
  CHEBOYGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
870 SOUTH MAIN ST.  PO BOX 70  CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721 

PHONE: (231)627-8489  FAX: (231)627-3646 
 

 

CHEBOYGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING & PUBLIC HEARING 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 6, 2016 AT 7:00 PM 

ROOM 135 – COMMISSIONERS ROOM  
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING, 870 S. MAIN ST., CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721 

AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

ROLL CALL 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

PUBLIC HEARING AND ACTION ON REQUESTS 

1.) Air North Communications and Alice Arnett - Requests a Special Use Permit for a wireless communication facility (section 17.13). The 
property is located at 6773 North M-33, Benton Twp., section 32, parcel #104-032-200-002-20, and is zoned Agriculture and Forestry 
Management (M-AF). 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

1.) Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, Inc.  – Request a Special Use Permit and approval of the submitted site plan.  A Special 
Use Permit is requested under the following sections of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200: Section 9.3.14., Nursing or 
convalescent homes, Section 9.3.22. (Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use 
permit, or uses which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use permit if the Planning 
Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the other uses allowed in this zoning district, 
either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan 
County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district.), Section 10.3.2. Club, Section 10.3.3. Cabin colonies, Section 10.3.6. County 
club, Section 10.3.8. Duplex or multi-family buildings, and Section 10.3.14. Restaurant/Bar. The property is located at 625 
Grandview Beach Rd., Tuscarora Township, sections 5 and 6 , parcel  #162-005-300-002-00,  #162-006-400-004-00 and #162-006-
400-005-00 and are zoned Agriculture and Forestry Management District (M-AF) and Lake and Stream Protection District (P-LS).  

Heritage Cove Farm requests that Cheboygan County make all reasonable and necessary accommodations under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990, the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 and the Michigan Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights Act with 
respect to the interpretation and application of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200 such as to approve the Farm in all 
requested and required respects. 

 NEW BUSINESS 

STAFF REPORT 

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS  

PUBLIC COMMENTS  

ADJOURN 
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CHEBOYGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
870 SOUTH MAIN ST., ROOM 103  PO BOX 70   CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721 

PHONE: (231)627-8489  TDD: (800)649-3777 

CHEBOYGAN	COUNTY	PLANNING	COMMISSION	MEETING		
WEDNESDAY,	DECEMBER	16,	2015	AT	7:00	P.M.	

ROOM	135	–	COMMISSIONER’S	ROOM	‐	CHEBOYGAN	COUNTY	BUILDING	

PRESENT:	 Bartlett,	Freese,	Kavanaugh,	Borowicz,	Croft,	Ostwald,	Lyon,	Churchill,	Jazdzyk	

ABSENT:	 None	

STAFF:	 	 Scott	McNeil,	Steve	Schnell,	Peter	Wendling	

GUESTS:	 Amy	Rodriguez,	Michael	Redding,	Redding,	Dave	Brandt,	Phyllis	Brandt,	John	Wallace,	Tony	Matelski,	Carl	
Muscott,	 Charles	McCain,	 Elizabeth	McCain,	Russell	 Crawford,	 Cheryl	 Crawford,	Alice	Wiltse,	 Sue	Allor,	
Bruce	Gauthier,	Dave	Rossman,	Martha	Sheerin,	Ruth	Bennett,	Linda	Weaver,	Dan	Weaver,	John	F.	Brown,	
Abbi	 LaLond,	 Samantha	 Brown,	 Gerri	 Mesack,	 Renee	 D.	 Mesack,	 Steve	 Reh,	 Joe	 VanAntwerp,	 Gary	
Freismuth,	 Alan	 Gillespie,	 Brady	Hebert,	 Scott	 Bieske,	 Larry	Hanson,	 Betsy	Hanson,	 Carol	Wesch,	 John	
Gross,	Donald	MacLeod,	Shari	Shult,	Gayle	Casgrain	

The	meeting	was	called	to	order	by	Chairperson	Croft	at	7:00pm.	
	
PLEDGE	OF	ALLEGIANCE	
Chairperson	Croft	led	the	Pledge	of	Allegiance.	
	
APPROVAL	OF	AGENDA	
The	meeting	agenda	was	presented.		Motion	by	Mr.	Kavanaugh,	seconded	by	Mr.	Jazdzyk,	to	approve	the	agenda	as	presented.		
Motion	carried	unanimously.	
	
APPROVAL	OF	MINUTES	
The	November	4,	2015	Planning	Commission	minutes	were	presented.		Motion	by	Mr.	Churchill,	seconded	by	Ms.	Lyon,	to	
approve	the	meeting	minutes	as	presented.		Motion	carried	unanimously.	
 
The	December	2,	2015	Planning	Commission	minutes	were	presented.		Motion	by	Mr.	Churchill,	seconded	by	Mr.	Kavanaugh,	
to	approve	the	meeting	minutes	as	presented.		Motion	carried	unanimously.	
	
PUBLIC	HEARING	AND	ACTION	ON	REQUESTS	
Telecad	Wireless	 on	 behalf	 of	 Verizon	Wireless	 and	 David	 Brandt	 ‐	 Requests	 a	 Special	 Use	 Permit	 for	 a	 wireless	
communication	facility	(section	17.13).	The	property	is	 located	at	8407	Carter	Road,	Benton	Twp.,	section	19,	parcel	#104‐
019‐400‐033‐00,	and	is	zoned	Agriculture/	Forestry	(M‐AF).	
	
Mr.	McNeil	stated	this	request	is	for	a	special	use	permit	for	a	wireless	communication	facility	in	an	Agriculture	and	Forestry	
Management	zoning	district.		Mr.	McNeil	reviewed	the	location	of	the	leased	area,	driveway,	monopole	and	equipment	on	the	
detailed	 drawing	 provided	 by	 the	 applicant.	 	 Mr.	 McNeil	 reviewed	 an	 aerial	 photo	 of	 the	 parcel	 and	 noted	 the	 tower	 is	
proposed	to	be	195ft.	tall.		Mr.	McNeil	stated	there	is	no	proposed	lighting,	as	this	tower	is	under	the	FAA	requirements.		Mr.	
McNeil	stated	there	is	a	single	family	dwelling	on	the	parcel.			
	
Ms.	Rodriguez	stated	she	is	with	Telecad	Wireless	and	is	representing	Verizon.		Ms.	Rodriguez	stated	that	she	is	proposing	a	
195ft.	 monopole	 tower	 that	 will	 accommodate	 3	 additional	 carriers	 in	 addition	 to	 Verizon.	 	 Ms.	 Rodriguez	 stated	 that	
generally	FAA	does	not	require	lighting	for	less	than	200ft.		Ms.	Rodriguez	stated	that	in	addition	to	the	tower	there	will	be	an	
equipment	cabinet	and	generator	on	a	10ft.	x	12ft.	platform.		Ms.	Rodriguez	stated	that	this	is	a	wooded	parcel	and	the	existing	
trees	will	be	used	as	landscaping.		Ms.	Rodriguez	reviewed	the	coverage	maps	(Exhibit	6)	that	were	provided	and	noted	that	
there	is	a	coverage	gap	in	this	area.		Ms.	Rodriguez	stated	the	proposed	tower	will	work	with	the	existing	towers	to	fill	in	the	
coverage	gap.	 	Ms.	Rodriguez	explained	that	engineers	researched	the	best	location	for	a	tower	to	fill	the	coverage	gap.	 	Ms.	
Rodriguez	stated	the	engineers	found	that	this	parcel	was	the	best	location	to	fill	the	coverage	gap.			
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Mr. Kavanaugh stated that a letter submitted to the Planning Commission stated that there were concerns regarding property 
values.  Mr. Kavanaugh noted that in the letter it referred to a study and stated that property values were reduced by 25%.  
Ms. Rodriguez stated she has not seen the study, but as far as she knows property values will not be reduced.   
 
Ms. Croft asked for public comments.   
 
Mr. Redding stated that he is a neighbor of Mr. Brandt’s. Mr. Redding stated he is one of the 47 residential neighbors in this 
area.  Mr. Redding stated he has three concerns related to this industrial cell phone tower that is proposed for a residential 
neighborhood; health risks, property value reduction, cell phone tower appearance and maintenance. Mr. Redding stated an 
article in Consumers Report claims that we need more and better scientific research to prove cell phone tower radiation 
causes brain cancer.  Mr. Redding stated more scientific research is needed to provide a link between neurological diseases 
such as Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s disease. Mr. Redding stated the Verizon tower on Western Avenue has 5 signs on the 
chain link fence. Mr. Redding noted that one of the sign states “Warning:  Radio frequency field beyond this point my exceed 
FCC general public exposure limits.” Mr. Redding noted another sign stated “Obey all posted signs, guidelines for working and 
radio frequency environment.”  Mr. Redding noted another sign stated “States guidelines for working and radio frequency 
environment.”  Mr. Redding stated that with this sign there were 10 guidelines to follow.  Mr. Redding stated that the tobacco 
industry claimed for years there were no health risks and later it was found that it was not true.  Mr. Redding stated that even 
though Verizon claims that there are no health risks, they know that what they are saying is not true. Mr. Redding stated 
studies show a reduction of 15% of property values.  Mr. Redding stated these studies are available at 
www.anticelltowerlawyers.com.  Mr. Redding asked if anyone would want to purchase property with a cell phone tower on it 
or property without a cell phone tower on it.  Mr. Redding stated that there is an industrial cell phone tower on Western 
Avenue if anyone would like to see what one looks like.  Mr. Redding stated there is a 6ft. chain link fence with 5 strands of 
wire on top.  Mr. Redding stated there is also a 1,000 gallon fuel tank and propane generator on a steel platform.  Mr. Redding 
stated the cabinet will be constructed with bullet resistant material.  Mr. Redding stated the site on Western Avenue has not 
been maintained and there are weeds that are waist high.  Mr. Redding stated that the entrance is mud and the whole site 
behind Bishop Baraga is a disgrace.  Mr. Redding stated that if Verizon claims that they will maintain the site it is not true.  Mr. 
Redding presented photos of the cell phone tower site on Western Avenue.  Mr. Redding stated that he does not believe that 
anyone of the Planning Commission members would want an industrial cell phone tower in their residential neighborhood.  
Mr. Redding stated his concerns regarding all of the property owners on Carter Road having to look at the cell phone tower for 
the rest of their lives.  Mr. Redding urged the Planning Commission to vote no on this request for a special use permit and to 
not allow the cell phone tower in his neighborhood.   
 
Ms. Schult stated she is a resident of Carter Road and lives across the street from the Brandt family.  Ms. Schult stated her 
concerns about property values.  Ms. Schult stated she moved up north to be in a rural location that is remote and aesthetically 
pleasing.  Ms. Schult believes this tower will change that perception.  Ms. Schult stated the tower will be an eyesore and it will 
be visible from the river.  Ms. Schult stated she would like to preserve the rural setting.   Ms. Schult stated she agrees with Mr. 
Redding’s comments.   
 
Mr. Bieske stated that he owns property on Hackmatack Road.  Mr. Bieske stated he is opposed to a 195ft. tower that will be 
within a stone’s throw from where he plans to build in the future.   
 
Ms. Casgrain stated she lives next to the Brandt family on Carter Road.  Ms. Casgrain stated she feels the same way as the other 
people who have already spoken in opposition to this request.  Ms. Casgrain stated she prefers peace and quiet and aesthetic 
scenery.  
 
Mr. Jazdzyk asked if there is a compelling reason (such as a business reason) to place the tower in this location.  Ms. Rodriguez 
stated that it is mainly due to the coverage gap identified by the engineers.  Ms. Rodriguez stated they did a search ring of 
approximately 1 mile and this was the best location to work with.  Mr. Jazdzyk asked if during the planning process, there is 
only one option for the tower or if there is more than one option.  Ms. Rodriguez stated there are normally a couple of options 
that the engineers will review.   
 
