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LELAND TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

Chairperson — Lee Corey — term expires 12/26
Skip Telgard, Secretary — term expires 8/28 Sam Simpson, Vice Chair — term expires 12/26
Steve Scales, Township Board Rep —term expires 11/28 Brian Fenlon, ZBA Rep — term expires 8/28

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Wednesday, April 15, 2026; 6:00 p.m.
Northport Performing Arts Center Auditorium
104 S Wing St, Northport, Mi 49670

MEETING MINUTES

Call to Order at 6:00 pm-— Pledge of Allegiance

Roll Call Commissioners: Lee Corey, Steve Scales, Brian Fenlon, Skip Telgard, Sam Simpson
Staff: Zoning Administrator Tim Cypher excused, Attorney Tom Grier and Research Assistant Ryan
Adams from Running Wise, Recording Secretary Erica Pfriem

Public attendees: 60

Approval of Agenda (additions/subtractions) - Scales move to approve as submitted, Corey
seconds. All PC members vote aye and the agenda is approved as submitted.

Declaration of Potential Conflicts of Interest - none noted

V. Approval of Minutes: February 18, 2026 Scales asks for a change on page three from “Scales -

States that he thinks it's a bias on the brief” to “Scales — Ask if the brief is considered biased.”
Simpson motions to approve minutes with stated change, Telgard seconds, all PC members vote
aye and the minutes are approved with the stated change.

V. Correspondence received — Corey states hundreds of pieces of correspondence received and all
filed at the Township office. Thanks the public for engagement.
VI. Public Comment - Limited to three minutes per person, unless extended by Chair
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Andria Yearwood, Manitou Trail

Volunteer at YFC participating in weekly prayer meeting. Know Michah and Kai very well.
Encourage to get to know couple. A club for high school age youth to join as members, gather for
fellowship and bible study and snacks. Public not invited to attend or open for public services.
Approve permit

Anna Hogan, Leland

A shift in how community is treated. Legal challenges against Fishtown are targeted attempt to
disrupt community. Attack on FPS is a disgrace. Scale does match local reality -Fewer than 15
students at YFC, 100 minors are represented by non-consent requests. Not appropriate location,
commercial core in jeopardy if approved. Urge PC to deny.

Lauren Conner, Leland

Concern that commission feels pressure to approve because of litigation. Urges another option -
legislative moratorium. Gives example of moratoriums in Empire Village, Leelanau, and Cleveland
Townships. Pause fix if code is lacking. Clubs only allowed when similar to restaurants. Vote
against.
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Micki Rockwell
Reading statement from Stacey Gurdwell
Leland acted classy when YFC was introduced. Tried to engage with different options. PC has

multiple reasons to deny applicant. If applicant chooses to appeal, so be it. Find a better way for
children to worship.

Bob Biggs, Leland

Attended meetings and listened to community. Emphasis is positive to mission, negative to
location. Hopeful that Lighthouse would reconsider location. Assault against Fishtown is a preview
of what group can bring. Respect for youth. Lighthouse Mission is not a club, clearly a religious
activity that belongs outside of commercial square. Thanks you for hard work.

Jacob Danzinger, Suttons Bay
Attorney. My children attend Leland school. References 12.1.C3 standard restaurant type clubs v.
general purpose clubs. Denying will not cause any constitutional issues. YFC is not a restaurant

type club. Mentions Grier's memos and serving of snacks as qualifier of a club. Important word
seated. C2 v. C1 as to serving snacks.

Phoebe Danzinger

Continuation of Jacob Danzinger's commentary. Applicant was not honest from the start. YFC is
religious group not allowed in C1 per ordinance. Applicant has right to say 16.01 is
unconstitutional. Courts will handle constitutional issues not PC. Legal options available for
applicant. Instead applicant pretends to be a club to try to gain approval.

Pete Ashley, Leland

References March 17" memo from attorney for applicant. Mostly says what will happen if not
approved. Mentions Troposhere's legal memo and lawsuits on Old Mission with wineries which are
not relevant here. No evidence that YFC has suffered economic loss. Speaker takes offence to
monetary threats. Approve or deny based on ordinance.

