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CENTERVILLE TOWNSHIP 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Lindy Kellogg, Chairperson; Vice-chair, Rolf von Walthausen; 

Joe Mosher, Board Representative;  

Mary Beeker, Secretary; Noel Bielaczyc, ZBA rep; 

Cindy Kacin, Recording Secretary; 

Chris Grobbel, Planner 

 

July 11, 2024, Special Meeting, Approved Minutes (Approved 10-07-2024) 

 

Call to Order:  Kellogg called the meeting to order at 6:36 p.m. 

Attendance:  Mary Beeker, Noel Bielaczyc, Rolf von Walthausen, Lindy Kellogg 

Absent:  Joe Mosher 

Quorum Present 

• Staff Present:  Township Planner, Chris Grobbel 

• Public attendance:  9 in person 

I. Review Agenda 

a. No changes were made to the agenda. 

II. Public Comment Regarding the Agenda - None 

III. Revise/Approve Agenda 

ACTION:  Beeker moved to approve the agenda of July 11, 2024, PC Special meeting, 

supported by Bielaczyc.  Motion carried.  4,0 

IV. Declaration of Conflict of Interest – None 

V. Public Comment 

Don Baty – He noted that he is not speaking for the LLLA, but himself as a resident.  

He stated that the PC is doing great work, although there are still some areas of the 

ordinance that do not work.  The park model definition is problematic.  There are 

other small issues that need to be cleaned up.  You can assume there will be 

attorney challenges, so it is important to get it right.   

(Note: Don Baty sent in an edited version of parts of the ordinance that are of his 

concern.  That document is at the end of this document with other written public 

comments) 

Bill Rastetter – He asked if the extension was approved.  (It was.  Extension end date 

is August 31, 2024).  He stated that there are some ambiguities that need to be 

cleaned up.  

Neil Dziedzic– He commented about how noise disturbance is addressed in section 

3.19.  He lives across the street from Bellago.  The frequent band music is a nuisance 

to him.  He stated that the online complaint form is not editable.  He would like to 
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see the notes kept by the Zoning Administrator about complaints.  He wants to make 

sure that complaints are being addressed.   

(Email comments received before this meeting are located at the end of this 

document) 
 

VI. Planning and Zoning Issues 

• Continued review and discussion of Zoning Ordinance Version 13. 

 

a. Section 1 – Purpose statement – in the beginning of the ZO.  Revised to better 

reflect Township authority per the Michigan planning and zoning enabling acts, 

and the important relationship between the Township Master Plan and the ZO; 

Comments:  The purpose statement is not enforceable.  It is in an old format and 

couldn’t be put in the Table of Contents.  The language was modified in version 13 to 

note the relationship between the Master Plan and the Zoning Ordinance.  The need 

for the Master Plan to drive the Zoning Ordinance was made explicit.  The 

Commission agreed that the revised purpose statement was understandable and 

explicit.   

   

b. Section 12.5 – Marinas – amended definition, and proposed prohibition on new or 

expanded marinas; 

Comments:  It is important to realize that the amendments are for future situations 

and does not affect existing properties.  The definition of “marina” was changed (see 

p. 16).  New marinas and expanded marinas are prohibited in section 12.5, p. 88. The 

subject was discussed thoroughly throughout this process.  Kellogg read aloud the 

new language.  All agreed the revised section is more understandable.  There is no 

commercial-owned property on the Centerville lakeshore that would warrant new or 

expanded marina(s).  Commission members were polled and all were in agreement 

with the revised language.   

ACTION:  Beeker moved to accept the definition of marina in Section 2.2 and section 

12.5 as documented in version 13; supported by von Walthausen.  Motion carried.  

4,0  

 

c. Section 3.9 and Section 17 Docks, moorings, etc. – have been made the same in 

both Sections 3.9 and the new waterfront overlay language in Section 17; 

Comments:  Language that was repetitive in the two sections were deleted.  Docks 

may go out to a depth of 3 feet which is a regulation that comes from EGLE.  The 

section about the docks was read aloud. 