Mr. Kavanaugh asked the applicant to comment on the concerns regarding the health risks.  Mr. Rassel stated the 
Telecommunications Act establishes across the country that cell phone towers must be looked at by communities as a utility 
like a sewer, water service or electric service.  Mr. Rassel stated these are another infrastructure that must be recognized by 
communities.  Mr. Rassel stated that we all rely on cell phones for data, communications and many other uses.  Mr. Rassel 
stated that Congress recognized that health concerns relative to radiofrequency were not a big concern.   Mr. Rassel stated 
that congress passed the Telecommunications Act after careful study.  Mr. Rassel stated that by Congress passing this act there 
was no substantive information or data available that would support the contention that radiofrequency given off by cell 

http://www.anticelltowerlawyers.com/
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towers poses any danger to the citizenry of any populous and therefore rural communities or dense communities could not 
consider the health risk posed to the citizenry when making their decision regarding whether to permit a basic infrastructure 
component such as a cell tower.  Mr. Rassel noted that cell towers service emergency vehicles, hospitals, doctors, police, 
teachers, schools, bus drivers, etc.  Mr. Rassel stated the ordinance has a special use permit process which allows cell towers 
in certain instances if the requirements are met.  Mr. Rassel stated that Ms. Rodriguez presented the promulgations maps and 
noted that there is a coverage gap issue.  Mr. Rassel stated that by law under their license with the Federal Communications 
Commission, if there is a coverage gap issue, they have to collocate on an existing tower within the gap or build towers to fill 
the gap.  Mr. Rassel stated they can’t charge their customers on a monthly basis if they are not able to access data and voice.  
Mr. Rassel stated they have an obligation and a duty to build towers.  Mr. Rassel stated they have to show the Federal 
Communications Commission every month what they are doing to build out coverage gap areas.  Mr. Rassel explained the 
process for site selection for a new cell tower.  Mr. Rassel stated that the engineers identify the coverage gap area, site 
acquisition specialists identify potential locations and then apply to the community and attempt to fit it perfectly within the 
ordinance.  Mr. Rassel stated they believe all of the special land use criteria have been met.  Mr. Rassel stated the site 
appearance is covered by the ordinance by requiring screening and fencing.  Mr. Rassel stated that they try to minimize, as 
best at possible, the visual impact and the safety concerns regarding an animal or a child that approaches the facility.  Mr. 
Rassel stated that some of the tower is visible.  Mr. Rassel stated they would have collocated on another tower if it was 
possible. 
 
Mr. Jazdzyk asked Mr. Rassel what is the cell tower owner’s responsibility regarding appearance.  Mr. Jazdzyk asked how the 
adjacent property owners have recourse around the appearance issue.  Mr. Rassel stated he does not have any visual 
knowledge of the Western Avenue site that Mr. Redding referred to.  Mr. Rassel stated their commitment is to keep their sites 
perfectly clean.  Mr. Rassel stated if there is trash at the site, it should be brought to the property owner and Verizon’s 
attention so it can be cleaned up.  Mr. Rassel stated if it is not cleaned up there may be recourse in the form of an ordinance 
violation.  Mr. Borowicz noted that the Western Avenue site is not under Cheboygan County zoning.  Ms. Croft noted that this 
cell tower is located within the City of Cheboygan.   
 
Mr. Ostwald asked Mr. Redding if he knows how many of the 47 residents will be able to see the tower from their residence.  
Mr. Redding stated there are 25 homes on Beebe Road, 2 homes on Hackmatack and 20 residents on Carter Road.  Mr. Redding 
stated that he owns 100 acres that surrounds Mr. Brandt’s property.  Mr. Redding stated the cell phone tower will be visible 
from the inland waterway.  Mr. Redding stated that almost all 47 residential families will be impacted by this cell tower.   
 
Mr. Jazdzyk asked if there is any information regarding the number of cell phone towers in residential areas.  Mr. McNeil 
stated that information was referenced in the staff report. 
 
Mr. Churchill stated the fall zone is 195ft. and that is also the distance to the road.  Mr. Churchill asked if all of the trees will be 
left as they are currently.  Ms. Rodriguez stated they will leave as many as they can as they play to use the existing trees as 
landscaping.  Ms. Rodriguez stated they will have to remove some trees in the easement driveway.  Mr. Churchill stated his 
concerns about removing trees in the fall zone area.  Ms. Rodriguez stated that towers are designed to collapse on themselves.  
Discussion was held.  Mr. McNeil stated that it is not uncommon for trees to be in the fall zone.  Mr. McNeil noted that there is 
no requirement in our standards for clearing within the fall zone.  Mr. McNeil stated there is a 1:1 ratio for the fall zone unless 
there is some type of engineering information to show that the tower will collapse and then the Planning Commission can 
consider a lesser fall zone.  Mr. Kavanaugh asked if all of the trees will remain except the ones that will be removed from the 
driveway.  Ms. Rodriguez stated trees will be removed for the compound and the driveway and the rest of the trees will stay.   
 
Public comment closed.   
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the General Findings.  The Planning Commission reviewed and approved the Finding of 
Fact Under Section 17.13.2.b, Finding of Fact Under Section 18.7 and the Specific Findings of Fact Under Section 20.10.  
 
Mr. Kavanaugh asked if the Planning Commission can require a maintenance agreement.  Mr. McNeil stated they will have to 
continue to meet the standards and any local blight ordinances.  Mr. Freese noted there are no blight ordinances.  Mr. Freese 
suggested a stipulation that the site is to be maintained and there is to be no trash in the area.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated it would be 
helpful to make it clear who has the responsibility and how to contact the individual.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated the applicant did 
not really answer that question and referred it to staff.  Mr. Freese stated if it is a condition of the special use permit, it will fall 
on the property owner and Verizon.  Mr. McNeil stated it will fall on Verizon.  Mr. Borowicz stated all of the standards must be 
met for the Planning Commission must approve this request.  Mr. Freese stated there can be a condition on the approval.   
 
Motion by Mr. Borowicz, seconded by Mr. Bartlett, to approve the special use permit based on the Finding of Fact Under 
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Section 17.13.2.b, Finding of Fact Under Section 18.7 and the Specific Findings of Fact Under Section 20.10 with the stipulation 
that FCC requirements and FAA requirements be met and that the site be maintained properly (free of debris and trash) at all 
times.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
Renee Mesack and Gerri Mesack – Requests a Site Plan Review for restaurant use (Section 6.2.9).  The property is located at 
3859 S. Straits Hwy., Tuscarora Township, Section 24, parcel #161-024-400-565-00 and is zoned Commercial Development 
(D-CM). 
 
Mr. McNeil stated this request is for a site plan review for a proposed coffee shop in the Village of Indian River.  Mr. McNeil 
stated the property is located in a Commercial zoning district, thus requiring site plan review.  Mr. McNeil stated the coffee 
shop falls under restaurant use.  Mr. McNeil stated he reviewed in the staff report how the application meets the standards.  
Mr. McNeil referred to the site plan and stated that parking standards have been met.  Mr. McNeil stated the applicant is 
proposing a sign using the existing sign structure on the roof.  Mr. McNeil stated this request is to use the existing building.   
 
Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the Health Department has issued the well permit and sewer is available.   
 
Ms. Croft asked for public comments.  There were no public comments.  Public comment closed.   
 
Motion by Mr. Churchill, seconded by Mr. Kavanaugh, to grant the topography waiver request.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed and approved the General Findings.  The Planning Commission reviewed and approved 
the Specific Findings of Fact Under Section 20.10. Motion by Mr. Kavanaugh, seconded by Mr. Freese, to approve the site plan 
based on the General Findings and the Specific Findings of Fact Under Section 20.10 subject to Health Department approval 
and Department of Building Safety approval.  Motion carried unanimously.   
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, Inc.  – Request a Special Use Permit and approval of the submitted site plan.  A 
Special Use Permit is requested under the following sections of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200: Section 9.3.14., 
Nursing or convalescent homes, Section 9.3.22. (Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right 
or by special use permit, or uses which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this 
subsection or corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use permit 
if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the other uses allowed in this 
zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the applicable 
requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district.), Section 10.3.2. Club, Section 10.3.3. Cabin 
colonies, Section 10.3.6. County club, Section 10.3.8. Duplex or multi-family buildings, and Section 10.3.14. Restaurant/Bar. 
The property is located at 625 Grandview Beach Rd., Tuscarora Township, sections 5 and 6 , parcel  #162-005-300-002-00,  
#162-006-400-004-00 and #162-006-400-005-00 and are zoned Agriculture and Forestry Management District (M-AF) and 
Lake and Stream Protection District (P-LS). 
  
Mr. Wendling stated at the previous meeting there were many questions regarding the two zoning districts and whether or not 
independent requests for specific primary special uses can be asked for each of those parcels.  Mr. Wendling stated that he 
explained it was the law, but he needed to provide a copy of a case on point.  Mr. Wendling stated he has provided the Planning 
Commission a copy of the Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. v. Dearborn case along with a memo.  Mr. Wendling stated that this 
case is very similar to the Heritage Cove Farm request.  Mr. Wendling stated this case involved a manufacturing plant where 
they manufactured and installed conveyor systems for a variety of industries. Mr. Wendling stated this property consisted of 
three separate zoning districts with only one of the zoning districts allowing for the manufacturing operation which of course 
was the basis for the whole purpose behind the business and ownership of the property.  Mr. Wendling stated the two other 
districts had separate uses which included the request on the part of the manufacturing plant to have a drafting room office on 
a separate portion of the property and in different zoning district.  Mr. Wendling stated another use was storage which was 
meant to feed the manufacturing plant in another portion of property also in a separate district where storage was otherwise 
allowed.  Mr. Wendling stated the City of Dearborn would not approve the permits because the whole operation was a 
manufacturing facility.  Mr. Wendling stated that independently these types of uses were allowed on the other portions of the 
property that are zoned differently.  Mr. Wendling stated the City of Dearborn believed it was part and parcel of the whole and 
denied the application.  Mr. Wendling explained that the Michigan Supreme Court stated that it is not relevant as to why the 
applicant wishes to have storage or why they wish to have a drafting room in another district.  Mr. Wendling stated those uses 
can be stand-alone uses because the reason behind having those uses in that district is not relevant for purposes of zoning and 
land use.  Mr. Wendling stated that the court ruled, “It is both unreasonable and arbitrary to deny plaintiff the use of its 
property in each zone to the full extent of its capabilities because such use either facilitates or hampers the operations in still 
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another zone.  Moreover, it does not follow that, because the product of the drafting room is to be used in connection with the 
plaintiff’s manufacturing operations, such operations will be likewise performed in the drafting room or that the storage of 
steel in an adjacent building, to be used for storage only, will constitute fabrication of conveyors.  In this instance, plaintiff 
seeks merely to use his property for a use consistent with the restrictions imposed on each of the particular areas of that 
property by the zoning ordinance.  The plaintiff had a clear legal right to have permits issued for such uses.  Defendants’ action 
in withholding the granting of said permits was an arbitrary act.  We so hold.  There is no merit in the balance of contentions 
made, and we concur with the finding and result reach by the trial court.”   
 
