












If you are planning to attend and are physically challenged, requiring any special assistance, please notify Cathy Dye, Clerk, within 24 
hours of the meeting at 938-1350. 

                       ACME TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 

 6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
 June 9, 2014, 7:00 p.m. 
 
 
6:30 P.M. PLANNING COMMISSIONERS EDUCATIONAL TRAINING SESSION: CANCELLED  
 
CALL TO ORDER WITH PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
ROLL CALL:       
                               
A. LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Public Comment periods are provided at the beginning and end of each meeting agenda. Members of the 
public may address the Board regarding any subject of community interest during these periods. 
Comment during other portions of the agenda may or may not be entertained at the moderator’s 
discretion.  

1. Archangel Gabriel Greek Church Update, 7111 US 31 North: Father Ciprian Streza 
 
 B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  
 C. INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: 
 D CONSENT CALENDAR: The purpose is to expedite business by grouping non-controversial items 

together for one Board motion without discussion. A request to remove any item for discussion later in 
the agenda from any member of the Board, staff or public shall be granted. 

 
a) RECEIVE AND FILE: 

1. Draft Unapproved Minutes of: 
1. Township Board minutes: Regular 05/13/14 and Special meetings 

05/06/14, 05/09/14,05/15/14, 05/27/14 
2. Zoning Board of Appeals 05/08/14 
3. Parks & Rec. advisory 05/14/14 
4. Planning, Zoning & Administrative report:  

             b)       ACTION: 
  1.        Draft Unapproved Minutes of: 

1.     Planning Commission minutes:  05/12/14 
E. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR: 
 1.        

2.        
F. CORRESPONDENCE:  
G. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 1.   Special Use Permit Application 6535 Bates Rd Horse Sports Park for Weddings under  
       Section 6.11.3 Agricultural Tourism  
H. NEW BUSINESS: 
 1.   Woodland Creek: SUP Minor Modification for outdoor display 
 2.   Special Use Permit Horse Sports Park – Agri-tourism Weddings  
 3.   Site Plan Review: Tractor Supply Company  
I.         OLD BUSINESS: None 

 J. COMMENT & OTHER PC BUSINESS  
1. Zoning Administrator update on projects 
2. Planning Consultant 
3. PC: Education etc. : Master Plan Hearing June 23, 7:00 pm. 
4. Public Comment  

 
ADJOURN: 
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     ACME TOWNSHIP BOARD MEETING 
ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 

 6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
 Tuesday,  May 13, 2014,  7:00 p.m. 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER WITH PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AT 7:03 P.M. 
Three scouts from Troop 115, Courtade School, were present with their Scoutmaster, Jason Rojewski, to lead in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
  Members present: J. Aukerman, C. Dye, A. Jenema, G. LaPointe, P. Scott, D. White, J. Zollinger 
  Members excused: None 
  Staff present:  J. Jocks, Township Counsel 
                                       N. Edwardson, Recording Secretary 
   
A.  LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Carol Crawford, running for County Commissioner – 6th District was present to introduce herself as a candidate 
in the August 2014 Primary. Crawford of 4755 Springbook Dr, is also a Acme Township resident. 
 
Jason Gillman, also present stated his candidacy for County Commissioner – 6th District. 

 
B.  APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  

    
 Motion by Jenema, seconded by White, to approve the agenda with the Planning Commission minutes of   
4/14/14 removed and the Treasurer’s report. Motion carried by unanimous  roll call vote. 

 
 C. INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: None Noted 
 
 D. CONSENT CALENDAR: The purpose is to expedite business by grouping non-controversial items together for 

one Board motion (roll call vote) without discussion. A request to remove any item for discussion later in the 
agenda from any member of the Board, staff or public shall be granted. 

 
1. RECEIVE AND FILE: 

1. Treasurer’s Report as of 3/31/14 
2. UClerk’s Report  and Balance Sheet 
3. Draft Unapproved Meeting Minutes: 

a. Planning Commission 04/14/14 
b. Parks & Rec Advisory 04/24/14 
c. Shoreline Advisory 04/25/14 

4.        Parks and Maintenance Report – Tom Henkel 
                        5.        Planning & Zoning Report – Lennox 
                        6.        Metro Fire April Newsletter 
                        7.        North Flight April report 
        2. AC TION – Consider approval:  

1. Township Board  Special meeting minutes of  04/25/14 and 05/06/14 
2. Accounts Payable Prepaid of $2,998.60 and Current to be approved of  

$58,045.79 (Recommend approval: Cathy Dye, Clerk) 
 

E. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR: 
LaPointe asked for the Planning Commission minutes of 4/14/14 be removed.  B. Kelley, Bartlett Rd, had 
commented about the lack of support for a new township hall, fire station and water infrastructure in the  
Community Survey in the Master Plan. LaPointe pointed out that 46% wanted a new township hall, 53% new fire 
station and 51% for water infrastructure. He applauded, Kelly, for reading the Master Plan. 
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Motion by LaPointe, seconded by Jenema to approve the Planning Commission minutes of 04/14/14 has 
presented.  Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
 
Jenema asked for the Treasurer’s report to be removed.  Jenema had changed the format and wanted to review the 
changes with the Board. 
 
Motion by  Jenema, seconded by LaPointe to approve the Treasurer’s report as presented.  Motion carried 
by unanimous vote. 
 

F. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS/DISCUSSIONS: None 
  
G. REPORTS: 

1. USheriff’s Report – Deputy: Ken Chubb  Reviewed by Chubb 
2. County Commissioner’s Report – Larry Inman: 
3.  Road commission report-Bill Mouser 
        

H. CORRESPONDENCE: 
            1.        Marianne White- Concern about Concerts: Read into record 
   
I.          PUBLIC HEARING: None  
 
J. NEW BUSINESS: 
            1.          New township Trustee, decision and appointment 
              Zollinger welcomed Jean Aukerman as our newly appointed Trustee. 
 
 2.        Acme Township -Special events ordinance 
                        In light of recent SUP applications, the Planning Commission would like to recommend the Board 
                        entertain adoption of a Special Events ordinance for Acme Township. J. Iacoangeli, J. Jocks, and 
                        Planning Commission, Chair, K. Wentzloff, were present to review the ordinance with the Board. 
                        Discussion followed. 
 
                        Motion by LaPointe, seconded by White to approve Special Event Ordinance No. # 2014-01 
                        with corrections.  Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
 
 3.   Road Brine application Road Commission-Acme Roads one application  
              

Motion by Scott, seconded by Jenema to approve one road brine application as presented. Motion    
carried by unanimous roll call vote. 
 

            4.   Support for Tribal 2% grants 
  Zollinger stated that we have five applications for the Grand Traverse Band 2% Grant application cycle 
                        ending June 30, 2014.  
  A.  Acme Bayside park about $23,000.00 for parking lot improvements 
  B.  Yuba School Heritage society new roof $20,000.00 
  C.  Acme Water system engineering  requesting $50,000.00 
  D.  Sayler Park Boat launch fund/$39,500.00 
                        E.  Special Assessment District Funding 
 
  5.   Purchase of foreclosed properties-Acme Township 

Grand Traverse County Treasurer provided a list of foreclosed properties in accordance with Act 123,   
P.A. 1999.  Acme Township had two parcels in the Lochenheath development. 
 
Motion by Zollinger, seconded by LaPointe to pass on purchasing  the foreclosed properties. 
Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 
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 6. Ordinances Amendments: Amendment #32 B-4 Material Processing &Warehousing District 
   Our planner, J. Iacoangeli, was present and stated that the Planning Commission had undertaken the 
                         task of updating and revising the Zoning Districts to represent more current uses, functionality and 
                           sustainability. The first one is an amendment to B-4 Material Processing and Warehousing District. This 
                         amendment is a re-organization to this district allowing for current yet traditional uses found in a  
                         material processing and warehousing district. Some of the new “uses permitted by right” added are; 
                           produce market terminals, recycling centers and soda water and soft drink bottling facilities to name a 
                        few.  
   

Motion by LaPointe, seconded by White to approve amendment #32 B-4 Material Processing & 
Warehousing District as presented. Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
 
Amendment #30 Agricultural District 

                           Iacoangeli stated the revision of this district began over a year ago when the State of Michigan began a  
                           promotion of Michigan agriculture, including specifically food innovation, agricultural food hubs, farm- 
                           to- table initiatives and micro-breweries to name a few.  The planning commission began its revision of 
                           the district with the formation of a committee that included planning commissioners, residents, business 
                           owners and many members of the agricultural community. The amendment to this district would replace 
                         in its entirety the existing ordinance with the new Agricultural District. 
 

Motion by White, seconded by Dye, to approve Amendment # 30 Agricultural District has  
presented.   Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
 

                7.       Discussion on use of some committed funds in the general fund today to be used for funding other 
                        township project needs.-LaPointe 
                         Zollinger stated that about a year ago the Board talked about potential allocations for township fund 
                          balances.  Zollinger prepared a resolution, for review only.  Allocations should not be viewed as a firm 
                        commitment to spend township funds as listed, but as a general guidline for community projects. 

At the Special Board meeting of 5/6/14 LaPointe asked the Board to be thinking about reducing the 
amount of monies sitting in the septage funds drawing 1% interest and six months of reserve for “ rainy 
day expenses” to be allocated to other funds. Discussion. 

 
K.      OLD BUSINESS: 
 1.       Hoxsie House status-Zollinger/Hoxsie 
                         Zollinger stated that Acme Township missed its original removal date from 90 days after closing on the 
                         Knollwood property and the DNR agreed to a new date in July 2012 to June 30, 2014. The township has  
                      an 
                         Agreement with the Acme Heritage Society signed on 9/27/12 to have moved in 60 days from 5/1/14. A  
                         meeting was  hosted by the Township on 3/20/14 to review status and actions still to be checked on  by the  
                       Heritage Society.  Hoxsie, President of the Heritage Society was present to give the Board an update. 
                         Hoxsie stated that they have been in contact with the DNR and they  are aware of the issues. Hoxsie would 
                       like  to ask the Board if they would consider granting an additional 60 days to move the house. 
                         Zollinger also has talked with the DNR and if a latter move date is requested a letter from the township 
              asking for approval will be required. However penalty points will be added on to our latest applications for  
                       grants.  If a September date is made on time these points will be removed. Discussion. 
                       
                      Motion by Scott,, seconded by White, for a Special meeting at 6:00 pm, May 27th, to discuss the 
                      Hoxsie House and continue with the Budget work session. Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
 
            2.      Open letter on RE response 
                        Township counsel was asked to review the letter prepared by LaPointe in regards to allegations printed 
                        in the Record Eagle in March 2014. LaPointe stated that the letter was the Board’s position and would be  
                      posted on the township website. 
 
 



    

Acme Township Board of Trustees May 13, 2014 Page 4 of 4 
 

Motion by LaPointe to accept the letter as reviewed by legal, as the  Board’s official position, 
Seconded by Scott,  Motion carried by unanimous vote. 

 
            3.       Next Budget review meeting date’s working to meet Public Hearing at June 3, 2014  
                      Zollinger has three dates in mind.  He would still like to have another meeting yet this week. He 
                      commented that he has only heard from one or two Board members with questions on the Budget. 
            The public hearing  is scheduled for June 3, 2014. It was decided to have a work session, Thursday, May 
                      15th at 6:30 pm. 

4.        Clerk/ Treasurer recommendation about need for accountant and possible selection and cost.  
           Dye prepared a memo regarding the bookkeeper assistant.  Dye and Jenema were in agreement to try 
            Angie Roelofs, from the firm of Baird, Cotter and Bishop, P.C. out of the Cadillac area. Roelofs would 
            come in on a month to  month trial bases. A CPA with 15 years experience in governmental accounting 
           and Fund Balance knowledge at an hourly rate of $75 per hour. 

 
                        Motion by Scott, seconded by Aukerman, to accept the recommendation from Dye and Jenema to 
                        use the firm of Baird, Cotter and Bishop, P.C. for bookkeeping assistance on a trial bases. Motion 
                      carried by a unanimous roll call vote. 
            
 5.      Update on SAD district for road repair-Lapointe 
                       LaPointe stated that the SAD project in Holiday Hills continues to march on. The big issue now is if any 
                       is how much Road Commission will have funds available. They have a policy of committing up to 25% in  
                      matching  funds if they are available. A Road commission meeting is scheduled the end of May to determine 
                    what  the funds are. 
 
 
                    Adjourn at 10:20 p.m. 
                    
 
 PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE BOARD:  
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     ACME TOWNSHIP SPECIAL BOARD MEETING 
ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 

 6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
 Tuesday, May 6, 2014, 1:00 p.m. 
 
 
UMEETING CALLED TO ORDER WITH THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AT 1:06 p.m. 
 
Members present: C. Dye, A. Jenema, G. LaPointe, D. White, J. Zollinger 
Members excused: P. Scott 
Staff present:  N. Edwardson, Recording Secretary 
             
A. LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT: None 

 
B.         APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  

 
Motion by LaPointe, seconded by Dye to approve the agenda as presented.  Motion carried by unanimous       
vote. 

 
C.       INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: None noted 
 
D.      NEW BUSINESS: 

1. Review Trustee applications received and narrow down to top 3 or four applicants 
Zollinger stated that we received eight applications for the Trustee position. Applications were marked “A 
– H”. A matrix was prepared and  Board members were asked to mark their top three candidates. 
 
LaPointe stated how pleased he was with the selections, all were good candidates and well qualified. He 
would encourage the candidates to think about running in the 2016 elections. Zollinger also said these 
candidates could serve in other advisories. 
 
Zollinger asked board members their top three numbers. Scott’s were provided by email to all Board 
members.  Zollinger stated that “D, E and H” were the top. They are  (D) Matt Vermetten, (E) Marcie 
Timmons, and (H) Jean Aukerman. Discussion on how to best interview the candidates followed. 
 
Motion by LaPointe that we have a follow up meeting to interview the top three candidates. 
Seconded by Jenema. Motion carried by unanimous vote. 
 
LaPointe suggested this Friday, May 9, 2014 at 5:00 pm, for the interviewing. We will pick randomly 
how the interviews will proceed. Zollinger will contact the candidates. 
 
LaPointe said the Board could talk about items that were not on the agenda, as long as no motions or 
actions are taken. Zollinger encouraged the Board to be thinking of a date for another Budget meeting.  
LaPointe asked the Board to be thinking about reducing the amount of monies sitting in the septage funds 
drawing 1% interest and six months of reserve for “ rainy day expenses” to be allocated to other funds. 

 
 PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE BOARD:  

Kelly expressed disappointment that he had to “FOIA” to see the resumes that were submitted.  He felt that a 
package should have been available to the public of the resumes.  He appreciated the Board interviewing the 
candidates. 
 
P. Salathiel, 4882 Five Mile Road, appreciated Jenema and LaPointe wanting to meet with the candidates. 
  

ADJOURN AT 1:30 pm 
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     ACME TOWNSHIP SPECIAL BOARD MEETING 
ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 

 6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
 Friday,  May 9, 2014,  5:00 p.m. 
 
 
UMEETING CALLED TO ORDER WITH THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AT 5:06 p.m. 
 
Members present: C. Dye, A. Jenema, G. LaPointe, D. White, J. Zollinger 
Members excused: P. Scott 
Staff present:  N. Edwardson, Recording Secretary 
             
A. LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT:  

R. Babcock, 4261 Bartlett Rd, read a statement into the record (attached to minutes). 
 

            B. Kelly, Bartlett Rd, read a statement into the record regarding all three applicants for the open Trustee’s 
            position  (attached to minutes). 
 
            T. Phillips, 2986 Wild Juniper Trail, commented about the applicants for the open Trustee position. He 
            expressed support for Aukerman. 
 
             P. Salathiel, 4884 Five Mile Rd, read a prepared statement into record showing support for Aukerman (attached to  
            minutes) 
 
            C.Abernethy, 4312 Westridge, read a statement into record (attached to minutes) 
 

C.Varner, 7189 Bennett Rd, read a statement into the record regarding  supporting Aukerman for the open Trustee 
position (attached to minutes). 
 
B. Kelly, Bartlett Road, again expressed disappointment in not being able to see the applications for the Trustee  
position sooner then the past Monday. 
 
Additional letters of support for Aukerman and Timmins attached to the minutes. 
 

B.         APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  
 
Motion byLaPointe, seconded by White  to approve the agenda as presented.  Motion carried by 
unanimous roll call vote. 
 

C.        INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST:  
 Trustee, White, stated that he knew, Doug Grove.from the group of applicants to be voted on at the May 6th 
            meeting. Grove was a supervisor for  White’s son. The Board did not feel there was any conflict of interest. 
 
D.      NEW BUSINESS: 

1. Interviewing the top three applicants for the open Trustee position 
  The three applicants for the open Trustee position, Jean Aukerman, Marcie Timmins and Matt Vermetten 

were present for the interviewing process. A scoring matrix was used and scoring was based on 1,2 or  
             3.  1 (One) being the highest and 3 (Three) the lowest. Applicants were selected in alphabetical order to 

be interviewed. Zollinger lead the process asking each member of the Board to ask questions. The 
questions varied from “Where do you see Acme Township in five years?” to “Are you in favor of two 

            monthly meetings?” Upon completion of the interviewing scores were added up. 
 
           Motion by LaPointe, seconded by Jenema to approve the appointment of Jean Aukerman, to fill  
           the open position of Trustee on the Acme Township Board of Trustees. Motion carried by 
           unanimous vote. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE BOARD:  
 

C. Albernethy, 4312 Westridge, expressed her gratitude for the interviewing process that had taken place today. 
                
B.  Kelly, Bartlett Road, was disappointed in the interviewing processing. 
 
T.  Phillips, 2986 Wild Juniper Trail, stated that he believed the Board should have worked with prepared 
questions.  He also felt the other candidates not being interviewed should  not  have been present during the 
interviewing. LaPointe commented that it would be in violation of the Open Meetings Act if all the candidates 
were not able to be present. 

 
V. Tegel, 4810 Bartlett Rd, expressed her support of Aukerman’s appointment. 

 
ADJOURN AT 6:40 pm 
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     ACME TOWNSHIP SPECIAL BOARD MEETING 
ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 

 6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
 Thursday,  May 15, 2014,  6:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
UMEETING CALLED TO ORDER WITH THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AT 6:35 p.m. 
 
Members present: J. Aukerman, C. Dye, A. Jenema, G. LaPointe, D. White, J. Zollinger 
Members excused: P. Scott 
Staff present:  None 
 
A.         LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
B.         APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  

 
Motion by LaPointe, seconded by Jenema  to approve the agenda as presented.  Motion carried by 
unanimous roll call vote. 
 