 

d. Section 12.6 Prohibition of the future “hardening” of the lakeshores with seawalls, 

breakwater, etc.; and 

Comments:  The Commission noted that there is a complex system of what happens 

on the lakeshore.  The county has a requirement that any sediment cannot flow into 
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the water.  There are other requirements from the state and federal government.   

Attorneys will state that you can’t go beyond what the federal and state has 

legislated.  Currently, EGLE allows for riprap and/or a biotechnical shoreline 

stabilization system.  EGLE also allows for jute matting.  The Township endorses the 

current EGLE policy.  Centerville would be the first to do so.  This would be for new 

shoreline properties or those who would be ripping out their seawall and putting in 

something new to stop shoreline erosion.   Hardening of the shoreline is prohibited 

in section 12.6 on p. 88.   

This subject has come up over and over in public comment.  Beeker sees it as 

protecting the shoreline for all.  The LLLA is also in favor.  This is not an expensive 

thing to do.  The Commission was in favor of the aforementioned policy concerning 

sea walls. 

ACTION:  Bielaczyc moved to adopt the new language on seawalls in section 12.6 of 

the revised zoning ordinance as discussed; supported by Beeker.  Motion carried.   

 

e. Section 3.21 Numerous proposed changes to the Ag-related Enterprise for further 

PC discussion (e.g., type and size of campsites, numbers regarding events/people,  

keeping or deleting GAAMPS, on-site farm manager, etc.).  

Comments:  This has required a deep and important discussion.  Grobbel read all the 

comments and submitted documents, and tried to incorporate everyone’s ideas.  

We don’t have to have a definition of everything in the ordinance.  There are things 

that need to be defined and Grobbel has given advice.  The Commission felt that was 

has been done is good to very good.  It will never be perfect.   

• GAMMPS – This is a voluntary program that has a list of standards.  It is being 

referenced in the ordinance as a standard.  We cannot codify it.  GAMMPS 

standards are used in the ordinance in conjunction with the intent of GAMMPS.   

GAMMPS is a useful framework.   It is useful as a  reference but not as an 

absolute must in the ordinance.  The statement to that effect that it is a must 

was struck from the ordinance.  It is more of a recommendation.   

• Campsites – on an agricultural property.  Grobbel  gave examples of dimensions 

for campsites.   Kellogg referred to Steve Hamilton’s comment about limiting the 

number of vehicles at a campsite.  Campers are familiar with national and state 

park regulations.  Square footage limits were discussed.  The number of allowed 

days was discussed.  The purpose is to allow people to use a campground but not 

to live in the campground for an extended period of time.  The concern is than 

people would use the campground as a permanent seasonal residence.  Also, the 

intent of the camping needs to be related to farming.   

The requirement would be for no more than a 7-day stay.  Bielaczyc noted that  

some farms may allow those working on the farm to camp.  That is something to 

consider.  It was agreed that the ordinance needs to be explicit and keep with 

the intent of learning about farming.    
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Section 3212.11 on p. 67 requires that 4 or fewer campsites are allowed for 

overnight stays.  This may not be reasonable during a farm growing season.  It 

may take away a money-making opportunity for the farmer.  The length of stay 

could be kept at 7 days.   

There was a question of where this information should be located in the 

ordinance.  We are allowing camp sites, but not campgrounds.  Grobbel 

explained how this section is currently structured.      

In section 9 on p. 79 and section 320.2 on p. 67 appear to contradict each other.  

One states that it is a special use situation and the other states that it is an ag-

related enterprise.   Perhaps everything needs to go to special use.  

Some of this discussion also applies to regulations about events.  It is necessary 

to give consideration to what is reasonable and what would bring a nuisance to 

neighbors.   

There was discussion about RV sites and rustic campsites.  RV’s have need of 

services such as electricity, waste disposal, etc.  Should those services be left up 

the farmer?  Limiting the number of vehicles was discussed.  Hard-walled and 

roofed structures would not be allowed.   

The Commission agreed that the limit of occupancy should be 6 per campsite 

and there should be a limit of 2 vehicles per site.   

There should be not be gasoline or diesel fuel container at the campsite.   