Larry Acker, Leland

Reiterate what | have said previously. Scales has an ethical obligation to recuse. At 2/18/26 PC
meeting Scales voted against a second opinion of a municipal lawyer specialist. Scales wanted to
force votes. Scales seen publicly engaging in conversation with Mr. Van Steenhouse and
apologizing for not having delivered permit. In Northport pub, Scales was greeted by crowd of
Apollos supports. Scales not following state and Leland Township standards for ethical public
behavior. Not a personal attack. Public is limited to 3 minutes, Scales has given Apollos carte
blanche to spend time with him.

Michelle White, Leland

Deaconess of United Methodist Church, and 5 Loaves 2 Fish

Actions of applicant — think of making friends before operating YFC. How much do you care about
community. Didn't take time to meet community. Steps on throats of others to get what you need.
Threats of lawsuits and against Fishtown Preservation Society raise more concern. Reconsider
actions and pull application. To PC please vote no, does not meet standard of downtown corridor.

Kathleen Aker, Leland

Read message from son Justin

Lindsay and Justin moved to Leland because of community. Kids attend Leland schools. Both work
here. Sat through first meeting and mentions Vansteenhouse's comment to convert all people to
his will. Applicant works up application for it to be approved. | work as a builder and must follow
many rules and understand the importance of clear rules. Suggests that Lelend Township needs to
declare a moratorium to reevaluate zoning guidelines. Encourages PC to deny.
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Penny Lesh, Northport

Thanks to PC for volunteering time regardless of outcome. Thankful for many parts of process.
Witnessed people find voice to speak out. Hope community will be stronger and more engaged.
Need to balance scales. Speaks to Hand of Providence. Lighthouse will not be extinguished
regardless of decision.

Speaker unknown, Read letter from AJ Garcia from Traverse City

Local pastor. | counsel community. Community is better served with love and honesty. Issue of
church v. club. Clear it is not a traditional church. YFC acts a para-church. Asks for permit to be
approved.

Mr. Hessel, Leland

Takes exception to clubhouse. Existing lease and two buildings can be joined into a bigger
clubhouse, maybe even a church. Fishtown attacks show how future will be. Own commercial
property on Main St, important to fill with businesses complimentary to community. How could a
decision be made to make business’ lives harder. Consider negative effects on community.

Alan Spiniken
Read letter from daughter Sara Swinger, Leland
Strong emotions for and against. Hope we all remember all are a community and desire peace in

community. A lot of information shared, an educated decision can be made. Urge board to use
wisdom in decision making.

Mitchell Treadwell, Traverse City, joint owner of property in Leland

Joint own closest residential structure to property in question. Downtown corridor needs foot traffic.
Exclusive clubs do not contribute. Asks what is a club and gives example of emergency meeting of
Traverse City commissioners — dedicated space, refreshments present, discussions — not a club.
Neither is YFC. Does not fit in downtown landscape. As a local government, do not be bullied by
potential litigation. Please vote no.

Jerry Timmis, Leland
Thank you for work. VP of theological seminary. Lighthouse does not meet definition of church.

Got to know applicants. Ideology led to existing rules of engagement. Make decision not just about
zoning, but about people.

Bill Wiesner, TC
Presents sign “ASK TCAPS about - Take back the Classroom .com." Offers a flyer. TCAPS has

books promoting LGBTQ, but none for the other side. Asks can we have one group present the
other side? Please vote yes.

Bill White, Leland

Speaks to zoning standard — churches & religious inst. Questions for Micah and Kai about baptism,
was it a religious activity?

Taylor Van, Suttons Bay

Family involvement with YFC. Excited when YFC came to community. Micah and Kai young
vibrant couple offering new energy for my three children’s faith walk. Important for young people to
have a space to explore faith. Wherever space is, whether in subject building, or elsewhere, hope to
come to compromise. Leland is a special place.

Kathy Jamison, Leland

Stay focused on protecting commercial district, said as a Cannon of the National Cathedral.
Commercial district is important.
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Public comment ended at 6:56

VIl Reports:
1. Township Board representative Scales - Board hopes to confirm workshop with Leland School
Board in May on improvements at Hancock Park. Open to public. Dates to follow.
2. ZBA representative - Corey outgoing ZBA rep, Fenlon incoming rep. Corey reports Apollos filed
an application to come up at next meeting. Application deals with property next to tonight’s subject
property.

VIIl.  New Business: none

IX. Old Business:
1. Apollos Properties — Special Land Use Application - Youth for Christ

Corey asks Tom Grier to explain the procedure he followed in preparing the Findings of Fact before
deliberations begin.

