
 

 

ALAMO TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

HELD AT 

ALAMO TOWNSHIP FIRE STATION 6TH ST 

MAY 05, 2015 

Meeting Called To Order:  Chairman Belden Smith called the meeting to order with the Pledge Of Allegiance at 7:02PM. 

Roll Call Of Commissioners:  Chairman Belden Smith, Vice Chair Pauline Keiser, Member Don Porter, Member John Kennedy, 

Member Richard Bennett, Member David Veenstra, and Secretary Patrick Studabaker.  All but Member Veenstra answered 

present. (Member Veenstra was supposed to be excused from the meeting by motion but was not.) 

Others Present:  Two (2) other citizens present. 

Approval of Meeting Minutes:  Member Patrick Studabaker commented on missing motions and supporting motions to the 

section concerning elected officers.  Member Richard Bennett motioned for approval to accept the meeting minutes with the 

proposed changes.  Member Pauline Keiser supported the motion.  Motion carried with no objection. 

Welcome Member Don Porter:  Member Belden Smith led in the welcoming of Member Don Porter to the Planning Commission. 

Discussion Of Signs - Section 8.4:  The following is the current reading of Section 8.4 of the Alamo Township Zoning Ordinance 

(p.21-22): 

Section 8.4 – Signs: 

(1)     Purpose for sign regulations. The purpose of this section is to regulate signs and permit only those which will not, 

by reason of size, location, construction, or manner of display, endanger the public safety, confuse, mislead, or obstruct 

the safe movement of traffic, and are not inconsistent with the objectives as set forth in this Ordinance. 

(2)     Sign creation and use limitations. No person, corporation, partnership, or other business entity shall construct, 

erect, otherwise create, or otherwise make use of a sign in the Township of Alamo save as permitted by this section. 

(3)     Sign - Definition. Any representation, including but not limited to one made through use of a structure, device, 

light, letter, word, model, banner, balloon, pennant, insignia, emblem, logo, painting, placard, or poster, which directs or 

tends to direct attention to an object, product, place, activity or service, person, institution, organization, or business. 

(4)     Exempt signs. The following signs are exempted from the restrictions and requirements of this section. 

a.       Official government signs. 

b.       Signs required by law. 

c.       Scoreboards on athletic fields. 

d.       Holiday decorations and greetings in season. 

e.       Commemorative plaques. 

f.        Memorial tablets and historic markers incorporated into the architecture of a building or otherwise attached to, 

embossed, or engraved on the face thereof. 

g.       Signs placed on a motor vehicle legally licensed for and primarily  

used for transportation, provided such a vehicle is not parked or otherwise located merely for the purpose of making 

use of the sign placed thereon. 

h.       Signs advertising garage sales. 



 

 

i.        Signs the subject matter of which is a community special event. 

j.        Signs advertising the sale of a specific parcel of real estate, 

provided said signs do not exceed six square feet in area and six feet in height and apply to premises actually and then 

presently for sale. 

k.       Political signs which do not exceed six square feet in area, six feet in height, and remain in place for a period of 

no more than sixty days prior to and ten days after any federal, state, county, school, or municipal election. 

(5)     Prohibited signs.  

The following signs are absolutely prohibited: 

a.       Signs which bear or contain words, pictures, or characters which are obscene within the meaning of that term as 

is now or hereafter determined by the law of the land. 

b.       Signs containing matter which is false, fraudulent, or contrary to state or federal law. 

c.       Signs which by reason of size, location, content, or coloring are likely to be confused with any traffic control sign. 

d.       Signs in excess of 500 square feet in size. 

e.       Portable signs in place on the same premises for more than ten consecutive days. 

(6)     Permitted signs.  