It was agreed there was no way to screen or get rid of noise nuisance.  There was 

discussion about the noise of generator use.  Generator use could be limited to a 

time frame, like 9 am to 6 pm.   This is something that was looked at in the 

discussion about Leelanau Pines.  The point is that we are trying to prevent a 

nuisance and negative impact to others. The consensus was that there should be 

no limits on generators other than a time frame for usage.     

On-site management – This is in section 11 on p. 6.  The intent is to have 

someone to respond to complaints/problems in a timely fashion.  There has to 

be a reasonable way to reach someone who can solve the issue.  It was felt that 

it is overreach to require a manager to be on-site 24 hours a day.  However,  24-

hour contact information should be conspicuously posted and provided to the 

Township.   

Grobbel read aloud the section.  There was a statement that emphasized that 

farming is the most important aspect.  There was discussion about new buildings 

going up to support ag-related enterprises.  Would the new structures exceed 

farming as the primary use of the building?  Language was written to keep the 

use of structures more for farming than for ag-related enterprises.   

Events – Grobbel read aloud what is currently in the revision.  It could be divided 

into civic events, private events, and ag-related events if that would be helpful. 

Civic events wouldn’t be on a farm.  There was discussion about limiting the size 

and how many days and occurrences of events per season.  There was discussion 
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about what is done in Leelanau Township:  1 per month and no more than 3 per 

year.  

There was discussion about on-site food preparation.   

Private events – There was discussion about private events being held on a farm 

such as weddings.  Rules about hours of operation and the number of people 

could be the same as required for all events.  Having a family event (wedding, 

reunion) was discussed as opposed to someone renting the property for such an 

event.  Wineries are allowed to host to weddings.  Language needs to be 

consistent with what is written in the events section.   

THE SUBJECT WAS TABLED FOR DISCUSSION UNTIL NEXT MEETING. 

 

VII. Public Comment (time limit of 3 minutes per attendee) 

Don Baty – He spoke about the need for definitions.  He encouraged the Commission 

to look at definitions so that it doesn’t create a later problem.   

Neil Dziedzic– He commented on item #5 on p. 88 and the use of the words “and” 

and “or.”  In section 3.9 on p. 34, he felt the lake levels of Lake Leelanau should be 

provided.  Grobbel explained how the lake level is controlled by the Dam Authority.    

He also commented on language about background noise on p. 10.   

Bill Walters – Ag-related enterprises should keep focusing on helping the farm.  

Definitions are a lot of micro managing.  Language about on-site food preparation 

should be as liberal as possible to allow for events like barbeques during family 

events.  

Derenda Lefevre – In section 16.9 b.5 on p. 118, the language is outdated.  She can 

provide updated ADA language.    

Michele Uhaze – She strongly recommended square footage language for campsites.   

Steve Hamiton – The word “tourism” still appears in the document and needs to be 

deleted.     

 

VIII. Planner Update 

Attorneys are handling the septage application situation that has been discussed at 

previous Planning meetings.  There is a ZBA meeting coming up about the Old Store 

on Good Harbor Trail.  Grobbel has inspected the Northgate site and there is no 

grading going on.  Northgate applied to do work that the PC has said “No” to. 

   

Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 p.m. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Cindy Kacin 
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COMMENTS SUBMITTED TO JULY 11, 2024 SPECIAL PLANNING MEETING 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Derenda LeFevre <derendalefevre@gmail.com> 

Date: Wed, Jul 10, 2024 at 12:28 PM 

Subject: Public Comment for 7/11/24 

To: Joe Mosher <moshercentervilletwp@gmail.com>, Lindy Kellogg <lkelloggcentervillepc@gmail.com>, 

<noel.bielaczyc@gmail.com>, <mbeekercentervillepc@gmail.com>, <rolf.centervillepc@gmail.com>, 

<grobbelenvironmental@gmail.com> 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 
RE: Section 3.21 AGRICULTURE-RELATED ENTERPRISES 
 
First, I want to thank you all for the detailed discussion regarding the neighborhood letter submitted by Steve on our 
behalf. 
 
Second, I would like to recommend that the PC clarify the language in this section to clearly reflect which 
activities require a Special Land Use Permit/Site Plan Application or and which uses do not.  