Mr. Freese stated this goes back to his original thinking and the Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. v. Dearborn case disallows that 
line of reasoning.  Mr. Freese stated they are very clear flow of accessory to primary uses is allowed in only direction.  MR. 
Freese stated that the case shows that accessory uses in one district must be allowed in that district even though they are a 
part of a primary use in another district which said primary use is not allowed in the district in which the accessory uses are 
located.  Mr. Freese stated if the manufacturing of steel “primary use” was flowing back to the other districts, they wouldn’t 
have allowed it.  Mr. Wendling stated that, assuming that Mr. Freese is right, this will go back to the discussion regarding the 
therapy aspect related to the convalescent and therapy treatment.  Mr. Wendling stated in the Lake and Stream Protection 
zoning district there is an application for a restaurant.  Mr. Wendling stated that by using this reasoning, it is more than logical 
for the Planning Commission to not allow therapy in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district.  Mr. Wendling stated that 
in regards to the farm uses, there are a mixture of other laws that are in place and also there is the use by right in the 
Agriculture Forestry Management zoning district and that there is a gardening use is the Lake and Stream Protection zoning 
district.  Mr. Wendling stated that cabin colony and cafeteria are proposed in Lake and Stream Protection zoning district and 
the balance of the property is wetlands where there will be a dock.  Mr. Wendling stated he agrees with Mr. Freese’s reasoning 
regarding the restriction on the therapy use in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district and he does not believe that it 
runs afoul of any federal laws pertaining to the Federal Fair Housing Act.  Mr. Wendling stated this is not addressing the 
housing issue or the ADA because the property still has ample room in the Agriculture Forestry Management zoning district to 
conduct that therapy activity as part of the convalescent home. Discussion was held.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated he is not sure that the 
court’s decision helped as it seems they ended up right where we have to start.  Mr. Wendling stated the applicant knows what 
is allowed in each zoning district and they picked primary uses in their application for each of the two separate zoning districts 
and that is the point behind the Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. v. Dearborn case.  Mr. Wendling explained that the court is saying 
that it doesn’t really matter what the reasoning is behind it, even if it is feeding another operation where the property as a 
whole is being used for the main purpose which is a manufacturing plant.  Mr. Wendling stated, we don’t care about that, but 
what we care about is what is allowed in each of the zoning districts, even if they are located on the same property which has 
an overall purpose.  Mr. Wendling stated there is an overall purpose with Heritage Cove Farm and we know that.  Mr. 
Wendling stated the question is, regardless of that overall purpose, what are they allowed to do in the two zoning districts that 
exist on the property.  Mr. Wendling stated this is where the therapy questions comes in as it really doesn’t fit into any of their 
requested uses in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district even if the cabin colony use works or even if the Planning 
Commission approves a cafeteria that is accessory to a cabin colony.  Mr. Wendling noted that the rest of the issues involve the 
disability itself, which is an area that can’t be considered as far as denial and this is where you would have to make a 
reasonable accommodation.  Mr. Wendling questioned if there is enough here to do something given the existing ordinance or 
the reasonable accommodation factors don’t come into play by looking at the two zoning districts separately.  Mr. Wendling 
stated in Agriculture/Forestry Management zoning district there is the convalescent and the accessory uses.  Mr. Wendling 
stated in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district there is the cabin colony and the accessory uses.  Mr. Wendling stated 
that at the last meeting the applicant noted that the cafeteria would be used a social hall between meal hours.  Mr. Wendling 
does not believe that a social hall is a primary use as far as gathering for social purposes.  Mr. Wendling stated he assumed this 
would be done in a regular cabin colony.  Mr. Wendling referred to the country club use in the Agriculture/Forestry 
Management zoning district and stated it does not make a lot of sense.  Mr. Wendling believes that this boils down to the 
convalescent home, treatment facility and the accessory uses related to that in the Agriculture/Forestry Management zoning 
district.  Mr. Wendling stated that even the requested uses in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district, mainly the cabin 
colony and accessory uses, regardless of the fact that they feed the balance of the operation, the overall purpose has to be 
viewed as a stand alone request and use and it doesn’t matter what the purpose is.  Mr. Wendling stated this is the core of the 
Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. v. Dearborn case.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated this raises the dilemma that the therapeutic use might not 
be approved in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district because it does not exist.  Mr. Jazdzyk noted that the overall 
description of the therapeutic farm is people wandering all different locations and getting therapy in different locations.  Mr. 
Jazdzyk stated it is hard limit is so that the therapy stops at a certain line.  Mr. Wendling stated the Planning Commission can 
ask the applicant what therapy means.  Mr. Wendling stated that generally when they will be in the cabin colony they will be 
residing or eating.  Mr. Wendling stated that whether the fact that they are farming or gardening or whether they have a 
mental disability or not, therapy could be a good atmosphere for people who are disabled and it could be a good atmosphere 
for people who are not disabled.  Discussion was held on the complexity of this request.  Mr. Wendling stated the ordinance is 
very liberal in what it allows in the Agriculture/Forestry Management zoning district and the Lake and Stream Protection 
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zoning district.  Mr. Wendling stated the challenges facing the Planning Commission have to do with the existing uses in the 
ordinance.  Mr. Wendling stated you can have a motel/hotel in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district.  Mr. Wendling 
stated what if an application was submitted for a 60 room motel/hotel in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district.  Mr. 
Wendling stated there wouldn’t be a lot of happy neighbors if that type of proposal was brought forth.  Mr. Wendling stated 
you have to live within the means of the uses that you have.  Mr. Jazdzyk noted that there would be lots of other criteria for the 
hotel/motel to meet.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated there might be other things that may cause the hotel/motel to succeed or fail.   
 
Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the bottom line is that there are two zoning districts and the Planning Commission is to review each 
use in each district.  Mr. Wendling stated yes, as this is what the applicant has provided to the Planning Commission.  Mr. 
Wendling stated that legally there would be problems if the Planning Commission approved the proposed use for the 
Agriculture/Forestry Management zoning district and did not allow the other proposed uses in the Lake and Stream 
Protection zoning district.  Mr. Wendling stated he would do his best to defend this decision, but he would have a difficult time 
defending this type of decision.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated this is not a black and white decision.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the 
Planning Commission is to look at two districts and the uses in each district, not as a whole.  Mr. Wendling stated yes, that is 
correct.   
 
Mr. Freese stated there have been many comments that the Findings of Fact seem to be one sided.  Mr. Freese stated the legal 
counsel did try to make the Findings of Fact more balanced.  Mr. Freese stated there another packet was provided by the 
people who are against this request.  Mr. Freese stated this gives the other side of the coin.  Mr. Freese believes that both 
packets should be considered.  Mr. Freese stated that the Planning Commission should look at the proposed Findings of Fact 
from legal counsel and see if there is any interest for including any of Findings of Fact submitted from the other packet.  Mr. 
Freese stated that each one can be discussed.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated in the past the Planning Commission could never use the 
information that came after the public hearing was closed.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated now the Planning Commission has received 
Findings of Fact and he agrees that some of them are interesting and believes that they should be looked at and used if the 
Planning Commission feels that they should be included.  Mr. Kavanaugh asked Mr. Wendling if there are any problems if these 
Findings of Fact are also used.  Mr. Wendling stated Findings of Fact are not an exhibit because we do not know what the final 
result will be.  Mr. Wendling stated only the final result of the meeting and the Findings of Fact adopted by the Planning 
Commission will become part of this record.  Mr. Wendling stated we are not taking extra exhibits, letters or expert reports.  
Mr. Wendling stated the exhibit list is unchanged.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated that he thought that the Findings of Fact would be a 
compilation of information from both sides.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated then he received the one set of Findings of Fact it was fairly 
one sided.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated that the Planning Commission received another Findings of Fact from the attorney for the people 
who are against this request.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated he believes the Planning Commission represents both sides.  Mr. Jazdzyk 
stated that they try to give each side a fair hearing.  Mr. Jazdzyk explained that he didn’t feel like there wasn’t a sense of 
fairness for the taxpayers on both sides to be adequately represented.  Mr. Freese stated this is what he was proposing to do 
by looking at both packages.  Mr. Wendling stated it is not unusual to have parties who are represented by counsel, whether on 
behalf of the applicant (who also provided findings at the beginning) or whether on behalf of a citizen’s group to present 
findings.  Mr. Wendling stated that part of being heard is making a decision whether to hire legal counsel and whether they 
wish to have legal counsel draft findings as well.  Mr. Wendling stated there are plenty of findings in the original that would 
result in a denial.  Mr. Wendling stated there are legal issues that surround this particular application. Mr. Wendling stated he 
has put together findings to the best of his ability based on existing law.  Mr. Wendling stated his role as the attorney for the 
county is to provide the best advice to put the county (which includes the taxpayers) in the best legal position, including 
making sure that the taxpayers are not subject to legal jeopardy as a result of decisions made by the Planning Commission or 
the Zoning Board of Appeals.  Mr. Wendling stated that variances are rarely granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals so most of 
the time the findings are one sided.  Mr. Wendling stated that the law as far as Planning Commission decisions is that if the 
applicant meets the standards under the ordinance it has to be granted.  Mr. Wendling stated that the Planning Commission 
can use the negative findings or the other findings.  Mr. Wendling stated the Planning Commission can make up their own 
findings.  Mr. Wendling stated that these findings are also drafted by staff.   Mr. Schnell stated he heard Mr. Jazdzyk’s concerns.  
Mr. Schnell stated that when staff drafts the findings or when legal counsel drafts the findings, it is not meant to communicate 
a particular direction.  Mr. Schnell stated if there are 7 findings listed for something and 5 findings against something, it is not 
meant to communicate that the findings for something should win.  Mr. Schnell stated their intent is to provide the most legally 
solid information to you and not provide something that can be seen as discriminatory.  Mr. Schnell stated that when 
approving a special use permit or a site plan, you only need one factor to not comply.   
 
Mr. Kavanaugh asked if there is a standard that is not met in 18.7, would the Planning Commission then review a reasonable 
accommodation.  Mr. Wendling stated yes.   
 
The Planning Commission reviewed and revised the General Findings of Fact provided by legal counsel and staff.   
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The Planning Commission reviewed and revised the General Findings of Fact provided by Bridget Brown Powers.   
 
Mr. Jazdzyk stated he likes finding 5 because it gets into the Rose Hill, Hopewell and Gould that are in comparison with 
Heritage Cove Farm.  Mr. Kavanaugh asked if the comparison is with the size.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated yes.  Mr. Freese stated this is a 
fact whether it is relevant or not. 
 
Discussion was held regarding whether finding 8 is a fact or not.  Mr. Wendling stated it can be crossed out if it is something 
that you are not sure of.  Mr. Freese stated that finding 8 should not be included as it was not perfectly clear that staff would be 
there on a permanent basis.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that it is not clear as we do not have a definition of indefinite.   

Mr. Freese stated that finding 10 is coming to conclusions that he does not believe are warranted.  Mr. Freese stated finding 10 
should be deleted.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated there is legal importance behind this finding and it is not just a statement of someone’s 
interpretation. Mr. Jazdzyk stated there is a Supreme Court ruling behind it.  Mr. Jazdzyk questioned if this is the definition of 
infirmed that the Planning Commission agreed upon.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated this is a statement of fact.  Mr. Wendling stated he 
doesn’t agree and that is why he doesn’t include cases in the Findings of Fact.  Mr. Wendling stated cases are interpreted 
differently and any reference to a case in Findings of Fact should be eliminated.  Mr. Jazdzyk asked where did the Planning 
Commission’s definition of infirmed come from.  Mr. Wendling stated the law says to use a dictionary definition.  Discussion 
was held.  Mr. Freese noted the way finding 10 is written, “’feeble or weak in body or health [especially] because of age,” and 
stated the case was probably that this was written in was probably an age case and the court emphasized that age was brought 
in as a possible health issue.  Mr. Freese stated that mental health is just as important as physical health.   Mr. Freese stated 
that the interpretation in finding 10 that they are trying to come to is that mental health is not a health issue.  Mr. Wendling 
stated the Planning Commission is referring to a dictionary if there is a term that is not defined.  Mr. Jazdzyk asked if there is a 
specific dictionary that should be referred to.  Mr. Wendling stated that you can refer to a variety of dictionaries and you can 
refer to dictionaries on-line.  Mr. Jazdzyk asked which dictionary this definition came from.  Mr. Schnell stated it would be one 
of the dictionaries listed as exhibits 161-165.  Mr. Freese stated this is saying that mental health is not an infirmity.  Mr. 
Jazdzyk stated that he does not believe that it covers every interpretation of infirmed but in accordance with what we have it 
could conceivably be the definition.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated that just because they didn’t include mental disability doesn’t mean 
that they don’t care about mental disability.  Mr. Freese stated they are trying to say that a mental health issue is not an 
infirmity and that it has to be physical or age related.  Mr. Freese stated that he does not come to that conclusion based on 
what has been presented.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated that Mr. Freese is expanding it to say that infirmity should include mental health 
issues and if that was our definition he would agree with Mr. Freese.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated it is possible that it was not in there 
and wasn’t included.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated he doesn’t know what was the intent of the people who put this together.  Mr. Jazdzyk 
stated this definition is as good as the other definition, but he understands legally that we have to use a definition from a 
dictionary.  Mr. Wendling stated that is why cases are not included in the findings as the cases can be based on different facts 
and aspects of the law.   Mr. Kavanaugh stated in one instance the Planning Commission is being told to not use the cases, but 
the Planning Commission is basing the way they approach this whole request on the Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. v. Dearborn 
case.  Mr. Wendling stated this is correct and there is a difference.  Mr. Wendling stated that case addressed how you view 
zoning just like there are laws that address how you view zoning.  Mr. Wendling stated his job is to tell the Planning 
Commission what the law is on how to view zoning.  Mr. Kavanaugh asked if the definitions from the dictionary are what the 
Planning Commission should use.  Mr. Wendling stated yes or you can go online right now to look at the definitions.  Mr. 
Jazdzyk asked what the Supreme Court's definition can’t be used.  Mr. Wendling stated because it does not say where it came 
from.  Mr. Wendling suggested eliminating the case portion and pick a dictionary definition that you believe is appropriate.  
Discussion was held.  Mr. Churchill read the definition of infirmed from Webster’s Dictionary, “Having a condition of weakness 
or illness that usually lasts for a long time and is caused especially by old age.”  Mr. Schnell read from the definition of infirmed 
from Oxford Dictionary, “Not physically or mentally strong, especially through age or illness.”  Mr. Freese stated the key to this 
issue is what is an infirmity  and does it include a mental infirmity.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the Planning Commission can’t 
go far without knowing this definition.  Mr. Schnell read a definition of infirmity from the freedictionary.com (citing Random 
House Kernerman Webster's College Dictionary), “1. a physical weakness or ailment: the infirmities of age, 2. the quality or state 
of being infirm; lack of strength, 3. a moral weakness or failing.”  Mr. Schnell read from the definition of infirmity from the 
freedictionary.com (citing Collins English Dictionary) “1.  The state or quality of being infirm, 2.  Physical weakness or debility; 
frailty, 3.  A moral flaw o failing.”  Mr. Churchill asked what was wrong with finding 10.  Mr. Freese stated finding 10 is trying to 
exclude mental infirmity.  Mr. Churchill stated he does not see it that way.  Mr. Churchill stated he sees it as health; you have 
physical health and you have mental health.  Mr. Freese stated if you follow their arguments they are saying that mental 
problems are not an infirmity.  Mr. Churchill agreed with Mr. Freese. Mr. Freese stated that when you accept a definition that 
excludes mental problems as an infirmity then there is a good argument.  Mr. Kavanaugh asked Mr. Wendling if the Planning 
Commission should pick 5 definitions and decide as a group which definition should be used.  Mr. Wendling explained that the 
definition the Planning Commission moves forward with will be the definition chosen by the majority of Planning Commission 
members.  Mr. Freese asked if the majority of the Commissioners will pick the definition that all will have to use or will each of 
the Planning Commission members use their own definition.  Mr. Wendling stated if different Commissioners are following 
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different paths, then that would still be consistent all the way through.  Mr. Wendling stated there is no absolute rules that 
there has to be absolute unanimity.  Mr. Kavanaugh asked if the definition that the majority decides upon will be used in the 
findings.  Mr. Wendling explained that it is the definition that will be used.  Mr. Kavanugh stated that doesn’t mean that 
everyone has to use that definition.  Mr. Wendling stated that at the end everyone has to use that definition if you are going to 
vote consistently even though there may dissension among Planning Commission members.  Mr. Kavanaugh asked if a couple 
of definitions can be included.  Mr. Wendling stated yes, if the definitions are consistent.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated they are not  
consistent.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated the Planning Commission should include several of the conflicting definitions.  Mr. Wendling 
stated they could be included in the General Findings.  Mr. Schnell read the definition of infirm from Merriam Webster, “1. of 
poor or deteriorated vitality; especially: feeble from age, 2.  weak of mind, will, or character, 3.  not solid or stable.”  Discussion 
was held.   

