GLA BOARD MEETING 7-13-2015

GLFPC Summary and Interpretation of the July 13, 2015 GLA Board Meeting

This meeting summary/interpretation is being distributed to the GLA Board and
Landowners as a volunteer service by the GLFPC.

The two and half hour GLA board meeting held July 13, 2015 opened with land owner
input rather than the practice of board members reading and taking as much as half an
hour before approving minutes. Based on a new policy, board minutes are presently
reviewed and approved by email about two weeks after the meeting. With this change, it
IS now possible to send approved board meeting minutes by email to landowners who
request this service. In the past, landowners typically waited two months to have access
to approved minutes. Note: To receive GLA minutes and other official GLA
correspondence by email, send an email request to info@glamontana.org.

Another new policy is to provide separate binders for committee and approved board
meeting minutes at board meetings. The past policy of merging board and committee
meeting minutes has given way to separate minutes and separate binders for each.

During landowner input a NG landowner gave written notice to each board member
saying that if the use of a parcel adjacent to her own were to change from a residence to a
church, as she heard might be the case, she would find that intensification of use in
conflict with the residential character of Glastonbury as outlined in the Master Plan. She
also stated for the record that she believes that the existing residence was given board
approval with a conflict of interest and in error on three counts: it exceeds the 30 foot
height limit, it does not appear as a single story building as required for structures built
on ridge lines and it dominates the view sheds of other land owners. No adjoining nor
nearby landowners were notified of any exceptions/variances for this project. She further
asked that her letter be officially attached to the minutes of the board meeting. Note: It is
also attached to this summary.

Referring to two new GLA policies adopted by the board at their May 18, 2015 meeting
(Privacy Policy and Conduct of Meetings) and to two additional draft policies which the
board has not yet approved (Criteria for Closed Board or Board Committee Meeting and
a new Conflict of Interest Policy), a landowner told the board he was concerned about the
procedure being used to adopt these new policies. The way these policies were adopted in
May is problematic, he said, because per the GLA governing documents, the adoption of
new rules or regulations that directly affect landowners require member voting. He stated
that to avoid landowner discussion and voting on new policies, is a delinquency that hurts
all landowners. While stressing that a landowner vote should have been taken on these
policies approved in May, he also noted that the board can adopt policies on its own
authority only when the policy affects their internal board procedures. Referring
specifically to point # 5 of the pending policy on Criteria for Closed meetings, he said the
term “intra-board communication infrastructure” needs refinement.



As indicated in the July newsletter, the landowner comment period for these two draft
policies ends August 10, 2015. Please make your comments to the GLA board at:
info@gla.montana.org.

In other landowner input, one landowner said she would like to see new paint on the
building at the soccer field. She asked that (correction) “talent in the room” coordinate
the effort and seek volunteers to do the work. She also encouraged individual land
owners to pay more attention this summer to their “war” on thistles, given that this is a
very good growing season for thistles.

Actual board business opened with the President’s report which noted there will be a
Special Phone Conference Meeting August 3rd at 7 pm. It is being called to discuss the
Bylaw Amendments that the Governing Documents Committee has been working.

The Volunteer Secretary and Non-Board member Alyssa Allen then presented another
new policy to the Board: Procedures for Committee and Board Meetings. Because copies
of this new policy were distributed only to Board Members and not made available to
those landowners in attendance, it was particularly difficult to follow board discussion
about how meeting notice and agenda subscriber lists would be handled; how committee
meeting minutes approvals would be done by committee chairs, not the board; how an
effort would be made to post committee meeting notices on GLA’s website calendar; and
how landowners would need to ask each Committee chair if they want to have Committee
minutes emailed to them. No action was taken on these details and it is unknown when or
if these procedures will be presented to the landowners

In her final report, Treasurer Janice McCann who has resigned from the board effective
July 31, 2015, said the plan to pay off the road loan early, namely by the end of this year,
is on schedule and that overall June was a slow income month given that most
landowners pay their assessments quarterly. After her usual 10-page monthly treasurer
report was accepted by the board, the board and meeting attendees thanked Janice for her
service.

Board member Rudy Parker accepted the role as interim GLA Treasurer (to November,
2015) on the condition that he be removed from the Communications Committee.

Board President Dan Kehoe said the board is also interviewing two accountants noting
that per concerned landowner input, GLA needs the services of an accountant as soon as
possible. Plans for how to pay for this unbudgeted expense were not discussed.

Updates to the Payment plan policy for delinquent assessments were approved by the
board with virtually no discussion, again making it inconvenient for those in attendance
to follow and understand board actions. Landowner comments that such changes needed
due process were ignored; instead President Dan Kehoe explained that this is merely a
change in the form, not the policy itself.