C.         INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: None 
  
D.        NEW BUSINESS: 
 

1. Continued 2014-15 Budget work session: 
Zollinger led the discussion  line-by-line on the budget.  Corrections and updates will be made. 

            The next scheduled budget work session is, Tuesday, May 27th, at 6:00 pm 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE BOARD:  
 
ADJOURN AT 10:00 pm 
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     ACME TOWNSHIP SPECIAL BOARD MEETING 

ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 
 6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
 Tuesday, May 27, 2014,  6:00 p.m. 
 
 
UMEETING CALLED TO ORDER WITH THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AT 6:05 p.m. 
 
Members present: J. Aukerman, C. Dye, A. Jenema, G. LaPointe, P. Scott, D. White, J. Zollinger 
Members excused: None 
Staff present:  N. Edwardson, Recording Secretary 
 
A.       LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT:  

               F. Gingras, 7057 Deepwater Point Rd, and also Co-chair of the Shoreline Advisory read a prepared statement  
              into the record. (Attached to minutes) 
   
               M. Timmons, 4261 Bartlett Rd, expressed her concerns with moving the Hoxsie House and the extension already 
               granted.  She encouraged the  Board to make sure “all the ducks” were in a row as we move forward with this 
              move. 
 
                R. Babcock, 4261 Bartlett Rd,  also expressed her concerns with the Hoxise House and our relationship with 
              the DNR now and in the future regarding grants. 
 
B.         APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  

 
Motion by LaPointe, seconded by Jenema  to approve the agenda as presented.  Motion carried by 
unanimous roll call vote. 
 

C.         INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: None 
  
D.    NEW BUSINESS: 

1.        Hoxsie House status/plans review 
           D. Hoxsie, President of the Acme Heritage Society (AHS) thanked the Board for holding this special  
           meeting and assisting the AHS during the final phase in the relocation of the historic Hoxsie house. 
            The AHS has worked for several years raising funds for this undertaking.  There have been many large 
           hurdles to overcome and now the society is preparing to move the house to its final site in the Grand 
            Traverse Town center located off M72 East in Acme Township. A Final Phase packet was given to the 
           Board which included; Movers commitment contract, Road commission requirements, All utilities 
          disconnect and connect; Residential and Commercial, and a Financial report to name a few. Hoxsie 
           reviewed each item in the packet and addressed questions and concerns from the Board as well as the 
          Public. 
 
          M. Goss, 4105 Bay Valley Rd, stated that she felt so much better about Acme Township then she did 
           seven years ago when the township was “divided and decisive”.  We are all working together, helping each 
          other and paying attention to each other. This is the Acme she remembers and wants. 
 
          Motion by Scott to allow up to $17,000.00 to assist the AHS in the moving of the Hoxsie House by 
          August 15, 2014,  as of this date the AHS will know if they have collected enough funds to move the  
         house. Seconded by Jenema. Motion carried by a roll call vote of 5 (Dye, Jenema,  Scott, White,  
         Zollinger) in favor and 2 (Aukerman, LaPointe) opposing. 
 
         Additional discussion followed. 
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         In order to prohibit penalties, the AHS agreed to a special progress meeting on, August 15, 2014. 
         At this meeting the AHS will give a report on monies obtained in meeting their goal, the condition 
         of the Town Center relocation site and any other conditions that would prohibit the removal of the 
         house from the shoreline property. 
    
          Motion by Scott, to approve a “drop dead” date of September 7, 2014, for the removal of the Hoxsie 
          House, provided  the time extension is approved by the DNR.  Seconded by Dye.  Motion carried by a  
          roll call vote of 5 (Dye, Jenema, Scott, White, Zollinger) in favor and 2 (Aukerman and LaPointe)  
         opposing. 
 
        T. Phillips, 2986 Wild Juniper Trail, commented that nobody can complain about not being heard this 
         evening, rather if they agreed or not with the final result. He said the Board was to be commended for their 
        transparency.  A round of applause followed!! 
 
        Recessed declared from 7:30 pm  to 7:45 pm     
     
2.     Continued 2014-15 Budget work session 

                    Zollinger led the discussion  line-by-line on the budget.  Corrections and updates will be made with 
                    the Budget going to Public Hearing at the June 3, 2014, meeting. 
 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE BOARD:  
 
ADJOURN AT 9:05 pm 
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Application Number: QQ 2 I fi "" 

Parcel Numberng QWGI "G IL! 

- 

‘’“‘‘‘’‘‘‘’’’“‘‘‘ ACME TOWNSHIP TOW n S h I D Grand Traverse County, Michigan 
Application for Special Use Permit/Site Plan Approval 

Owner/Applicant Information: (please type or print clearly) 

Name: 

Mailing Address:| (fl" gl gbl fv'\(`L$•i`* ;f`\/klcnq; g 

City; State: I; L- Zip: 
Lf 

E—Mail Address: KI:Hc;>f"S@ 0.0`·· é°.®rv¤
“ 

A. Property Information: 

Wil is 
‘B 

l. Address:Q,S3K 

2. Property Description/Parcel Number: Q QQ} -— OI sl ·· DO “`C’I 

3. Current Zoning of Property: 

4. if this project is one phase of a larger development and/or property subject to an 
existing/previous Site Plan Review, Special Use Permit, or Variance, what is/are 
the applicable permit number(s)? OO(g;· I ,§_l. 

5. Provide proof of current property ownership. If applicant is not the current 

property owner, also provide written permission to act a ent of, and complete 
contact information for the current property owner. 

6. Proposed Use/Change to Property: 
_ _ _ 

. ·· 
. 

‘ 
# ( 

nn ·— ml eqidimgg 
7. Estimated Start and Completion Dates: 

B. Application Packet Requirements: REFER TO ACME TOWNSHIP ZONING 
ORDINANCE AND COMPLETE ATTACHED CHECKLIST 

C. Fees: include initwee as required by the Acme Township Ordinance #2004-Ol, 
Schedule of Fees. 

D. Fee Escrow POIICY Acknowledgement: provide completed and signed form with 
initial escrow fee deposit. ig



E. Affiddvii: The undersigned GTTiTmS ThdT he/she is The (`QZALQ egg! (owner, 

dgenT, lessee, or oTher inTeresTed DGTTY) involved in This peTiTion dnd ThdT The foregoing 
dnswers, sTdTemenTs dnd informdTion dre in dll respecTs True dnd, To The besT of his/her 
knowledge, correcT. By mdking This dpplicdTion, The undersigned grdnTs dll officidls, sTdTT 
dnd consulTdnTs of Acme Township dccess To The subjecT properly ds required dnd 
dppropridTe To dssess siTe condiTions in supporT of d deTermindTion ds To The suiTdbilily of 
The proposed projecT ond/or currenT or fuTure specidl use permiT dnd zoning ordindnce 
complidnce. 

Signed: E DdTe:f·2§ZQ? QQ, 20/Q 

_ 

Township Use/Officidl Action: »»-{ 

{
4 ApplicdTion Number: QU i " Q 7 DdTe Received:95 (Q I 

Public Hedring/l\/IeeTing: QOH; Q , QQ, Li 

DdTe of AdverTising: T&A AccounT #:
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\ ACME TOWNSHIP REGULAR BOARD MEETING 
ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 

 6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
 Tuesday September 4, 2012, 7:00 p.m. 
 
 
U MEETING CALLED TO ORDER WITH THE PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AT 7:00 p.m.  
 
Members present: D. Dunville, R. Hardin, W. Kladder, P. Scott, E. Takayama, L. Wikle, F. Zarafonitis 
Members excused: None 
Staff present:  S. Vreeland, Township Manager/Recording Secretary 
   J. Jocks, Township Counsel 
                               
A. STUDY SESSION:  None 

 
B. LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT: Kladder indicated that public comment relative to the Garvey 

SUP application will be entertained during that agenda item. No public comment was offered at this 
time. 

 
C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Discussion about a second amended septage treatment plant agreement 

is added as item K2; discussion of conflict of interest issues is added as item K3, prior items K2 
through K7 are renumbered as K4 through K9, purchase of a new pickup truck is added as K10, and 
needed fire station roof repairs are added as item K11.  

 
Motion by Dunville, support by Scott to approve the agenda as amended. Motion carried 
unanimously. 

 
D. INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: Jocks will speak to conflict of interest as related 

to the Garvey SUP application later on the agenda. Takayama expressed a conflict of interest 
regarding this item because he has performed work for Mr. Garvey in the past.  

 
E. CONSENT CALENDAR: Motion by Dunville, support by Takayama to approve the Consent 

Calendar as presented, including: 
 

RECEIVE AND FILE: 
1. UTreasurer’s Report U as of  July 2012 
2. UClerk’s Report U as of 08/29/12 
3.  Draft Unapproved Meeting Minutes: 

a. Planning Commission 08/27/12 
b. Parks & Recreation Advisory 08/23/12 
c. Placemaking Leadership Team 08/21/12 

4. UParks and Maintenance Report U – Tom Henkel 
5.  “The Metro Insider” Newsletter August 2012 
6. Invitation to the Bertha Vos Ribbon Cutting Ceremony  
7. Planning, Zoning & Administrative Activity Report 
8. VGT/Meijer Update 

 
ACTION – Consider approval:  
9. Township Board meeting minutes of U0708/14/12 

10. UAccounts PayableU of $82,692.77 through 08/29/12 (recommend approval: Dunville) 
  
Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 
 

F. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR: None 
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G. REPORTS: 

1. USheriff’s Report U – Mike Matteucci: August statistics are not ready yet due to the holiday 
weekend. Last spring there were a handful of break-ins at The Shores condos. Various items 
of evidence such as fingerprints and shoe impressions were gathered, a suspect was 
identified, and while interviews were of little assistance the evidence gathered matched to the 
suspect. After a plea agreement was reached the individual is serving 7 months in jail. Also, 
earlier this year several of the dock boxes were broken into at East Bay Harbor. Fingerprints 
have led to a juvenile suspect who is already behind bars. Recently in Whitewater Township 
there have been several daytime breaking and entering events. One involved a door kicked in 
on Elk Lake Road. Additional occurrences have been recorded in Kalkaska County, and all 
events involve a red vehicle with a black liftback. Please keep houses and vehicles locked. 
Scott noted that there is again a series of items being stolen from unlocked cars.  

 
2. County Commissioner’s Report – Larry Inman: The County received the same request 

from the BIA in July for placing land in trust for the Tribe. A copy of their response 
has been provided to the township for its files. The County letter specifically 
mentions that prior attempts to arrive at an intergovernmental agreement for 
replacement of tax revenue for services have yet to bear fruit. The County recently 
adopted a resolution re-ratifying a 2008 decision to approve an intergovernmental 
agreement and sent it to the Tribe, but has yet to receive a response. The County 
Treasurer and Finance Officer have been working the Supervisors of the townships 
that have guaranteed the bonds for the Septage Treatment Facility (STF) on an 
agreement that would have the County loan half the amount needed to pay off the two 
outstanding bonds at a rate closer to 2%. The townships would provide the remaining 
50%. The interest rates on the current bonds are between 4-5% The amount coming 
from the County would represent a loan to be repaid at a later point in time. There is a 
suggestion that the interest rate on the loan be capped, or that the townships and 
county meet every 5 years to evaluate interest rate levels. New County Administrator 
Dave Benda was hired about 2 months ago, and the County waited to prepare its 2013 
budget so that his new perspective could be incorporated into the process. The budget 
must be adopted at the October 31 meeting pursuant to a public hearing. A draft 
should be ready within two weeks for the County Commission’s review. Normally 
the budget discussions begin about 9 months in advance. County Treasurer Bill 
Rokos has announced his retirement effective October 1. There will also be turnover 
in the positions of the Clerk, Prosecuting Attorney, and a Probate Judge, the three 
positions who by statute would appoint an individual to complete Mr. Rokos’ term of 
office through the end of 2013. It is likely that candidate Heidi Scheppe, who is 
running unopposed in the November general election, could be appointed. Inman 
mentioned that new Airport Manager Kevin Kline is doing an excellent job of raising 
the number of seats sold on flights and maintain good relationships with airlines and 
suppliers. He has been encouraged to be out and about meeting key people in the 
community, and has an upcoming 6-month performance review. He has yet to hire an 
assistant for the position vacated through his promotion, which helps with the 
airport’s break-even budget.  

 
H. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS/DISCUSSIONS: 

1. 2013 DPW Budget: DPW Director Mike Slater presented the proposed budget. It is not 
required for the township to approve it, but is intended to help the township budget and set its 
sewer and water service and connection sales rates. The County DPW operates, maintains and 
bills for use of township-owned water and sewer infrastructure. The annual budget is created 
based on trends identified for the trailing 5 years for each separate township system. In 
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particular, this budget reflects actual increases in electric expenses of approximately 10% and 
assumptions about the rising price of gasoline. There are also planned improvements to the 
city wastewater treatment plant. Mr. Slater noted that expenses for sewer system maintenance 
this year have run about $5,000, as compared to normal annual expenses of about $1,000. The 
overage related to storm damage to a sewer pump station, and in a separate line item there is a 
corresponding insurance coverage reimbursement.  

  
I. CORRESPONDENCE: 

1. Anderson e-mail regarding Sayler Park Maintenance: Kladder read the e-mail aloud, 
which was extremely complimentary regarding the condition of Sayler Park.  

 
2. 08/29/12 BIA Letter and proposed township response – 12/29/2008 request to place 

12.06 acres east of Arnold Road of Tribal land in Federal Trust: Vreeland summarized 
the application. Kladder expressed concerns mirrored in the letter to the BIA from the County 
regarding the Hoxsie Property trust application about the failure to date to conclude 
intergovernmental agreements between the Tribe, County and township to help replace lost 
tax revenues for providing community services. He is also concerned about the series of 
ongoing applications for small parcels to be placed in federal trust, which over time add up to 
substantial areas of land over time. Kladder suggested that language similar to what the 
County used regarding the desirability of concluding intergovernmental revenue agreements 
be added to the new letter.  

 
Inman reported that the County received a call from Governor Snyder’s office expressing 
concern about the volume of land recently requested to be placed in trust. Inman stated that 
the like the Governor, the County is not opposed to additional land being placed in federal 
trust per se, but is concerned about the mounting volume of land and need to negotiate 
revenue for ongoing public services to the properties in question. The compact between the 
Tribe and state that created the 2% of electronic gaming revenue grant program is up for re-
negotiation as soon as next year. Inman reported that for the first time the state has hired a 
CPA firm to audit the 2% grant program. Inman and Kladder both noted that the intent of the 
program statewide was to reimburse local units of government for lost revenues; however, 
each tribal 2% grant program is operating differently and the state is concerned that when the 
tribes give funding directly to a variety of community agencies they are violating the intent of 
the compacts. The assertion has been made that all of the 2% grant money should flow to the 
County and the County should decide how to allocate it according to statutes regarding lawful 
expenditures. This can include contributions to community agencies that help the County by 
fulfilling what might otherwise be a governmental responsibility. In 2013, concerns regarding 
how 2% allocations have been handled statewide is expected to be a key issue in the 
renegotiation of all the compacts. Will the rules be standardized statewide? Will the funds be 
allocated for impact fees or payment in lieu of taxes on lands placed in federal trust, with any 
remainder then being available for wider distribution? When the Tribe gives 2% dollars 
directly to community agencies they generate positive publicity and public image. The 
County is concerned about being painted as the “bad guy” if it is perceived that they are the 
reason the dollars no longer flow into the community the same way.  
 
Kladder suggested approving the letter with the addition of a portion about successfully 
concluding intergovernmental agreements for the replacement of lost revenues for 
community services. Hardin expressed the hope that negotiations could be smoother than they 
have been in the past. Scott asked if the county basically recommended approval of the 
application conditioned upon completion of the intergovernmental agreements; they did. 
Takayama advocated for a stronger approach, indicating to the BIA that we could not support 
their application for federal trust until intergovernmental agreements are concluded. Hardin 
felt that a softer approach is still warranted, wondering if this would really be the best time to 
take such a strong stance. Wikle noted that the Tribe is one of the largest taxpayers in the 
township, and should they ever seek to put some or all of the GT Resort property into federal 
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trust the loss would be significant. She is growing uncomfortable with the continual 
“nibbling” of small portions of the tax roll. Vreeland read the relevant paragraph from the 
County’s response to the Hoxsie Parcel trust application, as follows: “Discussions and 
comments during this review period and in the previous 2008 review period indicated that the 
Band would provide payments in lieu of tax payments through an agreement with the County 
and Townships. In this current request, the Tribe states it ‘has engaged and will continue to 
engage in substantial discussions with the County and Township on a variety of planning and 
development issues.’ To date, the conceptual agreement developed in 2008 has been ratified 
by the County but not by the Band or the Township, although the township has expressed a 
desire for the Band to execute the agreement. The county wants an agreement in place before 
additional lands are placed into trust.” 
 
Motion by Dunville, support by Zarafonitis to approve the proposed response to the 
BIA with the addition of the concept represented by the quoted paragraph from the 
County’s response to the “Parcel 82” trust application. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
3. 08/31/12 Plante Moran e-mail regarding sewer & water authority study: Kladder 

inquired into the status of this study, as it had been a while since we had heard news. He was 
informed that some time ago Plante Moran responded back that after initial fact-gathering it 
is their recommendation that the study as approved does not need to be completed, and that it 
does not make financial sense to proceed with formation of a sewer and water authority at 
this time. They proposed several alternative services they could provide with the remaining 
unused fee for service.  

 
4. Additional correspondence received 09/04/12 regarding the Garvey SUP application: 

received for the discussion of the Garvey SUP application later in the agenda.  
 

J. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
1. Adoption of Resolution R-2012-17 adopting 2012 Emergency Services Special 

Assessment levy rate (combined for Police and Fire protection and other emergency 
services) and 2013 Metro Fire Emergency Services (MESA) Budget: Vreeland 
summarized the proposed 2012 emergency services special assessment proposal, which 
would lower the assessment from 2.55 mills in 2011 (2.1 for MESA, 0.2 for the township Fire 
Fund Balance Forward, 0.25 for community policing) to 2.50 mills in 2012 with an increase 
in range of services provided (2.1 for MESA, 0.1 for community policing, and 0.3 for a driver 
for a township-based Northflight ambulance). The Policing Fund has a fund balance forward 
of approximately $193,200, sufficient to pay for one officer for more than 2 years. Lowering 
the portion of the millage assessed for this service would generate approximately $27,427 
towards an anticipated expense this fiscal year of $79,000. The fund balance forward would 
decrease by about $42,400, but would still be sufficient to fund an officer for nearly two 
years without additional levies, or to begin adding additional officers as the township 
develops and the need for police protection grows.  

