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Manager, Jim Schiffer, Engineer, and Joe Underwood, Board Chair all from the Grand Traverse 

County Road Commission for their attendance. He then shared the following information: the County 

reviewed work from home policies that were in place and changed the process so that it is now handled 

by the Human Resources Manager for Grand Traverse County on a case-by-case basis rather than by 

individual departments. The Grand Traverse Pavilions’ shortfall has been covered as federal and state 

dollars are now coming in to make up for funds the county paid. Going forward there is a workable 

business plan in place and a cooperative relationship between the County and Pavilions. The Pavilions 

will have a new Director soon as well. Nelson stated a recent article in the Record Eagle regarding 

citizen loyalty pledges was correct, however, the headline was incorrect. The Grand Traverse County 

Board of Commissioners is in fact blocking citizens they have assigned as ‘watchdogs’ to various 

organizations that use tax dollars, from having to sign loyalty oaths/pledges to those organizations. The 

BATA issue is ongoing and bus services are not being affected. The Northern Lakes Community 

Mental Health Board has voted to depart from the Carver model of management meaning the Board 

will be taking a more active role in the administration of the organization. Cherry Capital Airport’s 

new ILS (Instrument Landing System) has been installed and has already helped planes land in 

inclement weather that would not previously have been able to. Senator Peters, Congressman Bergman, 

and FAA staff were among those present to recognize this significant airport improvement. Tomorrow 

the Commission Board will meet for a study session to discuss payment in lieu of taxes pilot programs. 

He invited thoughts from anyone in any of the townships regarding this topic. The Breakwater 

apartments and another potential build site on Hall Street behind the Candle Factory are examples that 

would provide workforce housing rental rates. The County wants to work with the townships on a 

case-by-case basis. Lastly, GO-REC (Greilick Outdoor Recreation & Education Center) was discussed 

at the last Commission meeting and the County is waiting for a Parks & Rec case study to be 

completed that would help determine whether acquiring that property would be a viable option for the 

County. Board discussion occurred. 

 

  Joe Underwood, Grand Traverse County Road Commission Chair, provided the following information: 

the Road Commission spent roughly $47 million last fiscal year – included as part of this is the new 

building located in Kingsley; the full snow plow crew will be out tonight and early in the morning; 

some new lights are being installed on Airport Road; and as South Airport Road is the official bypass 

when MDOT is working in the city, he asked for patience ahead of expected road work beginning in 

March. He expects South Airport Road to be extremely congested. 

   

  f.  Supervisor – Supervisor White has been involved with the interview process related to potential 

Metro Fire Chief candidates. There are now four candidates all of whom will be interviewed in person 

on January 11th. Work continues regarding the Ascom building acquisition – further discussion to 

occur later in the meeting. Work also continues with Gosling Czubak on the sewer assessment. 

  g.  Planning and Zoning – Wolf provided the following information: staff has been preparing for the 

five-year Master Plan review; she will be coming before the Board for approval of a survey and 

distribution of a mailer (much like the process for the Parks Master Plan); the Planning Commission 

has been discussing ADU’s (Accessory Dwelling Units) since August and finalized the language - 

February 20th the PC will hold a hearing on that language; to date there have been no applications 

received regarding the Bertha Vos property; the annual PC report was approved by the Planning 

Commission and will go before the Board in February; and in closing, Wolf thanked the Grand 

Traverse Resort for hosting tonight’s meeting.  

 

F.   SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS: None 

 

G.  CONSENT CALENDAR:  

  1.  RECEIVE AND FILE: 

     a.  Treasurer’s Report 

     b.  Clerk’s Revenue/Expenditure Report 

     c.  12/11/2023 Draft Unapproved Planning Commission minutes 
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  2.  APPROVAL: 

     1.  Accounts Payable Prepaid of $297,019.91 and NO current to be paid 

   (Recommend approval: Clerk, L. Swanson) 
 

 H. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR: None 

     

  Motion by Jenema, supported by Hoxsie, to approve the Consent Calendar as presented. 

  No discussion. Voice vote. Motion carried unanimously. 
 

I. CORRESPONDENCE:  

1. Letter dated 12/11/2023 from Jon Lawrence supporting Acme Skyport 

 

K.  NEW BUSINESS  

 1. Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004-Lautner Rezoning Application   

 

Wolf referenced a memo included in the packet and summarized the rezoning application for a parcel 

along the east side of Lautner Road (just north of the railroad tracks) from Mixed Housing 

Neighborhood to Agricultural. She noted the parcel previously having been identified as 13.13 acres, is 

13.99 acres. In closing she voiced her support for the rezoning request and invited feedback from the 

applicant and the Board. Board discussion occurred noting the Planning Commission unanimously 

supported the application.   

 

Motion by Hoxsie, supported by Stevens, to approve proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004 

to amend the Acme Township Zoning Map by rezoning approximately 13.99 acres of land from 

MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood to Agricultural located at 5400 Lautner Road, Parcel ID 28-

01-101-105-00 owned by Eric Nuffer. Jenema amended the motion correcting the parcel number 

as 28-01-101-015-00, supported by Stevens. No discussion. Voice vote. Motion carried 

  unanimously.   

 

   J.       PUBLIC HEARING: Hampshire Drive Subdivision Road Improvement Special Assessment Project 

    

  Public hearing opened at 7:43 p.m. 

 

Attorney John Axe was present via telephone. White provided a summary of the estimating process 

based on information from the Grand Traverse County Road Commission: on 10/08/2020 an estimate of 

$510,234 was presented and rejected (no mobilization or traffic control was included); on 05/24/2023 an 

estimate was given of $587,864 (still including a 15% contingency and with the addition of 3% for 

mobilization and minor traffic devices, and unit prices was updated per current MERL (Michigan 

Engineers’ Resource Library) information; on 09/29/2023 an estimate of $955,097 was presented in an 

effort to reflect the recently observed pricing trends for projects of this kind - key aspects remained 

including the 15% contingency, 10% mobilization (an increase from the prior estimate) per current 

typical practices, 5% for traffic control, and unit prices were updated per current subdivision/SAD 

pricing received versus only the MERL pricing (which is more related to MDOT main line projects). 

These Pre-Design estimates were intended to be conservative so that no one is shocked when the actual 

design is completed, and actual items of work required are accurately understood. The price of $75,000 

for slip lining the Acme Creek culvert has been obtained since the last estimate. Another estimate will 

be issued when the design is completed if the project continues forward. The Road Commission does 

not control contractor pricing received at bid time.  