• Farm stays are currently listed under “uses permitted by right” along with farm stands, etc. I don’t believe they 
are the same as the other uses listed and should require a Special Land Use Permit and Site Plan Application. 

• I am in agreement with my neighbors that the oversight of these operations needs further discussion and that 
there needs to be a person on site if a farmer wishes to offer farm stays. Barclay Welch has provided some 
important insights in his public comment that should be considered by the PC. 

 
Third, the following language was discussed and agreed to at the meeting, but didn’t appear in the recent version or 
appeared as edited differently from the discussion: 
3.21.1 
C.3. Sales shall be limited to farm products and cottage foods. In compliance with GAAMPS for products markets 
such as fruit, vegetables, baked goods, plant and nursery stock, compost, eggs, meat products, or farm-related 
products such as milk, cheeses, honey, preserves, or butter, etc. A bakery may exist as part of a farm market.  

a. A farm product means those plants and animals useful to humans produced by agriculture and includes, 
but is not limited to forages and sod crops, grains and feed crops, field crops, dairy and dairy products, 
poultry and poultry products, 6ervidae, livestock (including breeding and grazing), equine, fish and 
other aquacultural products, bees and bee products, berries, herbs, fruits, vegetables, flowers, seeds, 
grasses, nursery stock, trees and tree products, mushrooms and other similar products, or any other 
product which incorporates the use of food, feed, fiber, or fur as determined by the Michigan Commission 
of Agriculture & Rural Development.  

b. Cottage Foods means non-potentially hazardous foods that do not require time and/or temperature 
control for safety and can be produced in a home kitchen (the kitchen of the person’s primary domestic 
residence) for direct sale to customers at farmers markets, farm markets, roadside stands or other 
direct markets. The products can’t be sold to retail stores; restaurants; over the Internet; by mail order; 
or to wholesalers, brokers or other food distributors who resell foods. 

C.8.f. Vehicles, recreational vehicles or related products and facilities 

C.8.j. Campsitesgrounds This contradicts farm stays. Campgrounds should not be allowed, campsites as part of a farm 
stay should be allowed and are currently referred to as campsites. 

3.21.2 
A.13. Farm Tours, Demonstrations, Cooking and other classes utilizing farm products, and Farm-to-Table 
Dinners.  

mailto:derendalefevre@gmail.com
mailto:moshercentervilletwp@gmail.com
mailto:lkelloggcentervillepc@gmail.com
mailto:noel.bielaczyc@gmail.com
mailto:mbeekercentervillepc@gmail.com
mailto:rolf.centervillepc@gmail.com
mailto:grobbelenvironmental@gmail.com
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Source: GAAMPS Farm Markets – “Marketing – Promotional and educational activities at the farm market 
incidental to farm products with the intention of selling more farm products. These activities include, but are not 
limited to, farm tours (walking or motorized), demonstrations, cooking and other classes utilizing farm products, 
and farm-to-table dinners.” 
GAAMPS defines location, buildings, parking and driveways, vehicle ingress/egress, and signage. It does not 
address hours of operation or occupancy. 

 
Last, I want to offer the following source to guide any further discussion and determination of the following: 
4. At least 50-percent of products sold or 50-percent of income earned must be produced must come from products 
produced on the working farm or a commonly owned off-site farm or facility.  
According to GAAMPS for Farm Markets: 

“At least 50 percent of the products offered must be produced on and by the affiliated farm measured by retail 
floor space during peak production season, or 50 percent of the average gross sales for up to the previous five 
years or as outlined in a business plan. Processed products will be considered as produced on and by the farm if at 
least 50 percent of the product’s primary or namesake ingredient was produced on and by the farm, such as apples 
used in apple pie, maple sap in maple syrup, strawberries in strawberry jam, etc.” 
 
Thank you again for all of the time, thought and attention you’ve given this section of the ordinance and for 
considering public comment during this revision. I believe we are on track for guiding our township away from 
commercial enterprises and beginning to understand how we can support our farmers. 
 