 
Scott and Zarafonitis in particular advocated for leaving the overall millage at the same 2.55 
mills citizens are accustomed to as last year, with 2.1 mills going to MESA, 0.3 mills to 
support the ambulance service, and 0.15 mills to support policing. This would generate 
approximately $41, 200 in revenues, which would minimize the decrease to the fund balance 
forward.  

 
Public Hearing opened at 8:00 p.m. 
 
Gordie LaPointe, 6375 Plum Drive, noted that 0.05 mills is very small amount. However, 
building a surplus just for the sake of building a surplus is not necessarily the best course of 
action. Since this special assessment can be re-evaluated every year, he advocated for 
charging the amount needed at the time needed. 
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Public Hearing closed at 8:01 p.m. 
 
Takayama stated that the proposed decrease in the assessment rate would be practically 
unnoticeable to the individual taxpayers. Earlier today we heard our Deputy discuss a number 
of serious crimes that were solved this year. Perhaps it would be a better use of funds to 
immediately hire another police officer. He used to live in a place where there were a high 
number of visible police officers and very little crime, two facts he suspects were related.  
 
Motion by Scott, support by Takayama to adopt Resolution R-2012-17 as amended with 
a total assessment rate of 2.55 mills, with the policing portion of the levy to be 0.15 mills, 
2.10 mills for fire protection, and 0.30 mills for fire service personnel as ambulance 
drivers. 
 
Hardin would advocate for depleting the balance in the policing fund somewhat now while 
remaining at one officer. Otherwise, if we are going to leave the total special assessment levy 
the same he would advocate adding a second officer immediately. Wikle recalls that we 
temporarily raised the amount going to the policing fund to ensure that there was a sufficient 
balance for cash flow purposes, and that the Board was going to reduce the amount again 
when it could. We now have a healthy fund balance and could lower this portion of the 
assessment. On the other hand, there were an alarming number of fatalities on M-72 last 
winter, and people drive too fast on all the township roads. She perceives that there is more 
drug-related activity locally. Deputy Matteucci does a wonderful job, but he isn’t here all the 
time and could use some help. If we don’t add an officer she would advocate lowering the 
rate. If we do add an officer she would advocate for us to leave it the same. Scott noted that 
by leaving the overall levy where it is, there is a reduction in the amount levied for police 
protection, just not as large a reduction as originally proposed.  
 
Inman stated that the County’s community policing program occasionally asks the 
participating townships if they want to maintain their existing officers and/or add to their 
number. The federal COPS grant program provides a decreasing level of grant funding to 
offset new policing costs over a three year period. Sheriff Bensley can provide additional 
information about the current availability of this grant program. Kladder recalled that several 
years ago we looked into sharing a full-time officer position with Whitewater Township, but 
Whitewater backed out. He agreed that this grant program, and perhaps the SAFER grant 
program, can be helpful financial tools for leveraging taxpayer dollars. 
 
Motion carried by a vote of 6 in favor (Dunville, Hardin, Kladder, Scott, Takayama, 
Zarafonitis) and 1 opposed (Wikle.) 
 
Motion by Scott, support by Dunville to have staff investigate and report back on the 
cost for adding a second community policing officer immediately. Motion carried 
unanimously. 

 
K. NEW BUSINESS: 

1. Calling of the 2004 Septage Bond: County Finance Director Dean Bott explained the 
proposal developed by him and the County Treasurer for refinancing the existing STF bonds. 
There is sufficient cash on hand to simply call the 2004 bond in November 2013, but there is 
insufficient cash to call the 2003 bonds in November 2012. Refunding the bonds by issuing 
new bonds would not generate significant cash or present value savings, and the state would 
have to approve extending the bond terms. The small savings generated would be cut in half 
by the refunding costs. The interest rates on these bonds are currently between 4-5%, Current 
interest rates on banked savings are generally well below 1%. Cash flow at the STF is not 
expected to improve significantly in the near future. Improvement would require a significant 
increase in the waste stream.  
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Mr. Bott’s proposal is for the townships and county to work together to call the bonds. The 
County would provide 50% of the needed funds in the form of a loan to the guaranteeing 
townships. The guaranteeing townships would provide the remaining 50%. The new loans 
created, based on 20-year amortizations with initial interest rates between 2 – 2.5%, would 
basically have us repaying ourselves over time. The debt service cash flow would be reduced 
by $200,000 annually for the first five years, but the debt term would be extended to 2033.  
 
If a township were to choose to simply pay off their contractual share of the bonds without 
entering into the loan agreement, that township would receive their investment back in the 
future. It would simply be an appropriated expenditure. If a township chooses instead to make 
the same payment amount a loan, there is an opportunity for it to become an investment, 
eventually returned over time with interest. 
 
Elmwood Township does not have sufficient General Fund reserves to pay their contractual 
share. Peninsula may not have sufficient amounts either. Garfield Township is considering an 
offer to pay more than their share to cover some of Elmwood’s portion. Mr. Bott is hoping 
several other townships will do the same. A decision has to be made on the 2012 callable 
bond by September 25; otherwise there is insufficient time to complete the process. When 
Messrs. Bott and Rokos presented this concept to the County Commission recently it was 
well-received. 
 
Kladder had previously asked Mr. Bott how much Garfield, East Bay and Acme Townships 
might have to contribute to cover the portions Elmwood and Peninsula cannot pay. Acme’s 
contractual 50% of 6.3% share would be $182,012. If we contribute a little more towards the 
other townships, our total payment would be $219,397. This would seem a fairly minimal 
amount to pay to achieve a long term potential benefit. Kladder noted that the General Fund 
balance forward contains sufficient reserves to pay off Acme’s entire share of the two bond 
issues outright. He has consulted with many individuals about the relative merits of simply 
paying off our share compared to entering into the loan agreement. After significant debate 
and discussion, it would be his recommendation that Acme enter into the loan agreement, and 
that we contribute a share of the extra portions needed by Elmwood and Peninsula 
Townships. Wikle stated that the better interest rate and the opportunity to have the County 
participate at 50% of the total are both positives. She confirmed that we do have sufficient 
reserves to make the required payment with the additional contribution.  
 
Mr. Bott stressed again that this would be a loan agreement whereby the county along with 
the townships would be repaid principal and interest. The debt period would be extended by 9 
years. Wikle stressed that the township is responsible for 6.3% of the costs of the plant, which 
appears unlikely to be self-supporting in the forseeable future. This plant handles only the 
wastes hauled from pumped septic tanks, and not from properties connected to the sewer. The 
trend in Acme is away from septic systems and towards increased sanitary sewer use. If the 
plant doesn’t keep operating, we may be faced with a return to land application of septage.  
 
Takayama asked for the anticipated depreciation schedule for the STF. Plante Moran 
estimated a 40-year life. The original bonds were 20-year bonds, and the new loans would be 
20 year loans, ensuring that the debt lifetime is shorter than the intial lifetime of the facility.  
 
Zarafonitis asked if calling the bonds would eliminate the need for the special assessment on 
septic tank users that is being considered. Mr. Bott stated that refinancing the debt is not 
enough on its own to meet cash flow needs. Kladder stated that several special assessment 
models that have been proposed are being reviewed for accuracy by accountants. The goal is 
to request the lowest effective special assessment rate. While the newspaper has speculated 
on possible annual assessment amounts, no figure has been decided on to date. Mr. Bott 
added that refinancing helps keep any eventual special assessment amount lower.  
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Bond counsel previously prepared a resolution for calling the bonds, but based on current 
discussions it has incorrect figures in it.  
 

A recess was declared by the Chair from 8:45 – 8:55 p.m.  
 

After reviewing the proposed resolution to begin the process to call the bonds, Jocks noted 
that the amended agreement next on the agenda is slated to be attached to the resolution to 
call the bonds. He has not yet had time to review the documents and suggested that they be 
approved pending final review by township counsel. They have been prepared by competent 
and long-time County and township bond counsel, John Axe. 
 
Motion by Zarafonitis, support by Takayama to table the question of calling the 2005 
STF bond until later in the agenda. Motion carried unanimously. 
 

2. Second Amended Septage Treatment Facility Contract: The current contract was an 
amendment to the operating agreement for all the townships that participate in the DPW. It 
referenced that a subset of five of the townships were working together to build and finance 
the STF. It identified Acme Township as responsible for 6.3% of the operating costs and debt 
service. The proposed new contract discussed the conditions of the proposed loan agreement 
to refund the bonds, and it reconfirms certain other conditions of the existing agreement. 
Kladder noted that some of the five townships are proposing that the relative shares of total 
plant ownership and responsibility be changed to reflect the current percentage of total septic 
systems relying on the plant in each township. This could result in an increase in the financial 
burden to some townships and a decrease to others. Jocks’ initial review indicates that the 
ownership percentages would remain unchanged, but he does have a few questions for Mr. 
Axe. It appears that adoption of the bond refunding resolution automatically adopts the 
amended contract by incorporation. 

 
Motion by Wikle, support by Dunville to untable the bond refunding resolution. Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
Motion by Scott, support by Wikle to adopt Resolution R-2012-18 authorizing the 
process to refund the STF bonds, with Acme Township to provide funding in an amount 
up to $220,000, pending final legal review and approval of the resolution and amended 
contract documents, and authorizing the Supervisor and Clerk to sign. If needed, the 
Supervisor will call a special board meeting allowing sufficient time for all necessary 
action to be taken prior to September 25, 2012. Motion carried by unanimous roll call 
vote.  

 
3. Conflict of Interest: Jocks addressed this issue the same way he did at the Planning 

Commission meeting last week. The day of the July Planning Commission meeting, a letter 
was delivered to the township by an attorney on behalf of Roger and Dorothy Mercer, Mr. 
Garvey’s neighbors. The letter expressed concerns about potential conflict of interest. 
Arriving late the day of the meeting, Jocks needed time to review and evaluate it thoroughly. 
The public hearing was held as scheduled, but the matter was continued without Commission 
deliberation to last week’s meeting. Last Monday, the day of the meeting, the attorney sent 
another letter which raised additional conflict of interest concerns. Another letter arrived 
today which raises yet more conflict of interest concerns. These last are specific to Mr. 
Garvey’s participation on the Farmland Preservation Advisory with Planning Commissioner 
Bob Carstens, and discussions by that body regarding the idea of an agritourism ordinance 
amendment. The concern is that Carstens has a conflict of interest that should have prevented 
him from voting to recommend the SUP be approved at last week’s meeting. Jocks does not 
find the concerns raised to be valid.  
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Today’s letter from Mr. Dixon also contains a mistaken impression that John Iacoangeli and 
Beckett & Raeder, who prepared the staff report for this application, was hired by and 
working for Mr. Garvey. Mr. Iacoangeli is a planner hired by and working for the township to 
review Mr. Garvey’s application as a township representative. 
 
The earlier concerns about conflict of interest related to political campaign contributions 
made by Mr. Garvey to a number of Planning Commissioners and Board members, and 
related to Mr. Garvey providing legal representation to several Commissioners and Board 
members in personal lawsuits against Meijer, Inc.  
 
Taking the campaign contribution issue first, state statutes require that funds donated to a 
political campaign must be used for the political campaign. Excess funds cannot be used for 
personal benefit; they must be given to a different campaign or to a select list of 
organizations. Since the funds cannot put to personal use legally, Jocks finds no reasonable 
conflict of interest derived from campaign contributions in general.  
 
The township’s Conflict of Interest Policy sets a limit on the value of gifts or donations a 
township official may accept. The limit is $50, and could be interpreted to includes include 
campaign contributions. This creates a concern, because it would seem to impair the normal 
political process for citizens to fear giving a campaign donation because at some unforeseen 
future date they might want to bring legitimate business before the township for an approval. 
Likewise, it seems to unfairly handicap incumbent elected officials in accepting campaign 
contributions as compared to non office holder challengers. Jocks concluded that campaign 
contributions did not qualify as a gift and that no conflict of interest would arise from 
them in this case.  Jocks recommends that the policy be amended, and noted that the state 
Attorney General’s office has some templates that could be used to consider appropriate 
redrafting of the policy. 
 
Turning to the question of legal representation by Mr. Garvey of certain township officials, 
Jocks reviewed case law for guidance. While there was no case law he could find that was 
specific to this issue, the case coming closest for him is whether the official is “enmeshed in 
other matters” involving an applicant. The next closest analogy he could find is in Michigan 
court rules. A judge hearing a case where a former law partner is a party to the case or 
representing a party to a case is barred from hearing the case for 2 years from the time they 
cease to be partners. In scenarios involving direct representation, he perceived a significant 
grey area. The standard for conflict of interest involves not only actual conflict, but perceived 
conflict. There are also questions about where to draw a line. Should a potential applicant 
avoid eating at a Board member’s restaurant, or visiting their other type of business? In a 
small community, it would be difficult if not impossible to avoid any sort of contact between 
board members and citizens who may need to make application in the future. Jocks is 
recommending that the appropriate standard is that anyone with a perceived potential for bias 
so state, and the Board as a whole should discuss and vote on whether their participation in 
the vote is in the best interests of the township or not. Any vote by the board to allow 
participation must be unanimous. 
 
Takayama had already declared a conflict of interest, so it was deemed not necessary for him 
to make further disclosure. 
 
Hardin stated that he has accepted campaign contributions and was represented by Mr. 
Garvey in a lawsuit in the past but not at present. 
 
Scott stated that he has accepted campaign contributions. 
 
Kladder has accepted campaign contributions. 
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Zarafonitis has accepted campaign contributions and was represented by Mr. Garvey in a 
lawsuit in the past but not at present. 
 
Wikle has accepted campaign contributions. 
 
Jocks already recommended that campaign contributions should not be viewed as creating 
conflict of interest. Scott stated that all of the lawsuits and associated representation are over, 
and that he feels all members should be able to contribute to the discussion and decision.  
 
Motion by Scott, support by Wikle to determine that no board members have a conflict 
of interest because the lawsuits in which Mr. Garvey represented the affected members 
are over, and they should be allowed to participate fully in the process. 
 
Takayama stated that he recused himself because three years ago he accepted payment from 
Mr. Garvey for plowing his driveway. He asked if this is truly a current conflict of interest or 
not.  
 
Motion carried by a vote of 4 in favor (Dunville, Kladder, Scott, Wikle) 0 opposed, and 
3 abstaining (Hardin, Takayama, Zarafonitis). 
 
Discussion returned to Takayama’s situation. Scott again felt that the business relationship is 
far enough in the past so as to not represent a conflict. He last performed work for Mr. 
Garvey in 2008-09. 
 
Motion by Scott, support by Wikle to find that Takayama does not have a conflict of 
interest, as his business relationship with the applicant is sufficiently in the past. Motion 
carried by a vote of 6 in favor (Dunville, Hardin, Kladder, Scott, Wikle, Zarafonitis), 0 
opposed, and 1 abstaining (Takayama).  
 

4. Consider approval of SUP/Site Plan Application 2012-04P (Agritourism Special Events 
at 7490 Lautner Road): Vreeland summarized the application, and the recommendation 
made by the Planning Commission, reading the recommended conditions for approval. She 
particularly drew attention to the difference between the request by Mr. Garvey for a permit 
for 12 commercial events per year, and the planner and Commission recommendation that the 
permit apply to and limit Mr. Garvey to a maximum of 12 events per year whether public or 
private. Takayama expressed significant concern about the township entering into the realm 
of regulating personal entertaining activities.  

 
Mr. Garvey spoke in support of his application for holding up to 12 commercial special 
events per year on his Lautner Road property in a centennial barn he relocated to the site and 
restored. He stated that when he originally purchased the property he registered a farm name 
and thought about growing cherries. He found that the topography was such that the trees 
would have difficulty with the temperatures. He thought about growing grapes, but it was 
uncertain whether the site was suitable for this crop either. Currently a neighboring 
landowner, Alex Pineau, grows a lavender crop on the Garvey property.  
 
Mr. Garvey set about looking for an historic barn to preserve and relocate to the property. 
Originally he wanted to move the Andres barn intact; however, temporary raising of electric 
transmission wires to do so was prohibitively expensive. He approached his neighbors, Kurt 
and Edith Ziebart, about buying their barn, but they didn’t want to sell. He set about 
disassembling the Andres barn for relocation, and the old barn siding disintegrated. 
Ultimately much of the barn was reconstructed with new materials. Originally it was moved 
purely for agricultural use, and as such did not require any building code permits. Because of 
its beauty in its restored form, people unexpectedly began approaching him about using the 
barn for assembly events after he held a few personal parties there. Most were from brides 
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seeking a wedding location. He read a letter from one such bride aloud.  
 
Mr. Garvey stated that he believes that the agritourism ordinance provisions adopted by the 
township are substantially similar to those adopted by many other communities, and indeed 
we consulted with many of them. He stated that his proposed use for barn weddings is 
entirely consistent with the letter and spirit of the zoning ordinance and the goals of the 
agricultural district. The revenues from the activity will enable longer-term preservation of 
the land in its current state. Several letters have been provided by community members in 
support of his application, and some of those people are not normally on the same side of an 
issue. 
 
He has held 6 events at the barn in the past. 2 had a disc jockey and one had a live rock band. 
A local Native fiddler played at one event. So far he has not been aware of any complaints 
related to the events from neighbors. He noted the article in the Sunday Record Eagle, and 
observed that in the past there have been favorable articles about barns and agritourism in the 
paper, including his barn specifically. 
 
Scott attended a wedding in a barn in a neighborhood in Empire. He enjoyed the event 
immensely. The only problem he perceived at the time was that being in a neighborhood the 
street was largely blocked by attendee parking. He asked about parking provisions on the 
Garvey property. Mr. Garvey owns 40 acres on the site that is well-drained. He would like to 
provide grassed parking on a well-drained area that won’t get torn up. It has not been a 
problem for date, and events on the site have included up to 200 people.  
 
Kladder noted that the proposed use is by special use permit, and that special land uses 
require clearly delineated parking areas. Mr. Garvey stated that he clearly defines allowable 
parking areas on the site. 
 
Zarafonitis asked Mr. Garvey for his interpretation of a gathering that ought to be subject to 
the permit. Mr. Garvey has concerns about the idea that even small personal gatherings he is 
entitled to hold without permit currently could be limited. For instance, he is planning an 
event for a charity for which he serves as a board member that will have 50-75 guests. He 
feels this should be outside of the SUP.  
 
Kladder noted that the allowable events per year could be spread out throughout the year, or 
they could be bunched up on consecutive days, or there could even be multiple events per 
day. Mr. Garvey does not have a preconceived notion about the event spacing, and allowed 
that he might even find that he doesn’t want to rent the barn out for the maximum number of 
events.  
 