 

Per Attorney Axe, the Notice was approved at the December 5th Board meeting, the Notice was 

published in the Traverse City Record Eagle, and the Clerk sent Notices to the people in the Special 

Assessment District. He added the purpose of the hearing is to see if the majority of residents are in 

favor of the project or whether there are signed written objections on file by owners that totals over 20% 
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of the Hampshire Road frontage. After the hearing, the objections will be reviewed by the Township to 

determine whether the 20% threshold has been met. If so, then in order to proceed from there, there 

would have to be a petition signed by enough owners to total over 50% of Hampshire Road frontage. 

Per White, prior to the hearing, he received 24 objections to the project (over 30% of the road frontage – 

to be verified).    

  

-Alan Schneider, 4300 Hampshire Drive, spoke objecting to the plans and estimates submitted by the 

Road Commission. He stated he was not objecting to the road improvement. He discussed funding 

issues, plan details, and an upcoming meeting with the Road Commission.  

 

-Dan Rosa, 4707 Hampshire Drive, spoke in support of the road improvement and expressed frustration 

in the lack of information about the SAD process. Road width was clarified (to remain similar).  

  

-Brian Kelley, Acme resident (*not a Hampshire Drive resident) spoke regarding road improvement 

funding and culvert maintenance.  

 

-Frank Tafelsky, 4799 Hampshire Drive, spoke in opposition to the project and presented the Board with 

his written objection. He discussed funding issues, collaboration on the project, and how those residents 

giving no response at all are considered. 

 

Per Attorney Jocks, the statute requires a written objection and if you do not provide that, the 

presumption is that you are in favor of it. 

 

-Dale Sterrett, 4686 Hampshire Drive, spoke in opposition to the project and presented the Board with 

his written objection. He discussed the proposed plans and requested information about the culvert.  

 

Supervisor White stated the Board does not pave or maintain the roads. The Board referred to the 

County Road Commission and a Road Commission engineer assessed Hampshire Drive and provided 

estimates (as outlined in Appendix A of the Notice of Public Hearing). The Board shared that 

information with Hampshire Drive residents.  

 

Per Dan Watkins, Road Commission Manager, when they do a project, it is standard practice to replace 

a culvert when repaving a road to prevent having to replace the culvert a short time later and in so doing 

also replace new road. Doing both simultaneously ensures both are good for at least the next 25 years. 

 

Dale Sterrett continued and spoke about inclusion of Deer Valley residents to this project. 

 

Per Jim Schiffer, Road Commission Engineer, inspection of the culvert showed it to be in good 

condition, that it did not necessarily need to be replaced, and that the slip lining would preserve it.  

 

-Gwen Tafelsky, 4799 Hampshire Drive, thanked the Board and Road Commission for the proposal, 

questioned moving forward while a lawsuit is pending, and discussed details of the proposal. She 

expressed opposition to the project.  

 

-Dan Murphy, 4815 Hampshire Drive, thanked the Road Commission for the work they do and voiced 

opposition to the project. 

 

-Chris Faiille, 4478 Hampshire Drive, presented the Board with his written objection. 

 

-Vince Festa, 4593 Hampshire Drive, presented the Board with his written objection. 

 

-Gwen Anderson, 4467 Hampshire Drive, asked about any savings by paying the amount in full up 

front. Supervisor White stated that would save on the interest.  

 



DRAFT UNAPPROVED  
 

5                                              

January 9, 2024 

-Angela Kushner, 4553 Hampshire Drive, spoke in opposition to the project discussing proposal details 

and cost estimates. 

 

John Axe suggested the hearing adjourn if no one else wished to speak. Jenema stated there is roughly 

6,800 feet of road frontage based on the assessment roll. Considering only the written opposition filed 

with the township prior to the meeting, Jenema gave the rough estimate that 2,751 feet of frontage 

oppose the project (about 40%). Opposition letters submitted during the meeting will be factored in the 

overall calculation.  

 

Jenema clarified that if the verified amount of opposition totals more than 20% of frontage, the Board 

does not move forward with this project. If a Hampshire resident then gets petition signatures totaling at 

least 50% of the road frontage from those in favor of moving forward with this specific special 

assessment that has been presented, then this specific project could still move forward once that petition 

is filed with the township and signatures are verified. There is no deadline for the petition to be filed. In 

the event this happens, another hearing would occur, the Board could adopt a resolution authorizing the 

Road Commission to obtain bids for the project. Once project bids are in, a hearing would be held on the 

Special Assessment. A different project from the current one could be initiated by petition (i.e. adding 

parcels to the Special Assessment District), as long as owners of at least 50% frontage are supportive 

(the Road Commission would have to be satisfied with any project changes as the road falls under their 

jurisdiction).  

 

Jenema noted the township cannot do anything more regarding the current project unless a petition with 

over 50% of frontage support is filed at the township (if as of tonight’s hearing, 20% of frontage owners 

have indeed opposed the project). 

 

Jenema further stated that once opposition to this project is verified, the township will send letters to the 

property owners informing them where things stand.  

 

-Trevor Schmitz, 4532 Hampshire Drive, spoke in support of road improvement with changes to the 

current project. 

 

-Eric Wrzesinski, 4843 Hampshire Drive, presented the Board with his written opposition, asked about 

future communication and future road maintenance if the road is not repaired, and he thanked the Board 

and Road Commission. 

 

-Dan Rosa, 4707 Hampshire Drive, spoke again asking about the width of the road and whether the 

Road Commission would revise the current estimates for consideration. He thanked the Road 

Commission for what they do and questioned the rationale behind pothole filling in the neighborhood. 

 

Public hearing closed at 8:45 p.m. 

 

Attorney Jocks summarized that the written objections will be certified, then Hampshire Drive residents 

will be informed where it stands. 

 

Joe Underwood, Road Commission Chair, provided the following information about Special 

Assessment Districts: SADs are a standard practice across the state on how to pay for non-trunkline 

roads; engineering runs 20-25% of the total cost of the project and used to be added in to the project – as 

of 2021, the Road Commission began covering the cost of engineering and must adhere to certain 

standards; this year the Road Commission has committed to becoming the informational center for 

SADs which will eventually allow townships to refer people to the Road Commission website for 

information; currently the Road Commission takes care of primary roads (2,400 miles) and has a 

millage allowing for certain maintenance items which in turn allows them to put more money into roads, 

that in turn allows them to raise their ratings for the roads and as rates rise, the Commission can increase 

the mileage they maintain, lessening the amount of road townships are responsible for. Road 
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Commission funding sources also include the MTF (Michigan Transportation Fund) – a portion of gas 

tax and vehicle registration money. Per Dan Watkins, presently the cost is approximately $1 million 

dollars to improve one mile of road. The township receives about $4,000 per year from the Road 

Commission to use toward road maintenance for major roads, it cannot be used in subdivisions. 