Motion by Mr. Kavanaugh, seconded by Mr. Churchill, to include a definition that includes the mental health that is very clear 
and one that does not include mental health. Motion carried unanimously.   

Ms. Croft asked the Planning Commission members if finding 10 should be included.  Mr. Churchill and Mr. Freese stated no.  
Mr. Churchill and Mr. Freese agreed that the definition of infirmed should be removed from finding 10.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated he 
thought the concern was the Michigan Supreme Court’s definition.  Mr. Jazdzyk thought the process was to have the definitions 
and the Planning Commission members could argue their case and vote how they felt.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated the problem is 
that the Planning Commission would have to be able to read all of the definitions and make a motion to use certain definitions.  
Mr. Kavanaugh asked if it is reasonable to have both included and then move on.  Mr. Wendling stated a motion has already 
been made that consists of two different definitions.  Mr. Wendling stated the motion made by Mr. Kavanaugh had to do with 
the definitions provided by Mr. Schnell.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that we are to get rid of the Supreme Court’s definition because 
we do not know where it came from.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated there will be two that the Planning Commission can decide on.  Mr. 
Kavanaugh asked what portion of finding 10 should be included or not included.  Ms. Croft stated that part of 10 must be 
deleted.  Discussion was held.  Mr. Freese suggested keeping, “The Planning Commission finds that “convalescent or nursing 
home” is defined under the Cheboygan County Ordinance as “[a] home, qualified for license under applicable Michigan law, for 
the care of children, aged, or infirm and providing facilities for four or more patients.”  (See Exhibit 154.)  The Planning 
Commission further finds that, pursuant to Applicant’s materials, Applicant is not proposing that “children” or the “aged” will 
participate on the proposed Farm.  The Planning Commission also finds that the Ordinance does not define the term, “infirm.”  
Ms. Croft asked if the Planning Commission would like to keep “The Planning Commission further finds that Applicant 
represents that licensing will not be required for the uses Applicant proposes on the property.”  Mr. Freese noted the applicant 
stated in testimony that they would follow any necessary licensing requirements and up to and including applying for 
accreditation which is over and above licensing.  Mr. Freese stated that this is not a fact and this sentence should be deleted.  
Mr. Jazdzyk stated that at one time the applicant stated that they would not apply for licensing and then they came back and 
said they would apply for any Michigan licensing that is required.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated that Heritage Cove Farm may be able to 
structure their operation such that a license would not be required.  Mr. Freese explained that this statement “that a license 
will not be required” is not what the applicant is saying.  Mr. Freese stated this statement should be removed.  Mr. Jazdzyk 
agreed with Mr. Freese and stated his concerns regarding a convalescent facility in this area that is not licensed, but is 
approved by the Planning Commission.  Mr. Freese stated that if the application is approved we would require that they have 
to follow any necessary licensing procedures determined by their actual operation.  Mr. Freese stated if this special use permit 
is approved, he believes this should be one of the conditions.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated this will not completely protect the Planning 
Commission as we could end up with a facility that doesn’t require licensing and they could run the facility in accordance with 
these requirements. Mr. Jazdzyk stated Heritage Cove Farm could run this facility legally, and noted that they could do so 
without a Michigan license based upon the type of clientele that they service.  Mr. Freese and Mr. Wendling agreed that it will 
be required if the law requires it.  Discussion was held.  Mr. Churchill stated that the applicant explained that they can’t go to 
the State to discuss licensing until they receive an approval from the Planning Commission.  Mr. Churchill stated that they do 
not know what licensing is necessary.  Mr. Freese stated there is an exhibit showing that the State did look at what the 
applicant presented and the State indicated that it probably was going to be an adult foster care facility.  Mr. Freese stated if 
we do not approve some portions of this request, then it may not be able to be considered an adult foster care facility.  Mr. 
Freese stated he can see where this is the problem when they say that they can’t get the State to determine what licensing 
might be necessary until the Planning Commission makes a decision.  Mr. Freese stated if the Planning Commission approves 
all or a portion of this request, then they will have to go to the State who will tell them, based on what the Planning 
Commission approved, what license is required or not required.  Mr. Freese stated if a license is not required, then the State is 
saying that then there probably aren’t the factors there that would require more safety precautions.  

The Planning Commission agreed that 11 is acceptable.   

Mr. Freese stated that the first statement in 12 is not true.  Mr. Freese stated the ordinance does provide for what is really an 
analogy in 9.3.22.  Mr. Freese stated there is no use like this in Lake and Stream Protection but there is in Agriculture and 
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Forestry Management.  Mr. Freese referred to 12B and explained this falls back to the statement that Mr. Wendling made and 
the Tuscarora Township’s objections to this and Griswold Mountain and legal counsel’s differentiation between a zoning issue 
and a rezoning.  Mr. Freese stated the Planning Commission is looking at a determination of zoning use and we are not looking 
at a rezoning therefore 12A and 12B are not applicable.  Mr. Kavanaugh agreed with Mr. Freese and stated that the Tuscarora 
Township Planning Commission should be given weight as they have a Master Plan that we have approved.  Mr. Kavanaugh 
stated Section 4 of our Master Plan states that we should be using their Master Plan in reviewing plans.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated 
that the Tuscarora Township Planning Commission met, discussed this request and felt that it wasn’t compatible and that 
should be included in the General Findings.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated a lot of money was spent on a Master Plan and we said we 
would place credence in that Master Plan and it would be the road map for future planning and essentially the Master Plan for 
future zoning ordinances.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated we also said we wanted to go to the township because they were closest to the 
people and they represented the people the best.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated we accepted Tuscarora Township’s Master Plan that they 
developed.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated that the Master Plan is in effect and it should have weight because they are the closest to the 
people.  Mr. Schnell stated there are three references to the Master Plan in the Zoning Ordinance and noted that Mr. Jazdzyk’s 
points are right on as far as how the Master Plan applies to a zoning ordinance amendment.  Mr. Schnell stated the Master Plan 
in reference to the actual regulations within the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Schnell stated in the Open Space Subdivision purpose 
statement there is a goal that what they do will conform to the Master Plan.  Mr. Schnell stated this is not relevant here as they 
are not doing open space.  Mr. Schnell stated in the purpose statement for site plan review it states “The intent of this Section 
is to provide for consultation and cooperation between the developer and the County so that both parties might realize 
maximum utilization of land and minimum adverse effects upon the surrounding land uses consistent with the requirements 
and purposes of this Ordinance. Through the application of the following provisions, the attainment of the Master Plan of 
Cheboygan County will be assured and the County will develop in an orderly fashion.”  Mr. Schnell stated the third reference to 
the Master Plan is also in site plan review and this seems to be an error in reference but it is in the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. 
Schnell read Section 20.10i, “The arrangement of public or common ways for vehicular and pedestrian circulation shall respect 
the pattern of existing or planned streets and pedestrian or bicycle pathways in the area. Streets and drives which are part of 
an existing or planned street pattern which serves the adjacent development shall be of a width appropriate to the traffic 
volume they will carry and shall have a dedicated right-of-way equal to that specified in the Master Plan.”  Mr. Schnell stated 
the reference is probably intended to say that the Master Plan says that your neighborhood should have a grid pattern you 
should follow that and move forward.   

Mr. Kavanaugh asked Mr. Schnell to look for the reference that we use their Master Plan whenever applicable.  Mr. Schnell 
noted that is located in our Master Plan.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that is an important issue.  Mr. Schnell stated that references 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Freese stated that would be consistent with the Zoning Ordinance but what we are 
looking at is a use under the Zoning Ordinance as it is presently written. Mr. Freese stated we are trying to find something that 
is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance the way it is written.  Mr. Freese stated we are not looking for a revision, amendment, 
change, or rezoning to the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that Tuscarora Township said that they felt it was not 
compatible with the land use plan.  Mr. Freese stated that we have to look at the zoning ordinance as written which is the law.  
Mr. Freese stated this is what we are trying to follow and not a land use plan that may change the zoning in the future. Mr. 
Schnell stated he received a call from a Tuscarora Township resident who was concerned that the Master Plan was not worth 
anything anymore.  Mr. Schnell explained that it is worth a lot as the County and the Township Master Plan, when making 
zoning amendment decisions, are the documents to review and they carry a lot of weight.  Mr. Schnell stated that because we 
reference the Tuscarora Township Master Plan that carries a great deal of weight in making amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance.  Mr. Wendling stated the Zoning Ordinance is what is it is and you have to follow it as written.  Mr. Wendling stated 
the reference in the Cheboygan County Master Plan requires that if you are going to make changes in the ordinance (legislative 
act, rezoning or otherwise) you need to consider the Tuscarora Township Master Plan.  Mr. Wendling stated that for specific 
applications before you, the Zoning Ordinance is it.  Mr. Kavanaugh suggested including the decision made by Tuscarora 
Township in the General Findings.  Mr. Wendling agreed with Mr. Kavanaugh.  Ms. Croft noted that 12B states that Craig 
Waldron made a motion that Heritage Cove Farm plan is not compatible with our future land use map and this is already part 
of the findings.   

Mr. Freese read from 13, “The Planning Commission further finds that Applicant’s September 22, 2015 letter also proposes a 
“garden” and “greenhouse” on that portion lying within the P-LS District, but fails to provide the provision(s) of the Ordinance 
in support of these proposed uses; however, Applicant does seek a reasonable accommodation for same.”  Mr. Freese stated 
that the garden is allowed under Section 10.2.2.  Mr. Freese stated the greenhouse is specifically authorized in two other places 
(Resource Conservation and Agriculture and Forestry Management) but he questions whether that is not allowed under the 
Right To Farm Act.  Ms. Croft asked if greenhouse falls within the Right To Farm Act.  Mr. McNeil stated yes, provided it is being 
done commercially.  Mr. McNeil stated gardening is a use permitted by right in the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district.  
Mr. Freese suggested replacing “The Planning Commission further finds that Applicant’s September 22, 2015 letter also 
proposes a “garden” and “greenhouse” on that portion lying within the P-LS District, but fails to provide the provision(s) of the 
Ordinance in support of these proposed uses; however, Applicant does seek a reasonable accommodation for same.” with the 
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applicant does not provide it but gardens are allowed under Section 10.2.2.  Ms. Croft suggested including that a greenhouse, 
as long as it is commercial, is provided under The Right To Farm Act.   