Tom Grier introduces himself as an attorney with Running Wise and his research assistant, Ryan Adams.
Grier explains that he was called by Tim Cypher to assist. Prepared Findings of Fact to either approve or deny
the Special Land Use Permit (SLUP). There are about a dozen standards to review and in order to approve a
SIUP, all standards must be met. The sections of Article 16 of the ordinance were used to organize the
Findings of Fact. PC members will decide which set of findings to entertain and then go through the findings
and draw a conclusion. There has been an evolving set of materials coming in over the past few weeks about
the zoning history which is an important development to look at. Designed to be a fair representation of the
record for both ways. Important if decision is appealed for the PC to have framed the standard, made fact
findings based on the standard with records and exhibits and then came to a conclusion thereafter.

Corey introduces and passes out new documents that have been made a part of the formal record but have
not been provided to the PC as a hard copy. Corey confirms with Grier that these documents pertain to the
denial set.

Corey asks Telgard, as a long standing member of the PC, his experience with the PC as a Leland
restaurateur as it pertains to the 2008 amendment made to the ordinance, particularly as it relates to C1.

Telgard running restaurant and found with older restaurants there tended to be encroachments that put
businesses in non-conforming status. Suggestion of Cypher to send letter to PC to move standard restaurants
from a use by approval to a use by right status. PC put on schedule and Telgard recused. PC deliberated and
voted to move standard restaurants from a use by special approval to a use by right. Clubs and other such
businesses stayed in the same special use category.

Corey asks if type of club PC envisioned in language has not changed. Telgard confirms no change and PC
assumed that a supper club or music type of club could come in and be restaurants.

Corey states 2008 amendment is important part of set two, consider making a motion to entertain set two.

Telgard makes motion to go through set two denial. Fenlon seconds. All vote in favor of proceeding with set
two.

Corey asks Grier to lead PC through process in Cypher’s absence.

Corey motions to add the documents distributed earlier to the record from Attorney Danziger dated 3/17/26 and
4/13/26. Fenlon seconds. All vote in favor.

i. Findings of Fact/Conditions — Set 2
4|Page
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Article 16: Standards for Special Land Uses, 16.01A, 16.01A(1)

Grier explains 16.01A as an overall statement and 16.01A(1) as revisions to master plan. Suggests motion to
accept the statement as to master plan.

Corey motions to accept language as stated in the master plan.

Scales asks if process is to confirm what is in zoning ordinances as a matter of record at meeting.

Grier, confirms. Motion is just accepting that there are relevant sections of master plan being considered.
Corey motions to accept statement as to master plan, Simpson seconds. All vote aye and motion carries.

16.01A(2) Proposal is consistent with and in accordance with the general objectives, intent and
purposes of this Ordinance.

Grier explains section identifies property, what is YFC, reference to exhibits, tax statements, articles of
incorporation, club membership guidelines, etc. Continues to lay groundwork of district with zoning map of C1
district. Documents continue with zoning category C and issue of clubs. How does ZO treat clubs — general
definition such as art, science, literature, politics, etc and specific definition for C1 providing food or drink to
those seated in a club, which Telgard spoke of.

Scales asks Grier to confirm dealing with definition of club and definition of club as it applies to C1.
Grier confirms the PC will have to construe these two definitions.

Grier continues to review discussion of churches, where churches are allowed. Note not allowed in C1, C2,
waterfront or Fishtown.

Grier continues to discuss relevant zoning amends to commercial district. Troposhere memo brings in
legislative history as Telgard discussed the earlier process of 2008/2008 C1 amendment. Companion
amendment in C1 and C2 to add in new definition of club.

Grier explains PC needs to decide if 2009 amendment to definition of club separates from general definition.
Believes it is distinct and separate

Scales asks if new definition of clubs applies to C1 and C2 post 2008. Grier confirms, references Exhibit 23.
Grier continues, parole evidence used when language is not clear. Enough to consider legislative history.

Grier asks Telgard — do you believe new definition in 2009 in C1 was separate and distinct from general and
the intent the PC? Telgard - Yes, agrees with narrative and how presented.

Grier speaks to exhibits introduced earlier by Corey from Danziger. Memo spoke to 2008 amendment that
provided for limited type of restaurant type club in C1 and not general type such as stamp, model railroads.
Danziger memo’s marked as Exhibits 37 and 38 earlier.

Grier confirms with Telgard that he agrees with Danzinger's memo.