Derenda LeFevre 

 

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Steve Hamilton <hamiltonsteve811@gmail.com> 

Date: Wed, Jul 10, 2024 at 9:14 AM 

Subject: Zoning ordinance revision version 13 

To: Lindy Kellogg <lkelloggcentervillepc@gmail.com>, <rolf.centervillepc@gmail.com>, Joe Mosher 

<moshercentervilletwp@gmail.com>, <mbeekercentervillepc@gmail.com>, 

<noel.centervillepc@gmail.com>, <grobbelenvironmental@gmail.com> 

Cc: Emma Rosi <emmarosi943@gmail.com> 

Hello, 

In reviewing the latest version of the agriculture-related enterprises section, I offer the following 

comments, a number of which need not be discussed at the meeting.  

 

1. I agree with Barclay Welch’s concerns about the need to put time limits on approvals of site plans 

and/or special land uses. 

 

2. The impression that the township is “micromanaging” camping could result in more resistance from 

farmers and others. Personally I am not too concerned about the dimensional specifications of campsites 

as long as they are limited in number, as they are in the current version. I am not sure whether you can 

declare that only tent camping is allowable, nor do I think that is necessary, and there is a continuum 

from tents to tent trailers to RVs. Limits to the number of people and tents/RVs/vehicles could be more 

defensible if they follow what NPS does at, e.g., DH Day Campground, quoted below from their website: 

 

        - No more than six (6) people will be permitted on a site. 

 

        - LIMIT TWO (2) VEHICLES permitted on a site: only one may be a truck camper, camper trailer, boat 

mailto:hamiltonsteve811@gmail.com
mailto:lkelloggcentervillepc@gmail.com
mailto:rolf.centervillepc@gmail.com
mailto:moshercentervilletwp@gmail.com
mailto:mbeekercentervillepc@gmail.com
mailto:noel.centervillepc@gmail.com
mailto:grobbelenvironmental@gmail.com
mailto:emmarosi943@gmail.com
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trailer, or motor-home. 

 

        - Quiet hours are 10:00 p.m. – 6:00 a.m. Noise levels must be controlled at all times to avoid 

disturbing other campers. 

 

        - Generator use is allowed only in campsites 1-31. Generators may be used from 9:00 am – 6:00 pm. 

 

        - Camping is limited to 14 total days per designated campground between Memorial Day Weekend 

through Labor Day. Camping equipment may not remain        on a site for more than 14 days, even if 

used by a different person or group. 

 

Also, I think that if RVs of any kind are permitted, it may be hard to say no to generators since some folks 

may want/need them for AC, medical equipment, etc. That is especially true if electric service is not 

allowed. Farms have so much other noisy equipment that a small generator would not seem to be a 

problem, as long as there is a good setback distance from adjoining properties.  

 

By the way, is there a specified setback from property boundaries now? I did not spot one. 

 

3. In Table of Contents, strike “tourism” from Section 3.21. 

 

4. Section 3.2.1 “farm stars” = farm stays 

 

5. In above paragraph and throughout this section, consider replacing “income” (net earnings after costs) 

with “revenue” (total earnings) as was suggested by Don Baty at the last meeting. See in particular 

Sections 3.21.1.C.1 and 3.21.3.B.1.a 

 

6. Section 3.21.1.C.4 — As was discussed at the last meeting, this could be hard to quantify whereas 

income/revenue  is more straightforward. 

As an extreme example, how does one compare blueberries with cattle using numbers sold? 

 

7. Section 3.21.1.C.8.j — Why change “campgrounds” here (defined as 5 or more sites) to “campsites” 

given that we are allowing up to four campsites? 

 

8.  Section 3.21.1.C.11 — So you are requiring someone to be on-site day and night? Need to define “on-

site” – what if the person resides a mile down the road, on a separate property, but is readily accessible 

at any time?  

 

10.  Section 3.21.1.C.12 — “shall be considered as part of the Planning Commission’s review” may be 

better. 

