business Planning was.
Recording Secretary: You don’t feel that first point covers it? You want an additional statement? You did say
that in your professional view historically you would consider that a Business Plan. Do you want that in there
then?
Peters: Yes, that probably would be a good reminder. Because I wasn’t accepting what his report was. I was in
some ways objecting to how he was discussing Strategic Planning and I was upset that there was no mention, at
all, of the term Master Plan in that whole report.
Addition to page 3 after the first paragraph before point 2: Peters stated that in her professional business
experience, what Sych was describing was historically known as a Business Plan.
Peters: There are a couple of other little things. When you get to the bottom of page 3, where you have
highlighted Wunsch: change to I. Wunsch: indicating that Isaiah Wunsch is talking about John Wunsch.
In the middle of Page 4 in what Bern Kroupa was saying, the word sight should be site.
Serocki: I have a couple minor corrections. People’s names are misspelled: Pg. 3, second comment by Mampe
has Gordon’s name misspelled. Pg.7 Michele Reardon has 2 lls in her name: Michelle.
Couture: On pg. 1 Serocki: I would like to move,….. The word to was omitted.
Elliot mentioned that she had to miss last month’s meeting and found the minutes to be helpful and she stated
how well the minutes followed the streamlined meeting nicely. She thanked the Recording Secretary.
Hayward: On page 9 above John Wunsch’s letter I would like to add Gordon Hayward asked to include: John
Wunsch’s Letter.
Recording Secretary: On pg. 8 the title Amendments: should be changed to Adendums:
Action - Motion made by Serocki to approve the July 18th 2018 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes as
amended, second by Wunsch.
Passed Unan.
10. Citizen Comments
David Baumann, 18810 Traverse St., Old Mission. I don’t know if you got the emails that I had sent, if you would
take a look at them so you are familiar with the issue here. When I first inquired about the idea of putting a
travel trailer on our property while we were doing a remodel to our house, we have a little 750 sq. ft. house and
we were moving up here permanently within the next year and a half or two. I received back a section 7.2
Supplementary Use Regulations; it states no structure may be used for dwelling purposes that does not meet the
minimum standards defined by the ordinance. No partial structure no other temporary structure, whether a fixed
or portable construction, shall erected or moved onto a lot and used for any dwelling purposes for any length of
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time unless authorized by the Board of Appeals by the issuance of a temporary permit as provided for in Article 5,
Section 5.74. This page actually came from a previous rewriter of the ordinances that was revised in 2008. I was
informed that the last clause, about issuing a temporary permit, was left off inadvertently. So, now there is no
recourse for anyone who wants to pursue this action. I agree with everybody. I don’t want people erecting
garages, sheds, or putting in trailers that they’ve bought and living in them for 30 yrs. I think that is not in the
spirit of the Peninsula. But I do think it’s a reasonable thing to allow a resident to apply for a temporary permit
and I think that permit should be evaluated carefully, especially upon presentation of building plans, building
schedule with a particular builder and a letter from the Health Department stating that all requirements have
been met. I did make an inquiry with the Health Department and I have sewage storage tanks on my lot. He said
I could use those with the trailer and we’ll most likely be having a portable toilet on the site as well. When we
lived in Royal Oak, we were up here at our house all of the time; it’s going to be our permanent home. We have
one shot to do this so I need to be on the site; I can’t be bouncing back and forth. In order to afford to do this
home, we have to sell our current home. So, if we were going to rent somewhere that is $20,000 and is coming
right off the top of our building budget. So, my wife and I discussed getting a trailer, which we could use later
and it would be an investment for us. Once we get our Certificate of Occupancy we’ll move in and still have
trailer, a Capital Asset rather than pouring money into some illegal Airbnb on the Peninsula. I do think it’s a
reasonable accommodation and I’d really appreciate it if the Board would take it under consideration because as
I mentioned I understood it was left off by accident when it was rewritten last time. The other thing too is that
when we bought our house in 2005, we found out after we bought it that it was built over the setback, an
abandoned road Grant Street. The sellers had assumed the property included half of that abandoned road, but it
didn’t. So we had to go through a massive process to essentially sue everybody and get the whole Platte of Old
Mission replotted and we acquired half of that property. Now we are legal on our own lot. We were told that
since we owned the setback that we’d be grandfathered in but we couldn’t do anything with the rest of the
structure. That wasn’t reasonable and not under the conditions we bought the house. That cost us $40,000 and
was another huge process for us. We are trying to do as nice as a job we can, keeping it architecturally
consistent with the Peninsula and do it in a responsible way. We have built a Pole Barn on our property and
followed all of the setbacks and regulations. I know other people who do this on the Peninsula, I’ve seen it. They
just live in it and keep it under QT. It is happening already so I would just like there to be a process for it to
happen legally and responsibly. So along with that I leave it in your capable hands to do the right thing. Thank
you.