Grier continues if YFC is a club becomes less important because it never would have been allowed in C1
under this framework. 2008 definition of club in C1 narrowed to sit down dining, no drive in, possible dancing.

Grier continues with discussion of Religious Land Use and Institutions Act. If PC agrees with Exhibit 35, can
motion to adopt by reference. Grier summarizes - idea is cannot discriminate against religious entity. If PC
accepted that C1 definition of club is very limited and excluded all other type of general clubs such as model
railroad, stamps and even club that may have religious base, no discrimination against religious club

S|Page



Case 1:26-cv-02307 ECF No. 1-30, PagelD.650 Filed 08/10/26 Page 7 of 12

Grier continues to detailed summary of use of area at issue to see if proposed use is consistent. Conclusion
that YFC is not consistent. Use is small, retail and office space.

Grier summarizes process of review of pages 2 — 22 were to make findings under standard. After findings
made, conclusion is drawn. Process is standard, findings, conclusion and then vote.

Conclusion is that under ZO 16.01A(2) the proposal is not consistent with and in accordance with the general
objectives, intent and purposes of this Ordinance and the Master Plan based on the foregoing findings.

Scales asks if there is to be a straight vote or if discussion allowed. Corey confirms discussion allowed.

Scales compliments Grier on a great job. Scales question is the 2008/2009 change. Reads definitions of clubs
and asks PC if we agree with definition of clubs as it is in the ZO.

Fenlon asks if a relevant question.

Corey - YFC has asserted they are a club. Our tasks is to determine if YFC is type of club that meets
language in C1 as amended in 2009. My opinion is they do not. Not providing food, beverage in a seated
building. Not a restaurant type club.

Fenlon - It is that simple. Historical clarifies definition of club. Our job is to enforce.

Telgard — Club in Article 2 is clearly a members only, non profit club — does not pass with club as redefined in
amendment. Amendment shows club to be like a restaurant.

Fenlon - intention was that and nothing else.

Scales to Grier to confirm from a process standpoint — 13 boxes to go through and vote this evening and
quorum will rule.

Grier confirms once through all, reach final decision.

Corey suggests to proceed. After summary of findings, PC needs to make a decision on each finding to come
to final decision.

Fenlon asks to confirm that for special use permit to be approved all would have to qualify. Grier and Corey
confirm yes.

Corey asks Grier to lead through process

Conclusion: 16.01A(2) The proposal is not consistent with and in accordance with the general
objectives, intent and purposes of this Ordinance.

Corey proposes to take a vote.
Scales askes for review of issue voting on. Grier explains.
Vote: Corey yes, Scales no, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 4/1, passes.

16.01A (3) The proposal is designed, constructed, operated and maintained so as to be consistent,
compatible and appropriate in appearance with the existing adjacent land uses, existing or intended
character of the general vicinity and that such a use will not change the essential character of the area
which it is proposed.

16.01A (3)a Compatibility with Adjacent Land Use. The proposed special approval shall be designed,
constructed, operated and maintained to be compatible with uses on surrounding land. The site design
of the proposed special approval shall minimize the impact of site activity on surrounding properties.

Grier explains as a general statement with sub-standards below.
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Scales asks if relates to appearance of building. Fenlon believes broader than that, operated and maintained
suggests a type of use.

Grier refers PC to exhibit 20 and article 16. Explains what was voted on previously. Explains Section 3, and the
sub-sections. Previous findings are incorporated (pages 2-22)

Scales questions which takes precedence master plan or ordinance. Corey says master plan is a guide. Grier
Ordinance is law, takes precedence.

Conclusion: The proposed special use of a private club is not allowed in the C-1 district as either a permitted
use or a special land use and otherwise is not designed, constructed, operated and/or maintained to be
compatible with uses on surrounding land.

Vote: Corey — yes, Scales no, Sam yes, Skip yes, Brian yes. Passes 4/1

16.01A(3)a 1. The location and nature and use will not be in conflict with any Use Permitted by Right of
the district.

Grier notes prior findings adopted. References findings and exhibits.

Conclusion: The location and nature of use will conflict with permitted uses in the district. Private clubs,
meeting halls, churches, and religious institutions are not permitted or a special land use in the C-1 district

Vote: Corey yes, Scales no, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 4/1 passes.

16.01A(3)a 2. The location and screening of vehicular circulation and parking areas in relation to
surrounding development.