Signs which meet the following standards will be permitted but only in all commercial and industrial zoning districts, and 

for permitted uses (b), (c), and (d) in the R-3 Residential District and special exception use (a) in the L/D Limited 

Development District. 

a.       The subject of said sign pertains solely to an activity carried out on the premises on which the sign is situated. 

b.       The sign is located not closer than 20 feet from the nearest right-of-way of any public street or highway if the size 

of said sign is eight square feet or less. 

c.       The sign is located not closer than 60 feet from the nearest right-of-way of any public street or highway if the size 

of said sign is more than eight square feet but not less than 100 square feet. 

d.       The sign is located not closer than 100 feet from the nearest right-of-way of any public street or highway if the 

sign is in excess of 60 square feet but does not exceed 500 square feet. 

e.       No business shall have more than one sign which exceeds 35 feet in height. 

(7)     Size - defined.  

Size as used in sub-sections (5) and (6) means the entire area within the smallest square or rectangle which encloses 

the extreme limits of the representation said sign contains. If a sign has two or more faces the area of all faces shall be 

included in computing the sign size. 

(8)     Agricultural signs. 

Signs not exceeding eight square feet in size will be permitted for the sale of agricultural products grown on premises 

and for home occupations where such a use or occupation is lawful under the terms of this ordinance. 

 

Member Belden Smith started with a look at how the current ordinance reads and then looked at an older proposed ordinance 

that Member Belden Smith had emailed to the Planning Commission on 05/05/2015.  The name of the document was sign 

amendmentsRuss1BBS.  A discussion of the documents had by the Planning Commission was briefly gone over. 



 

 

Public comment from a citizen brought up the issue about how current ordinance doesn’t deal with electric signs.  Scoreboard 

signs, for example, have advertisement signs.  Member Richard Bennett talked specifically about baseball field.  Member Bennett 

also stated that the proposed ordinance seemed complicated.  A citizen brought up that is important to ask if an electric sign can 

be seen from the road as it might be distracting. 

Member John Kennedy stated his opinion that if someone puts up the money for a scoreboard they should be allowed to.  

Member Patrick Studabaker asked if the Planning Commission has a moral right to tell people what to do on their property.  With 

the ability to deprive someone of their property, money, and possibly their liberty if they didn't pay; it would be important to 

determine if an ordinance is morally right.  Member Belden Smith stated that it was and is the foundation of most laws. 

Member John Kennedy brought up the issue that 90% of existing signs are in violation of the current ordinance.  Member Pauline 

Keiser stated that a lot of signs had been grandfathered in.  Member Belden Smith stated the reason to look at the sign ordinance 

with particular attention to business and commercial applications was to prepare for future development of the township.  

Member Smith's concern was to limit the complaints residents might have about what signs may come in with future 

development. 

Member Belden Smith led the Planning Commission into looking at Section 8.4 - Part 1.  Member Smith stated a need for better 

clarification on the “exclusions”.  Member Smith stated the intention of the meeting was to focus on Section 8.4 - Part 2 with the 

application on commercial, industrial, and businesses.  Member Smith stated a need for clarification of Section 8.4 - Part 8 

particularly on questioning of what is agricultural sign. 

Member Patrick Studabaker questioned if not dangerous to the public or others why not allow owners of property to do what 

they will on their own property.  He questioned, with regards to Section 8.4 - Part 8 "Signs not exceeding eight square feet in 

size will be permitted...", as to why not make the limit a nine (9) square foot sign.  He stated that the limit seems subjective and 

unnecessary.  Member Pauline Keiser asked Member Patrick Studabaker about a hypothetical situation of a neighbor putting up a 

large sign on their property next to Member Studabaker's house and that Member Studabaker wouldn’t like it.  Member Patrick 

Studabaker stated that he may not like it, but does the Planning Commission or other people have the right to tell someone what 

to do with their property.  Member Belden Smith stated that the purpose of the ordinances are made with the desire to mitigate 

conflict 

A citizen suggested having a sign permit.  This would include a provision that existing sign would have a free permit within a year 

of the sign permit being required.  Those existing signs who didn't obtain a free permit within a year, wouldn’t be covered. 