Scott asked about the proposed provision that tents, chairs, tables and portable toilets must be 
rented from third party providers. What if Mr. Garvey decides it would be advantageous for 
him to purchase his own equipment and make it part of the rental package? Would this 
provision prevent him from doing so? Mr. Garvey expressed concerns about the term “in the 
community,” noting that few people provide these services from a base in Acme. Scott also 
observed that some rental companies don’t pick up their equipment on Sundays, and 
suggested that pick-up be required by the next business day. Zarafonitis noted that light could 
be provided outside using power already available to the site. Takayama asked how concerns 
about dust on the dirt road and driveway would be controlled. Mr. Garvey stated that he has a 
water tank he could use to wet the driveway. He said that he would want to try to limit a 
neighbor from pursuing an activity like this as well. Alternatively, he could divide his land 
into 8-10 home sites. He is seeking to use his property commercially for a total of 
approximately 72 hours per year, and he estimates associated traffic of approximately 900 
cars per season as opposed to thousands of trips related to home sites. People who live on dirt 
roads or with dirt drives realize that there are dry days when life gets dusty. 
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Kladder opened the floor to public comment. Speakers will be limited to 3 minutes each, 
except for those who have indicated they are representing a group. 
 
Mr. Thomas Dixon spoke on behalf of his in-laws, Roger and Dorothy Mercer. He expressed 
amazement about Board discussion in comparison to the township’s statutes. Mr. Dixon 
stated that the issue is not Mr. Garvey as a person, or how much brides like the site, or how 
many car trips there would be. In the township’s Zoning Ordinance, Article IX, Special Use 
Permits, there is a statement that all special uses must comply with the conditions in the 
article. It states that the township shall not approve a permit unless all of a list of condition 
are met. This language means that the issue is not the impact of a commercial use on a private 
use, and whether the benefit to the community outweighs any negative impacts on the private 
use. He asserted that the ordinance does not allow the special use permit to be issued if there 
is any negative impact on the immediate neighbors. Mr. Dixon stated that there will be a 
negative impact on his clients, that their lifestyle, health, welfare and economic circumstances 
will be negatively affected.  
 
Mr. Dixon attached Mr. Iacoangeli’s report as Exhibit B to his letter received by the township 
today. He is concerned by the lack of analysis of how the application fits the applicable 
standards in the report, by the lack of an indication that Mr. Iacoangeli contacted the adjacent 
landowners to determine the potential impact on them. Mr. Dixon stated that he feels a need 
to address the protection of personal property rights. He was unconvinced that anyone could 
demonstrate how the application meets the standards of the ordinance. 
 
Mr. Dixon is concerned about the potential for thousands of cars using a 33’ wide dirt road 
for commercial access to Mr. Garvey’s property. The Mercer’s family residence is 
immediately adjacent. There is significant wildlife activity on their property, which seems 
incompatible with the proposed public assembly use. Mr. Dixon asserts that there has been no 
appropriate analysis of the impact of the increased flow of people to the site on the abundant 
natural resources present.  
 
Mr. Dixon remains concerned about potential conflict of interest. At the Planning 
Commission meeting, Jocks stressed the comparison of the township process to the judicial 
process, which Mr. Dixon finds appropriate to the circumstances. Relationship between a 
client and attorney is fundamentally different than a merchant/customer relationship. The 
attorney/client relationship has ethical and fiduciary standards. An attorney must represent 
their client’s best interests and desires at all times, or else remove themselves from the 
client’s employ if they cannot. What a client says to an attorney may never be revealed. It is 
the one of the closest relationships two people can have. He agrees with Mr. Jocks’ 
interpretation that a 2-year window of separation in relationship is appropriate. However, he 
believes that it is important to consider when the relationship began as compared to when the 
application began. He asserted that the groundwork for the application began approximately 2 
years ago, close to or within the time when various township officials has an attorney/client 
relationship with Mr. Garvey, and that this creates a conflicted relationship relative to the 
timeline of this matter that should require the individuals who used him as an attorney to 
recuse themselves.  
 
Mr. Dixon stated that an analysis of whose interests are more at stake would be inappropriate. 
In keeping with the township ordinance, he asserted that the only standard to be considered is 
whether there will be a negative impact on his client’s personal property rights. He asserted 
that they have raised concerns over negative impacts at each meeting over the past 2-3 
months. They have been told by a real estate professional that their property value will 
assuredly decline as a result of approval of the land use, and Mr. Dixon asserted that this 
alone should be sufficient to cause the application to be denied.  
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Paul Brink, 9617 Winter Road, had intended to speak of the application’s benefits to the 
agricultural community. He supports the adoption of the ordinance amendment that provides 
for agritourism land uses that add to the quality of life and can help the farming community 
by providing additional sources of revenue in difficult growing years. He encouraged 
granting the SUP request. 
 
Nancy Street, 4788 Brackett Road, is a neighbor to Mr. Garvey. She did not appreciate what 
she felt was a disrespectful exchange between a board member and Mr. Dixon, who is 
representing a member of the community who deserves as much respect as the applicant. She 
asked if Mr. Garvey’s events would be permitted to have alcohol being served. She noted that 
Mr. Garvey has in the past indicated a belief that allowing a Meijer store into the community 
would require an increased policing presence. If alcohol is served at events on this property, 
minors could be served, people could become unruly and offensive to neighbors. Ms. Street is 
concerned by a perception that the Board is behaving with bias towards Mr. Garvey as 
opposed to other individuals, and that she as a citizen is not being equally represented and 
considered.  
 
Christine Varner, 7189 Bennett Road, is one of Mr. Garvey’s neighbors. He said he has held 
6 parties at his property so far. She attended one, but never heard or was disturbed by any of 
the other events. She submitted a letter of support for the application today. She feels the 
requested land use is a prime example of agritourism, and that Mr. Garvey has done a good 
job of following the required process to receive consideration and approval under the 
ordinance.  
 
Gail Trill, 7174 Deepwater Point Road, is looking at the list of allowable land uses by special 
use permits in the agricultural district. The list includes the type of events proposed by Mr. 
Garvey. She believes this is sensible agribusiness and that Mr. Garvey has followed the 
appropriate procedure. She feels this is a needed activity in the community and supports 
approval. 
 
Doug White, 7626 Sayler Road, is a full-time farmer. When he buys property that he can’t 
use for crops as desired, as Mr. Garvey indicated he experienced, he considers it an 
education. The barn is beautiful, but he has a problem calling weddings or similar events 
agritourism. He believes that to be agritourism, active agriculture must be an integral part of 
the activity. Private parties are something anyone can do on their property. His barn is only a 
few hundred feet from his home. One of the letters Mr. Garvey provided from one of his 
brides said that she treasured using his barn because her family’s working barn couldn’t be 
made suitable for a wedding. Mr. White asserted that a working barn can be cleaned up 
sufficiently for a wedding; it’s just hard work. Mr. Garvey’s barn is beautiful, but he does not 
believe based on his experience in the industry as a farmer or his discussion with other 
farmers in the community that it represents agritourism. Kladder noted that Mr. White is on 
the Planning Commission, and asked him why these types of land uses were inserted into the 
agritourism ordinance as allowable. Mr. White stated that he was not in favor of their 
inclusion. 
 
Mr. LaPointe said his concern is for the legal implications arising from Mr. Dixon’s 
interpretation of the law. He hopes that Jocks will be asked if there is a reasonable legal case 
to be made by those opposed to the land use. It is easy to bring a lawsuit against the township, 
and it would be unfortunate for a lawsuit to be brought over this decision. This should be 
considered very carefully. 
 
The Board asked Jocks for his professional opinion regarding the key legal points made by 
Mr. Dixon. Zarafonitis expressed concerns that based on Mr. Dixon’s interpretation of the 
“no negative impacts” standard, there is no application for special use permit that could ever 
be approved.  
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Beginning with the “fruit of the poisonous tree” argument (a criminal law concept he has not 
before seen applied to a zoning matter0 that the timing of the start of Mr. Garvey’s efforts to 
obtain a zoning ordinance amendment and special use permit approval relative to his legal 
representation of various individuals, he has several thoughts. He never indicated that any 
relationship between applicant and official before two-years back is fine and any relationship 
since then is problematic. His report on rules relating to Michigan judges was intended as an 
analogy only. It is a court rule for Michigan judges and not a law applicable to township 
boards or any other municipal administrative body. Jocks recalled that before applying for the 
land use, Mr. Garvey first proposed a zoning ordinance amendment. This issue was 
deliberated over many months, expanding and contracting through much discussion about 
many issues. Discussion included, but was far from limited to, barn weddings. Potential 
conflict of interest issues were discussed when the Board considered approval of the 
ordinance amendment. This ordinance amendment was not applicable purely to Mr. Garvey; 
it is applicable to the whole community. Since it was not specific to him, he does not find it to 
be a reasonable starting point for determining if a conflict of interest existed. He would find 
the initial date of application for the special use permit pursuant to the ordinance amendment 
enacted as the important date from which to determine whether a conflict of interest existed. 
Jocks believes the legal advice he has given is very defensible and supportable. 
 
Mr. Dixon focused heavily on standard #2 for approval of special use permit applications 
from Section 9.1.3 of the township zoning ordinance. This section states that a special use 
permit application shall not be approved unless it is found to “be designed to protect natural 
resources, the health, safety, and welfare and the social and economic well being of those 
who will use the land use or activity under consideration, residents and landowners, 
immediately adjacent to the proposed land use or activity, and the community as a whole.” 
Jocks noted that the ordinance does not say that no negative impact may occur. It requires 
that the standards for approval be “designed to protect” adjacent landowners. Any land use 
will create some impact on adjacent landowners, in any circumstance. Jocks stated he has 
been involved in the full spectrum of zoning, from crafting ordinances to litigation. This is 
very standard language, and he has yet to experience a situation where a judge ruled that there 
should be no negative impact on an adjacent landowner. It’s simply impossible to do.  
 
Zarafonitis has noted information that Mr. Garvey has spoken in the past about his desire to 
retain the serenity of his property. However, unforeseen opportunities come along every day. 
 
Kladder asked at what point a negative impact becomes too great for a land use approval to 
be appropriate. Jocks stated that this is a matter for the Board to determine rather than being a 
defined legal point. This is why the Board has the discretion to approve, deny or approve with 
conditions any application. Kladder followed up by asking when the property rights of one 
person outweigh the property rights of another. Jocks felt that this is difficult to answer 
without a specific example.  
 
Hardin agreed that the Commission discussed the ordinance amendment for a protracted 
period of time, and it was ultimately adopted unanimously. There was a lot of debate about 
every concept. Last Monday’s Commission meeting regarding this application contained a 
certain level of confusion, and looking at the motion on paper now, he suspects that several, 
himself included, did not understand that they were voting to limit public and private events 
combined. As a resident, he has a neighbor with a pool, and teenagers and parties every 
weekend. He also still has wildlife in his back yard. He, and he believes most of the Planning 
Commission, felt that the application met the general standards for approval. He would adjust 
some of the recommended conditions on the approval. Dunville concurred with this last 
statement. Takayama is confused about why this type of use needs SUP approval. Vreeland 
indicated that while a use by right is one that is viewed as entirely compatible with the zoning 
of the land in question and with the community, a special land use is a category for land uses 
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that are likely to have a potential significant impact on public health, safety, or welfare. 
Because of their potential community impacts, they are deemed to warrant special review and 
conditions on how they are designed and conducted to protect those interests.  
 
Scott asked if any of the prior events at the Garvey property generated complaints to 
township staff; they did not.  
 
Wikle apologized to Mr. Dixon for her earlier interaction with him. She sees from the written 
record that the Planning Commission has considered the application thoroughly. There are 
elements of the proposal that she does not personally care for, but overall she supports it. She 
noted that people who purchase land in the agricultural district have to expect that it is an 
environment with noises and smells, potentially at any hour. This type of land use is, in her 
opinion, consistent with the township’s agricultural plan.  
 
Mr. Garvey felt that earlier discussion inappropriately tried to turn the issues away from 
health, safety and welfare, and towards nuisance. He recalled that during discussions about an 
updated to the permit for the horse sports park recently, Mr. White asked for some 
consideration about the volume of the loudspeakers for the events. These are the types of 
noises that happen in agricultural environments rather than in residential neighborhoods. He 
understands the Mercer’s desire to maintain the status quo, but does not believe they have the 
right to expect that nothing will ever happen or change on neighboring property. There have 
been no past complaints about the parties, and he is committed to ensuring that there will be 
none in the future. He plans to have the Resort cater/plan 6 events/year and Dan Kelly the 
other 6. He has worked with them and feels they uphold a high standard. His farm will 
continue to reflect his high standards and commitment. 
 
Mr. Dixon said that earlier he found Jocks’ analogy to judges appropriate to this deliberative 
decision. He still believes that when Mr. Garvey started the process of ordinance amendment, 
this is the appropriate starting point for evaluating potential conflict of interest. Mr. Dixon 
stated that agricultural operations are a matter of use by right. Special events are in the 
ordinance as a special use. Both landowners have equal rights and expectations regarding 
noises and other impacts from agricultural operations. The noises from parties by special use 
permit that would disturb the sleep of his nearly 80-year old clients are, in his opinion, a 
different matter. This is a special use, not a common use by right in the area where they 
purchased their retirement home. Mr. Dixon asserted that the discretionary rights of the 
special use must be subservient to the fundamental rights of the adjacent by-right land use. 
This is his answer to the question of whose property rights are superior. He disagrees with 
Mr. Jocks’ assertion that this decision is a balancing act and that that every property use has 
an impact on neighboring property uses.  
 
Takayama asked if Mr. Dixon and the Mercers have evaluated the relative impacts between 
the proposed land use and other profitable land uses such as subdividing the property. Mr. 
Dixon said they have not. Takayama agrees with Jocks that nothing can be built that does not 
impact something else. When the Mercers built their home on their beautiful wooded hill, he 
can’t imagine how many trees had to be felled to make room for the house and the well and 
the septic and the driveway. Their home must have impacted the adjacent Hanna farm and 
homestead. Takayama observes how his life on his property negatively impacts the natural 
environment on his own property. He is more likely to approve a special use permit that 
allows most of the land to remain open and pristine than to deny the request and make a less 
desirable land use more likely. Mr. Dixon stated that he does not believe every land use has a 
negative impact on the adjacent land owners. He does not believe that farming on the Garvey 
property would negatively impact his clients. He agrees that there is usually some sort of 
impact, but not necessarily negative in nature.  
 
Mrs. Mercer stated that she owns the property adjacent to one whole side of the Garvey 
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parcel, and Mrs. Ziebart owns another whole side. Both oppose the commercial use of the 
property. Mr. Garvey’s driveway is only 200’ from the Mercer home, and immediately 
adjacent to their lawn. She foresees as significant impact from traffic on the driveway for the 
events.  
 
Mr. Mercer feels that the suitability of the driveway easement, which is only 33’ wide, to the 
proposed commercial traffic level is questionable. There will be dust, noise, disturbance of 
wildlife, and disturbance of their currently enjoyment of their property from the front porch.  
 
Mr. Garvey stated that neighbors to the east and north have supported the proposed land use. 
The Ziebarts have never lived on the property adjacent to his, and he has never seen Mrs. 
Ziebart visit the property.  
 
Scott has heard frequent mention of the impact of late night activity on elderly neighbors. He 
feels that a requirement that music end by 10:30 and the party to end by 11:30 is a reasonable 
accommodation to these concerns, and a reasonable time for a party to end. Scott asked about 
any time standards in the township’s Noise Ordinance. There are no times specified; noise 
must be kept to reasonable levels at all hours.  
 
Mr. Dixon reiterated his assertion that Mr. Iacoangeli’s analysis of the application was 
insufficient in analyzing potential impacts on adjacent property owners and on the natural 
environment, and recommended that the application be tabled pending appropriate 
completion of the analysis. This would include interviewing the Mercers. 
 
Kladder asked about the impact on Mr. Garvey of delaying a decision on the application. 
Vreeland stated it would prevent him from hosting a commercial event until a decision is 
rendered. Mr. Garvey has a private event scheduled for September 8, but this event is not 
currently regulated.  
 
Messages in support of the application were received today from Lyn and Pat Salathiel 
of 4882 Five Mile Road, Charlene Abernethy of 4312 Westridge Dr., Christine Varner 
and Peter Romeo, Kathleen Guy of 7894 Peaceful Valley Rd, and Kara Southwell of 
5056 Brackett Rd.    
 
A letter in opposition to the application was received from Thomas Dixon. 
 

The Chair declared a recess from 11:19 p.m. – 11:27 p.m. 
 

Dunville recommended tabling the application to a subsequent meeting and directing that a 
more thorough analysis of the application compared to the special use permit standards be 
prepared and reviewed. Takayama concurred that all due diligence should be performed 
before a decision is made given the level of the Mercers’ concerns. Zarafonitis feels the 
Board is ready to make a decision, and supports approval with some modification of the 
conditions. Hardin concurred, both wanting to make the SUP applicable to commercial events 
only, with private events remaining unregulated. Hardin, Zarafonitis and Takayama 
recommended removing the requirement that tents, chairs and tables be provided by third 
parties, while Vreeland noted that the barn does not have restroom facilities and it is unlikely 
portable facilities would be provided by other than a third party. There was a general feeling 
that any imported items should be removed by the next business day rather than the next 
calendar day.  
 
There was consensus to change the wording of condition one to reflect permission for not 
more than 12 events for which applicant receives any form of compensation per calendar 
year. Conditions 2 and 3 were deemed sufficient. There was consensus to eliminate condition 
4, and amend condition 5 to specify the following business day for removal and a condition 
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that waste from portable toilets be taken to the septage treatment facility. Jocks noted that a 
separate ordinance already requires this, and to insert this requirement would place a burden 
on Mr. Garvey to ensure that the septage is hauled to the plant or be in violation of his permit. 
Rather than imposing the condition, the Board approved requiring that a portable toilet 
provider be licensed to operate in GT County. Condition 6 was left unchanged. Condition 7 
was modified to require that the Zoning Administrator confirm receipt of the notification 
back to Mr. Garvey. Condition 8 was left as recommended, after discussion confirming that 
general special use standards require compliance with all applicable agencies and standards.  
 
Scott proposed a requirement that the adjacent landowners be notified in advance of each 
event. Vreeland asked the board consider carefully the question of whether or not to require 
this of the township staff, as it could set a precedent for similar future situations. It could have 
a significant impact on workload, and would create a significant opportunity that there would 
be an unintentional failure to perform.  
 
Motion by Scott, support by Zarafonitis to approve SUP Application #2012-04P subject 
to the following conditions: 
 

1. Applicant may hold not more than 12 events for which applicant receives any form of 
compensation per calendar year. 

2.  Any function will cease operation by11:30 p.m. If music is involved during the event 
it shall be conducted only inside the barn and will cease by 10:30 p.m. 