Grier notes prior findings adopted. Grier explains parking remains unchanged, existing building.
Scales relates to impact.

Corey limited to vehicular circulation and parking arears.

Fenlon no evidence to suggest it would change in record.

Conclusion: The location and screening of vehicular circulation and parking areas in relation to surrounding
development will remain unchanged under the applicant’s proposal for the YFC Club.

Vote: Corey yes, Scales yes, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 5/0 passes.

16.01A(3)a 3. The location and screening of outdoor storage, outdoor activity or work areas, and
mechanical equipment in relation to surrounding development

Grier explains no proposed changes. No request to change to existing building.

Scales to be clear applicant is not in violation, it conforms. Corey answers applicant has not proposed anything
to be non-conforming.

Fenlon according to application, no change. Straight forward.

Conclusion: There are no proposed changes to the location and screening of outdoor storage, outdoor activity
or work areas, and mechanical equipment in relation to surrounding development with respect to the
applicant’s YFC proposal at the subject property.

Vote: Corey yes, Scales yes, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 5/0
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16.01A(3)a 4. The hours of operation of the proposed use. Approval of a special approval request may
be conditioned upon operation within specified hours considered appropriate to ensure minimal
impact on surrounding uses.

Fenlon unclear on section. Private clubs are not allowed so consideration of hours not relevant. Fenlon asks
to entertain as a hypothetical. Applicant proposed hours. Fenlon sees hours as fair. Is there anything
offensive about hours proposed.

Scales conclusion is consideration of hours is not relevant. Questions if voting on hours or relevance.

Corey ~ vote on relevance. Preference to have conclusion that the hours are nor relevant since denying
application.

Corey motions that conclusion reached here reflects our decision that hours not relevant since denying
application. No hours would be operational

Scales - Yes vote means hours are not relevant. Fenlon important to make distinction, clear on what voted
on.

Second by Simpson.
All in favor, motion carries.
Corey — yes, Scales no, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 4/1

16.01A(3)a 5. The design and placement of the structures and infrastructure for the proposed use in
relation to surrounding uses.

Grier explains existing building, placement not altered.

Scales — yes means agrees with conclusion.

Conclusion: The proposal involves an existing building. Placement of the building will not be altered.
Vote: Corey yes, Scales yes, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 5/0

16.01 A(3)a 6. The relation of character, density, and open space of the surrounding area to density and
open space of the proposed project, considering the overall site design, including landscaping and
other proposed site amenities.

Grier believes to be neutral since use of existing property with no material site changes.

Corey has issues with the use of word character. Not consistent with surrounding spaces. Fenlon suggests roll
call vote as straight forward. Scales asks is character structural integrity. Fenlon suggests aesthetics. Scales
asks more if altering physical space. Corey character means physical, atmosphere, design, window displays,
aesthetics. Fenlon believes physical nature in this instance. Scales agrees with Fenlon, application is
structural. Skip agrees with Fenlon and Scales - a bit too speculative. Corey questions density

Grier no proposal to change from applicant.

Conclusion: The proposal will use the existing north structure on the property. The open space between the
two current buildings will be maintained. There are no material site changes on the property.

Vote: Corey yes, Scales yes, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 5/0
16.01 A.3.b Public Services....

Grier explains relates to traffic, sewer, drainage, etc. More applicable for new building. Not relevant here.
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Conclusion: The proposal would use an existing building with existing infrastructure. No changes are
expected.

Vote: Corey yes, Scales, yes, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 5/0

16.01 A.3.c Impact of Traffic. The location of the proposed special approval within the zoning district
shall minimize the impact of the traffic generated by the proposed use.

Grier explains existing building difficult to anticipate, not relevant

Corey states parking will be impacted, pick up and drop of children. Simpson states C1 not required to provide

off site parking Telgard explains parking provision pulled in C1 because so limited had to rely on street
parking.

Conclusion: Because it is an existing building with existing road access, it would be difficult to anticipate any
changes in traffic usage.

Vote: Corey — no - similar to car pool situation v. regular restaurant or retail spaces, Scales yes, Simpson yes,
Telgard yes ,Fenlon yes. Passes 4/1.

16.01 A.3.d Detrimental Effects...
Grier - This is an existing 15 year old building. No intended changes. Believes no negative impact.

Conclusion: Because the proposed YFC club use would be contained within the existing north structure at 110
N. Lake Street, which has been there for 15 years, there are no new any activities, processes, materials,
equipment, or conditions of operation being added to the building that could cause of traffic noise, vibration,
smoke, fumes odors, dust, glare and light.