 

Jim Schiffer, Road Commission Engineer, provided information regarding the Hampshire SAD: the 

current preliminary estimate is not the final number, the contractors would determine the actual cost; if 

the project were to move forward, the Road Commission would refine the project contributing to the 

design, construction engineering, observation, testing, administration – and those costs are not included 

in the project but rather absorbed by the Road Commission.  

 

Board discussion occurred and Jocks stated the SAD process is a statutory process set up by the 

legislature that the township must follow. Regarding Hampshire Drive, the “process” regardless of 

modifications that may or may not be made, only moves forward with a petition reflecting 50% frontage 

support agreeing to the amount in the current estimate. Jocks went on to say a petition does not 

necessarily trigger the process. There is no requirement for a petition to start the process and there is no 

mandate that says if the township receives a petition, it must start the process. 

 

Dan Watkins stated the Road Commission “is not overbilling this road by any means.” He does not 

expect a “huge” difference in pricing or savings for this project. Estimates were based off what they are 

seeing for trends. 

 

Per Jocks, the Township can provide proper language for the petition. Jenema indicated that language 

will be included in the letter sent to Hampshire residents. 

 

   K.      NEW BUSINESS:   

  2. Resolutions for Budget amendments 

   

Board discussion occurred regarding moving funds from the Bertha Vos fund to the Ascom building 

fund. 

  

Motion by Jenema, supported by Swanson, to approve Resolution 2024-01 to create a budget for 

the purchase of the Ascom (building) and moving the funds that were left over from Bertha Vos to 

that fund. No discussion. Voice vote. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

   L.      OLD BUSINESS: 
             1. Continued Discussion on Sanitary Sewer Capacity Study 

Board discussion occurred regarding recommendations from Gosling Czubak outlined during the 

December 19th work study session (handout included in packet). White requested the Board recommend 

having Gosling Czubak obtain bids on the Supervisory Control Data Analysis (SCDA) flow monitoring 

system as this will be helpful regarding future development in the township; and that they obtain bids 

for other recommended upgrades and maintenance issues at the various pump stations.  

 

Motion by Jenema, supported by Stevens, to recommend that Gosling Czubak get pricing and 

estimates for Acme PS 1, Acme PS 6, monitoring on Lanny Johnson, pump stations 3, 4, 6, and 

station 10. No discussion. Voice vote. Motion carried unanimously.  

 

2. Continued discussion on Purchase of Ascom Building 

Discussion included several topics: Phase I environmental study results were clear and did not 

recommend the need for a Phase II study; a bid for electrical work has been received; and Stevens 

provided an overview of a pre-purchase conceptual plan from November 2023. The Board scheduled a 

Special Meeting for Tuesday January 16, 2024, at 8:00 a.m. to continue discussion on purchase of the 

Ascom building.  
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PUBLIC COMMENT and OTHER BUSINESS:  

 

  Public Comment opened at 9:38 p.m. 

 

Brian Kelley, Acme resident  

 

Supervisor White spoke positively about work the Road Commission completed on Lautner Road 

recently.  

 

Public Comment closed at 9:41 p.m.  

 

Motion by Aukerman, supported by Hoxsie, to adjourn the meeting. No discussion. 

Voice vote. Motion carried unanimously.  

 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:41 p.m.  



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

 

ACME TOWNSHIP REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

GRAND TRAVERSE RESORT AND SPA 

100 GRAND TRAVERSE VILLAGE BOULEVARD 

TOWER BALLROOM AB 

Tuesday, January 9, 2023, 7:00 p.m. 
 

UGENERAL TOWNSHIP MEETING POLICIES 

A.       All cell phones shall be switched to silent mode or turned off. 

B.       Any person may make a video, audio or other record of this meeting. Standing equipment, 

             records, or portable microphones must be located so as not to block audience view. 

 

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.  

 

B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  

 

C.        APPROVAL OF BOARD MINUTES:  12/05/2023 and Special meeting 12/19/23 

           

D.         INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: 

 

E.         REPORTS 

  a.    Clerk - 

               b.    Parks-  

               c.    Legal Counsel –  

               d.    Sheriff – 

               e.    County – 

               f.    Supervisor- 

               g.   Planning and Zoning- 

            

F. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS: 

 

     

G.     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: 

a.  Treasurer’s Report  

b.  Clerk’s Revenue/Expenditure Report  

c.  12/11/2023 Draft Unapproved Planning Commission minutes 

2.     APPROVAL: 

1.    Accounts Payable Prepaid of $297,019.91  NO current to be paid $ 

  (Recommend approval: Clerk, L. Swanson) 

 

H. ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT CALENDAR: 

 1.        

2.        

 

 



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

I.    CORRESPONDENCE:  

1.     Letter dated 12/11/23 from Jon Lawrence supporting Acme Skyport 

 

J. PUBLIC HEARING: 

1.     Hampshire Drive Subdivision Road Improvement Special Assessment Project 

  

K.  NEW BUSINESS: 

1.       Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004-Lautner Rezoning Application 

2.       Resolutions for Budget amendments 

 

L. OLD BUSINESS: 

1.       Continued Discussion on Sanitary Sewer Capacity Study 

          2.      Continued Discussion on Purchase of Ascom Building 

 

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

 

 

ADJOURN 

 

     

 













 

Acme Township 
6042 Acme Road | Williamsburg, MI | 49690 

Phone: (231) 938-1350   Fax: (231) 938-1510   Web: www.acmetownship.org 

ACME TOWNSHIP SPECIAL BOARD MEETING 
          ACME TOWNSHIP HALL 

                6042 Acme Road, Williamsburg MI 49690 
               Tuesday, December 19, 2023, 10:30 a.m. 

 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER WITH PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE at 10:39 a.m.   
ROLL CALL: Members present: D. Hoxsie, A. Jenema, D. Stevens (arrived at 10:45 a.m.), L. Swanson,        
D. White 
Members excused: J. Aukerman, P. Scott 
Staff present: Cristy Danca, Recording Secretary   
     
A. LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  
 

Motion by Swanson, supported by Hoxsie, to approve the agenda as presented. No discussion. 
Voice vote. Motion carried unanimously.  