Joanne Westphal, 12414 Center Road, Traverse City, MI
I didn’t catch the whole presentation by John Wunsch and Mr. Mampe. But I was in the middle of the
120 battle when it occurred and sided on the side of the PDR people that were opposed to that particular
ordinance that was being discussed. I guess my feeling about this request from Mr. Mampe is at some point with
this 80,000 sq. ft. or 100,000 sq. ft. or 20,000 sq. ft. processing storage facility we need to begin to think about
what that represents. 80,000 sq. ft. is slightly less than 2 acres. An acre is 43,560 sq. ft. If we are going to do a
sliding scale on this, one needs to ask at what point is big too big. The other side of the coin of big is too big is
you have to ask at what point does a processing storage facility become a distribution center? And if it is a
distribution center that would need to be in an industrial zoned area. So you have a situation where you need to
begin to think about how many vehicles are going to be coming in and out of this particular facility, how big they
are, how much traffic they’ll generate, and how much safety issues will relate to that corner, where we’ve
already had one fatality over the last year. I am talking about the corner where Center Rd. and Mr. Mampe’s
property meet, McKinley Road. My greatest fear; what I am trying to say is that I am ambivalent about this
because I believe in private property rights but also I am really concerned about this slippery slope that we tend
to get ourselves into as we begin to allow bigger and bigger situations to occur. So that is just an observation. At
what point do we begin to support distribution centers out here for the winery industry? The second
observation I’d like to share with you is something I’ve learned when I was a professor down at Michigan State,
studying barriers to walking and biking in the community of East Lansing. Every community goes through a
transformation. In E. Lansing there was a large area called Bailey Community, which was the Bailey
neighborhood for a long time. That was where the old professors lived, right adjacent to Michigan State. This
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has been converted over to student housing now and the one lesson that we learned from a study on barriers to
walking and biking in E. Lansing had to do with snow removal. Every time we’d go out and record onsite snow
removal of the sidewalks, almost invariably you could predict where there was owner occupied housing and
where there was student occupied housing. It was as predictable as the sun coming up on the longest day, on
the 21st of June. In the owner occupied residential areas you had almost 98% compliance. In the student
occupied residential areas it was between 42 and 47 % compliance. Most of the time, it was because the true
owners of the properties never informed the rental occupants what their responsibilities were. So when begin to
think about this idea of managers and B & Bs, I really think you have to take into consideration, that property is
not that individuals ownership and investment in the future. They have no vested interest except for that
particular point in time to have housing over their head or a temporary job. And so if you begin to look at
managers coming into a house they don’t own there is a real good chance, based on some of the studies we’ve
done, that particular property will not be compliant with the zoning ordinances of the existing community they
are in. We now have a better code enforcement situation than we did a year ago or even two years ago but we
have only one code enforcement officer and he can’t do everything. So, those are two observations on two of
the topics you dealt with tonight.
11. Board Comments
Peters: Zoning Rewrite. We have sent 90 some percent of our work to Patrick at McKenna. I’ve had a little bit of
contact with him and he will actually start working on it as soon as He, Gordon and the Town Board have
finished their Memorandum of Understanding.
Hayward: Actually Randy’s handling that now. Randy is the go between for the Township and Patrick and they
are working on the memorandum, is my understanding.
Peters: I know they are doing it because I got email back from Patrick this afternoon saying that he had gotten
everything, he had looked at the files. What we’ve sent him is a bunch of different files. We still have 2 more
things to send him. We are finishing up on Shoreline Regulations and we’re making absolutely sure that the
amendments that have been passed by the Town Board were sent to him word for word correctly. That has
been harder to try and find the word file of those rather than sending the PDF. I am afraid we are going to just
have to send him one PDF after we retype it. So I am reporting that at the moment your Zoning Rewrite
Committee is not meeting.
Serocki: Gordon, in the minutes on page 3 under point number 3 it said that Networks Norwest was going to
make a list of subject area topics for survey questions and share it with you. Did you get that?