3. Food preparation will be done off-site. 

4. Tents, chairs, tables, and portable toilets shall be removed no later than the following 
business day. 

5. The use of onsite generators for light towers and portable lighting equipment is 
prohibited. 

6.  The Township Zoning Administrator shall be notified at least two weeks in advance 
when an event will take place. The Township Zoning Administrator shall confirm 
receipt of the notification back to Mr. Robert Garvey. 

7. Code related issues addressed by the Grand Traverse County Construction Code 
Department and MESA shall be satisfied prior to holding any event under this 
permit. 

Motion carried unanimously. 
 
5. Budget Amendment – Phragmites Treatment: The cost to the township for chemical 

treatment this year will be $1,000, as there is less grant funding than has been available in 
previous years. Treatment is expected to occur between September 12 – October 19. 
Additional items later in the agenda were added to the proposed budget amendment 
document, which will be voted.  
 

6. Bayside Park E-Coli Level Investigation: Vreeland summarized the multi-phased proposal 
from The Watershed Center for additional investigations into why we had some E-Coli levels 
of concern at Bayside Park during our first testing season in 2012. Part, all or none of the 
proposal can be accepted. Costs would be paid for out of the General Fund. 

 
Motion by Wikle support by Zarafonitis approve all elements of The Watershed Center 
proposal for E.Coli investigation up to a cost of $6,500,  to be funded from the General 
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Fund. If the source of the contamination is determined to result from the sewer system, 
funding would come from the Sewer Fund. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote.  

 
7. Resolution accepting the terms of MNR Trust Fund Grant TF11-082, Shoreline 

Acquisition Phase III (Beach Club Motel): The state has provided the formal grant 
agreement for Phase II of the Shoreline Project for approval. At this time, Phase III only 
includes the Beach Club Motel. Originally it was to have included the East Bay Animal 
Hospital; however, Dr. Reabe is not willing to sell at this time and the township only works 
with willing sellers. There had been requests to add the former Coldwell Banker real estate 
building next to the Shell gas station and a 15’ wide strip of beach access belonging to the 
Shorelane Motel to the Phase III grant, but the MNR Trust Fund has denied both requests. 
The only thing notably different between the Phase I-II and Phase III agreements is a new 
requirement that a ribbon-cutting ceremony be held after property acquisition, and that the 
Trust Fund be notified of the ceremony details a minimum of 30 days in advance. 

 
Motion by Zarafonitis, support by Wikle to adopt Resolution R-2012-19 accepting the 
terms of MNR Trust Fund Grant TF11-082 as presented. Motion carried by unanimous 
roll call vote. 

 
8. Appointment to Parks & Recreation Advisory: Supervisor Kladder is recommending the 

appointment of Deepwater Point Road resident Nancy Kaetchen to the Parks & Rec Advisory 
for a 3-year term.  

 
Motion by Scott, support by Takayama to appoint Nancy Kaetchen to the Parks & 
Recreation Advisory. Motion carried unanimously. 

 
9. Public Meeting Broadcasting: Kladder summarized his memo to the Board. To broadcast 

township meetings through, and become a member of LIAA/UpNorth TV would require a 
contribution of 30% of our cable franchise fee revenues. In our case this is currently 
approximately $21,000/year out of a revenue budget of approximately $750,000. In exchange 
township citizens can learn to broadcast through them and rent equipment. Costs for 
videographers are additional at about $20.00/hour. Kladder suspects that there are more cost-
effective ways to achieve video recording of township meetings that would be similarly 
effective. LIAA does have some simple video indexing software that allows people to skip to 
the portion of a meeting that interests them, which is a nice feature. Consensus reached to not 
to pursue broadcasting through LIAA at this time. 

 
10. Purchase of Parks & Recreation Plow Truck: This expense was identified in this year’s 

fund allocation resolution as a potential future expenditure from the General Fund balance 
forward, at a cost of approximately $30,000. Henkel requested bids from four local 
dealerships and received responses from two. He is recommending acceptance of the Voice 
Chevrolet bid. The budget would be amended to reflect a $30,000 expense from the parks line 
item in the Capital Improvements cost center of the General Fund. 

 
Motion by Dunville, support by Wikle that Acme Township purchase a ¾ ton truck 
from Voice Chevrolet with a Boss plow for an amount not to exceed $30,000. Motion 
carried by unanimous roll call vote.  
 
The old truck will be sold. The last used truck was sold for $6,800. 

 
11. Fire Hall Roof Repair: Kladder summarized the memo. The oldest section of the roof at the 

township hall/MESA Station 8 building is cracked and leaking, and there is suspected water 
damage. The township’s lease agreement with MESA specifies that the township is 
responsible for repairs to common areas in and elements of the building, but that 70% of the 
cost will be paid by MESA. The township will invoice them for their share of the cost, If 
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MESA should relocate the station from the building in less than 20 years after a repair costing 
more than $10,000 is made, the township will reimburse MESA for 1/20th of the repair cost 
for each year short of a 20-year amortization period. Henkel and Kladder recommend 
approving the bid from Bloxom Roofing. The roof repair will involve two amendments to the 
General Fund; an expenditure increase of $12,000 in the Townhall cost center, repairs and 
maintenance line item; and a revenue of $8,400 to the reimbursements line item for the share 
to be covered by MESA. 

 
Motion by Scott, support by Dunville to authorize the township to accept the bid from 
Bloxom with alternate to repairing the Acme fire hall roof for an amount not to exceed 
$12,000, with the understanding that MESA will reimburse the township as per the 
lease agreement. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 

 
Motion by Zarafonitis, support by Takayama to approve budget amendment resolution 
R-2012-20 as presented. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 

 
L.  OLD BUSINESS: 

1. Hoxsie House 
a. Agreement with Acme Heritage Society: This proposed agreement has been 

extensively reviewed by the township, the president of the Heritage Society, and 
legal counsel for both parties. The attached schedules have been completed and 
clarified, and should be double-checked for consistency with the Board’s prior 
direction. It was identified that item 10 should be stricken from Schedule 12.1 to be 
consistent with recommended insurance coverages.  

 
Motion by Takayama, support by Zarafonitis to approve the Hoxsie House 
Purchase Agreement as amended to strike item 10 from Schedule 12.1.  
 
Kladder asked what will happen if the Heritage Society walks away from the house. 
It will still belong to the township, which will have to pay for its removal. 
 
Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote. 

 
b. Proposed September 9 Open House: Pursuant to the purchase agreement just 

approved, the Heritage Society would like to hold one of the two fundraiser events 
using the inside of the house it is permitted to hold per year on September 9,  

 
Motion by Scott, support by Takayama to approve the proposed Acme Heritage 
Society September 9 open house at the Hoxsie Home approve subject to 
compliance with all conditions set forth in their letter dated August 31, 2012.. 
Motion carried unanimously. 

 
M. PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER BUSINESS THAT MAY COME BEFORE THE BOARD:  

Gail Trill stated that the MNRTF Grant program is under attack from a legislator from Escanaba. It 
could cease grant funding to areas north of Clare. She suggested speaking with our local 
representatives as soon as possible.  

 
Meeting adjourned at 12:39 a.m. on Wednesday, September 5, 2012.  



TOVVNSHIP OF ACME 
SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the ACME TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION will hold a 
public hearing on Monday, June 9th 2014, at 7:00 p.m. in the Acme Township Hall, 
6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg, Michigan 49690, to consider the following application: 

An application from Karin Flint 2419 Windsor Way Ct. Wellington, Fl 33414 for a Special 
Use Permit under Article VI Section 6.11.3 x. Uses Permitted by Special use Permit, 
2.)Organized meeting space for use by Weddings, birthday parties, corporate picnics, and 
other similar events. Request is specifically for Weddings. Located at 6535 Bates Road, 
Williamsburg, MI 49690, currently zoned A-1 Agriculture, more fully described as follows: 

S1/ 2 of NW 1/4 EXC SCHOOL LOT IN SE COR 208.7` SQ. SEC 31 T28N R9W; 

Parcel Number: 28-01-014-008-01 

All interested persons are invited to attend and be heard at the public hearing before 
the Planning Commission. After the public hearing the Planning Commission may 
or may not deliberate and make its recommendation based on the Acme Township 
Zoning Ordinance to the Township Board, which will subsequently take appropriate 
action on the application. 

The application may be inspected at the Acme Township Hall between 8:00 a.m. and 
5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and written comments may be directed to: 

Nikki Lennox; Zoning Administrator — 

Acme Township 
6042 Acme Road 
Williamsburg, MI 49690 
nlennox(@acmetownship.org 

(231) 938-1350 

Sent to Record Eagle for publication on Friday May 23, 2014 nl
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6.12 A-1: AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT: 

 
6.12.1 INTENT AND PURPOSE: This District is intended to preserve, enhance, and stabilize 
areas within the Township which are presently used predominantly for farming purposes or areas 
which, because of their soil, drainage, or natural flora characteristics, should be preserved for low 
intensity land uses. It is the further purpose of this District to promote the protection of the existing 
natural environment, preserve the essential characteristics and economical value of these areas as 
agricultural lands, provide increased market opportunities for local and regional producers by 
clustering supporting operations such as processing, packaging, distributing, buying, and, research 
and development that complement and add value to the agricultural sector, and provide 
opportunities for agricultural-related entrepreneurial ventures. Generally accepted agricultural and 
management practices which may generate noise, dust, odors, and other associated conditions may 
be used and are protected by the Michigan Right to Farm Act. It is explicitly the purpose of this 
zone to preserve a suitable long termworking environment for farming operations while 
minimizing conflicts between land uses. It is the further purpose of this District to promote the 
protection of the existing natural environment, and to preserve the essential characteristics and 
economical value of these areas as agricultural lands. 

 
6.12.2 USES PERMITTED BY RIGHT: 

a.  Agricultural and Farm Related Operations listed below:  
 1.  Field crop and fruit farming, truck gardening, horticulture, 
   aviaries, hatcheries, apiaries, greenhouses, tree nurseries, and 
   similar agricultural enterprises. 
  a. Raising and keeping poultry and rabbits. 
  b. Raising and keeping of livestock, such as cattle, hogs, horses, 
  ponies, sheep, goats, and similar livestock upon a lot having 
  an area not less than five acres. 
 
 2.  Farmer’s Roadside Stands selling products grown by the 
    owner of the property on which the stand is located, PROVIDED that 
    contiguous space for the parking of customers' vehicles is furnished 
    off the public right-of—way at a ratio of one parking space for each 
    fifteen square feet of roadside stand floor area. 
 
 3.  Agricultural Tourism: Subject to the following parking 
    requirements; parking facilities may be located on a grass or gravel 
    area for seasonal uses such as road side stands, u-pick operations 
    and agricultural mazes. All parking areas shall be defined by either 
    gravel, cut lawn, sand or other visible marking. 
 
  a. Seasonal U-Pick fruits and vegetables operations 
  b. Seasonal outdoors mazes of agricultural origin such as straw 
  bales or corn 
  c. Agricultural Festivals 
  d. Agricultural or agriculturally-related uses permitted by right 
  in the A-1 zoning district may include any or all of the 
  following ancillary agriculturally related uses and some non-  
  agriculturally related uses so long as the general     
  agricultural character of the farm or agricultural operation is   
  maintained. 



    1. Value—added agricultural products of activities such  
    as education tours or processing facilities, etc. 
    2. Bakeries selling baked goods containing produce 
    grown primarily on site. 
    3. Playgrounds or equipment typical of a school 
    playground, such as slides, swings, etc. (not including 
    motorized vehicles or rides). 
    4. Petting farms, animal display, and pony rides. 
    5. Wagon, sleigh, and hayrides. 
    6. Nature trails. 
    7. Open air or covered picnic area with restrooms. 
    8. Educational classes, lectures, seminars. 
    9. Historical agricultural exhibits. 
    10. Kitchen facilities, processing/cooking items for sale 
    on or off premises. ’ 
    11. Gift shops for the sale of agricultural products and 
    agriculturally related products. 
    12. Gift shops for the sales of non-agriculturally related 
    products such as antiques or crafts-. 
  4. Agricultural processing. Activities which involve a variety of 
  operations after harvest of crops to prepare them for market, or 
  further processing and packaging at a distance from the agricultural 
  area. Included activities are cleaning, milling, pulping, drying, 
  roasting, hulling, storing, packaging, selling, and other similar 
  activities. Also included are the facilities or buildings related to such 
  activities. 
 
  5. Aquaculture. The cultivation of aquatic animals, in a 
  re-circulating environment to produce whole fish that are distributed 
  to retailers, restaurants, and consumers. 
 
  6. Aquaponics. The combination of aquaculture and hydroponics 
  to grow crops and a fish together in a re-circulating system without any 
  discharge or exchange of water. 
 
  7. Community kitchen. A facility licensed as a food manufacturer that  
  may be  used by licensed businesses for commercial purpose. A   
  community kitchen may also be an unlicensed kitchen that is used by  
  community members for cooking non-commercial or exempt foods or for 
  cooking classes and/or other related activities.  
 
  8. Food research and development facility. Research, 
  development, and testing laboratories that do not involve the mass 
  manufacture, fabrication, processing, or sale of food products. 
 
  9. Food storage, bulk. The holding or stockpiling on land of food ° 
  products where such storage constitutes no more than 40 percent of 
  the developed site area and storage area is at least one acre, and 
  where at least three of the following criteria are met by the storage 
  activity: (1) in a bulk form or in bulk containers; (2) under 
  protective cover to the essential exclusion of others of the same 



  space due to special fixtures or exposed to the elements; (3) in 
  sufficient numbers, quantities, or spatial allocation of the site to 
  determine and rank such uses as the principal use of the site; (4) the 
  major function is the collection and/or distribution of the material 
  and/or products rather than processing; and (5) the presence of 
  fixed bulk containers or visible stockpiles for a substantial period of 
  a year. 
 
  10. Production Facilities for Value Added Farm Products. Any 
  product processed by a producer from a farm product, such as baked 
  goods, jams and jellies, canned vegetables, dried fruit, syrups, 
  salsas, salad dressings, flours, coffee, smoked or canned meats or 
  fish, sausages, or prepared foods. 
 
  11. Warehouse. Facilities. Warehousing associated with the 
  production and/or processing of agricultural products, but not 
  involved in manufacturing or production. 
 
  12. Small Wine Maker as defined and regulated by the Michigan 
  Liquor Control Commission (MLCC) on a parcel at least 10 acres in 
  size with 3 acres planted in wine fruits where 5% of the fruits used 
  in their production are grown in Acme Township and 75% of the 
  fruits used in the production are grown in the State of Michigan. A 
  Small Distiller as defined and regulated by the Michigan Liquor 
  Control Commission (MLCC) can concurrently occupy the same parcel 
  as long as the property owner has a Small Wine Maker license. There 
  is a onetime waiver of the local production requirement for the first 
  three years of operation commencing on the date that the license 
  was issued by MLCC. 
 
  13. Small Distiller as defined and regulated by the Michigan 
  Liquor Control Commission (MLCC) on a parcel at least 10 acres in 
  size with 5 acres planted in farm products used in the distillery 
  process and where 5% of the farm. products used in their production 
  are grown in Acme Township and 75% of the farm products used in 
  the production are grown in the State of Michigan. There is a . 
  one time waiver of the local production requirement for the first ~ 
  three years of operation commencing on the date that the license 
  was issued by MLCC. 
 
  14. Microbrewery as defined and regulated by the Michigan 
  Liquor Control Commission (MLCC) on a parcel at least 10 acres in 
  size with 5 acres planted in farm products used in the brewing 
  process and where 5% of the farm products used in their production 
  are grown in Acme Township and 75% of the farm products used in 
   the production are grown in the State of Michigan. There is a 
  one time waiver of the local production requirement for the first 
  three years of operation commencing on the date that the license 
  was issued by MLCC. 
 
  15. Tasting Room subject to the requirements of the Michigan 



  Liquor Control Commission. 
 

b. Non-Agricultural Uses listed below: 
 
 1. Single-family detached dwellings 
 
 2. Open Space Preservation Developments containing only 
 Single-Family Detached Dwellings: Subject to the provisions of  Article   
 XI. 
 
 3. State licensed residential facilities 
 
 4. Family child care homes 
 
 5. Cemeteries: public or private. 
 
 6. Tenant house as part of farm property for full-time farm 
 employees associated with the principal use and subject to the same 
 height and setback requirements as the principal dwelling. 
 
 7. Public areas and public parks such as recreation areas, forest 
 preserves, game refuges, and similar public uses of low—intensity   
 character. 
 
 8. Public and private conservation areas and structures for the 
 conservation of water, soils, open space, forest and wildlife resources. 
 
 9. Accessory uses: Customary accessory uses and buildings 
 incidental to the permitted principal use of the premises. 
 
 10. Home Occupations in accord with the requirements of Section 7.7. 
 
 11. Manufactured homes, subject to the following requirements: 
  a. Each home shall bear a label required by Section 
  3282.362(c)(2) of the Federal Mobile Home Procedural and   
  Enforcement Regulations. 
  b. Each home shall be installed pursuant to the manufacturers 
  setup instructions and shall be secured to the premises by an 
  anchoring system or device complying with any applicable C 
  requirements of the Michigan Mobile Home Commission. 
  c. Within ten days following installation, all towing mechanisms 
  shall be removed from each home. No home shall have any 
  exposed undercarriage or chassis. 
  d. Each home shall have a permanent perimeter wall of 
  conventional building materials which shall prevent the 
  entrance of rodents, control heat loss and contribute to 
  aesthetic compatibility with surrounding structures. 
  e. Each home shall have a full concrete slab within the 
  perimeter wall. This space may be used as a crawl space for 
  storage purposes. 
  f. All construction and all plumbing, electrical apparatus and 



  insulation within and connected to each home shall be of a 
  type and quality conforming to the "Mobile Home 
  Construction and Safety Standards" as promulgated by the 
  United States Department of Housing and Urban 
  Development, being 24 CFR Section 3280, as from time to 
  time amended. Additionally, all dwellings shall meet or 
  exceed all applicable roof snow load and strength 
  requirements. 
  g. Exterior Finish; Light Reflection: Any materials that are 
  generally acceptable for housing built on the site may be 
  used for exterior finish if applied in such a manner as to be 
  similar in appearance, PROVIDED, however, that reflection 
  from such exterior shall not be greater than from siding 
  coated with clean, white, gloss, exterior enamel. 
  h. Each home shall be aesthetically compatible in design and ‘ 
  appearance with other residences in the adjacent area, 
  particularly with regard to foundation treatment, siding and 
  roofing material and perimeter wall. Compatible materials 
  such as siding, screen wall, etc. may be added to assure 
  aesthetic compatibility with other structures. 
  i. The compatibility of design and appearance shall be 
  determined by the Acme Township Zoning Administrator. The 
  Acme Township Zoning Administrator shall base his or her 
  decision on the character, design and appearance of 
  residential dwellings in adjacent areas of the Township. 
  j. To the extent that any of these provisions conflicts with any 
  provision of the Mobile Home Commission Act or its 
  administrative rules as applied to a mobile home in a 
  residential neighborhood, the Mobile Home Commission Act 
  provision will control. 
 