 

11. Section 3.21.2.A — Maybe say “The following agriculture-related enterprises...are permitted”? 

 

Also, does “permitted by right” here imply that no Site Plan (or Special Land Use Permit) has to be 

submitted, in contrast to the things listed in section 3.21.3? May need to clarify whether permitted by 
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right means approval without review or conditions as long as the specified requirements are met. It 

seems to me that the Planning Commission ought to evaluate any proposed enterprise in case of special 

considerations. 

 

Once again, I thank the Planning Commission and your Planner for your meticulous and thoughtful work 

on this ordinance, which is much improved and will help maintain the viability of farms while preserving 

the rural landscapes of our township. The ordinance will serve as a model for others in the region. 

 

Sincerely, 

Steve 

============================================================ 

Letter to Neighbors 

At the regular meeting on 6/3, The Planning commission indicated they would schedule special meetings 

to review public comment that had been submitted during the zoning revision process. 

The first meeting was 6/17 where much of the meeting was primarily reviewing comments by Don Baty 

and the Lake Leelanau Lake Association. 

The next Special Meeting was held on 6/20. Comments reviewed were mine (Michele Uhaze) and what 

the PC refer to as the “Steve Hamilton Document” (authored by Derenda LeFevre) and drafted and 

submitted on behalf of all of us. (and for point of reference and clarification, I will refer to the document 

as the “Steve Hamilton Document”) 

During this Special meeting on the 20th, I realized there was language in the Steve Hamilton Document 

that I did not agree with, and I take full responsibility for not noting these items prior to the submission 

of this document to the PC on May 13 and will email the Commissioners my views which I have outlined 

below.  These items are: 

• Section 3.22.1 #8, - Sales and Uses not allowed include but are not limited to: 

o Item J – Campgrounds  - My concern here is that the document then goes on to  

reference Michigan.gov State parks rules and regulations – which are essentially 

campgrounds. My other concern is that so much of the focus then goes on to define 

campsites and that we have veered away from the language of description of farm 

stays. 

• Section 3.22.2 Letter A # 11 – “Definition of a campsite: A minimum of 50 X 50 in 

size………….etc.”  My concern here is how we ever thought that 2500 sq. feet was appropriate 

for a “farm stay” and again the document continues to reference Michigan.gov definitions for 

camp grounds. The PC who had originally agreed on 400 sq feet then changed the maximum 

size to 1000 sq. feet. 

• Section 3.22..2 Letter A # 11 a.iii – A camping cabin is a hard sided shelter that is less than a 

400 square feet in area. I cannot support a cabin which in my opinion lends itself to more 

permanent year-round structures.  
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We are all in agreement that the parcel owner or manager must reside on property and is responsible for 

enforcing all conditions above. Letter f under 3.22.2 Letter A item 11.  

However, a PC member questioned the validity of ZO being able to require this. I have made reference to 

the Cleveland Township ZO and the proposed Leelanau Township proposed ZO (supported by the 

Hallstedt Cherry farmers) several times and both require the parcel owner to be on property. A comment 

was made that many farmers do not currently live on their farm property.  

My view is that these farms currently do not have farm stays or campers on their properties. They have 

fruit trees or vines or vegetables or corn etc. Adding camping whether tent or RV and up to 6 people per 

site, creates a completely different element of potential risk which include 

parties/noise/trespass/traffic/overcrowding/smoke and more. To put the responsibility of enforcing 

conditions on the neighboring homeowner is quite simply unacceptable. 

A question came up during the Planning commissioner’s discussion as to whether current camp ground 

owners reside on their properties and no one was able to confirm this. Leelanau RV Park located on 

South Lake Shore drive directly across from Amore Rd, owner lives on site. In speaking to several 

campers, “they appreciate the rules being enforced” “makes it nice for everyone” feel it’s probably this 

way because Don lives on site” 

Also at the 20th’s PC meeting, discussion continued on Small non-agricultural related events. 3.22.2 item 

C. PC members discussed allowing as many as 250 people for these events, which was not agreed on and 

the proposed number was 150. There was no consensus on this, and it was agreed that at the next PC 

meeting on 7/11 that there would be further discussion around events. This to me is alarming, 150 

people is a large event. The discussion continued around farm to table dinners. In my experience, a Farm 

to table event was as small as 2 people, 20 people and maximum 50 people. 150 people is not a farm to 

table event, 150 people is more the size of a wedding or concert or vineyard race. How does allowing 

150 person events on agricultural properties support the rural peaceful character of our county? French 

Valley Vineyards adjacent to some of our neighbor properties already hosts such events. I agree with 

One (1) on-site event per month and no more than (3) events per year occurring under this section. 