Ms. Croft asked if there are any additional General Findings that the Planning Commission would like to add.   

Mr. Freese stated he would like to add to the General Findings, “The primary use of the entire application is for a therapeutic 
farm which is if not analogous to a convalescent home it certainly matches the definition and could be considered under 
Section 9.3.22.”  Mr. Kavanaugh questioned if this will tend to make the  Planning Commission look at this as an entire project.  
Mr. Freese stated no and that it is just saying that they primary use of the entire application is for a therapeutic farm facility 
which is a convalescent home under our definition.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated he did not know if he would stretch it that far.  Mr. 
Freese stated you will have to come up with something that is in the regulation that is closer to it than convalescent home.  Mr. 
Freese stated if it isn’t exactly then the closest you can push it into 9.3.22 and that is the closest thing in the regulation that it 
matches.  Discussion was held.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated these are big terms.  Mr. Freese questioned if the definition of 
convalescent home in the Zoning Ordinance is required to have a license or capable of having a license.  Mr. Wendling stated he 
would view this as being capable of having a license because it is a requirement of whatever the state law will require.  Mr. 
Wendling stated if licensing is required that is what it is for.  Mr. Wendling stated if you don’t think that is close enough, then 
match it up to Section 9.3.22.  Mr. Freese stated he has gone through the regulation and can not find anything that comes closer 
than convalescent home and if you don’t say that it is on point in every aspect then it is certainly close and you consider it 
under Section 9.3.22.  Mr. Borowicz stated it is not a nursing home or an adult foster home because the term convalescent 
home implies the process of recovery.  Mr. Borowicz stated that with this reasoning, this is as close as he can come.  Mr. 
Kavanaugh asked Mr. Borowicz if he believes this is not close to a convalescent home.  Mr. Borowicz stated he does and this is 
the closest that we can come to under Section 9.3.22.  Mr. Freese stated you can’t have exclusionary zoning and say that this is 
an elephant and there is no place for the elephant in the regulation because then you will have to come up with some place.  
Mr. Kavanaugh stated that both convalescent home and Section 9.3.22 should be included.   

Mr. Freese stated there has been a lot of discussion that this is a residential area.  Mr. Freese stated the use may be residential 
but the property is zoned Lake and Stream Protection.  Mr. Freese stated the only parcels in the general area that have an 
underlying Residential zoning are the platted subdivisions.  Ms. Croft noted that these properties are not within a platted 
subdivision.  Mr. Freese stated the underlying use is still Lake and Stream Protection which is not a Residential zoning per se.  
Mr. Kavanaugh suggested including “It is zoned Lake and Stream Protection but the uses are residential.”  Mr. Churchill 
suggested including “Lake and Stream Protection allows residential uses.”  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that historically most of that 
area is developed residentially even though a good portion of it is zoned Lake and Stream Protection.  Mr. Schnell asked if it 
would help to reference the purpose statement for the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district, “…it becomes apparent that 
there is considerable pressure for development of waterfront property for homes, tourism and recreation.”  Mr. Jazdzyk stated 
he does not know that it has a huge bearing on the General Findings.  Mr. Freese stated the Lake and Stream Protection zoning 
district tries to preclude a denser housing use and noted that there is a 100ft. wide lot restriction.  Mr. Freese stated this is a 
protection district that is trying to put some brakes on the residential use in that area.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated or on any use that 
would increase densities in population.   
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the Specific Findings Of Fact Under 18.7 Of The Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. 
Freese noted that “The Property is located in zoning districts in which the Farm is allowed by way of special land 415 use 
pursuant to M-AF §9.3 and P-LS § 10.3 as discussed in parts Ill(A)(l) and III(A)(2) of the 416 applicants letter dated April 20, 
2015 (see Exhibit 1).” is to be added to Findings That Support This Standard under 18.7a.  Discussion was held regarding this 
statement being included in the General Findings.   
  
The Planning Commission reviewed the Findings That Support This Standard for 18.7.a submitted by legal counsel and staff.  
The Planning Commission agreed that 18.7.a.1 is acceptable.  The Planning Commission discussed 18.7.a.2.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated 
if you look at infirmity, it depends on the decision.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated if you look at infirmity, as including the concept of 
mental disability, certainly it meets the criteria because it says it has to be licensed.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated if you look at infirmity 
as the aged then you don’t have this component in there.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated there is a possibility to turn it down based on this.  
Mr. Freese stated this is a positive statement for the findings.  Mr. Freese stated this is in support and you may not accept it.  
Ms. Croft explained that the Planning Commission is going through the findings that support the standard.  Mr. Freese stated 
that a decision will be made that the whole thing does or does not support.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the Planning 
Commission has reviewed the 8 Findings That Support This Standard for 18.7.a.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the Planning 
Commission is now reviewing the Findings That Will Not Support This Standard for 18.7.a.   
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the Findings That Will Not Support This Standard for 18.7.a submitted by legal counsel 
and staff.  The Planning Commission agreed that 18.7.a.1, 18.7.a.2, 18.7.a.3, 18.7.a.4, are 18.7.a.5 are acceptable.  Mr. Freese 
stated that 18.7.a.6 should be changed to, “The Planning Commissions finds that the Applicant’s proposal for a country club 
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use under 10.3.6 is 458 not a part of what is being proposed as an operation in the M-AF Zoning District, but rather is a use 
459 being proposed in the M-AF District as a convalescent home.”  
 
Ms. Croft asked if this standard has been met.  Mr. Freese stated we are not going to decide yet.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated the 
Planning Commission has to review the other findings that have been provided.  Mr. Wendling stated this is a discretionary 
decision upon the Planning Commission.  Mr. Freese stated the Planning Commission reviewed the General Findings the same 
way.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the Planning Commission should review 18.7.a on the other side as this is the crux of the 
entire proposal.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated this will be the most time consuming item and everything hangs on 18.7.a.  Mr. 
Kavanaugh stated there is a lot of work and it is important to do this work.   
 
Discussion was held regarding the Findings that were submitted by Bridget Brown Powers.  Ms. Croft and Mr. Wendling 
referred to 18.7.a and stated that Bridget Brown Powers notes for the Planning Commission to refer to Cheboygan County 
Planning Commission Draft Findings of Fact for Findings That Support This Factor.  Mr. Schnell noted the confusing part is that 
Bridget Brown Powers uses a capital letter A and B for the standards which are lower case a and b.  The Planning Commission 
agreed.   
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the Findings That Do Not Support This Standard for 18.7.a that were submitted by Bridget 
Brown Powers.   
 
Discussion was held regarding 18.7.a.B (Uses Requested in the M-AF Zoning District).  Mr. Freese stated animal pasture area, 
greenhouse, barn and workshop are allowed in Agriculture and Forestry Management.  Mr. Freese stated the conclusion is not 
a fact.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated a portion of it is not a fact.  Mr. Kavanaugh noted that the first paragraph talks about “housing and 
cottages”, “garage and laundry” and “administrative building”.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated that the animal pasture area, greenhouse, 
barn and workshop are approved uses.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated the Planning Commission did not talk about “housing and 
cottages”, “garage and laundry” and “administrative building” stretch into that zone.  Mr. Borowicz stated it is not analogous to 
a convalescent home.  Mr. Borowicz stated it is a convalescent home and in M-AF it is allowed.  Mr. Freese stated that is right.  
Mr. Jazdzyk stated the Planning Commission has not made that determination.  Mr. Kavanaugh agreed with Mr. Jazdzyk.  Mr. 
Wendling stated that the Planning Commission will have to make that decision when discussing 18.7.a as it can’t be open 
ended.  Mr. Kavanaugh questioned if “housing and cottages”, “garage and laundry” and “administrative building” are analogous 
to a convalescent home.  Mr. Borowicz and Mr. Freese stated that they are components of a convalescent home.  Mr. 
Kavanaugh stated that is not what it says.  Mr. Freese stated he is not saying that it is analogous to, he is saying it is.  Mr. 
Borowicz agreed with Mr. Freese and stated a convalescent home will have all of those facilities.  Ms. Croft stated that with a 
convalescent home being a primary and all of those being a portion of.  Mr. Borowicz stated it could be portions of one building 
or separate buildings.  Mr. Freese stated there is nothing in the regulation stating that they have to be one structure.  Mr. 
Kavanaugh stated that he does not believe that portion is the same as a convalescent home.  Mr. Borowicz stated there are nine 
Planning Commission members that will have to make this decision.  Mr. Wendling stated that the Planning Commission will 
have to make this decision.  Discussion was held.  Mr. Freese asked Mr. Wendling if there is a vote taken and the majority 
agrees that this is a convalescent home in Agriculture and Forestry Management zoning district, does the decision stand for 
the whole Planning Commission.  Mr. Wendling stated yes and then you will go through and apply it.  Mr. Churchill asked Mr. 
Kavanaugh why he does not feel that “housing and cottages”, “garage and laundry” and “administrative building” are part of a 
convalescent home.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated he does not believe that “housing and cottages”, “garage and laundry” and 
“administrative building” fits a convalescent home.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated it is not analogous to a convalescent home.  Mr. 
Kavanaugh stated it may be portions of a convalescent home.  Mr. Kavanaugh stated he does not believe it is the exact same 
thing as a convalescent home.  Mr. Freese stated in this district there is also housing units and laundry is necessary.  Mr. Freese 
stated that administration is there.  Mr. Freese stated there will also be a barn, workshop and greenhouse.  Mr. Kavanaugh 
stated he does not have a problem with these uses.  Mr. Freese stated this is a therapeutic farm.  Ms. Croft questioned if we are 
dealing with a therapeutic farm or a convalescent home.  Mr. Freese stated he made a determination that a convalescent home 
is the closest item in the regulation to the proposed primary function of this application which is a therapeutic farm.  Mr. 
Kavanaugh stated that the Planning Commission included both in that determination.  Mr. Wendling stated that theoretically 
you could make a motion that it is closest to a convalescent home to the extent that it is not identical to a convalescent home it 
matches up as a use under 9.3.22.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated then you will have to go back to see if the definition is met for a nursing 
convalescent home and determine whether you include the definition that we have for infirmity.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated that by 
going through the rest of the Findings of Fact that the Planning Commission may find other things that would sway an opinion 
regarding this issue.  Mr. Jazdzyk stated once that vote is taken, it is all over.  Mr. Jazdzyk explained that there may be 
information provided later that may be helpful.  Mr. Freese stated that this particular page can’t be addressed at this point as 
this is the crux of the whole request.   
 
Mr. Wendling stated that there is confusion with the other findings.  Mr. Wendling stated that the findings can be merged into 
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one document.  Mr. Wendling stated that for the next meeting it is critical that every Planning Commission member read all of 
the findings, make notes and be prepared to lay out their positions as to those findings so that later you don’t have a different 
decision.  Mr. Wendling stated that the Planning Commission should be prepared and know exactly what they are talking about 
because they have thoroughly read the findings and made their own determinations.  Mr. Wendling stated that the Planning 
Commission should be prepared for the meeting so they can quickly argue those positions and move forward.  Mr. Wendling 
stated that the Planning Commission is getting caught up due to the recent nature of some of the findings that were submitted.  
Mr. Wendling stated that the findings will be put into a format that is similar to what the Planning Commission is used to 
seeing which will make it easier to read.  Mr. Wendling stated it is critical that all of the findings are read and review the 
corresponding exhibits and decide if exhibits should be changed, decide if any findings should be deleted.  Mr. Wendling stated 
if a finding should be added it should hand written and submitted.  Discussion was held.   
 
Motion by Mr. Kavanaugh, seconded by Mr. Churchill, to have legal and staff merge the two Findings of Fact.  Motion carried 
unanimously.   
 
Mr. Schnell stated that he will draft the Findings of Fact so that the source is clear.  Mr. Schnell stated it will be easier to read 
and the Planning Commission will receive a digital copy and a paper copy.  Mr. Schnell stated that the applicant submitted 
Findings of Fact also that will be included.  Mr. Wendling agreed that the applicant’s Findings of Fact should be included.  Mr. 
Freese suggested that the Findings of Fact be color coded as to the source.   
 
NEW BUSINESS 
No comments.  
 