 
C. NEW BUSINESS: 

1.   Sewer study work session 

Timothy Korson and Mark Hurley of Gosling Czubak gave a power point presentation 

(included in packet) summarizing the Sanitary Sewer Capacity Study that occurred 

primarily over the past summer. Data gathered and shared in detail with board members 

included that from pump testing, pump station flow monitoring, temporary flow metering, 

manhole inspections, evaluation of pipes and pumps, and usage distribution. The Acme 

Township sewer map was also used as a visual aid. Board discussion occurred throughout 

the presentation.  

 

Recommendations to the Board included installing instrumentation at pump stations 1 and 

6 to continuously monitor pumpage and the Lanny Johnson gravity flow meter to provide 

continuous flow readings; maintenance at pump stations 3, 4, and 6, confirm pump station 

10 pumping rate following impeller upgrades; coordinate future growth with East Bay 

Township; and evaluate system upgrade options to redirect flow from the Lanny Johnson 

sewer to Acme pump station 1.  

 

The Board agreed to discuss the recommendations at the next board meeting. A request 

will also be made at that time for Gosling Czubak to obtain quotes for costs related to those 

recommendations.       
 

http://www.acmetownship.org/


 

December 19, 2023 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER BUSINESS:  
  

Public Comment opened at 12:37 p.m.  
  

Brian Kelley, Acme resident 
 
 Public Comment closed at 12:41 p.m. 
 

Motion by Stevens, supported by Hoxsie, to adjourn the meeting. No discussion. Voice vote.  
Motion carried unanimously.  

   
 The meeting was adjourned at 12:41 p.m. 
 
 
 























































CALL TO ORDERWITH PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL: Present: Dan VanHouten, Jack Challender, Dan Rosa, Steve Feringa, Karly Wenzloff
Excused: Jean Aukerman, Marcie Timmins
Staff Present: Sarah Kopriva, Planner, Beckett and Raeder; Lindsey Wolf, Acme Planning and Zoning
A. LIMITED PUBLIC COMMENT: Members of the public may address the Commission regarding any subject

of community interest during public comment periods by filling out a Public Comment Card and submitting it to the
Secretary. Public comments are limited to three minutes per individual. Comments during other portions of the
agenda may or may not be entertained at the moderator’s discretion.

Opened at 7:01

Brian Kelley- ADU’s- Good discussion at the last meeting. He appreciated the concern regarding STR’s and the acceptance
that non-conforming STR’s are an unsolved problem in our community. He liked the emphasis on housing for single families.
Agreed with the general consensus of the PC that it could best be satisfied by expanding existing dwelling instead of adding
new structures. Substantial risk that if ADU’s are allowed the state legislature will convert them into STR’s. Touched on the
amount of traffic that if ADU’s ended up being converted to tourist homes or STR’s that traffic is going to be noticed in a
subdivision. Master plan, public engagement remains a key. How can we increase engagement?

B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Motion by Feringa, support by Challender to approve the agenda with
the addition of correspondence G.4, G.5, G.6 and G.7
Motion carries unanimously

C. INQUIRY AS TO CONFLICTS OF INTEREST:

D. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS:

E. RECEIVE AND FILE:
1. RECEIVE AND FILE

a. Unapproved Township Board Meeting Minutes 11.14.23
Motion by Feringa, support by Rosa to receive and file the unapproved Township Board
Meeting Minutes from 11/14/23.
Motion carries unanimously

F. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
a. Approve Draft Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 11.13.23
Motion by Rosa , support by Feringa to approve the Draft Planning Commission meeting
minutes from 11/13/23 with changes to second to last page, Item 1 talking about amendment
rezone 004. The sentence starting with “ This is a dual zoned parcel,” should be moved to
the end of the second paragraph that ends with, “ …an airport or airstipe with a special
use.”
Motion carries unanimously

G. CORRESPONDENCE:
1. Haggard’s Plumbing & Heating- in support for the rezoning.
2. McMullen- in support for the rezoning.
3. Haines- in support of the rezoning
4. Campbell- Jeff Campbell, wrote in support of rezoning.
5. Dunn- Josh Dunn- wrote in support of rezoning.
6. Gerty-John Gerty- wrote in support of rezoning.
7. MacMillen-wrote in support of the rezoning.

If you are planning to attend and are physically challenged, requiring any special assistance, please notify Lisa Swanson, Clerk, within 24
hours of the meeting at 938-1350.
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H. PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1. Amendment 004- Rezoning request (Nuffer)

Opened Public Hearing at 7:10pm
Public comment: Don Watrins- speaking in support of returning Acme Skyport to the
AG. zone. Two disclaimers, not a resident or property owner in Acme Township, for the
last twenty years I have lived in Milton Township. Talked about the similar
characteristics of the two communities and wanting to maintain the rural and open space
of the area. Second disclaimer is that my interest in Acme Skyport is as a recreational sky
diver. Eric Nuffer has opened up a local skydiving center that has allowed a small group
of locals to enjoy their passion. A major reason to return the Acme Skyport to the AG
zone is consistency with Acme’s master plan. Read a portion from the community
framework about reclaiming rural character and openspace, thinks putting the skyport
back to AG zone does a better job of accomplishing that goal then its current zoning
classification of Mixed housing neighborhood. Back to the masterplan when looking at
the community framework map, Acme Skyport is clearly in the Agricultural and sensitive
lands area. Returning it to the AG zone is consistent with Acme’s masterplan.

Bill Ross- He is a pilot, President of Grand Traverse Area Experimental Inpact
association Chapter 234. Supports Eric’s plan to rezone Acme Skyport property back to
AG. The chapter was formed there over 60 years ago and they would like to come home.
They meet socially every Saturday morning, they emphasis helping kids from 8-17 earn
their private pilot privileges and $11,000 scholarship. Went on to describe how they help
support the 3 kids the program has helped currently.

Brian Kelley- Supports the sky zone rezone. I Think it is great to see it being revitalized.
There are a lot of positives there that are more desirable to the community than high
density housing ever would be. The ordinance rewrite that put us in this situation. Kept
asking for public input, it seemed to fall on deaf ears. The few people that did turn out,
every one of them said Acme needed more public engagement on this. Talked about
subcommittees and how they used to be more public with posted packets, agendas and
minutes. How that then stopped happening and he hopes that in the future they will be
more publicly engaging.
He supports this rezone.