  12. Public Uses: Essential: Buildings associated with Essential 
  Public Services require Special Use Permit approval, pursuant to 
  Section 9.1. [ADDED BY AMENDMENT 017, ADOPTED 07/03/12  
   EFFECTIVE 07/18/12.] 
 
6.12.3 USES PERMITTED BY SPECIAL USE PERMIT: The following uses 
of land and structures may be permitted in by the application for and issuance of a 
special use permit, subject to Section 9.1. 
a. Campgrounds: Subject also to the requirements of Section 9.4 

b. Institutional Uses: Subject also to the requirements of Section 9.5 

 c. Greenhouses and nurseries selling at retail on the premises 

 d. Riding Stables and livestock auction yards 
 
 e. Raising of fur bearing animals for profit 
 
 f. Game or hunting preserves operated for profit 
 



 g. Veterinary hospitals, clinics and kennels. 
 
 h. Sawmills 
 
 i. Public Uses: Critical, Supporting: CHANGED BY AMENDMENT 017,  
  ADOPTED 07/03/12 EFFECTIVE 07/ 18/12. 
 
 j. Airports and Airfields 
 
 k. Planned Agricultural Units: Subject also to the requirements of Section 9.8. 
 
 l. Special Open Space Uses: Subject also to the requirements of  Section 9.16. 
 
 m. Sand or Gravel Pits, Quarries: Subject also to the requirements of Section 9.17. 
 
 n. Farmer’s Roadside Market: Subject also to the requirements of Section 9.18.  
 
 o. Sewage Treatment and Disposal Installations: Subject also to the requirements 
of Section 9.15. 
 
 p. Historic Parks: Subject also to the requirements of Section 9.23. 
 
 q. Bed and Breakfast Establishments: Subject also to the requirements of Section  
  9.24. 
 r. Livestock processing which _is regulated by state and federal agencies. 
 
 s. Conversion of a Single-Family Dwelling to a Duplex: Conversion of 
 existing single-family dwellings where such existing single-family 
 dwelling is of sufficient size to meet minimum floor area requirements of a 
duplex, and such an expanded capacity is a clear  necessity for satisfaction of this 
particular housing demand, and   adequate off-street parking space can be 
provided. 
 
 t. Single Family Dwelling on Less than Five Acres: A lot with a  minimum size of 
one acre containing a single family dwelling may be created subject to the 
following requirements: 
 
  1. The single family dwelling existed prior to the enactment of 
   this Ordinance; 
  2. The single family dwelling was part of an agricultural use and 
  subsequently, through consolidation of farms or other 
  actions, became no longer necessary as a farm-related residence; 
  3. The lands that would otherwise be required to be part of the 
  lot for the single family dwelling would be lost from 
  production should the smaller minimum lot size not be 
  allowed; and4.Continue to be actively farmed along with the balance of  
  the farm. 
 

u. Conservation Development: Subject also to the requirements of Section 9.3. 
 



v. Structural Appurtenances: As accessory uses, the following kinds of structural 
appurtenances may be permitted to exceed the height limitations for the principal 
use: appurtenances to mechanical or structural functions, such as chimney and 
smoke stacks, water tanks, elevator and stairwell penthouses, ventilators, 
bulkheads, radio towers, aerials, fire and hose towers and cooling towers. No 
structural appurtenances permitted hereby shall be used for dwelling purposes. 

 
w. The following agricultural tourism uses are permitted by special use-permit: 

1. Small-scale entertainment (e.g., fun houses, haunted houses, 
or similar) and small mechanical rides. 
2. Organized meeting space for use by weddings, birthday 
parties, corporate picnics, and other similar events. 
[SECTION 6.11.3.x ADDED BY AMENDMENT 018 ADOPTED 
 05/01/2012 EFFECTIVE 05/13/2012.] 

x. Winery with Food Service subject to the following requirements: 
 
 1. The winery kitchen, food preparation, and production  
  areas must be licensed by the Grand Traverse County  
  Health   Department. 
 2.  Parking lots shall be screened from adjacent properties. 
 3.  Outdoor lighting shall comply with Acme Township  
  standards. 
 

y. Wine Maker as defined and regulated by the Michigan Liquor Control 
Commission (MLCC) on a parcel over 10 acres where 5% of the fruits used in 
their production are grown in the Acme Township and 75% of the fruits used in 
their production are grown in the State of Michigan. There is a onetime waiver 
of the local production requirement for the first three years of operation 
commencing on the date that the license was issued by MLCC. 

 
z.  Distilleries as defined and regulated by the Michigan Liquor Control 

Commission (MLCC) on a parcel over 10 acres where 5% of the farm 
products used in their production are grown in the Acme Township and 75% 
of the farm products used in their production are grown inthe State of 
Michigan. There is a onetime waiver of the local production requirement for 
the first three years of operation commencing on the date that the license was 
issued by MLCC. 

 
   aa. Breweries as defined and regulated by the Michigan Liquor  
   Control Commission (MLCC) on a parcel over 10 acres where  
   5% of the farm  products used in their production are grown in  
   the Acme Township and 75% of the farm products used in their  
   production are grown in the State of Michigan. There is a  
   onetime waiver of the local production requirement for the first  
   three years of operation  commencing on the date that the license  
   was issued by MLCC. 
 
6.12.4 RIGHT TO FARM: As to any specific property on which commercial farm 
products are produced within the meaning of MCL 286.472(a), if any 
applicable Generally Accepted Agricultural Management Practice (GAAMP) 
approved by the Michigan Department of Agriculture conflicts with any 



provision below, the GAAMP shall control. 
 
Section 6.12 A-1 Agricultural District of the 2008 Acme Township 
Zoning Ordinance is amended as follows by Ordinance #030 Adopted 
05/13/2014 Effective 05/23/2014 

1. Section 6.11 is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the  
  new 6.12 A-1 District language. 

2. Section 9.25 Wineries is deleted in its entirety 
3. All other sections of the 2008 Acme Township Zoning   

  Ordinance shall remain the same. 
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Memo	
To:	 Planning	Commission		

From:	 Nikki	Lennox		

CC:	 Jay	Zollinger	

Date:	 6/5/2014	

Re:	 Phone	call	comments	

05/29/2014 Phone call from Alex Rheinheimer of Horse Shows By The Bay. 
 
Ms. Rheinheimer called regarding her concerns about the Flintfields  proposed uses. Specifically 
the concert request. 
She is concerned about large scale events and the possibility of broken bottles and glass on the 
property.   
She is concerned about the amount of foot traffic on the horse arena areas used for her show. 
 
She inquired as to where food is going to go for the concert. 
 
She thought that the request for the concert had been with-drawn. I explained that it had been. 
But how can she apply again?  I explained that a special events ordinance that has been in the 
works for several years was approved by the township board. She (Alex) stated she had a large 
investment in the horse arenas and doesn’t was broken glass and people on them. 
 
Alex stated that she received the notice in the Record Eagle for the weddings and has no 
problem with the weddings as they are not a huge impact.  I explained that request is by SUP 
permit under the Ag-Tourism ordinance.  
 
She stated that her show has a huge impact on the area. The new Mexican restaurant on US 31 
has a food truck at her show. We talked about the new horse farm up the road, she personally 
knows them, and about the new horse tack shop on M-72. They are both positive for the area. 
 
She felt the Fall Festival works, as its not 2500 people at one time, just all through the day.  She 
has no problem with that. 
 
  



 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

Date:  06.02.2014 
 
From: John Iacoangeli 
To:  Karly Wentzloff, Chairperson  
 ACME TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 
 6042 Acme Road 

Traverse City, MI 49690 
 
Project: Bates Horse Park, LLC  
 Amendment to SUP 2006-12P 
 2014 
 
Request: Amendment to Special Use Permit  
 
Applicant: Bates Horse Park, LLC 
  
Parcel Address: 6535 Bates Road 
 Williamsburg, MI 
 
Parcel Number: 28-1-014-009-00 and 28-01-014-008-00 
 
 
General Description: 
Ms. Karin Flint is requesting an amendment to the original SUP 2006-12P in order to 
use the subject property for weddings pursuant to Section 6.11.3 w. 2. Uses Permitted 
by Special Use Permit; Organized meeting space for use by weddings, birthday parties, 
corporate picnics, and other similar events. 
 
The Applicant is requesting the same conditions as granted to Robert Garvey (SUP 
2012-04P) for use of his barn at 7490 Lautner Road.  I have prepared a table that 
compares the current request to the Garvey SUP and highlited in bold text any 
variation. 

 
Garvey SUP 2012-04P Karin Flint Request 

Any waste receptacle placed on the 
property shall be screened and the location 
approved by the Township Planner. 

Waste receptacles are already on-site. 

The elevations shall be as on the Site Plan, 
with the final grade consistent with the 
adjoining properties. 

Elevations will remain unchanged from current 
conditions due to the modifications to 
accommodate the current development. 

Parking shall meet all of the requirements 
of the Acme Township Zoning Ordinance. 

Parking already on-site.

There shall be no outside storage or sales. There shall be no outside storage or sales. 
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Garvey SUP 2012-04P Karin Flint Request 
The Applicant must obtain all necessary 
permits, including soil erosion, and 
Department of Natural Resources permits, 
and/or approvals. 

Not applicable the property is already 
developed. 

The signage shall meet all of the 
requirements of the sign provisions of the 
Acme Township Zoning Ordinance, without 
variance. 

The signage shall meet all of the requirements of 
the sign provisions of the Acme Township 
Zoning Ordinance, without variance. 

Applicant may hold not more than 12 
events for which applicant receives any 
form of compensation per calendar year. 

Applicant may hold not more than 12 events for 
which applicant receives any form of 
compensation per calendar year. 

Any function will cease operation by 11:30 
p.m. If music is involved during the event it 
shall be conducted only inside the barn and 
will cease by 10:30 p.m. 

Any function will cease operation by 11:30 p.m. 
If music is involved during the event it will cease 
by 11:30 p.m. 

Food preparation will be done off-site. Food preparation will be done off-site or in 
Flintfield’s commercial kitchen. 

Tents, chairs, tables and portable toilets 
shall be removed no later than the 
following business day. 

Tents, chairs, tables and portable toilets shall be 
removed no later than the following business 
day. 

The use of onite generators for light towers 
and portable lighting equipment is 
prohibited. 

Applicant wishes to use power generators 
in some remote portions of the property. 

The Township Zoning Administrator shall be 
notified at least two weeks in advance 
when an event will take place.  The 
Township Zoning Administrator shall 
confoirm receipt of the notification back to 
Mr. Robert Garvey. 

The Township Zoning Administrator shall be 
notified at least two weeks in advance when an 
event will take place.  The Township Zoning 
Administrator shall confoirm receipt of the 
notification back to Ms. Karin Flint. 

Code related issues addressed by the Grand 
Traverse County Construction Code 
Department and MESA shall be satisified 
prior to holding any event under this 
permit. 

Code related issues addressed by the Grand 
Traverse County Construction Code Department 
and MESA shall be satisified prior to holding any 
event under this permit. 

 
 
Assessment of the Request 
The Applican’t request is very similar to the SUP granted in 2012 to Mr. Robert Gravey 
with several exceptions: 

1. There will likely use power generators depending where on the 86 acre parcel 
the wedding is located. 

2. They are requesting that music be allowed until 11:30 p.m.  Unlikely the Garvey 
requirement that the music be held in the barn this property has no barn and 
the music venue will likely be held in a tent.  There is a concern about allowing 
music until this time in the evening regardless of the size of the property. 

 
The standards outlined in Section 9.1.3 Basis for Determination include the following: 
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Standard Compliance 

a. Be designed, constructed, operated and 
maintained so as to insure that public services 
and facilities affected by a proposed land use 
or activity will be capable of accommodating 
increased service and facility loads caused by 
the land use or activity to protect the natural 
environment and conserve natural resources 
and energy to insure compatibility with 
adjacent uses of land, and to promote the use 
of land in a socially and economically desirable 
manner. 
 

The subject property is 83.68 acres in size 
and the proposal to hold up to 12 
weddings per year will not exceed the 
capability of the current site. 
 
Satisfied 

b. Be designed to protect natural resources, 
the health, safety, and welfare and the social 
and economic well being of those who will use 
the land use or activity under consideration, 
residents and landowners immediately 
adjacent to the proposed land use or activity, 
and the community as a whole. 
 

Two issues that may affect adjacent 
property owners depending on the 
location of the weddings:  power 
generators and music until 11:30 p.m.   
 
Compliance Requirement: Require music 
to terminate by 10:30 p.m. and setback 
power generators at least 750’ from 
nearest residence. 

c. Be related to the valid exercise of the police 
power, and purposes which are affected by 
the proposed use or activity. 
 

Compliance Requirement: Require to 
show the 750’ setback for power 
generators. 

d. Be necessary to meet the intent and 
purpose of the zoning ordinance, be related to 
the standards established in the ordinance for 
the land use or activity under consideration, 
and be necessary to insure compliance with 
those standards. 
 

This provision is included in the A-1: 
Agricultural Zoning District as a Special 
Use.  The subject property has been 
granted a SUP with amendments to 
conduct similar activities. 
Satisfied. 

e. Meet the standards of other governmental 
agencies where applicable, and that the 
approval of these agencies has been obtained 
or is assured. The applicant shall have the plan 
reviewed and approved by the Grand Traverse 
Metro Fire Department prior to the review by 
the Planning Commission.  
 

Depending on the extent of the wedding 
the Zoning Administrator can require 
additional reviews. 
 
Compliance Requirement: Forward 
applications for weddings to appropriate 
agencies for their review and comments. 

 
 
Recommendation 
Approve the request to use the subject property for weddings pursuant to Section 
6.11.3 w.2. 
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Suggested Motion:  
After a review of the standards and basis for determination the Applicant is granted a 
special use approval to use the subject property for weddings pursuant to Section 
6.11.3 w.2. subject to the following conditions: 
 

1) The signage shall meet all of the requirements of the sign provisions of the 
Acme Township Zoning Ordinance, without variance. 

 
2) Applicant may hold not more than 12 events for which applicant receives any 

form of compensation per calendar year. 
 

3) Any function will cease operation by 11:30 p.m. If music is involved during the 
event it will cease by 10:30 p.m. 

 
4) Food preparation will be done off-site or in Flintfield’s commercial kitchen. 

 
5) Tents, chairs, tables and portable toilets shall be removed no later than the 

following business day. 
 

6) Power generators can be used but the site plan should note where generators 
cannot be located based on a radius of 750’ from adjacent homes.  

 
7) The Township Zoning Administrator shall be notified at least two weeks in 

advance when an event will take place.  The Township Zoning Administrator 
shall confoirm receipt of the notification back to Ms. Karin Flint. 

 
8) Code related issues addressed by the Grand Traverse County Construction Code 

Department and MESA shall be satisified prior to holding any event under this 
permit. 
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2 June 2014 
 
 
Re:  Request for Minor Modification to Our Special Use Permit (2010-05P) 
 
 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
In 2011 Woodland Creek was granted a special use permit to maintain an outdoor retail area for the 
purpose of selling outdoor furniture and other outdoor patio/garden related products. 
 
We are requesting permission to exhibit a small, 14’ x 15’ portable cabin for purpose of resale in the 
approved retail area.  The cabin would be trailered in and placed on a temporary block foundation.  There 
will be no well, no septic or any other utility hook ups.  We may install a solar power system for lighting.  
If we do not receive the anticipated response from consumers, we can easily remove the cabin. 
 