STAFF REPORT 
Mr. Schnell asked Ms. Croft if there is a specific meeting date that the Heritage Cove Farm request will be addressed.  Ms. Croft 
asked what the holiday schedule looks like and how soon could this request be added to an agenda.  Ms. Croft stated the next 
meeting is January 6, 2016.  Discussion was held.  Mr. Schnell stated this request can be added to the January 6, 2016 agenda.  
Mr. Freese asked if there are any other applications that will be reviewed at the January 6, 2016 meeting.  Mr. McNeil stated 
there is one special use permit application that will be reviewed.  Discussion was held.   
 
PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS 
No comments. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
No comments.  
 
ADJOURN 
Motion by Mr. Kavanaugh to adjourn.  Motion carried.  Meeting was adjourned at 9:53pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________________ 
Charles Freese 
Planning Commission Secretary 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING  870 S. MAIN STREET, PO BOX 70  CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721 
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STAFF REPORT 

 
Item: 
 Special Use Permit for a wireless 
communication facility (Antenna pole. Section 
17.13.) 

Prepared by: 
Scott McNeil 

Date: 
December 21, 2015 

Expected Meeting Date: 
January 6, 2015 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Applicant: Air North Communications and Alice Arnett 
 
Location:  6773 N. M-33 
 
Contact person:  Charles Hague (Air North)   
 
Phone: 231-333-3104 
 
Requested Action:  Special Use Permit per Section 17.13 for construction of a new Wireless 
Communication Tower and Facilities. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Introduction: 
The applicant is seeking approval of a special use permit for construction of a new 
telecommunication tower 70 ft. which includes the antennas. The tower is to be placed on a 
parcel of  land containing 166.6 acres in Benton Township.  
 
The subject parcel where the communication facility is proposed is zoned Agriculture and 
Forestry Management (M-AF). Wireless Communication Facilities are authorized by special use 
permit in M-AF district pursuant to Sections 17.13.1 and 17.13.2. of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
The applicant has provided a site plan indicating that the isolation standard under section 
17.13.1. is met. This section requires not less than one (1) times the height of the tower to all 
points of the property line.  
 
Also you will find attached a map produced by the GIS department indicating the proposed 
tower and one  known existing communication tower near Long Lake Road and M-33.   The 
applicant must prove that new antennae cannot be located on these existing towers as per section 
17.13.2. 
 



Please note that I have provided proposed findings relative to reasonable opportunity for 
collocation for the proposed facilities on existing structures as required in section 17.13.1.b.  
 
Current Zoning: 
Agriculture and Forestry Management District (M-AF) 
 
Surrounding Land Uses: 
 Parcels surrounding the subject location are zoned Agriculture Forestry Management District 
(M-AF).  
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (steep slopes, wetlands, woodlands, stream corridor, 
floodplain): There are no known environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
Historic buildings/features: 
There are no known historic buildings or historic features on this site. 
 
Traffic Implications 
This project will have minimal to no effect on current traffic conditions. 
 
Parking 
There are no parking requirements for this use.  
 
Access and street design:  (secondary access, pedestrian access, sidewalks, residential 
buffer, ROW width, access to adjacent properties) 
 Access to the site is provided via private driveway from M-33.  
 
Signs 
No signs are proposes for the site. 
 
Fence/Hedge/Buffer;  
No fence, hedge or buffer is proposed.  
 
Lighting 
No lighting is proposed 
 
Stormwater management 
 There is no change to stormwater runoff. 
 
Review or permits from other government entities: 
FCC requirements may prevail.  
 
Recommendations (proposed conditions) 
Written confirmation of meeting FCC requirements before construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 



CHEBOYGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUEST 

Wednesday, December 16, 2015, 7:00 PM 
 
Applicant 
Air North Communications 
218 N. Main 
Cheboygan, Mi. 49721 

Property Owner 
Alice Arnett 
6773 N. M-33 
Cheboygan, Mi. 49721 

Parcel 
6773 N. M-33 
Benton Township 
104-032-200-002-00 
 
 
 

 
GENERAL FINDINGS 

 
1. The property is located in an Agriculture and Forestry management Zoning District (M-AF) 
2. The Applicant is seeking approval of a special use permit for location of a wireless communications 

facility which includes pole and antenna up to 70 feet above ground level.  
3. New Wireless Communication Facilities are allowed an M-AF zoning district pursuant to Section 17.13.2 

by special use permit. 
4.  
5.  
 

 
 

Findings of Fact under Section 17.13.2.b of the Zoning Ordinance 
Wireless Communication Facilities may be permitted by the Planning Commission, after a public hearing, 
by special use permit if it is found that there is no reasonable opportunity to locate per item 1 above. 
Information must be submitted to show efforts made to screen, co-locate or place such facilities on an 
existing structure. The proposed tower must also meet the following conditions and standards. 

• The  reference to item 1 in this section states as follows; 
Wireless Communication Facilities may locate in any zoning district if located on an existing 
building or structure, or a new structure is built within fifty (50) feet of the base of an existing 
tower and the Wireless Communication Facility is located within the new structure, or is 
otherwise hidden from view by being incorporated in an existing building, or if it collocates on an 
existing tower, and the proposed does not require a change in lighting by FCC and/or FAA 
regulations. 
 

1. The Planning Commission finds that there is no reasonable opportunity for collocation or 
placement for the type of proposed facility on an existing structure. 
 
Or 
 

1 The Planning Commission finds that the applicant has not submitted adequate documentation to 
show that there is no reasonable opportunity for collocation or placement of the proposed facility 
on an existing structure. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Conditions and Standards under subsections 17.13.2.b. 1 through 17.13.2.b.6 
 

1. The proposed height meets FCC and/or FAA Regulations. 
a. The proposed facility will be no higher than 70 feet from ground level 
b. The applicant shall seek FCC approval and provide evidence of the same.  
c.  
d. Standard has been met. 
Or. 
a.  The applicant has not provided information regarding applicable FCC or FAA  requirements 
b.  
c. Standard has not been met. 

 
2.  Towers must be equipped with devices to prevent unauthorized climbing. 

a. The facility is comprised of a single round wood pole which cannot be climbed without 
specific equipment and thus will prevent unauthorized climbing.  

b.   
c. Standard has been met 
Or. 
a.  There are no devices to prevent unauthorized climbing.  
b.  
c. Standard has not been met. 

 
3. All reasonable measures are taken to blend the tower into the landscape, including greenbelt planting 

and/or screening, painting, and/or concealing he tower in a “stealth design”. 
a. The proposed facility includes a typical utility type pole which is typically used along many road 

rights of way.  
b. The pole is proposed to be placed 300 feet from the road right of way. 
c.  
d. Standard has not been met  
Or.  
a. The proposed facility is proposed to be placed in clear view and will not blend with the landscape.   
b.   
c. Standard has not been met. 

 
4. New towers should be engineered as appropriate for co-location of other antennae.  

a. The tower design proposes two (2) antennae. (see exhibit 6)  
b.   
c. Standard has been met. 
Or.   
a.  No information has been provided regarding future collocation. 
b.  
c. Standard has not been met. 
  

5. Protective fencing and screening may be required to be placed around all guy wire anchor points as 
appropriate to the site. 
a. The proposed facility doses not propose guy wires. 
b.  
c. Standard has been met. 
Or.  
a.   
b. Standard has not been met. 

 
 
 



 
6. All new towers must meet the applicable requirements for a commercial tower, per Article 17.13.1 of 

this Ordinance.  
1. See applicable findings above. 
2. Requirements have been met. 
Or. 
1. See applicable findings above 
2. Requirements have not been met. 
 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER SECTION 18.7 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE 

The Planning Commission makes the following findings of fact as required by section 18.7 of the Zoning 
Ordinance for each of the following standards listed in that section: 
 
a. The property subject to the application is located in a zoning district in which the proposed special land use is 

allowed. 
  1. The property is located in an Agriculture and Forest Management District (M-AF) which allows  

 Wireless Communication Facilities by special use permit per Section 17.13. (see exhibit 1) 
  2.   
  3. Standard has been met.  

Or.  
1.    
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
 
b. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, or equipment that will 

create a substantially negative impact on the natural resources of the County or the natural environment as a 
whole. 

1. The proposed wireless communication facility is unmanned stand alone facility. 
2.  The proposed wireless communication facility will not cause the use of materials or involve processes 

that will create substantially negative impacts on county natural resources or the natural environment. 
(see exhibit 3, 6 & 7 )  

3.   
4. Standard has been met. 

 
Or.  
1.   
2.  Standard has not been met. 

 
 
c. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, or equipment, or hours of 

operation that will create a substantially negative impact on other conforming properties in the area by reason 
of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can be seen from any 
public or private highway or seen from any adjoining land owned by another person. 

1. The proposed wireless communication facility is an unmanned standalone facility. 
2. The proposed wireless communication facility will not cause the use of materials or involve equipment 

or processes which would generate noise or traffic which is incompatible with the surrounding land 
uses. No smoke, glare, fumes or odors will be produced. (see exhibit 3 ) 

3.   
4. Standard has been met.  
Or.  
1.   
2. Standard has not been met 

 



d. The proposed special land use will be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so as not to diminish the 
opportunity for surrounding properties to be used and developed as zoned. 

1. The proposed wireless communication facility is to be placed 300ft. from M-33 right of way on a 
parcel of  land containing 166 acres.( see exhibits 3, 6 and 7)  

2. The proposed wireless communication facility will not diminish the opportunity for surrounding 
properties to be used and developed as zoned.(see exhibit 6)  

3.    
4. Standard has been met.  
Or.   
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
e. The proposed special land use will not place demands on fire, police, or other public resources in excess of 

current capacity nor increase hazards from fire or other dangers to the subject property or adjacent properties. 
1. The proposed wireless communication facility is an unmanned standalone facility. 
2. The proposed wireless communication facility will not require public resources greater than current 

capacity nor increase hazards from fire or other dangers.  
3.    
4. Standard has been met.  
Or.  
1.   
2. Standard has not been met.  

 
f. The proposed special land use shall not increase traffic hazards or cause congestion on the public or private 

highways and streets of the area in excess of current capacity. Adequate access to the site shall be furnished 
either by existing roads and highways or proposed roads and highways. Minor residential streets shall not be 
used to serve as access to uses having larger area-wide patronage. Signs, buildings, plantings, or other elements 
of the proposed project shall not interfere with driver visibility or safe vehicle operation. Entrance drives to the 
use and to off-street parking areas shall be no less than 25 feet from a street intersection (measured from the 
road right-of-way) or from the boundary of a different zoning district. 

1. Adequate access to the site is provided via private drive and M-33. (see exhibit 7 ) 
2. The entrance roadway is not within 25 feet of an intersection. (see exhibit 6 ) 
3.   
4. Standard has been met.  

 
Or.  
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
g. The proposed special land use will be adequately served by water and sewer facilities, and refuse collection and 

disposal services. 
1. The proposed use is an unmanned stand alone wireless communication facility and will not require a 

water well, septic facilities or refuse collection. (see exhibit 3 and 6)  
2.   
3. Standard has been met. 
Or.  
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



h. The proposed special land use will comply with all specific standards required under this Ordinance applicable 
to it. 

1. The special use will comply with all relevant standards required under the ordinance. (see exhibit 1 3)  
2.   
3. Standard has been met. 
Or.  
1.  Standard has not been met. 

 
SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER SECTION 20.10 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE 

The Planning Commission makes the following findings of fact as required by section 20.10 of the Zoning 
Ordinance for each of the following standards listed in that section: 
 
a. The site plan shall be designed so that there is a limited amount of change in the overall natural contours of the 

site and shall minimize reshaping in favor of designing the project to respect existing features of the site in 
relation to topography, the size and type of the lot, the character of adjoining property and the type and size of 
buildings. The site shall be developed so as not to impede the normal and orderly development or improvement 
of surrounding property for uses permitted in this Ordinance.  

1.   The area where the proposed facility is to be placed is relatively level.  
2.   There will be no changes to the overall natural features of the site. (see exhibit 3)  
3.   The proposed wireless communication facility is to be placed 300ft. from M-33 right of way on a parcel    
of land containing 166 acres. ( see exhibits 3, 6 and 7)  
4.  The proposed construction of the wireless communication facility will not impede normal and orderly 
development or improvement of the surrounding property.  
5. 
6. Standard has been met. 
Or. 
1.  
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
b. The landscape shall be preserved in its natural state, insofar as practical, by minimizing tree and soil removal, 

and by topographic modifications which result in smooth natural appearing slopes as opposed to abrupt changes 
in grade between the project and adjacent areas. 