Member Belden Smith questioned what the tolerance and limitations would be involved in new signs.  Member Richard Bennett 

brought up an example of two pop machines at ball field were internally lit in a residential zone and a neighbor complained about 

the lights being seen from his property. 

Member Belden Smith explained the difference between out of compliance and non-conforming signs. 

Member Patrick Studabaker stated the issue could be tackled from one of two ways.  One to look at it from a positive standpoint 

(this sign type is okay) or a negative standpoint (this sign type is not okay).  This would help in focusing the ordinance.  Member 

Belden Smith stated that is a good question to ask and need to look at in the subject of the issue. 

Member Richard Bennett posed a question of if a banner was a sign.  Member Belden Smith went over what the current definition 

of a sign was in Section 8.4 - Part 3.  

A citizen made the suggestion of having sign approval as part of a site plan approval by the Planning Commission.  Member Belden 

Smith stated that there is always an evolving need for greater detail in ordinance provisions due to litigation. 

Member Richard Bennett stated a lot of work by Member Belden Smith and previous Planning Commission members were done 

with the sign.  Member Bennett asked if there was a cause previously that put the focus on signs.  Member Smith stated that 



 

 

certain organizations began informing the Planning Commission that sign ordinances were important especially to commercial and 

industrial areas.  Member Smith and others of the Commission agreed. 

A citizen brought up that the current ordinance was lacking in regulation of lighting of signs.  Member Richard Bennett stated that 

the site plan idea was a good idea especially when it comes to signs and lighting.  A citizen made the point that the Commission 

would have to be concerned about when property changes ownership. 

Member Richard Bennett proposed grandfathering in all existing signs and have new signs meet upcoming Planning Commission 

approved sign ordinances.  Member Pauline Keiser liked the signs being incorporated into the site plan.  Member Belden Smith 

stated that a member of the Planning Commission is already involved in the site plan and could make recommendations during 

the site plan.  Member Don Porter brought up the situation of a person putting up a sign on a different site later. 

A citizen asked the Planning Commission how many complaints on signs were made?  Member Belden Smith stated the ones he 

knew about were made about signs on a county road right of way.   

Member Pauline Keiser stated she agree with Member Richard Bennett that most signs have been up in the township for a long 

time.  Member Keiser liked the idea of a sign permit plan.  Member John Kennedy stated that he also agreed with a sign permit 

plan. 

Member Pauline Keiser stated that the desire was to protect the township in the future.  Member Patrick Studabaker raised the 

question on how to accomplish that without being highly subjective.  Member Belden Smith stated that an ordinance with 

reasonable provisions could accomplish that. 

Member Don Porter, Member Belden Smith, and a citizen all agreed that set backs of sign were unreasonable as currently stated. 

Member Patrick Studabaker stated a desire to focus mostly on safety of people and property when dealing with ordinance.  This 

desire would show other that the Planning Commission ordinances were mostly focused on protecting individual.  Member Belden 

Smith stated a need to focus on devaluation of property value, such as properties devaluing other properties due to other 

property owner’s actions.  The example of blight was brought up. (To further clarify Member Smith's statements here - as states in 

Article two part (4), "In the interest of the public....general welfare, [one of] the purposes of this Ordinance [is] to (4) conserve the 

value of property;".  This is included as a nearly universal justification for zoning and ordinances across the country, and is the 

issue at the heart of a lot of land use conflict between residents.  When behavior (read that "land use") of a neighbor adversely 

affects the value of one's real property (usually a resident's largest investment) litigation occasionally develops, and rules are 

needed.  The above statement was addressing the broader issue of justification of zoning laws which may seem at first to be 

unnecessarily intrusive and usurpatious.  It is a big part of the job of commissioners not to create unnecessarily intrusive and 

usurpatious regulations.  However, at the same time, it is the job of the commissioners to carefully consider and recommend 

ordained regulations where they are both justified and necessary.) 

Member Belden Smith asked for it to be noted in the minutes that there is broad consensus that sign provisions is important 

and should be incorporated in future township ordinances. 