Eric Nuffer- Tonight's applicant, All they are asking is a simple rezone back to AG. Read
a letter from Mr. Griffith, the former owner of the property.
Mr. Griffith’s letter was in support of the rezoning. He only became aware of the rezone
of his former property,from agricultural to mixed housing neighborhood , from Mr.
Nuffer in December of 2022. Questioned how he didn’t know his own property was
rezoned. Went on to talk about not being able to build out the property to mixed use
housing without the infrastructure of water and sewer in place and how it just doesn't
make sense for that property.
Closed public comment at 7:20pm

I. OLD BUSINESS:
1. Amendment 004- Rezoning request (Nuffer)- Lindsey showed what the previous

buildings looked like and the work that has been done.
Went over the future land use map and current zoning map. Also the original report listed
the property as 13.13 acres, after doing a deeper dive it is actually 13.99 acres. Kopriva
had brought to Wolf's attention the updated section in the zoning ordinance that

If you are planning to attend and are physically challenged, requiring any special assistance, please notify Lisa Swanson, Clerk, within 24
hours of the meeting at 938-1350.
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specifically called out the standards for review of a map amendment. They are slightly
different from what we have been reviewing. After talking to Jeff Jocks he thinks we
should bring back some of the old language because it is clearer than what the township
has today. Worked with him, believes it’s more in compliance with the future land use
map. Provided a more in depth analysis in items 2 and 3. You can’t just consider the
airport as the use, you have to consider the use in the agricultural district as a whole to
rezone. Put side by side comparisons tables to see what the difference between AG and
mixed housing neighborhood was. One thing Wolf noticed rezoning it back to AG
provides the township with more protection because the things that are special uses that
are allowed in that district need to go through the formal approval process through the
Planning Commision and the township board. There are no water or sewer services out
here, having high density housing doesn’t make sense. Also the easement that goes to this
parcel would further restrict high density development without the road commission
signing off on it, from Lautner Rd. Going back to the previous report Wolf still thinks
this was a mistake or error and that it no longer makes sense. The AG district is the only
district that allows for this type (airport) of use, so it would bring this parcel back into
compliance and allow Mr. Nuffer to make improvements. Although any additional
improvements would have to go through the special use process.

Rosa- asked if the FAA has to certify the property as an airport? Do they take over and
control the length of the runway and all that?

Nuffer- Yes, if it were to become a privately owned use public airport the FAA would
regulate that. Currently they don’t regulate private use airports. It is registered with the
The Michigan Dept. of Aeronautics. It has already gone through the FAA review process.
It will show up on the aeronautical chart again as a grass stripe private airport.

Motion by Feringa, support by VanHouten to recommend to the Township Board to
approve the proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004 to rezone approximately 13.99
acres from MHN:Mixed Housing Neighborhood to AG: Agricultural for the property
located at 5400 Lautner Road, Parcel ID 28-01-101-015-00, owned by Eric Nuffer.
Motion carries unanimously

Wolf noted that the next Township board meeting will not be held at the township offices
but will be at the Grand Traverse Resort, Tower AB.

2. Housing Discussion – Accessory Dwelling (ADU) Text
Kopriva- Updated the definition, added in the districts where they will be allowed in the new #3.
Made some minor word changes that are a little more major in policy. Changed the maximum
size to 600 Sq. ft. Just did metered utilities instead of specifics to water and sewer. Requiring
health department approval because the township wanted it added in. When Kopriva wrote
number 15, “.. before a land use permit can be issued”. Kopriva thinks it maybe a good idea to
state in this section that a land use permit is required. There may not be construction involved,in
the construction of an ADU, such as in a basement. Could add it in just to make it crystal clear.
Circled back to new item #5, it was previously #7. Wanted to know if there was any clarity as to
where the PC would like to allow the dwelling units to be constructed.

Challender- asked about the separate metering. The electric company requires a separate address.
Would that be an issue?

Kopriva- If it is in a detached building then equalization would probably require them to have a
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separate address anyways because it is a dwelling unit. If it is inside the main house that would
look different.

Wentzloff- thought the PC had agreed on not having to require separate meters? Doesn’t know if
having them separately metered has a big advantage.

Feringa-the issue goes back to, will the unit be used as rental or not.

Discussed that it could still have a separate address even if not separate meters.
Wentzloff- Is pretty sure that the building code office requires separate addresses for
houses on the same parcel.

The PC agreed to remove the separate metering requirement. It can be revisited if it becomes an
issue.

Clarified what 1 space of off street parking would mean. It doesn't have to be any certain
material. There just has to be a designated parking spot on the property the ADU is built on.

Wentzloff- addressed the new #5. Wanted to know how it was different then a duplex

Wolf- if you read the definition of multiple family dwellings, we do allow for those. That is
anything, two or more. So it falls under that definition

Kopriva- the minimum ground floor living area in Acme’s zoning districts are 400-500sq. ft. so it
meeting that definition.

Wentzloff- not if we go down to 350sq.ft

Kopriva- if it goes to the 350sqft. it doesn’t really meet the definition of a dwelling because it is’t
big enough. Once it gets bigger then that it would function more like a duplex.

Wentzloff- Thinks that having an ADU inside of a home is more like multigenerational living
then an ADU. With the short term rental problem that we have in the township, Wentzloff
worries it will create more of a problem the township can’t control.

Discussion followed

Wentzloff-thinks the change should happen to make a land use permit a requirement. The
metering for utilities should be removed. Doesn’t really have any other issues. Would like
some of the requirements like land use permit and health department approval near
each other.

Wolf- asked if number 11 could be moved to under number 3, for better consistency.

Wentzloff- agreed it makes more sense, keeping use and construction all together. It would make
it more logical to read it.

Wentzloff took a straw poll of the PC members- How do they feel about attached ADU’s vs.
non-attached ADU’s. It was agreed that both would be allowed. Review the new draft at the next
PC meeting, when all the PC members are present and then set a public hearing.
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Rosa- questioned on 5.34.1- confused how this wouldn’t increase the density in the township?

Kopriva- Maybe that isn’t the word we want to use. Want to really allow this for multigenerational
housing, not for people to put on another dwelling and rent it.

Rosa is comfortable taking out all the language.

Discussion followed. It all circles back to enforcement.

Kopriva- read Elk Rapids, intent section.

PC agreed to use similar language to Elk Rapids.

Rosa -Points 7 and 10, have to do with manufactured and mobile homes. There is a definition for
mobile homes in the ordinance but we don’t have one for manufactured homes.

Discussion followed. Wentzloff thinks a manufactured home would be too big to fit the ADU
size within the township.

Will be specified that only one ADU will be allowed per property.