We came together as neighbors to prevent a commercial development in our backyards. The planning 

commission is still working to fine tune the details before the Zoning ordinance is complete. I encourage 

us to still be diligent. I want to support options for our farmers to generate additional income, but I also 

feel that where we are in the process is allowing for more “commercial tourism” than agritourism and 

we are veering down a path that is not compatible with maintaining the rural character of our township. 

Dear Planning Commissioners and Dr. Grobbel, 
 

Section 3.21  AGRICULTURE-RELATED ENTERPRISES 

 

The evolution of this section has been remarkable and my comments are 
given in a spirit of continuing the positive and productive improvements 
already made by the PC. 
 

What has caught my attention in the present draft is that the ability to set up 
campsites is permanent. What happens when a sponsoring farmer/owner 
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sells? What happens if the community and township find them 
unmanageable? I don’t wish to suggest that this will happen but good planning 
can provide mechanisms for correction regardless of our perceptions of 
success. There are numerous ways to give the community the opportunity to 
adjust its approach regarding farm stays without that being penalizing to the 
farmer/sponsor/owner; 
 

1. the right can be personal to the applicant (not extending to a purchaser 
or next owner) 

2. the right could be limited by duration (say a 5 year license to have a 
farm stay) 

3. the right could be subject to review by the PC say every two years from 
granting 

4. the right could be subject to the lack of operating complaints from 
adjacent/affected land owners 

 

The goal is not to take something that has been granted away from the 
recipient but to give the community the opportunity to adjust and evaluate in 
the future as circumstances change and experience is gathered. We, you, will 
be making longterm changes to the Township, the consequences of which we 
are not sure.  
 

To give these enterprises the best chance of success it is essential that the 
campsites be connected to the people who are relying on them, meaning the 
campsites must have direct oversight. Of course some may say this is an 
imposition but that is nothing compared to the problems that will arise from a 
group of random people with no accountability. I have managed residential 
buildings both with and without on-site managers. I can tell you that properties 
without on-site managers had greatly increased problems with; 
 

1. theft 
2. physical and verbal assaults 

3. drug dealing  
4. gang activity 

5. sexual assaults 

 

And it should be noted that we could perform and did perform criminal 
background checks, credit checks and reference checks – campsites do 
none of these. How do we wish to be portrayed in the newspapers and social 
media? I cannot fully express my caution and fear of unsupervised distributed 
campsites, serious problems will occur. If a farmer wants to sponsor 
campsites the condition is that they do it where they or their manager lives. 
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Respectfully, 
Barclay Welch 

5541 E Hohnke Road 

Cedar, MI 
 
 

Continued on next page 
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Comment from Neil Dziedzic (July 11, 2024 meeting) 

On Fri, Jul 12, 2024 at 7:10 PM Susan Dziedzic <844dziedzic@gmail.com> wrote: 

Lindy, 

Over the past couple of years we have been sending correspondences to Mr. Tim Cypher regarding 

violations of our ordinances regarding noise from the local Belago Winery.  It is witnessed in the revision 

the township is supporting changes regarding issues with the campground and lake concerns.  We would 

like to see additional strength be placed on protection from neighbors from wineries.  It is recognized 

that language was installed for Ag Tourism, but the same effort should be placed in the wineries as it is 

unclear how they are determined when their property is a ‘farm’ and a ‘winery’.  It is hard to determine 

which aspect they will state as a defense as well as the Zoning Administrators position.  You and your 

teams work is greatly appreciated and thank you for tackling the issues we are witnessing. 

We have made suggestions for changes to the ordinances regarding the noise issues is being addressed 

in the current revision of the ordinance. 

I have copied the issues that should be addressed. 