Road committee chairman Robert Wallace’s proposal to use the same contractor (Bailey
Paving out of Belgrade) as was used last fall (2014) to re-do and repair new and failed
cracks, and potholes on paved roads in NG was approved in spite of the many ongoing
landowner concerns. Landowners were uncomfortable with what appeared to be a very
high rate of filled cracks re-opening and the non-bonding of the crack filling material
from the work done by Bailey. The cost will be about $6000 (including a discounted rate
to re-seal cracks that failed from last fall) with $4000 coming from the NG road budget
and the balance from the road reserve fund.

To diffuse landowner concerns that last year’s contractor had failed to do an adequate
job, Wallace said the work would be supervised this year. Wallace also stated that this
time the contract will specify a necessary temperature range to guarantee a beneficial
outcome. He also explained that given the variables with this kind of road maintenance,
no contractor will warranty their work and considering our limited road budget, GLA
cannot accept the higher bid of $35,460 from Apex Group out of Bozeman.

It was disclosed that Road Committee member Kevin Newby has obtained reports from
the MT Highway Patrol and work is underway to gather three bids for the repair of the
damaged guard rail at the north entrance to NG. It is expected that the insurance company
of one of the drivers who damaged the guard rail last winter will pay for the repairs.

It was announced that Ed Schilling is now in process of spraying GLA roads for weeds;
SG has been completed and NG will likely be done in the next few days. Discussion
about whether to continue the current practice of spraying roadside weeds in July or
return to the former plan of spraying in May and October led to a board consensus that
there needs to be bids and a new contract for next year.

A question from the Site Plan Review Committee about whether the committee should
keep records of construction being done that does not require site plan and project
approval led to the conclusion that records should be kept on projects even when actual
approval is not needed. At issue was work being done to change the dormer roof line on a
home to create more habitable space inside.

No action was taken on a proposal to increase the application fee for any Site or Building
Plan Application and Approval process to $25 for the first form and to charge an
additional $10 for each additional form used in the application. As with other changes
that were discussed at this meeting, landowners noted that this is a change that affects all
landowners and thus due process of member input is needed. Our governing documents
state that all members have a reasonable opportunity to be heard and give written and oral
comment about any new rule or regulations. If adopted, the rationale is that the fee
increase would generate funds to begin to officially pay additional wages to Karleen for
Project Review work. The administrative budget does not include hourly wages for
Project Review work, even though Karleen has already been receiving pay for managing
the Project Review Committee’s responsibilities for Applications and Approvals.



Per a recommendation from the Community Property Committee, the board approved the
proposal to terminate the GLA lease with the Paradise Valley Recreation Committee. In
the past, that lease allowed the PVRC to use common GLA land for soccer games. New
uses for this common land are being discussed by this committee. See Community
Property summary on GLFPC website.

The board adjourned its public meeting about 9:40 pm and reconvened in closed session
to deal with legal matters.

Addendum

A copy of the letter which landowners Chuck and Sally Muto asked the board to append
to the July 13, 2015 board meeting minutes is reprinted here.

July 13, 2015
To the GLA Board of Directors,

My husband and I are writing to you about our concerns for the Yaney parcel (38 B)
which is adjacent to ours. Based on a comment from a construction worker and local talk,
it is our understanding that there are plans to change this residence into a church and or
learning center.

With this letter we want to formally be on the record as objecting to any change or
intensification of what we believe is the non-compliant use of Yaney’s parcel.

As the structure currently stands, we believe it violates the following GLA Covenants:

1. Height. As viewed from the back, it is a three-story residence built on top of a garage.
There is no way a structure of this design is less / or at 30 feet tall as measured, per GLA
Master Plan section 2 Height, from the lowest point of the slope.

2. This structure is visible from nearly every parcel in NG and as far away as Chico yet
per Master Plan section 2 Building Placement, ridgeline structures need to appear as one
story buildings.

3. This home dominates the view shed of parcel owners westerly, northerly, and easterly
and to some extent to the south. Yet, per Master Plan section 2 Building Placement this
should not be allowed.

4. Adjacent property owners had no way to give input into the review of the plans for this
home prior to board approval of the project. It defies logic when board members, who are
ultimately responsible to protect the residential property value of all parcels, officially
approve development plans that are not in compliance with its own Covenants and



Master Plan.

If this home were to become a church with your approval, not only would the above
“violations” continue, but the impact of them would intensify. It is only logical that the
traffic and parking needs for a church are greater than for a home, and thus any church
use of this parcel would further compromise the beauty, order and harmony rights of
other land owners.

Further, if church plans are ever approved for this parcel, we believe each “yes” voter
would also be in conflict of interest. Personal values and religious beliefs are subservient
and must give way to the greater common benefit of having the residential nature of
Glastonbury protected. For the record we note that best management practice for non-
conforming land uses is containment (no part of it can be intensified or expanded) and
limited maintenance (maintenance is limited to 50% of the market value).

In closing, we ask that this letter be formally attached to the official minutes of this
meeting to serve as out official notice that we would object to having a church next to our
home.

Respectfully,

Chuck and Sally Muto NG 27