The changes and new language will be brought back to the PC in January.

3. 5 year Master Plan Update Discussion - This will be talked about in January.

J. NEW BUSINESS:
1. 2024 Planning Commission Meeting Dates -
Motion by Feringa, support by VanHouten to adopt the Planning Commission
meeting schedule for 2024.
Motion carries unanimously.

K. PUBLIC COMMENT & OTHER PC BUSINESS
Public comment opened at 8:08

Brian Kelley- Talked about LLC buying short term rentals and then making the township deal with it. Doesn’t
think it is responsible to add ADU’s without getting a handle on the issues with STR’s.
There needs to be a strategy for solving this problem.
Talked about size of the packets during the ordinance development phase and how they were 500-600 pages and
how it was not reasonable for the general public to spot the changes in a packet so large even if they had time to
read through it.

Rick Nuffer- Talked about ADU’s and how people can have tiny houses trucked in, and what if an ADU is
attached to a main house?
Closed at 8:12

1. Planning & Zoning Administrator Report – Lindsey Wolf- there are a couple incomplete site plan
reviews that the PC hasn’t seen for a while. Item of business from the administrative review
committee, a conversion of an auto shop on M-72, to a climate controlled storage facility. It will
be combined with a neighboring parcel. Wolf will be in touch with Steve and Karly to review it.

2. Township Board Report – Jean Aukerman-Aukerman sent a letter that Wentzloff read. 1)
regarding the potential purchase of the Ascom building, supervisor Doug White and trustee Dale
Stevens are leading the due diligence phase. 2) Dale’s background and expertise in construction
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management are enabling Acme Township to oversee inspections with our own critical eye as we
work to solicit input from area experts. 3) Doug and Dales goal is to bring back to the board
design plans that cost effectively meet Acme Township's needs for the new township hall,
including a much larger assembly space. Itemized estimates of critical changes and improvements
necessary to meet code and itemize estimates for those improvements we would like to consider
that are not required by code. Please see the new township hall comparison chart for how Bertha
Vos, Ascom and Acmes current building compare with each other. There are more updates to
come.
This can be found on the Townships website for the public to see also.

3. Parks & Trails Committee Report – Parks plan was officially adopted by the Board of trustees and
officially submitted to the DNR.

ADJOURN: Motion by Feringa, support by Rosa to adjourn.

Motion carries unanimously

If you are planning to attend and are physically challenged, requiring any special assistance, please notify Lisa Swanson, Clerk, within 24
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December 11, 2023 

To: Ms. Wolf and the Acme Planning Commission 

Please know I support Mr. Nuffer’s request to rezone the Acme Skyport back to Agriculture from Mixed 
Housing Neighborhood.  And I ask that you make that recommendation to the Acme Township 
Board.  I feel it is important to preserve the property, which is an asset to the underserved aviation 
community. 

 
Best Regards, 
Jon Lawrence 

7761 Clearwater Ct. 
Acme Township 
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To:  Acme Township Board of Trustees   

From: Lindsey Wolf, Planning & Zoning Administrator 

Date: January 3, 2024 

Re:  Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004 –Lautner Rezoning Application; parcel 28-01-101-015-00 

 
 
Applicant/Owner: Eric Nuffer  
   5400 Lautner Rd 
   Williamsburg, MI 49690 
 
Parcel Address: 5400, Williamsburg, MI 49690 
 
Parcel Number: 28-01-101-015-00 
 
Legal Description: E 1596.97' OF N 1/2 OF SW 1/4 N OF RR R/W EXC S 224.45' OF W 550.62' SEC 1 
T27N R10W 
 
Current Zoning: MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood District 
 
Amendment Request: 
The Applicant/Owner is seeking a rezoning of a 13.13-acre parcel along the east side Lautner Rd 
(just north of the railroad tracks) from MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood to A-1: Agricultural 
District. The property is currently home to the Acme Skyport. The owner would like to rezone the 
property to bring the current use into compliance with the zoning ordinance. Currently, as it is 
zoned (MHN) the use is considered legal nonconforming.  
Subject Property: 
     
 

 

Planning and Zoning Board Memo  
6042 Acme Road | Williamsburg, MI | 49690 

Phone: (231) 938-1350   Fax: (231) 938-1510   Web: www.acmetownship.org 
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The Planning Commission reviewed the request and held a public hearing at their December 11, 
2023 regular meeting. The staff report and application are enclosed with this memo for reference.  
 
At the December 11, 2023 meeting the following motion was made:  

 
Key Points:  
 

• This parcel was previously zoned AG prior to the current July 31, 2022, adoption.  
• This parcel is over 13 acres in size and meets the 5-acre minimum for the AG District.  
• It has historically been used for airfield purposes – formerly owned by Louis Griffith.  
• This would bring the current use from a legal nonconforming to a conforming use in the 

district. Any addition to the property that serves the airfield  would require the applicant to 
come before the Planning Commission and Township Board for approval under a special 
use permit.  

• The AG district is the only district where this type of use is allowed in the Township. The 
Township does not have the authority to grant use variances. 

• There is no water and sewer within proximity to this parcel that would accommodate high 
density housing.  

• The current owner wishes to utilize the property for the existing and active Acme Skyport – 
a new owner may decide to have a completely different use. It is important to consider all 
the uses this will open in the district, as one will have a different impact than the other 
(health, safety, welfare). When considering a zoning change it is important to consider the 
uses allowed in the district, and not the use that the current landowner may or may not 
make of the property. The uses within the two districts are similar (as shown in Table 3.2 in 
the staff report p.8). However, higher intensity uses within the AG district are required to go 
through the special use permitting process.  
 