1. No changes are proposed that would affect the landscape or natural state of the site. (see exhibit 3 )  
2.   
3. Standard has been met 
Or.  
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
c. Special attention shall be given to proper site drainage so that removal of storm waters will not adversely affect 

neighboring properties. 
1. No changes in drainage on the site are proposed. (See exhibit 3 & 7)  
2.   
3. Standard has been met. 
Or.  
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
d. The site plan shall provide reasonable, visual and sound privacy for all dwelling units located therein. Fences, 

walls, barriers and landscaping shall be used, as appropriate, for the protection and enhancement of property 
and for the privacy of its occupants. 

1. Not applicable. No dwellings are proposed.  
 
 



e. All buildings or groups of buildings should be so arranged as to permit emergency vehicle access by some 
practical means. 

1. Emergency vehicle access is provided via M-33. (see exhibit 3, 6 and 7 )  
2.    
3. Standard has been met.  
Or.     
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
f. Every structure or dwelling unit shall have access to a public street, walkway or other area dedicated to 

common use. 
1. Access to the structures is provided via M-33 and private drive. (see exhibit 3 & 9) 
2.   
3. Standard has been met.  
Or.  
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
g. For subdivision plats and subdivision condominiums, there shall be a pedestrian circulation system as approved 

by the Planning Commission. 
1. Not applicable. No subdivision plats or subdivision condominiums are proposed. 

 
h. Exterior lighting shall be arranged as follows:  a.  It is deflected away from adjacent properties, b.  It does not 

impede the vision of traffic along adjacent streets and c.  It does not unnecessarily illuminate night skies. 
1. The proposed pole structure and antenna making up the communication facility will be a maximum of 

70 feet from ground level. (see exhibit 6) 
2. No lighting is proposed. (see exhibit 3) 
3.   
4. Standard has been met 
Or.   
1.    
2.   Standard has not been met. 

 
i. The arrangement of public or common ways for vehicular and pedestrian circulation shall respect the pattern of 

existing or planned streets and pedestrian or bicycle pathways in the area. Streets and drives which are part of 
an existing or planned street pattern which serves adjacent development shall be of a width appropriate to the 
traffic volume they will carry and shall have a dedicated right-of-way equal to that specified in the Master Plan. 

1. Not applicable. No common ways are proposed. 
 
j. Site plans shall conform to all applicable requirements of state and federal statutes and the Cheboygan County 

Master Plan, and approval may be conditioned on the applicant receiving necessary state and federal permits. 
The site plan will conform to state and federal statutes and the Cheboygan County Master Plan. (see exhibit 2)   

1. The site plan shall conform to all applicable requirements. 
2.   
3. Standard has been met 
Or.   
1.   
2. Standard has not been met. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

     DECISION 
 
 

 
TIME PERIOD FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

State law provides that a person having an interest affected by the zoning ordinance may appeal a decision of the 
Planning Commission to the Circuit Court.  Pursuant to MCR 7.101 any appeal must be filed within twenty-one 
(21) days after this Decision and Order is adopted by the Planning Commission. 

 
DATE DECISION AND ORDER ADOPTED 

Wednesday, January 6, 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
      ___________________________________________  
      Patty Croft, Chairperson 
 
 
 
 
 
      ___________________________________________ 
      Charles Freese, Secretary 



CHEBOYGAN COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION

Larry & Betsy Hanson / Heritage Cove Farms – Revised 11/24/15

1. Letter Dated 04/20/15 From Richard D. Rattner And Richard E. Rassell To Planning Commission (11 Pages)
2. Special Use Permit Application Dated 04/16/15 (8 Pages)
3. Quit Claim Deed Dated 09/07/00 L762 P254 (1 Page)
4. Certificate Of Death L762 P255 (1 Page)
5. Warranty Deed Dated 07/24/03 L911 P289 (1 Page)
6. Warranty Deed Dated 06/15/10 L1153 P444 (2 Pages)
7. Warranty Deed Dated 06/15/10 L1153 P443 (1 Page)
8. Warranty Deed Dated 05/20/02 L833 P624 (1 Page)
9. Topographic Survey And Proposed Improvements Dated 04/14/15 (1 Page)
10. Heritage Cove Farm  Drawing (1 Page)
11. Floor Plans (5 Pages)
12. Supplement To Special Use Permit Application (1 Page)
13. Letter Dated 05/04/15 From Scott McNeil To Lawrence Hanson (2 Pages)
14. Letter Dated 05/13/15 From Richard D. Rattner And Richard E. Rassel To Scott McNeil And Planning 

Commission (3 Pages)
15. Letter Dated 05/26/15 From Richard D. Rattner And Richard E. Rassel To Scott McNeil And Planning 

Commission (3 Pages)
16. Memo Dated 05/13/15 From Richard D. Rattner And Richard E. Rassel To Scott McNeil And Planning 

Commission (4 Pages)
16a Letter Dated 05/14/15 From Scott McNeil to Lawrence Hanson (2 Pages)
17. Receipt #4505 (1 Page)
18. Letter Dated 05/17/15 From Thomas Magnum To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (3 Pages)
19. Letter Dated 05/17/15 From Dave And Kay Lurie To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (4 Pages)
20. Letter Dated 05/19/15 From Stephen M. Gross To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (4 Pages)
21. E-mail Dated 05/19/15 From Patrick E. Lynch To Scott McNeil McNeil (3 Pages)
22. E-mail Dated 05/20/15 From Virgina Dirkes Morris To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
23. E-mail Dated 05/22/15 From Chris Lynch To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
24. Letter Dated 05/22/15 From John G. Mandelaris J.D. To Planning Commission (7 Pages)
25. Letter Dated 05/21/15 From Roger Miller And Barbara Miller To Planning Commission (3 Pages)
26. Letter Dated 05/22/15 From John J. Liegl To Planning Commission & Scott McNeil  (1 Page)
27. Letter Dated 05/25/15 From Marcia M. Monette To Planning Commission (1 Page)
28. Letter Dated 05/22/15 From Christine A. Liegl To Planning Commission And Scott McNeil (2 Pages)
29. E-mail Dated 05/27/15 From Pamela Heos To Scott McNeil (2 Pages)
30. E-mail Dated 05/29/15 From Paul Chapoton To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (1 Page)
31. Letter Received 05/25/15 From Michael Monette To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
32. Letter Received 06/01/15 From Gretchen A. Monette To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
33. E-mail Dated 05/31/15 From M. David Campbell To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
34. Letter Received 06/01/15 From Thomas And Lisa Weller To Scott McNeil (2 Pages)
35. E-mail Dated 05/30/15 From Larry R. Lutz To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages) 
36. E-mail Dated 05/30/15 From Patti Henige To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
37. E-mail Dated 05/30/15 From Ernest Richardson To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
38. Letter Received 06/01/15 From Michael F. Wesley To Scott McNeil & Planning Commission (2 Pages)
39. Letter Received 06/01/15 From Patrick F. Monette To Planning Commission (1 Page)
40. Letter Received 06/01/15 From Martha Weinstock To Planning Commission (2 Pages)

The public hearing on this application was closed 
at 9:31PM on Wednesday, November 4, 2015.  All 
information received from the public up to that 
time is part of the record.  The Planning 
Commission will continue their review of this 
matter and consideration of the information in 
the public record at their meeting on Wednesday, 
December 2, 2015 at 7:00PM at the Cheboygan 
High School Auditorium. 



41. E-mail Dated 05/28/15 From Andreau Ritter To Scott McNeil (3 Pages)
42. E-mail Dated 05/27/15 From Jeff Brancheau To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
43. Letter Dated 06/01/15 From Deborah J. Nagel Rdh, Bs & Family To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission 

(3 Pages)
44. E-mail Dated 06/01/15 From Ben Lurie To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
45. Letter Dated 05/26/15 From M. David Campbell To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (3 Pages)
46. Letter Dated 06/02/15 From Roger L. Harris To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (1 Page)
47. E-mail Dated 06/03/15 From Gary Freismuth To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
48. Letter Dated 05/30/15 From Thomas And Lisa Weller To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
49. Letter Dated 06/02/15 From Dawn Scheick To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (1 Page)
50. E-mail Dated 06/07/15 From Dewitt And Patsy White To Scott McNeil  (1 Page)
51. Letter Dated 05/30/15 From Gayleon Weller To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
52. E-mail Dated 06/10/15 From Martha Sheerin To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
53. Letter Dated 06/08/15 From Sandra Beatty To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
54. E-mail Dated 06/11/15 From David J. Rossman To Scott McNeil  (1 Page)
55. Letter Dated 06/09/15 From Jeff And Cathy Vogl To Planning Commission (1 Page)
56. E-mail Dated 06/01/15 From John C. Fergus Ii To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission(1 Page)
57. Letter Dated 06/15/15 From Christopher F. Lindsay To Planning Commission (25 Pages)
58. Letter Dated 06/18/15 From Martha Roush Winchell To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
59. E-mail Dated 06/19/15 From Tony Naylor To Scott McNeil And Steve Schnell (1 Page)
60. Letter Dated 06/17/15 From John G. Mandelaris To  Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (2 Pages)
61. Letter Dated 06/23/15 From Stephen Winchell To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (3 Pages)
62. Letter Dated 06/17/15 From Peter Wendling To Richard D. Rattner And Richard E. Rassell (5 Pages)
63. Letter Dated 06/20/15 From Hermann Senger To Scott McNeil And Planning Commission (1 Page)
64. Letter Dated 06/20/15 From Ruth Bennett To Planning Commission (2 Pages)
65. Letter Dated 06/21/15 From Larry & Lois Roesner To Planning Commission And Scott McNeil (1 Page)
66. Letter Dated 05/20/15 From Mark M. Andreae To Planning Commission (2 Pages)
67. E-mails Between Lawrence Hanson And Scott McNeil From 05/14/15 To 05/19/15 (2 Pages)
68. E-mails Between Lawrence Hanson And Scott McNeil From 05/14/15 To 05/20/15 (2 Pages)
69. Letter Dated 05/29/15(Including Zoning Application And Dimensional Variance Application) From Scott 

McNeil To Lawrence Hanson (10 Pages)
70. E-mail Dated 06/25/15 From Scott McNeil To Richard Rassell (2 Pages)

The following items were added on 07/02/15: 
71. Letter dated 06/25/15 from Annie and John Charters to Planning Commission (2 pages)
72. Letter, not dated, received 6/29/15 to Scott McNeil from Kay L. Lurie (1 page)
73. Letter dated 06/28/15 from Ewa Sell to Scott McNeil (1page)
74. Letter dated 06/28/15 from Stephen Sell to Scott McNeil (2 pages)
75. E-mail dated 06/29/15 from Tom Mangum to Scott McNeil (1 page)
76. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Scott McNeil and others from 06/25/15-06/26/15 (2pages)
77. E-mail dated 06/25/15 from Scott McNeil to Richard Rassel with attachment (Draft public notice) (2 pages)  
78. E-mail dated 06/30/15 from Bill Hahn to Scott McNeil (1 page)
79. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Scott McNeil from 06/25/15 to 06/30/15 (3 pages)
80. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Steve Schnell from 06/25/15 to 07/01/15 (4 pages)
81. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Scott McNeil from 06/25/15 to 07/01/15 (3 pages)
82. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Steve Schnell  from 06/25/15 to 07/01/15 (3 pages)
83. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Peter Wendling from 06/25/15 to 07/01/15 (4 pages)
84. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Scott McNeil, Steve Schnell from 06/25 to 07/01/15 (4 pages)
85. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Peter Wendling from 06/25/15 to 07/01/15 (5 pages)
86. E-mails between Richard Rassel and Peter Wendling, Steve Schnell from 06/25/15 and 07/01/15 (5 pages)
87. E-mail dated 07/01/15 from Peter Wendling to Steve Schnell (3 pages)



The following items were added on 07/10/15: 
88. E-mail dated 07/06/15 from Linda Findley to Scott McNeil and Planning Commission (2 Pages)
89. Letter dated 07/06/15 from John and Pamela Kroeger to Scott McNeil and Planning Commission (1 Page)

The following items were added on 07/17/15: 
90. E-mail dated 07/12/15 from Lori Hoehn to Scott McNeil  & Planning Commission (2 Pages)

The following items were added on 07/22/15: 
91. E-mail dated 07/12/15 from Lori Hastie to Scott McNeil and Planning Commission (1 Page)

The following items were added on 07/24/15: 
92. E-mail dated 07/23/15 from Sue Devick to Scott McNeil and Planning Commission (2 Pages)

The following items were added on 08/26/15: 
93. E-mail dated 08/24/15 from Sue Devick to Scott McNeil and Planning Commission (2 Pages)