The cabins have multiple uses to consumers.  They are nice for recreational housing in remote areas as 
they can be trailered in and set up in a day.  They can also be used as gardening sheds.  We feel this use 
falls within the “approved outdoor related products.”  Instead of relying on our interpretation, we are 
requesting the minor modification in order to ensure a positive relationship with the Township.  The cabin 
will be landscaped nicely.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Rob Evina 
Woodland Creek Furniture  
4290 US 31 North 
Traverse City, MI 49686 
231.518.4089 Office 
231.938-8045  Fax 
 

231.518.4089 Office 
231.938.8045 Fax 
revina@woodlandcreekfurniture.com Email 
www.woodlandcreekfurniture.com 
 

4290 US 31 North 
Traverse City, MI  
49686 



This map is based on digital databases prepared by Grand Traverse County. Grand Traverse County does not
warrant, expressly or impliedly, or accept any responsibility for any errors, omissions, or that the information
contained in the map or the digital databases is currently or positionally accurate. 
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AcmeTowns_hip-lSpooial Use/Site Plan ̀Minor AmendmontlPermit 

~ Minor‘Amendn;ent‘Permitblolte20lQ0#05P 

To: Woodland Crack Fumitute 

4290, 4386 and.4444 US 31 N ·· 

Traverseoity Ml 

Applications having been made by the above named Applicant for a Minor; 

Amendment to Special ·Use>ZPermit and Site Plan approval for Woodland Creek, original SUP #2005-A 
l3P’;t¤-8dd upto 8;355;sql. of_outdoqr’re1aill._sales spaoeeoin 2-3, phases, with 55280 sq; ft; inphase l_ 

and aiotal of 3,075 in phases and 3 to 2,300 sqo fl:. o`f=existing_retail ispace in 3 buildings at the 
"Woodland Creek Eumipureg and: Woodland Sweets Ice Cream Shop properlgya located at the above- A 

adldresses, ̀ ourrently zoned; ̀B->2, General Business? in Acme Township, Grand, Traverse »ConinLy.,. 
Mio`nlgan,pmorc»fTully described as follows: ~ 

part of 6; Sepnon 9lyingrt3ljorth‘_of"tl1e¥ 

East/Wés‘t"Highway across said lotsland; @esfof.»the NorthjS0ufh HighWay—·ajersos$- said V 

swf and West ¤f r¤i§¤‘¤¤¤ ris¤¤—¤f=w¤y··n¤r¢h€¤y‘-1.ii¤?l ·n¤rtn¢asi¢r1y·:-¤1¤ns·.the raiiwad 
~ righteof+mgay·189.2V2',N41° 05* W to the West line of»G¤ve¤:nrn_ent Lot 6; thence South to { 

tl1é=Poinko£Beginni_ng, Section 9, T27N R1_0W;_and, 

Parcel 28—01e~109·=030—D0: Commomzing at the SW corner of Bay Pinse Subdivision;. 
thence W 466'to the'Point.of Beginning tl1ence;S 85‘*E 190.342 thence S 30°‘33’ W along i 

the-railroad right—of·—way‘ toltl1egl?oin_\:‘ of Beginning, section 9, °l`27N,.R10W, and 

Parcel 28-(}1:—1‘09j02§-00; Commencing at the intersection of’the¥S line»6f`Governmenti 

Lot 3 and. the easte1?ly·riglit·of#way of US 31, thence Northerly along the·right#of4way‘ 
to the Point of Beginning. fhénvcea cxontinning Noriiherly 

146.32, thence»ST58° D3'E 161.42‘, thence S·ou.th$.yesterly alongjthe westlineowf the C&O 
'Railmad right—¤f·%W3Y 58.37*. thenceebl 5_8°<35’40” W·19D34’ ifoolzlxe liloinis of Beginning, 
Seviion 9 T27N, RIOW, 

»Due;miice given and mcctings 
24, 2011 on the Applikgaiion for Special Use Pennii1Si;eiPlan1 Minor Amendment, and 
‘Toy·mship— Planning Commission has detonnined that the requestedsSpecial Use;Permit and Site'PIan *3 

ll/linopclaxmenomentcisa appropriate and Cin the ibest interest of Acme Township. This determination is. ; 

.. based an EQ ifindinginf fact that the proposed additional landlusc ispemlissible by SUP in the B—2f 
district, that the changes to orimpacts from traffic genen1tion:are:expé‘cted lto<be.—minimal,. and that the 

SUP/Site Plan Minor Amondmcnte#20`l0-O3.? Page} of`4~



· Permit N0. 2010-03P 

site development rrcquiremcntsfor the- portion of thé·_0v¤rall property tp-`bc‘i` u_rll?1¤r dcv¤l0pcd,Aparccl 
28eOl··l09-(l30~0G, particularly as lp sctbacksufmm property lines and régulated wetlands, iprovisicms 

of parking spaces, and provision of roadplrontagc and parking-Alot ilaridscaping as pmvidcd in-this
- 

Acmc Township Zoning Ordinance ¤f 2008 as amended reasonably met, Thcrstaff reports and 

minutes for thcrDccember 20, 20lO and January 24, 20il Planning Commission Meetings are 

incorporatarl hereto as ̀ Exhibit A. The Acme Township Planning Commission docs hereby approve 
the Spatial Usa Pglijllllgité Plan Minor Amendment subjvactto the following: r 

The representations that have been made- thc Applicant and the Applimmtfs 

representatives at ther ̀ Dcccmbcr 20, 20lO and January 24, 201.} meetings of Vthi: Acme: Tdwnship 
Planning Cummissilmrcn .Lli;:=re<;ord,_a¤d ip tl1c·r;iinu‘le$ and>as_·rcH¤:t¤d in-ina site Plan} prqyirledrfpr 

{2 

~ the January 24, 20ll meeting are incorporated herein by rcfqrzérjgzc--asp iliciplari prcsbntéd t0·lli¢;Acm¢ 
Township Planning Cumrnissicur The Applicant agrees to complyu-wilh.;a1id be bound by all 
representations made by the Applicant zmclihca Applicanfs rcprcs¢nta£iv¢(s_)iatthclmc2tii1g(s). The; 
"Sifé=P13n shall be attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit, B.

y 

‘2r All. exterior lighting shall confomw to the standards and requirements uf thc Exterior 

Lighting Rpqlljircmcnts found in Section 7.8*0f- the Acme Township, Zoning Ordinance effective 
Dlcécmbcri li, ZOD8°;'as1amcndcd. 

p 
3, waste rcgegptaclc placcdcm the property —sh2ill' ·bc screened, and tha location approved - 

by this Acmé 0whship'Blahncr; Q 

4. ’Thc;-elbvarions shall be as on the Site Plan, with tlwcwiinal grade consistent with adjoining V 

dcvcliopcil prcip¢:rti` csr 

C5; Parking shall meet all ¤lTtl1e requirements ofthe Acme Township Zoningilrdinancc. 

6, Qniisidc salcsrshall ibc limii tcd lib thc: rrpprqvltdraréa. 

7-. _The Applicant mustrobtain all necessary permits, including soil cmsiomand Department 
Resource permits, andlnrappmvals; 

8; The s;gpag¤=,sim11‘ meet all ul? ilu:. requirements nf the sign provisions. pf the Acme- 
Tcownship Zoning Ordinangc, without variance; 

-9, lftlierc is or will bé an crrsilc sewagé-disposal sysitcms| Applicanfs =_= px*6§iért§¤~whi§¢ll. 
requircs··;1 __pc:mitl rundcr thcauthcrity of Act 98rcftl1c‘PubIic Acis of 1913 as amended (MCL 325.210 
gg ag,) the-Applicani iq allow Acme rcspqnsibility for the 

nperaticn of the on-éité séwage disposal systarniandéxtcnsipnsator tlicaqmsilc scwage-disposal system 
and the Applicant agp 

H 
ro ¤xec_uié.a Sewerage Agreement- ida 

Attomcyi 

10. Il? tliéra is; orrwill bé a water system bjnr lljé -ApplicanC§ pmperzy which requires the 

approval ofthe Michigan Dcparhnehliqf Health puxjsuanli to. ihcrjlvlicliigan Salk: Water Drinking‘ Act 

(MCL QZSQIOQJ g;»g_g_g,) the -Appli¢;ani agmgs torallcw Acme- Township lp- accgpit pwngrshipgand 
`iespcnsibiliiy for {lic operation of lhs water system and to the- water? rsyétern and the 
Applicant- agrees to exeéurer-_a. Water System Agreement in a form acceptable to Acme Townsiliipx j 

Aftomcy. 

ll,. The Developer shall provide au, Bond, Lcttegrcf Credit 0r`Cash Surety in a form and 

SUP/Slt¢{Pla¤ Mirror Amendmcntr¢#20lY0~O5P Pgngr:2 qf 4_
r

A
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amount acceptable and approved by the Acme Township Planner; forlcompletion ofthe development, 
including landscaping, paving, lighiingand irrigation. 

l2. The dcvalopmcntshalllbcsubjcct to all applicable: restrictions! and requirements as scf. 
forth in ine Acme Township Zoning Ordinance qf 20U8,V as amended. The development is also 

snbjem to all nf thc requirements of this Special Usa: Permit, Anywolation of ·thcsc¤c0ncliti¤ns itir 

requirements shall. serve| grounds for revocation of this Special Use Permit by the Acme Township 
Board. Klnithe: event pfany esuch violz1ti¤n,aAcmc '[`0wnship »shz1l‘l,givc written ndiicc·=lo·n:tHe Appliczmti 

_ 

by ordinary mail addmgged Qmrthc. Applicant at the Vlz1stladdrcssi‘fumishcdl. to Acme Township by thc; 
Applicant. The nctidé shall stan: that unless the violation is;}jc01i;é“ctéd urmsnnlkgcd, to the satisfaction 
of than Acme Township Board, within thirty (30) days fiom the data:¤i’thcrn¤tic¢;;;1hcnpthc·Acme 
Township Board may ravqkc {his Special Use Permit aficr an hearing; In the event a hcarlngjlbaenmes 
necessary, the Acme Township- __B¤ardZ shall establish the notice requirements and such :01hcr 
céndiiions wlihréspect tu the héafing_as thé Acme: Township Board may deem appropriate:. After the i 

hearing, ifthc Acme Township Bcaré rayokes this Special Us: Permit, than enforcement of the z 

violationmay pcimadcv by an appliwon fqrapprcpriatc rélicgfiu lhc Grand Travers: County Circuit 
|_Apiplicaut_agr¢cs that Acme Tbwnéhip ofits costs, including attcmay: 

fees, associated with,} crrcsulting fiom, such violation. 
l ` 

13, The forth in this Special Use PcnnltISi1e ___PIan_ Minoxf Amendment are zini 
addition to those mj: Acme Township by the Michigan >zz;mi:;g_:-1$;u’ab1i¤g‘= Aut and other 
appmpriate statutes and laws, including ihc,Acmc Township Zoningifjrdinancc. ̀ Thé applicant agrees 

that ii accepts ihc—cQnditi`bp5‘ ·imp0scd under this Special Usti: Pezrniifl In any actilnn brought to enforce 

Acme Tcwnshiplg lights undef this nSpc;:ial,Usc Permit Lhc AppIi<:ant.ish‘all' pay for and reimburse 
Acme-Township:.fbr<all;lccsts incurred by Aémc»T¤WnshlP§ inéludingsaitomcy fees, 

The applicant shall p¤s;I;§·$lgnag¢;».wYa_rning· iliivmrs, ¢l1at‘pcdestria_ns ·arc·préscnt_lu 
thcilafga between the buildings, 

A

l 

undcrsigncdl hcrcby cérijlicsn xhatyhg-_is~ tlié.Acn1c Township Manager and;»Aciingn‘ZqniV ng*
l 

Adrninistiamr, Grand Traverse County, Michigan, andtlxat thik Sps¢cia1,Use:IPennit/Site Plan Minor 
Amcndmcnt»:wa$»appr0ved» by thclkcmc TovmsliipnvPlanningaiommission un January 24, 2(B1, Tha 
undcrsignegti cgrilfies, a quorum was present 3Z».S§1ldYZll1§Clll'lg and that said meeting complied with

E 

all applicable laws-jand regulations, 

i 
. . 

Vreeland, Township Manager 

by; a 7»U vutc of {hc 

Acmiffownship P lapping CDlTlIHlSSlOl]`0[l.Ql€1HUi1T§/ 24, 2011, g 

Subscribed and swomifbivbcfqreQ 
1n¢’¤nthis,éZ3 dayof *, 20 j' , T 

, Notary Public? 

p 

The applicant, hcraby acknowladgcg receipt, of this Special Use: »Pt:nnintfSiic, Flat: WIS/liner
‘ 

Amendment; The Applicant has mad- and iundcrstapnds all pfnltlwicnns andvzccnditions of the Special 

SUP!Siic~ Plan Minor Amendment #20] OQOSP 
_ 

Pagc.3; ¤f4
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Use Permit/Site Plan Minor Amendment The Applicant; agrees to comply with all of the terms and } 

conditions of this special "UsejP¤mxit/Site Plan Amendment. The Applicant‘ii1rtheroagrees that all nf 

the terms and conditions of ihe Special Usa Permit/Site Plan Minor Amendment shall be binding 

upon all olhcr ¤wne1s,,—occupan¥s, assigns and successors of thczsubject property. 

Woodland Creek, by: 

Subscribed zmdvswcm to bef re 

lnuthis Jg day of ;L;@‘ » 3 aértzo ll , _ g 

pg. ·q; Notary Publxc 

BRENDA MAJESTKG 
NOWYAp€lbll¤·_$i¤l€o¤l“Ml¢H!Qéh 

· 
,

{ 
A 
tB?”?'¤`C°U“W&:iMl.‘ 

_ 
t , _ 

VMY_C0[m'§l$$l¤¤ ‘EXpI1'€S 0522-2014 Permit is authorized, the nccesszxry 

plans/documents have been filed with me .

A 

and are oz1ttachcd— to this Special Use 

PermitlSite Plan Minor Amendment, 

n {QAM { 

El Vreeland
_ 

Acting; Zbnlng Administtator 

Date: All 

SUP/Site Plzmb/linor Amendment #201 0’ —O5P P11gCl4 nt"4







ACME TOWNSHIP PLANNING AND ZONING 
PLANNING REVIEW 

 
TO:  Acme Township Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Nikki Lennox 
 
DATE:   June 04, 2014 
 
RE: Woodland Creek application for SUP Amendment 
 

APPLICANT: 
Rob Evina, Woodland Creek 
  

APPLICABLE ORDINANCE 
SECTIONS 

COMPLIANCE‐COMMENTS 

OWNER: 
Rob Evina, Woodland Creek 
 

   

ENGINEERS:     

PROJECT BACKGROUND:2010‐05P SUP  
Approved Jan. 2011 

  SUP Minor Amendment 
approved in 2011 for 8355 sq. 
ft. of outdoor retail sales space 
in 2‐3 phases 

PROPOSAL: SUP Minor Modification 
Amendment to SUP 2010‐05P to display a 
model cabin within outdoor approved 
retail sales display area. 

 Article IX: Special Uses 9.1.4 b.  
Amendments and Modifications 

Model cabin is 50% scale cabin 
that applicant would like to 
advertise for sale. Model cabin 
is 14’ x 15’ (210 sq. ft).  It will 
be on a temporary block 
foundation.  No electricity. 
Possibly have solar lighting. 

SUBMISSION MATERIALS: June 02, 2014 
request letter for SUP Amendment to 
Outdoor Display Area. 

   

PROPERTY:4386,4444 US 31 North 
PARCEL NO: 28‐01‐109‐030‐00,  
28‐01‐109‐025‐00 
ACRES: 

  Model cabin will be located at 
the North end of the 
previously approved display 
area, label as “future display” 
on the site plan. 

LAND USE: B‐2 General Business 
  

  Presently has 23,300 sq. ft. of 
interior retail space in 3 
buildings at Woodland Creek 
Furniture and Woodland 
Sweets & Eats Ice Cream 
shops. Outdoor retail display 
space 8355 sq. ft. 

LOT COVERAGE:  Section: 
 6.13. Schedule of Regulations 

 

PARCEL WIDTH IN DISTRICT:     

FRONT SET BACK:     

REAR SET BACK:     

SIDE SET BACK: 
 

   

BUILDING HEIGHT:     



ACME TOWNSHIP PLANNING AND ZONING 
PLANNING REVIEW 

 
TO:  Acme Township Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Nikki Lennox 
 
DATE:   June 04, 2014 
 
RE: Woodland Creek application for SUP Amendment 
 

 

LANDSCAPING:  Section: 7.5.6 Landscaping  Previous landscaping 
requirements as part of 
original SUP have been 
completed. 

LIGHTING: 
 

Section 7.8 Exterior Lighting 
Regulations 

 

PARKING:  Section 7.5. Off‐Street Parking and 
Loading Regulations 

Previous parking requirements 
as part of Original SUP have 
been completed. 

INGRESS‐EGRESS:     

OFF STREET PARKING AREA BUFFERING, 
LANDSCAPING AND SCREENING 

Section 7.5.4.c  Off‐Street Parking 
and Loading Regulations 

 

SIGNAGE:  Section 7.4. Signs   

STANDARDS: SITE PLAN   Section: 8.1.    

SPECIAL USE PERMIT: 2005‐13P(original 
SUP for Woodland Creek),  2010‐5P 
(Minor Amendment for Outdoor Display) 

Section: 9.1.4 b. 
The Planning Commission may 
permit minor modifications in 
special use permits if the resulting 
use will still meet all applicable 
standards and requirements of this 
ordinance.  The Planning 
Commission may decide minor 
modifications without a formal 
application, public hearing, or 
payment of an additional fee.  For 
purposes of this section, minor 
modifications are those the Zoning 
Administrator determines have no 
substantial impact on neighboring 
properties, the general public, or 
those intended to occupy or use 
the proposed development. 

The request meets the 
ordinance. 

FUTURE LAND USE: Urban Residential 
 

   

DISCUSSION ITEMS:  
Is model cabin in keeping with the 
theme/retail sales items of Woodland 
Creeks natural furnishings?  
 
 

   



ACME TOWNSHIP PLANNING AND ZONING 
PLANNING REVIEW 

 
TO:  Acme Township Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Nikki Lennox 
 
DATE:   June 04, 2014 
 
RE: Woodland Creek application for SUP Amendment 
 

RECOMMENDATION:  
Motion to approve minor modification 
request for 1) 14’ x 15’ temporary model 
cabin to be displayed in approved “future 
outdoor display area”. 
 
Motion to deny request for model cabin 
in approved “future outdoor display 
area”. 
 
 

  Suggest no utilities to be 
attached other than solar. 
 
Cabin needs to be anchored to 
the ground per county 
construction code request. 
 
Landscaping or “skirting” to 
hide temporary block pilings 

 



A Y CHIC 
.2 3 Application Number: /` 7-/ 

j 
Parcel Number: /*0/J ” 07/

` 

,| 
* ACME TOWNSHIP 

H S l D Grand Traverse County, Michigan 
Application for Special Use Permit/Site Plan Approval 

Owner/Applicant Information: (please type or print clearly) 

Name; DMK Development; Atten: Chris Telephone: {231) Z3;}-$@53 
_ _ Ke tt 14116 Mailing Address: 3597 Henry Street y Suite 2 

Muskegon, MI 49441 
com 

A. Property Information: 
L Addr¤SS1 no address has been assigned to the parcel (NE corner of Arnold & 
2. Property Description/Parcel Number: S 01..0 15-005.XOA 

M-72) 

3. Current Zoning of Property: B-4 

4. lf this project is one phase of a larger development and/or proposed for property subject to an 
existing Site Plan Review and/or Special Use Permit what is/are the applicable permit nurnber(s)? 

Not: Applicable 
5. Provide of current property ownership. lf applicant is not the current property owner, also provide 

written permission to act as agent ot; and complete contact information for, the current property 
owner. 

6. Proposed Use/Change to Property: 

Tractor Supply Company Store (Retail) 

7. Estimated Start and Completion Dates: 
start construction pending approvals/permits; completion early 2015 

B. Application Packet Requirements: REFER TO ACME TOWNSHIP ZONING ORDINANCE AND 
ATTACHED CHECKLIST 

C. Fees: Include initial fcc as required by the Acme Township Ordinance #2004-0 l, Schedule of Fees. 

D. Fee Escrow Policy Acknowledgement: rovide completed and signed form with initial fee deposit.P 

E. Affidavit: The undersigned affirms that he/she is the purchaser of propowner, agent, lessee, or 
other interested party) involved in this petition and that the foregoing answers, statements and infomation 
are in all respects true and, to the best of his/her knowledge, correct. By making this application, the 
undersigned grants all officials, staff and consultants of Acme Township access to the subject property as 
required and appropriate to assess site conditions in support of a determination as to the suitability of the 
proposed project andlor current or future special use permit and zoning ordinance compliance. 

Signed: LQ Date: April 1’ 201* 

_ Town hip Use/Oflicial Action: 
Application Number: 02Q "' / 2 Date Received: 4g 4[ /4 
Preliminary Hearing Date: Public Hearing Dale: 

Date of Advertising: 

70/»



TRACTOR SUPPLY COMPANY 
. ARNOLD ROAD / M-72 

PARCEL 01-015-005-04 

DMK Development is proposing to construct a 19,097 sf building that will be used by 
Tractor Supply Company. Tractor Supply operates retail stores supplying the lifestyle 
needs of recreational farmers and ranchers. Tractor Supply also serves the maintenance 
needs of those who enjoy a rural lifestyle, as well as tradesmen and small businesses. 