Suggested Motion(s) for Consideration: 
Motion to Approve proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004 to amend the Acme Township 
Zoning Map by rezoning approximately 13.99 acres of land from MHN: Mixed Housing 
Neighborhood to A-1: Agricultural located at  5400 Lautner Road, Parcel ID 28-01-101-015-00, 
owned by Eric Nuffer.  
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To:  Acme Township Planning Commission  

From: Lindsey Wolf, Planning & Zoning Administrator 

Date: December 5, 2023 

Re:  Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004 –Lautner Rezoning Application; parcel 28-01-101-015-00 

 
 
Applicant/Owner: Eric Nuffer  
   5400 Lautner Rd 
   Williamsburg, MI 49690 
 
Parcel Address: 5400, Williamsburg, MI 49690 
 
Parcel Number: 28-01-101-015-00 
 
Legal Description: E 1596.97' OF N 1/2 OF SW 1/4 N OF RR R/W EXC S 224.45' OF W 550.62' SEC 1 
T27N R10W 
 
Current Zoning: MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood District 
 
Amendment Request: 
The Applicant/Owner is seeking a rezoning of a 13.99-acre parcel along the east side Lautner Rd 
(just north of the railroad tracks) from MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood to A-1: Agricultural 
District. The property is currently home to the Acme Skyport. The owner would like to rezone the 
property to bring the current use into compliance with the zoning ordinance. Currently, as it is 
zoned (MHN) the use is considered legal nonconforming.  
Subject Property: 
     
 

 

Planning and Zoning Staff Report  
6042 Acme Road | Williamsburg, MI | 49690 
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Analysis:  
The applicant wishes to use the area proposed for rezoning to accommodate the Acme Skyport. An 
airport or airfield are not an allowed use under the MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood District but 
would be permitted through a special use permit in the A-1: Agricultural District §3.2.  
 
13.1.3 Amendment Review Procedure 
 
D. Planning Commission Consideration and Recommendation: Subsequent to the hearing, the 
Planning Commission shall review the proposed amendment, together with any reports and 
recommendations from staff, consultants, other reviewing agencies, and any public comments. The 
Planning Commission shall identify and evaluate all relevant factors and shall report its findings 
and recommendation to the Township Board. In considering an amendment to the Official 
Zoning Map (rezoning) or Ordinance text, the Planning Commission shall consider the 
following factors in making its findings and recommendations, although not all standards 
must be met in order to recommend approval of an amendment: 
 
1. Consistency with the Master Plan’s goals, policies, and future land use map, including 

planned timing or sequence of development. If conditions have changed since the Master 
Plan was adopted, the consistency with recent development trends in the area shall be 
considered. 
 

   

 
 

The future land use map designates this parcel as Residential Rural. The Acme Township 
Community Master Plan defines Residential Rural as: 
 
The rural residential category encompasses areas in Acme Township with special natural 
features that shall be preserved in the environmentally significant areas as identified on the 
Future Land Use Map. This category also encompasses those areas of rolling hills and open 
spaces that were formerly agricultural or are in a transitional state from agriculture to 
residential and complementary uses. The density is generally low to medium, with single-
family houses built on large-scale parcels. The land features in this category include level fields, 
gently rolling hills, steep slopes, thick woodlands, wetlands, creeks, and streams. In all new 
residential construction, conservation-development designs shall be used to retain the 
vegetation, natural features, and open space existing on the developed sites. Land uses 
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adjacent to the streams and wetlands of Yuba Creek should use sound environmental 
stewardship and ecological practices in order to conserve natural resources and protect highly 
sensitive ecosystems as well as ground- and surface water. 
 
The objectives of this category are to provide limited and low density residential development 
in the rural areas of the Township where sensitive ecosystems and special natural land 
features such as steep slopes, creeks and streams are prevalent. However, conservation-
development designs will be strongly encouraged to prevent sprawling development that 
undermines the integrity of open space and agricultural uses, and appropriate buffers should 
be planned to minimize the impact on existing agricultural uses. Another important objective 
is to encourage responsible stewardship among landowners in the development of the land so 
that the natural features are preserved to the fullest extent, especially in the areas with highly 
sensitive ecosystems and where special natural features abound, through the use of cluster 
housing, open-space development, and planned-unit development. 
 
In the areas with highly sensitive natural features and ecosystems, the Township shall insist 
on conservation development in order to protect the most sensitive land by clustering housing 
on the least sensitive land. Land uses in the Rural Residential areas should comport with the 
policies and actions of the Cornerstones. 
 
The current zoning designation of MHN conflicts with the future land use category, as this 
allows for 12 dwellings units per acre/3,630 SF minimum lot area vs. 0.2 dwelling units 
per acre/5-acre minimum lot area in the AG district.  This parcel is also directly south of 
some significant wetlands and a branch of Yuba Creek. There are no water and sewer 
services to this parcel that would support high density development.  

 
 
 
2. Compatibility of all the potential uses allowed in the proposed zoning district(s) with the 

site’s physical, geological, hydrological, and other environmental features. 
 
The current owner wishes to utilize the property for the existing and active Acme Skyport – a 
new owner may decide to have a completely different use. It is important to consider all the 
uses this will open in the district, as one will have a different impact than the other (health, 
safety, welfare). When considering a zoning change it is important to consider the uses allowed 
in the district, and not the use that the current landowner may or may not make of the property. 
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The uses within the two districts are similar (as shown in Table 3.2). However, higher intensity 
uses within the AG district are required to go through the special use permitting process.  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

As stated, this parcel is also directly south of wetlands and a branch of Yuba Creek. Any change in 
use or additional development would be subject to Planning Commission/Administrative review 
and approval to further ensure protection of any environmentally sensitive features (unless 
permitted under right to farm or meets the following ).  

Further, for any development would be subject to site plan review unless it meets the 
following: 
8.2.2 Site Plan Not Required Site plan approval is not required for the following activities, 
however, payment of any or all applicable bonds is required for issuance of a land use 
permit. 
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A. Construction, moving, relocating or structurally altering a principal residential structure in 
the AG, SFR, SFN, MHN, RMH and CS districts, including any customarily incidental 
accessory structures.  

B. B. Excavating, filling, or otherwise removing soil, provided that such activity is normally 
and customarily incidental to single family uses described in this subsection for which site 
plan approval is not required. 

C.  A change in the ownership of land or a structure.  
D. A change in the use of a structure to a use allowed by right in the zoning district in which it 

is located, provided that no modification to the site is proposed or required by the 
standards of this Ordinance and that the site maintains full and continuing compliance 
with these regulations. 

E. Permitted home occupations. 
 
 

3. Compatibility of all the potential uses allowed in the proposed district(s) with 
surrounding uses and zoning in terms of suitability, intensity, traffic impacts, aesthetics, 
infrastructure, and potential influence on property values. 
 
The Existing Land Use Map from the Acme Township Master Plan illustrates the current uses 
that surround the property. The current designation for this parcel is not correct, as it is listed 
as vacant/undeveloped. There are currently hangers that occupy the site and an active airfield 
recognized by the FAA. The other parcels reflect the current land use(s).   
 

 
 
To further develop this property for airfield/airport services (addition of hangers, club house, 
etc.) the subject parcel would be required to go through the special use permitting process. 
Through this process suitability, intensity, traffic impact, etc. would be further addressed to 
limit any potential negative impacts on property value. The applicant stated at the previous 
meeting that the airfield is seasonal and generates about 3-4 cars on the weekend(s).  
 