Member Belden Smith asked a citizen if signs have been included in site plans before.  A citizen stated they were sometimes.   The 

example of the Nature Centers Herron Wood School had a sign included in the site plan.  A citzen stated that the Zoning Board of 

Appeals dealt with size of signs issues in the past. 

Member Belden Smith requested it to be noted in the minutes for site plans to be required to include signs and lighting on signs 

explicitly spelled out. 

Member Richard Bennett made a motion that the meeting minutes would include that all future site plans include information 

regarding signs and exterior lighting.  Member Belden Smith supported the motion.  Smith stated that this was with the 

understanding that future amending ordinances would regulate the details.  The motion carried with no objection. 



 

 

Member Belden Smith stated that a good plan of action for the Planning Commission members for the next meet was to look at 

other places and communities' sign ordinances especially online to get ideas on what to include. 

Member Belden Smith asked if the other members wanted to take barebones approach to Section 8.4 or gut it all and start from 

scratch.  Member Smith stated the Planning Commission should make a decision on a direction to take.  Member Smith would like 

to grandfather all signs and that new signs would apply to new regulation and all old signs would be legal nonconforming use.  

Member Pauline Keiser suggested keeping Section 8.4 but tweak it.  Member Richard Bennett suggested grandfather all existing 

signs but keep existing Section 8.4 to change and tweak it.  Member Smith stated that a new ordinance would call previous signs 

as legal non-compliance use.  It would then have Alamo Township keep track of what signs there are before new ordinance takes 

effect to distinguish between new signs and old signs.  Member Belden Member Smith wanted to keep existing structure. 

Member Belden Smith asked for a note to be made in the minutes that the Planning Commission would plan on altering 

existing language and structure of Section 8.4 rather than start over with a different structure and format. This was agreed 

upon by all Planning Commission members. 

Member Belden Smith suggested a focus on Section 8.4 - Part 6 in particular.  For the next meeting it would be good to look at 

proposed changes to the original Section 8.4.  Member Smith also stated that it was more beneficial that future reference should 

include not number or section but the terminology referenced inserted in an ordinance. 

Member Don Porter stated a desire to have business members of Alamo Township to be included in the discussion. 

A citizen stated that offsite signs are an area of concern to discuss as well. 

Member Belden Smith reiterated that for the next Planning Commission meeting the members were to come with specific 

proposals to change the existing sign language. 

Old Business: Member Pauline Keiser stated it would be beneficial for a copy of the Planning Commission minutes to be included 

with specific business site plans and business packet.  Rather than keeping minutes separate and let others match them up, this 

process would be easier to remember what Planning Commission meeting and details were involved for a business.  This would be 

included in the township files and the Planning Commission files located at the Alamo Township Hall. 

New Business:  No new business was brought before the Planning Commission. 

Citizen Comments:  A citizen asked a question of if amended ordinances were available yet.  Member Belden Smith stated there 

was still a wait for questions to be answered from township lawyer and working on formatting issues with included amendments 

Commissioner Comments:  Member Patrick Studabaker requested that the Planning Commission members look at the moral right 

of what changes they may propose for the sign ordinances.   Member Studabaker suggested that the members ask if they 

personally would like what is suggested to be applied concerning having the township require a citizen to do something or to have 

the township not allow a citizen to do something.  Member Belden Smith agreed with a need to find balance and that ordinances 

help others to tolerate others and limit what others might do to other people. 

Member John Kennedy thanked Member Belden Smith for recommending Member Don Porter to the Commission.  Member 

Kennedy also stated that he liked that the discussion that was going on tonight was open to the public and available to be fully 

viewed. 

Adjournment: Motion to adjourn was made by Member John Kennedy.  Member Pauline Keiser supported the motion.  The 

motion was carried with no objection.  Meeting adjourned at 9:13PM. 

 

Respectfully submitted by, 

Patrick Studabaker, Secretary 



 

 

 

 

 

  

 