Thank you, 

Neil 

Section 2.2: 

1.       Noise, which is unwanted.  Again we have no issue with them playing music, just not 
amplified music. 

2.       Non-Compliance, as far as we have knowledge, they do not have a permit for this 
performance. 

Section 3.20 

Section XII to include 12.1, 12.2 

1. Section 2.2 Noise -Any sound that would be unwanted by a reasonable person. 
1. The ‘noise’ we are complaining about is the amplification of the music, we had no 

problem when Bel-Lago entertained their customers with non-amplified music.  This 
year they built a stage which covers the musicians as well as their amplification 
equipment.  The direction of the speakers points directly out towards the road and 
hence sends its sound waves down towards us and our property.   Mind you, where the 
attached video was taken, is approximately 300 yards from this music stand.  Granted 
our properties lines are less than 100 feet from each other. 

mailto:844dziedzic@gmail.com
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2. Again, to resolve this, ensure that no amplified sound is permitted. 
2. Section 2.2 Special Land Uses Permitted by Special Approval - Special land uses permitted by 

special approval are uses and structures which have been generally accepted as reasonably 
compatible with the primary uses and structures within the zoning district, but could present 
potential injurious effects upon the primary uses and structures within the zoning district and 
therefore require special consideration in relation to the welfare of adjacent properties and to 
the community as a whole. All such proposed uses shall be subject to a public hearing and Site 
Plan approval by the Planning Commission. 

1. Italicized is the section we are concerned with, the level of amplified noise generated is 
unacceptable and should be considered non compliant with the Special Use Permit 
needed to use a winery (section 9.6) as a special event center.  As they have met the 
definition of a ‘winery’, the use of amplified music is outside the definition of winery 
and violates the other definition of Uses Permitted by Right  which would demand a 
revision of their Special Land Uses Permit (SLUP). 

3. Section 3.19 Commercial Wind Energy Systems 

1. During our last meeting you asked that I send in a complaint form regarding this 
amplified music, I did send an email requesting the form and did not receive a response, 
not sure why?  When I was at the last township meeting Mr. Schwantes read the 
complaint log and it did not have any reference to our concern so the information of the 
noise issue was provided.  Since that meeting I have read our township ordinance again 
(3.19.4.14 ) and the complaint form you mentioned is not part of any other ordinance 
section except which is a complaint for wind energy systems and all the measurement 
data surround decibel levels are not witnessed anywhere else in the ordinance.  To this 
end, we cannot accept the data that is applicable to section 3.19 as it is not applicable to 
any other section of our ordinance.  Our complaint is about the definition of Noise per 
section 2.2, the noise is simply unwanted because of its amplification and not of noise 
generated by Wind Energy Systems. 

4. Section 3.20 Agriculture Tourism (this section is referenced because they are zoned Agriculture 
per zoning map on our townships web page dated 2-23-20)   

1. The way Bel-Lago is operated meets the definition of this section and as such they are in 
violation of section 3.20.3.A.9.  Due to the violation of this step, their SLUP (as required 
by section 9.1.B.4 needs to be revisited and revised to remove amplified sound from 
emitting across their property into an R-1 neighborhood 

2. It is asked that section 3.20.2 is reviewed.  As they are Considered Agriculture Tourism, 
how is their entertainment able to exceed 3.20.2.A and 3.20.2.B?   

5. Section 9.6 Wineries, Meaderies and Cideries 

1. This section 9.6.9.a-.d does not provide for the control of noise emanating from any 
winery. While the noise should be covered by section 3.20 for Agriculture Tourism 
and/or per 9.1.B.4 of this section.  It is simply not excusable to allow for the generation 
of amplified noise to be heard this far from their intended audience. 

6. Section 12.1 Any Obnoxious Uses 

1. As described in the ordinance- “No building or structure or any part thereof shall be 
erected, altered or used or land or premises used in whole or in part, for any of the 
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following uses in any District under this Ordinance: any process or activity resulting in 
the emission of odor, fumes, dust, smoke, waste, noise or vibration which shall make it 
obnoxious to the public interest, health, or welfare.”, we are submitting that the use of 
amplified music is causing an Obnoxious Use of their permitted district (Agriculture). 

 