Vote: Corey yes, Scales yes, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. Passes 5/0

16.01 A.3.e, Economic Wellbeing of Community....

Grier explains all prior findings incorporated. Little commercial property in township and not to be expanded.
Any conversion erodes economic base. Downtown relies on strong pedestrian traffic. Tourism.

Telgard references memo of concern from Leland small business leaders, 27 people signed. Would be
detrimental to commerce. Grier states memo of concern not in record, can be added as exhibit 39 to denial set
upon motion passing. Telgard motions to add memo of concern from Leland small business owners dated
11/28/25. Fenlon seconds. All vote in favor.

Conclusion: The proposed special approval would be detrimental to the economic well-being of those who will
use the land or residents, businesses, landowners, and the community as a whole. Private clubs, meeting
halls, churches and religious institutions are not a permitted or a special land use in the C-1 district.

Vote: Corey yes, Scales no, Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 4/1

16.01 A.3.f Compatibility with Natural Environment...
Grier sees it as neutral with no impact.

Conclusion: The proposal involved an existing building. Placement of the building will not be altered. There
would be no impact on the natural environment.

Vote: Corey yes, Scales yes. Simpson yes, Telgard yes, Fenlon yes. 5/0

16.01 A.4 Meet the site plan review requirements of Article 6
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Grier states site plan analysis from Cypher. Included as appendix. Scales asks if from a few months ago.
Grier confirms not new.

Corey motions to accept site plan analysis referenced as Appendix Article 6 Site Plan prepared by Tim Cypher.
Scales seconds. All vote aye.

16.01A.5 Conform with all applicable county, state and federal requirements for that use.

Grier explains vote not needed. Essentially denied.

Scales to Grier repeat what just said. Grier - PC went though special land use standard. Came to conclusion

in about 2/3 that proposal does not meet standard. Do overall statement /conclusion that special use is denied
based on foregoing set of findings.

Grier explains as to 16.01A.5, a vote is not needed. Not relevant at this point. Proposes a motion that PC

does not need to vote since not a relevant. Simpson makes motion that is not a relevant consideration. Fenlon
seconds. All vote in favor, motion carries.

Grier summarizes:

First standard — Vote 4/1, yes proposal is not consistent.
16.01A(3)a, voted standard not met

16.01A(3)a 1, PC made decision did not meet standard. Scales clarifies it was a majority vote.
16.01A(3)a 2 - voted yes

16.01A(3)a 3 - voted yes

16.01A(3)a 4 - not relevant (hours of operation) 4/1
16.01A(3)a 5 - voted yes 5/0

16.01A(3)a 6 — voted yes 5/0

16.01A 3. b. — voted yes 5/0

16.01A 3.c. — voted yes 4/1

16.01 A. 3. d. — voted yes

16.01 A. 3. e. voted yes. 4/1 Fenlon and Telgard clarify vote should be recorded as yes, would be detrimental.
Grier explains no standard would not be met.
16.01 A. 3. f. — voted yes
16.01 A. 4.- passed motion to accept appendix
16.01 A. 5.- not relevant, yes 5/0.
Summary that standard not met.
ii. Further discussion with staff or Applicant - none
iii. Consideration of motion by PC to approve, to approve with conditions, or to deny
application, per Zoning Ordinance requirements.

Corey motions - Based on facts that the following sections 16.01A (2), 16.01A (3)a, 16.01A (3)a1.,
16.01A(3)e do not comply with ordinance the PC votes to deny special use permit. Simpson seconds.

Vote: Corey deny, Scales approve, Fenlon deny, Telgard deny, Simpson deny. Concludes old business.
9:10

2. ZO amendments— review and discuss list generated at October 2024 PC meeting, time
permitting - Corey suggests time not permitting defers to next meeting.

Public Announcement from Simpson, township workshop is May 20".

X. Other Business (as required) — none

XL Zoning Administrator Comment — none
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Xll.  Planning Commission Comment — none
Xlll.  Public Comment - Limited to three minutes per person, unless extended by Chair
XIV. Next meeting — May 6, 2026, 5:00 pm — Leland Library — Munnecke Room

XV. Adjournment - Scales motions to conclude meeting. Fenlon seconds. All vote in favor. Meeting
adjourns at 9:13
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