In addition to the building itself, outdoor display/sales areas will be provided on the site, 
as shown on the site plan set. The site will be accessed via a driveway off M-72 and 
Arnold Road. A total of 69 parking spaces are provided on the site. 

The store will employ approximately 12 — 15 people, with approximately 6 being present 
at the site a given time. 

Store hours are Monday — Saturday from 8 am to 8 pm, and on Sunday from 10 am to 6 
pm. During a normal weekday, Tractor Supply typically gets about 150-200 customers 
per day (During the peak weekday hour, they get about 20-40 customers per hour). 
During a normal weekend day, Tractor Supply typically gets about 200-350 customers 
per day (During the peak weekend hour, they get about 30-45 customers/hour). The 
average customer will stay in the store for approximately 15-20 minutes.
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6.10. B-4 DISTRICT:  MATERIAL PROCESSING AND WAREHOUSING DISTRICT 
 
 
6.10.1 INTENT AND PURPOSE: This district is intended to accommodate 
those industrial uses, warehousing and storage, and related activities 
that generate a minimum of noise, glare, odors, dust, vibration, air and 
water pollution, fire and safety hazards, or any other potentially harmful 
or nuisance characteristics. It is designed to accommodate wholesale, 
warehouse, agricultural sales and service related businesses and light 
industrial activities whose operational and physical characteristics do 
not detrimentally affect any of the surrounding district.  
 
6.10.2 USES PERMITTED BY RIGHT: Uses permitted by right require site 
plan review under Article VIII.  

a. Processing and distribution facilities: 
i. Distribution and transfer centers 

ii. Produce market terminals 
iii. Recycling centers (no heavy machinery) 
iv. Soda water and soft drink bottling facilities 
v. Bakeries and confection making. 

vi. Bottling or packaging of cleaning compounds, polishes, seeds, 
etc. 

vii. Pattern-making shops 
viii. Printing, engraving and bookbinding shops. 
ix. Micro-brewery, distillery and wine processing and bottling 

operations. 
 

b. Storage where operations are conducted within an enclosed building: 
i. Warehouses, indoor storage and terminal buildings 

ii. Freezers and lockers 
iii. Construction Storage 
iv. Mini or self-storage; mini-warehousing facilities. 

 
c. High-tech uses: 

i. Research and development centers 
ii. Laboratories 
iii. Telecommunications 
iv. Data processing and computing centers 
v. Computer electronic equipment manufacturing 

vi. Computer programming and software development 
 
d. Public/quasi-public facilities 

i. Medical laboratories 
ii. Essential public service buildings and storage yards, 

municipal buildings, municipal maintenance and repair 



facilities, public utility buildings, telephone exchanges, 
electric transformer yards, substations, gas regulator 
stations and associated service or storage yards 

 
 
 
e. Retail establishments with less than 30,000 gross square feet of 
building area with an enclosed (fenced) outdoor sales yards including: 

i. Building and lumber supply stores,  
ii. Hardware and home improvement stores; and  
iii. Wholesale stores. 

 
f. Garden centers and nurseries; 
 
g. Automotive and Farm Equipment establishments: 

i. Major automobile repair establishments. 
ii. Farm equipment sales and service. 

 
h. Personal service: 

i. Veterinary hospitals and kennels. 
ii. Carpet cleaning establishments. 

 
6.10.4 USES AUTHORIZED BY SPECIAL USE PERMIT: The following uses of 
land and structures may be permitted by the application for and the 
issuance of a special use permit, pursuant to Section 9.1. 
 
a. Central Dry Cleaning and Laundering Facility/Plant  
 
b. Contractor Establishments with outdoor storage for materials and 
equipment. 
 
c. Lumber and Planing Mills  
 
d. Private or non-profit indoor and outdoor recreational facilities.  
 
e. Retail establishments where the square footage of the enclosed 
(fenced) outdoor sales area is larger than the gross square footage of the 
principle retail building. 
 
f. Structural Appurtenances: As accessory uses, the following kinds of 
structural appurtenances may be permitted to exceed the height limitations 
for the principal use: appurtenances to mechanical or structural 
functions, such as chimney and smoke stacks, water tanks, elevator and 
stairwell penthouses, ventilators, bulkheads, radio towers, aerials, fire 
and hose towers and cooling towers. No structural appurtenances permitted 
hereby shall be used for dwelling purposes. 
 



g. Special Building Height Regulation: Any principal building may be 
erected to a height in excess of the maximum allowed height, provided that 
each front, side and rear setback minimum is increased one foot for each 
one foot of additional height permitted above the maximum. 













 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

 
Date:  06.02.2014 
 
From: John Iacoangeli 
To:  Karly Wentzloff, Chairperson 
 ACME TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 
 6042 Acme Road 

Traverse City, MI 49690 
 
Project: DMK Development 
 Tractor Supply Company 
 M-72 and Arnold Road 
 
 
Background: 
 Applicant –  DMK Development 
   3597 Henry Street 
   Muskegon, MI 49441 
 
 Property - M-72 and Arnold, Williamsburg, MI 
   (no property address at this time) 
 
 Zoning -  B-4: MATERIAL PROCESSING AND WAREHOUSING DISTRICT 
 
 Proposal - Site Plan Review   
 
Request 
 
A site plan review is being requested by the Applicant in order to construct a Tractor 
Supply Company retail outlet at the NE corner of M-72 and Arnold Road.  The proposed 
building is 19,097 square feet with an enclosed and fenced display yard of 15,800 
square feet.  The use is permitted under Section 6.10.2 e. 
 
Retail establishments with less than 30,000 gross square feet of building area with an 
enclosed (fenced) outdoor sales yards including: 

i. Building and lumber supply stores,  
ii. Hardware and home improvement stores; and  
iii. Wholesale stores. 

 
Review 

The site plan review is based on the Zoning Ordinance and the Standards for Site Plan 
Review outlined in Section 8.2.4 Standards for Site Plan Review. 
 



 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

The property has frontage along M-72 and Arnold Road.  There is fiber optic, a 12” 
watermain and telephone/cable along the M-72 right-of-way.  In addition, there is a 
clear vision easement that extends 300 feet along M-72 and 197.45 feet along Arnold 
Road.  The grade between M-72 and the subject property is approximately 5 feet 
higher. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project Location Aerial (source: Google Earth) 
 
The subject property (approximate boundaries shown in red) is located in the B-4: 
Material Processing and Warehousing which is a combination of storage facilities, 
processing and light industrial uses.  The general area has been planned well and has 
developed in a cohesive manner as it relates to this type of development. 
 
The introduction of the Tractor Supply Company is a result of modifications to the B-4 
district to open opportunities for limited retail and sales often associated with 
warehousing districts, such as greenhouses, lumber and hardware stores, and farming-
related businesses.  As a result, new construction should reflect the modification in the 
district and the limited change in use.  For example, buildings that have a retail 
component should be designed to look like a retail building with windows along the 
front façade, inviting customer entrance and appropriate screening of outside materials.  
Parking lot lighting should be balanced between safety and recognizing that the B-4 
district is in a rural area.  Further, when appropriate efforts to connect parcels using 
shared access easements should be pursued by the Planning Commission to reduce 
turning movements on M-72 between developments. 
 



 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

Below is an example of Tractor Supply Company store located in Fenton, Michigan at 
the US-23 and Owens Road interchange. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A couple of items that are noteworthy as part of your deliberations: 

• The front façade has glass panels to make it look more “retail.”  This system 
was also used in the White Lake Township (Oakland Co.) TSC project. 

• Sidewalk through the landscape island providing better pedestrian connection. 
• The outdoor display area in front of the enclosed fenced area has an extended 

wall made from the same building material.  This partially screens the display 
area from the parking lot. 

• The fence enclosure has a fabric liner which limits views of the outdoor storage 
yard. 

• The parking light is higher than the building which is not a preferred option in a 
rural area.  The light standard should be not higher than the building. 



 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

Site Specific Dimensions 
 

 Standard Required Provided 
Yards    
  Front Yard 100 feet along M-

72 
100 feet 100 feet 

  Side Yard 10% of lot width 
not to exceed 50 
feet. 

289 feet along M-72 
requires a 29 foot 
side yard. 

29 feet 

  Rear Yard 10% of lot depth 
not to exceed 50 
feet.   

511 feet of depth or 
51 feet.  Maximum is 
50 feet. 

50 feet 

Parking    
  Vehicles Min. 1 per 200 sq.ft 

Max 1 per 1,000 
sq.ft.   

Based on the sq. ft. 
this would equate to 
a minimum of 20 
and a maximum of 
95. 

69 

  Loading / Unloading 1 per 20,000 sq.ft. 
and 1 per each 
additional 40,000 
sq.ft. 

19,097 which 
requires 1 space 

1 

Signage    
  Freestanding 32 sq.ft. not higher 

than 12 feet tall 
32 sq. ft. Not shown or 

indicated 
  Wall 20% of canopy face 

or 100 sq.ft. max. 
 Not shown or 

indicated 
Landscaping    
  Islands 1at each aisle 

terminus. 
5; There is a 
transition area where 
no island provided. 

4 

  Trees 1 tree per 10 
parking spaces 

69 spaces requires 7 
trees 

7 trees located in the 
islands plus 9 along 
perimeter of 
property 

  Snow Storage 15 sq.ft. per 100 
sq.ft. 

 Not shown or 
indicated 

    
 



 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

Standards for Site Plan Review 

Standard Response 

That the applicant may legally apply for site 
plan review. 

The Applicant has authorization from the 
property owner to seek site plan approval. 

That all required information has been 
provided. 

Information on lighting photometrics, signs 
and snow storage are not on plans. 

That the proposed development conforms to 
all regulations of the zoning district in which 
it is located and all other applicable 
standards and requirements of this 
ordinance, including but not limited to all 
supplementary regulations. 

The Zoning Ordinance does not allow 
parking in the front yard setback which will 
require a variance from the ZBA.  In 
addition, there are several outdoor display 
areas located outside of the enclosed 
storage yard.  These are noted as permanent 
outdoor display areas as referenced on the 
attached exhibit. 

That the plan meets the requirements of 
Acme Township for fire and police 
protection, water supply, sewage disposal or 
treatment, storm, drainage, and other public 
facilities and services. 

To date we have received e-mail from MDOT 
and the GTB regarding the location of the 
access drive on M-72 and availability of 
water, respectively.  The Township Engineer 
is reviewing stormwater and the Grand 
Traverse County Road Commission has been 
apprised of the project but there is no 
formal correspondence. 

That the plan meets the standards of other 
governmental agencies where applicable, 
and that the approval of these agencies has 
been obtained or is assured.  

The Applicant has been coordinating with 
other agencies and as a result modify the 
site plan and the location of the store. 

That natural resources will be preserved to a 
maximum feasible extent, and that areas to 
be left undisturbed during construction shall 
be so indicated on the site plan and at the 
site per se. 

There will be a parcel available for 
development immediately east of the project 
site.  It will be undisturbed with the 
exception of a shared service/access drive 
from M-72.  

That the proposed development property 
respects floodways and flood plains on or in 
the vicinity of the subject property. 

Not applicable. 

  



 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

Standards for Site Plan Review 

Standard Response 

That the soil conditions are suitable for 
excavation and site preparation, and that 
organic, wet, or other soils which are not 
suitable for development will either be 
undisturbed, or modified in an acceptable 
manner. 

Not applicable. 

That the proposed development will not 
cause soil erosion or sedimentation 
problems. 

Soil erosion and sedimentation controls will 
be in place during construction. 

That the drainage plan for the proposed 
development is adequate to handle 
anticipated storm water runoff, and will not 
cause undue runoff onto neighboring 
property or overloading of water courses in 
the area. 

Subject to review and approval by the 
Township Engineer. 

That grading or filling will not destroy the 
character of the property or the surrounding 
area, and will not adversely affect the 
adjacent or neighboring properties. 

The current site is relatively flat. 

That structures, landscaping, landfills or 
other land uses will not disrupt air drainage 
systems necessary for agricultural uses. 

The proposed development will be 
sandwiched between existing developments. 

That phases of development are in a logical 
sequence, so that any one phase will not 
depend upon a subsequent phase for 
adequate access, public utility services, 
drainage, or erosion control. 

Project will not be phased.  An available 
(remainder) parcel will be available 
immediately east of the subject property for 
development.  This parcel will have shared 
access to M-72 and the same type of 
utilities. 

That the plan provides for the proper 
expansion of existing facilities such as public 
streets, drainage systems, and water and 
sewage facilities. 

Utilities already are adjacent to the property. 

That landscaping, fences or walls may be 
required when appropriate to meet the 
objectives of this Ordinance. 

Landscaping is included in the site plan. 

  



 
p l a n n i n g  r e v i e w 

Standards for Site Plan Review 

Standard Response 

That parking layout will not adversely affect 
the flow of traffic within the site, or to and 
from the adjacent streets. 

The parking lot is adequate and will not 
cause any circulation issues within the site or 
M-72 and Arnold Road. 

That vehicular and pedestrian traffic within 
the site, and in relation to streets and 
sidewalks serving the site, shall be safe and 
convenient. 

The Applicant has coordinated with MDOT 
on the location of the access drive which will 
serve this property and the parcel to the 
east.  This was done recognizing the traffic 
speeds and volumes on M-72. 

That outdoor storage of garbage and refuse 
is contained, screened from view, and 
located so as not be a nuisance to the 
subject property or neighboring properties. 

The dumpster is located in the rear of the 
building and screened from view. 

That the proposed site is in accord with the 
spirit and purpose of this Ordinance, and not 
inconsistent with, or contrary to, the 
objectives sought to be accomplished by this 
Ordinance and the principles of sound 
planning. 

The subject property is consistent with the 
Community Master Plan and the B-4 zoning 
district.   

 
 
Outstanding Issues 
 
There are several outstanding issues that require further attention. 
 

1) Signage for the building and site need to be addressed. 
2) A photometric plan with specifications for the lights needs to be provided. 
3) Consider screening some of outdoor display areas that are adjacent to the 

building. 
4) Installation of glass panels on the front façade. 
5) Finalize stormwater and utility review by the Township Engineer. 
6) Letter from MESA and Grant Traverse County Road Commission on their review 

comments. 
 
 
##### 





Nikki Lennox
I 

From: McCaw, David (MDOT) [McCawD@michigan.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, April 10, 2014 8:00 AM 
To: Steve Witte 
Cc: Lajko, Mary (MDOT); 'Derek Marine'; Nikki Lennox 
Subject: RE: Tractor Supply - Acme Township — M-72 near Arnold Road 
Attachments: ConceptuaISitePIanApriI7.2014.pdf 

Steve, 

MDOT has no objections to the driveway configuration as shown. We appreciate your consideration. Keep us in the 
loop as your engineering progresses. 

Thank you, 

Dave McCaw, P.E. 
Staff Engineer 

MDOT — Traverse City TSC , 

2084 US—31 South 

Traverse City, Ml 49685 

Phone: (231) 941-1986 

Toil-Free: (888) 457-6368 

mccawd@michigan.gov . 
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Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 1:38 PM 
To: McCaw, David (MDOT); Lajko, Mary (MDOT) 
Cc: 'Derek Marine'; 'Nikki Lennox' 

Subject: Tractor Supply - Acme Township - M-72 near Arnold Road 

Hi Dave/Mary (and Derek/Nikki), 

I hope your day is going well. 

As I mentioned to you a while back, Tractor Supply has agreed to move the proposed drive entrance off M-72 
to the east end of the property, as shown on the attached conceptual site plan for the Acme Township site. 

Note that as shown on the attached, the entrance radius extends onto the remainder property, and we are aware 
that we would need to get authorization from the adjacent property (seller) for this right of way encroachment 
(or move the drive entrance slightly to the west). 

We have reviewed the concept plan with the township staff who has requested that we send this updated plan to 
you for you to review and for you to write a brief letter/email granting preliminary ‘approval’ of the drive 
entrance location.. 

Obviously, as things progress, we will complete the detailed surveying, engineering, and site plan design, but 
for the time being, the township has requested correspondence from you/MDOT stating that the proposed 
driveway location is acceptable.

1



If you could help us out with this letter/email, I would really appreciate it. 

Thank you very much for your continued help on this proj ect. 

Steve Witte, PE 
$00.2221868 

www.nederw*el<§rct>m
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TOWNSHIP OF ACME 
NOTICE OF HEARING 

 
 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the ACME TOWNSHIP Zoning Board of Appeals will hold a 
public hearing at a meeting on: June 12th, 2014 at 7:00 p.m. in the Acme Township Hall, Acme, 
Michigan to consider the following:  An application by DMK Development, 3597 Henry St 
Muskegon, MI 49441. The property is located at: NE corner of Arnold Rd. and M-72, Zoned 
B-4 Material Processing & Warehousing, for a variance from the requirements of Acme 
Township Zoning Ordinance Article VII, Section 7.5.4 a. Off Street Parking Area Construction 
and Maintenance Standards. All off-street parking shall be constructed in the rear or side yards. 
Applicant is requesting parking in the front of the property.  
 
Parcel Number: 01-015-005-04, more fully described as: PARCEL B: A PARCEL OF LAND 
SITUATED IN THE TOWNSHIP OF ACME, COU'NTY OF GRAND TRAVERSE. STATE OF 
MICHIGAN AND DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS TO-WIT: PART OF THE SOUTHWEST ONE-
QUARTER OF SECTION 32  TOWN 28 NORTH  RANGE 09 WEST  MORE FULLY DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS; BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION; THENCE NORTH 89 
DEG 46'50" EAST  ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION. 567.84 FE'ET;. THENCE NORTH 
00 DEG 49'05" WEST 589.44 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 89 DEG 10'55" WEST  568.82 FEET TO THE 
WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION; THENCE SOUTH 00 DEG 55'01" EAST ALONG SAID WEST LINE 
583.51 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.. C6NTAINS 7.65 ACRES SPLIT/COMBINED ON 
07/18/2012 FROM 01-015-005-02.     
 
All interested persons are invited to attend and be heard at the public hearings before the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. After each public hearing, the Zoning Board of Appeals may make a decision 
at said meeting, or continue the matter to another date.  
All applications may be inspected at the Acme Township Hall between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday and will be made available via the Acme Township website at 
www.acmetownship.org prior to the hearing date. Comments and questions may be directed to: 
Nikki Lennox- Zoning Administrator 
nlennox@acmetownship.org 
Acme Township Hall 
6042 Acme Road 
Williamsburg MI 49690 
(231) 938-1350 
 
 
Sent for publication in RE on Friday May 23 2014  nl 
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