Hayward: I have not but I know that Randy is working on that, all day today so I don’t know what information
he is working from but I will let him know.
Serocki: I was just curious if we need to start working on the survey.
Hayward: As far as I know we haven’t gotten that but I could be wrong.
Elliot: I have a question, when you say we sent it you mean the committee sent it.
Peters: The committee sent it, absolutely.
Elliot: I am a little confused because I didn’t understand that it was going to be sent to McKenna without at
least, I am confused.
Peters: You mean instead of coming back to the Board.
Elliot: Instead of it coming back to us and then us sending it to the Board asking for their approval. Particularly
given, and again I wasn’t here but I did read the minutes, the Board having sent us a consultant who said that we
were to wait.
Peters: The Board has not communicated with our committee to stop. So we continued to work on through and
finished our job. In terms of being able to share what we have done with everybody, it is in multiple different
files and it is all marked up.
Elliot: Right, so why send it to McKenna?
Peters: Because it is their job to put it all together and come out with something. We did two sessions with you
all with certain sections and after the second one that you all said you wanted to see the whole thing. We want
you to see the whole thing in something that is clean.
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Elliot: My understanding is that we wanted to see the whole thing before the Board saw it and it was sent to
McKenna. But again I’m sure it is wrong.
Peters: I don’t think that was our understanding.
Serocki: Our understanding was, because the formatting was off, we lost all of the 1s & the 2s,and the a s & the
b s when it was printed and so if you remember, Monnie went through and spent a couple hours reformatting
one file and it took a long time. That you said you’d rather see it clean, that from McKenna. So, that’s what we
did, we sent it to McKenna to get it back clean. So it will all be formatted, everything will be numerically and
lettered correctly.
Couture: We really strived not to make any substantive changes; we were just cleaning up stuff. That’s what we
really tried to do in our last review of the last few files. I think you will appreciate looking at this document
coming back from McKenna rather than what we had. We were trying to decide what to do. Ultimately we all
feel strongly that it is going to be better this way. You will see what comes back from McKenna; nice and clean
and will look a lot better. It may even have bookmarks built in at that point; I’m not sure but it would be nice so
you could jump back and forth. We are hoping to all look at that when it comes back and we’ll go over it with a
fine tuned comb. It should be a pretty good document.
Peters: That should be the document that we want to come with to you all and point out the major changes,
and point out the wording changes, which we’ve tried to clean up the wording throughout the document.
Couture: There are a lot of ands and ors, some archaic language,……(Another speaker broke up Couture’s
sentence.)
Elliot: Having heard what the consultant said the timing of it seemed unusual to me. I did not understand it was
in your purview.
I. Wunsch: This was actually the process that goes back 18 months or more. I think this is what they had talked
about doing when we flipped the project. The committee was going to work on it and McKenna initially was
supposed to have a more hands-on approach with us but it’s something we decided we would handle internally
with a committee. They were then going to help us with the editorial cleanup and review stuff. So, I brought it to
the attention of the Town Board last week. I think they are obligated to help us work through more drafts. I
believe it was our agreement. Initially in 2014 they were going to have someone up here intermittently to help
us rewrite things on our own. That didn’t happen.
Peters: Part of it was we have found that we really are in some ways unique in our ordinance. We are sort of
this different Township and we can only go to using somebody else’s model a limited amount. McKenna had
used a lot of pretty standard language on varied and different things and over the various drafts that have come
back we said no, none of that really works for us. So we ended up throwing out a lot of proposed draft writing
because it didn’t really work. Then we would go back to the old, old ordinance, our current ordinance and look
at how it works. Where that one falls apart is: things are in 4 different places, so you have to go to 4 different
areas. That is where we would take 4 different areas and consolidate them, throwing out the repetition.
Couture: We’ll see. I hope it looks good.
Peters: I do not have any feel as of yet. I think once Patrick takes a look at it maybe he’ll be able to give us a feel
of the time frame.
Elliot: There was a fast turnaround last time.
Courture: I know that Laura gave him a very specific checklist of items. Are there any other comments? If not,
do I have a motion to adjourn?
12. Adjournment
Action: Motion was made to adjourn the meeting by Serocki, seconded by Peters.
Passed Una.
Meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
Peninsula Township has several portable hearing devices available for use during this meeting. If you would like to use
one, please contact the Chairperson.
Minutes prepared by Deb Larimer,
Recording Secretary
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