Please note the items listed in criteria #2 also apply.  

  
4. Capacity of available utilities and public services to accommodate the uses permitted in 

the district(s) without compromising the health, safety, and welfare of Township 
residents or burdening the Township or Grand Traverse County with unplanned capital 
improvement costs or other unplanned public expenses. 
 
The current request is low impact in nature and would not require any significant additions or 
changes.  
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There are no water and sewer services to this parcel that would support high density 
development as it is currently zoned MHN (12 dwelling units per acre). Agency approvals 
would be required for any that triggers a special use/site plan review to further ensure the 
protection of health, safety, and welfare.  
 

5. Capability of the road system to safely and efficiently accommodate the expected traffic 
generated by uses permitted in the zoning district(s). 
 
The subject property currently has an easement that accesses the parcel from Lautner Road. 
Any future land division and development would require approval from the GTC Road 
Commission as the parcel accesses from a county road.  
 

6. The apparent demand for the types of uses permitted in the district(s) in relation to the 
amount of land currently zoned and available in the Township and surrounding 
communities to accommodate the demand. 

 
Prior discussions have occurred about expanding the LIW District due to the limited number of 
undeveloped parcels in the district and the interest expressed by parties wishing to establish 
businesses of light industrial character, but without available options.  

 
There has not been any recent discussion on the incorporation of more agricultural land. The 
AG district is the only district where this type of use is allowed in the Township. 
 

7. The boundaries of the proposed district(s) in relationship to the surrounding area and 
the scale of future development on the site. 
This seems misleading as it implies that we know exactly what development will be taking place 
on the site. As stated in #2: The current owner wishes to utilize the property for the existing 
and active Acme Skyport – a new owner may decide to have a completely different use (ex: 
Kennels, Livestock Auction Yard). It is important to consider all the uses this will open in the 
district, as one will have a different impact than the other (health, safety, welfare).  

 
The rezoning request would be adjacent to other AG designated parcels to the east. The scale of 
intensity from future development would be less than those uses allowed within the current 
zoning of MHN and Corridor Flex Zoning District to the north and west.  
 

8. The requested rezoning will not create an isolated or incompatible zone in the 
neighborhood. 
The rezoning request would be adjacent to other AG designated parcels to the east and would 
not create a spot-zoning scenario. There is a dual zoned parcel to the north that encompasses 
around 40 acres of MHN land (as noted this parcel contains wetlands and may be worth 
exploring rezoning it to its previous zoning designation of AG in the future).  
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9. Other factors deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission and Township Board. 
 
Whether the current zoning was a mistake and whether the surrounding area has been 
changed to an extent that the current zoning no longer makes sense.  
Items to Consider: 
• This parcel was previously zoned AG prior to the current July 31, 2022, adoption.  
• This parcel is over 13 acres in size and meets the 5-acre minimum for the AG District.  
• It has historically been used for airfield purposes – formerly owned by Louis Griffith.  
• This would bring the current use from a legal nonconforming to a conforming use in the 

district. Any addition to the property that serves the airfield  would require the applicant to 
come before the Planning Commission and Township Board for approval under a special 
use permit.  

• The AG district is the only district where this type of use is allowed in the Township. The 
Township does not have the authority to grant use variances. 

• There is no water and sewer within proximity to this parcel that would accommodate high 
density housing.  

 
Suggested Motion(s) for Consideration: 
Motion to Recommend Approval 
I move that the Planning Commission send proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment 004 to rezone 
approximately 13.99 acres from MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood to AG: Agricultural for the 
property located at located at  5400 Lautner Road, Parcel ID 28-01-101-015-00, owned by Eric 
Nuffer. 
 
Or 
 
Motion to Recommend Denial 
I move that the Planning Commission recommend denial of proposed Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment 004 to rezone approximately 13.99 acres from MHN: Mixed Housing Neighborhood to 
AG: Agricultural for the property located at located at  5400 Lautner Road, Parcel ID 28-01-101-
015-00, owned by Eric Nuffer, to the Township Board as it does not meet the requirements:  
List any of those that apply: 
 
  

 

A-1 



Pe##on for Zoning Change 
 
Eric Nuffer and Willow Myles-Nuffer 
 
Phone:  231-649-6663 
Email:  givingwings@gmail.com 

 
Primary Residence:    Secondary Residence: 
722 East State St.    5754 Ridge Rd. 
Traverse City, MI 49686   Williamsburg, MI 49690 
 
 
NarraOve: 
 
The current zoning designaOon for Parcel Number 28-01-101-015-00 is Mixed Housing 
Neighborhood.  The zoning designaOon was recently changed from Agriculture with the 
adopOon of the Acme Township Zoning Ordinance in July of 2022. I am requesOng a rezoning of 
the parcel back to an Agriculture designaOon. 
 
We believe the rezoning is warranted for a number of reasons: 
 

• The Mixed Housing Neighborhood designaOon is designed to support and encourage a 
higher density of housing that is impossible to achieve due to not having city water, 
sewer and natural gas available.  Furthermore, the parcel is only accessible via legal two 
track easement.  
 

• The prior owner, Mr. Lewis Griffith, was not aware that the property was going to be 
rezoned.  The township is not required to noOfy individual property owners, however 
had this been done there would be no quesOon Mr. Griffith would have challenged the 
change.   

 
• Our parcel is located adjacent to property that is zone Agricultural.  We wonder how it 

was decided that our parcel would change but the adjacent parcels to the east would 
not be changed. 

 
• We are currently a Legal Non-Conforming parcel.  We have been working hard to repair 

the exisOng buildings and to clean up what was once an eyesore to all that passed by 
on TART trail.  It is important to us to have it rezoned so that we may work with the 
Acme Zoning Administrator to conOnue to improve our property, without having to 
iniOally work through the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 
 
 



The natural features of the property include level grasslands, one beauOful oak tree and a small 
clump of birch trees. The property is accessible through a legal easement which runs parallel to 
the TART trail.  There are no deed restricOons on the property.  The neighboring parcels to the 
east are zoned Agricultural and are vacant.  To the south lies the TART trail and the Railroad. No 
public railroad crossings are permiaed along the length of the TART trail.  The land to the north 
is vacant as well.  The land to the west of the parcel has a single-family home on it. 
 
Thank you for your Ome and aaenOon to this maaer. 
 
 
Eric S. Nuffer    Willow Myles-Nuffer 
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