The following items were added on 08/31/15: 
94. Letter dated 08/31/15 from Dr. Dan Weaver and Lynda Weaver to Scott McNeil and Planning Commission (2 

Pages)

The following items were added on 09/04/15:
95. Letter Dated 08/30/15 from Tom Magnum to Scott McNeil, Planning Commission & Cheboygan County Board 

of Commissioners  (1 Page)

The following items were added on 09/11/15:
96. E-mail Dated 08/20/15 From Mahtina Rubritius To Steve Schnell (2 Pages) 

The following items were added on 09/23/15:
97. Letter Dated 09/12/15 From Kathryn Joy Bingham Jung to Planning Commission and Scott McNeil (1 Page)
98. Letter Dated 09/19/15 From John F. Burns to Steve Schnell (2 Pages)

The following items were added on 09/24/15:
99. Letter Dated 09/22/15 From Richard E. Rassel and Susan A. Babcock to Haider A. Kazim (1 Page)

The following items were added on 10/08/15:
100. Undated Memo From Sue Devick to Scott McNeil & Planning Commission (88 Pages)

The following items were added on 10/13/15:
101. E-mail Dated 10/07/15 from Barbara Wamsley to Steve Schnell (2 Pages)
102. E-mail Dated 10/12/15 from Paula Melonakos to Scott McNeil (1 Page)
103. E-mail Dated 10/12/15 from Martha Weinstock to Scott McNeil (1 Page)
104. Mailing List (1 Page)

The following items were added on 10/19/15:
105. Letter Dated 10/14 From Mike & Linda Huard, Bradley Huard, Christina Ruf, Michael Huard and John 

Palazzolo to Scott McNeil (1 Page)
106. Letter Dated 10/16/15 From Scott McNeil To Lawrence Hanson (1 Page)
107. E-mail Dated 10/16/15 From Scott McNeil To Lawrence Hanson (1 Page)
108. E-mail Dated 10/16/15 From John R. Rasmussen M.D. To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
109. E-mails Dated 10/16/15 Between Betsy Hanson And Scott McNeil (1 Page)



110. E-mail Dated 10/16/15 From Tom Heckert To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
111. Letter Dated 10/19/15 From Fred O. Elliott To Scott McNeil

The following items were added on 10/21/15: 
112. Undated Letter From Kathy Dale McNair To Steve Schnell (1 Page)
113. Communication and accompanying and referenced articles received via E-mail dated 10/21/15 from Applicant

(85 pages)

The following items were added to the exhibit list on 10/29/15:
114. Letter dated 10/21/15 from Jesse Hanson to Planning Commission (1 page)
115. E-mail dated 10/22/15 from Scott McNeil to Tuscarora Police Chief Temple (2 pages)
116. E-mail dated 10/22/15 from Scott McNeil to Cheboygan County Sheriff Clarmont (2 pages)
117. Letter dated 10/23/15 from Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council to Planning Commission (4 pages)
118. E-mail with attachment dated 10/24/15 from Pat and Norma May to Scott McNeil (6 pages)
119. Letter received 10/26/15 from Karen Stankevich to County Planning and Zoning (2 pages)
120. Letter and attachments received 10/26/15 from John Mandelaris to Planning Commission (10 pages)
121. E-mail dated 10/26/15 from John Kolar to Scott McNeil (1 page)
122. Letter received 10/28/15 from Trish Harrington to Planning and Zoning (3 pages)
123. Letter received 10/28/15 from Michael Cherveny/Tuscarora Planning Commission to Planning Commission (1 

page)
124. E-mail dated 10/28/15 from Scott McNeil to Sally Kolar (2 pages)
125. E-mail dated 10/28/15 from Ginny Robarge to Steve Schnell (1 page)
126. E-mail dated 10/29/15 from Don Warren to Scott McNeil (1 page)
127. Staff Report (12 Pages)

The following items were added to the exhibit list on 10/30/15:
128. E-mail dated 10/29/15 from Bridget Brown Powers to Steve Schnell and Scott McNeil (1 Page)
129. “Opposition To Heritage Cove  Farm Special Land Use Permit Application” Submitted Bridget Brown Powers 

to Cheboygan County Planning Commission (569 Pages ) 
130. Undated Letter From Donald E. Eaton To Planning Commission and Scott McNeil (2 Pages)

The following items were added to the exhibit list on 11/03/15:
131. Letter Dated 11/02/15 From James And Jennifer Kight And Family To Planning Commission (1 Page) 
132. E-mail Dated 11/02/15 From Andrew Keller To Steve Schnell (13 Pages)
133. Letter Dated 10/31/15 From Lila Massoumi (2 Pages)
134. E-mail Dated 11/01/15 From Thomas And Sally Baker To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
135. Letter Dated 10/27/15 From Walt Czapiga Of Grandview Beach Association To Planning Commission (2 

Pages)
136. Letter Dated 10/27/15 From Walt Czapiga Of Grandview Beach Association To Planning Commission (2 

Pages)
137. Letter Dated 10/23/15 From Tina Verlinden (1 Page)
138. E-mail Dated 10/31/15 From Louise Wilcox To Steve Schnell (1 Page)
139. Letter Dated 10/30/15 From Louise Wilcox, Cindy Bertucci, Lorna Hanks, Cyndi Shaffer, Jane Ryan, Susan 

Maynard, Janice Peterson, Judith Krause, Cheryl Jobin, Jennifer Peterson, Susan Shaver and John Taylor 
To Steve Schnell (2 Pages)

140. IRS Status (1 Page)
141. State Of Michigan Corporate Entity Details (5 Pages) 
142. E-mail Dated 11/03/15 From Carol Ellstein to Steve Schnell (2 Pages)



The following items were added to the exhibit list on 11/04/15:
143. E-mail Dated 11/04/15 From Molly (Howell) Weingarten To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
144. E-mail Dated 11/04/15 From Mike And Beth Kinna To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
145. Letter Dated 11/03/15 From Susan Whitener To Steve Schnell (2 Pages)
146. E-mail Dated 11/04/15 From Erik And Carmany Thorp To Scott McNeil (1 Page)
147. E-mail Dated 11/04/15 From Richard Lincoln to Steve Schnell (3 Pages)

The following items were added to the exhibit list on 11/04/15:
148. Undated Letter From Patricia Campbell to Scott McNeil (2 Pages)
149. E-mail Dated 11/04/15 from Beverly Paisley to Steve Schnell (1 Page)
150. E-mail Dated 11/04/15 from Bonnie M. Paisley to Steve Schnell (1 Page)
151. Subdivision Streets Brochure Submitted At Planning Commission Meeting On 11/04/15 (2 Pages)
152. Letter Dated 11/04/15 From Christopher J. Baker Submitted At Planning Commission Meeting On 11/04/15 (3 

Pages)
153. Petition Submitted At Planning Commission Meeting On 11/04/15 (13 Pages)

The following items were added to the exhibit list on 11/20/15:
154. Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200
155. Cheboygan County Master Plan
156. Tuscarora Township Master Plan
157. 11/04/15 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
158. 12/02/15 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

The following items were added to the exhibit list on 11/23/15:
159. 11/04/15 Planning Commission Meeting Notice (1 Page)
160. 10/22/15 Tuscarora Township Planning Commission Meeting Minutes (1 Page)

The following items were added to the exhibit list on 11/24/15:
161 Merriam-Webster, 2015, online at i.word.com dictionary
162.    Cambridge Academic Content Dictionary, Cambridge University Press online at dictionary.cambridge.org
163.    Oxford Advanced American Dictionary 2015 online at Oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com
164.    Macmillandictionary.com, 2015
165.    Random House – Webster’s college dictionary definition current and 1995 edition 

         

Note:  Planning Commission members have exhibits 154, 155 and 156.

The public hearing on this application was closed at 9:31PM on Wednesday, 
November 4, 2015.  All information received from the public up to that time is part 
of the record.  The Planning Commission will continue their review of this matter and 
consideration of the information in the public record at their meeting on 
Wednesday, December 2, 2015 at 7:00PM at the Cheboygan High School 
Auditorium. 





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 

 

Cheboygan County Planning Commission 
C/O Haider A. Kazim 
Via email: kazim@cmda-law.com  
Cummings, McClorey, Davis & Acho, P.L.C. 
400 W. Front Street, Suite 200 
Traverse City, MI 49684 

October 20, 2015 

 RE: Heritage Cove Farm (“HCF) v. Cheboygan County (the “County”)
  Eastern District of Michigan Case No. 15-12752 (the “Litigation”)

On November 4, 2015, the County will hear HCF’s request with respect to the property 
located at 625 Grandview Beach Road, Indian River, Michigan 49749 (the “Property”) for a 
special land use permit and/or other reasonable lawful accommodations and final site plan 
approval with respect to enforcement and application of the County’s Zoning Ordinance No. 200 
(the “Ordinance”) (the “Request”).  The purpose of this submission is to provide information and 
documentation regarding lawful accommodations and how the Request meets the standards for 
lawful accommodations.  The Request, of course, includes requests for lawful accommodations 
from certain site plan related parking requirements, if any, referenced in Scott McNeil’s October 
16, 2015 letter to Larry Hanson. 

Please provide a complete copy of this letter and all submissions accompanying this 
letter to the Cheboygan County Planning Commission in connection with the Request.

I. ACCOMMODATIONS EXPLAINED 

Pursuant to the Joint Statement of the United States Department of Justice and the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (the “Joint Statement”), a “reasonable 
accommodation”1 is defined as a change, exception, or adjustment to a rule, policy, practice, or 
service that may be necessary for a person with a disability to have an equal opportunity to use 
and enjoy a dwelling, including public and common use spaces.” (The full text of the Joint 
Statement is attached hereto).  

The Joint Statement further states that “ since rules, policies, practices, and services may 
have a different effect on persons with disabilities than on other persons, treating persons with 

                                                 
1 http://www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/library/huddojstatement.pdf 
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disabilities exactly the same as others will sometimes deny them an equal opportunity to use and 
enjoy a dwelling. The Act makes it unlawful to refuse to make reasonable accommodations to 
rules, policies, practices, or services when such accommodations may be necessary to afford 
persons with disabilities an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.” In order to be 
reasonable and necessary an identifiable relationship or nexus between the requested 
accommodation and the individual’s disability must exist.

II. DISCUSSION OF HCF’S REQUEST FOR ACCOMMODATIONS

Pursuant to the standards for an accommodation set forth in the Joint Statement, HCF’s 
request for accommodation to permit a group therapeutic farm residence at the Property is 
reasonable and necessary as (i) the density of the proposed project is much less invasive than the 
density otherwise permitted by law, (ii) group living in a residential area is expressly authorized 
by law, and (iii) therapy is a recognized method of treatment for the mentally disabled.   

A. Density 

With respect to density, HCF desires to provide housing for 24 persons/Residents with 
disabilities on its 33 acre2 Property, which amounts to less than one person per acre of property.   
Based upon the Ordinance, if 24 traditional families desired to reside at the Property such persons 
would be permitted to do so by right.  In fact, pursuant to the Ordinance, approximately 66 single 
family homes are permitted as of right on the Property3.

Based upon the average family household size in the United States,4 pursuant to the 
Ordinance, an average of 220 persons could reside as of right at the Property. As such, HCF’s 
request to provide residences for a mere 24 disabled persons/residents at the Property, which is 
less than 11% of the average number of residents otherwise permitted pursuant to the Ordinance, 
is more than reasonable.   

Moreover, the development of a portion of land in a cluster smaller than that required by 
local ordinances while leaving an equivalent amount of remaining area for open space is expressly 
recognized by Michigan law.  That is, Michigan’s open space law, MCL 125.3506, requires that
a municipality provide that “land zoned for residential development may be developed, at the 
option of the landowner, with the same number of dwelling units on a smaller portion of the land 
than specified in the zoning ordinance” when certain conditions are met, including that no more 
than 50% of the land is developed and at least 50% of the overall land area will remain in an 
                                                 
2 The Property’s 33 acres is comprised of 15.6 situated in the M-AF - Agriculture and Forestry Management district 
and 17.4 acres situated in P-LS - Lake and Stream Protection District.   
3 The Family estimate is based upon Ordinance requirement of a minimum lot size of one acre in the M-AF district 
and 15,000 sq. feet in the P-LS district [Zoning Ordinance at 17.1].  (15,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size = 2.904 homes 
per acre in P-LS.  2.904 homes per acre * 17.4 acres = 50.52 homes in P-LS.  1 home per acre in M-AF * 15.6 
acres = 15.6 homes in M-AF) 

4 See U.S. Census Bureau, America’s Families and Living Arrangements 2012, Table 1, attached hereto providing 
that the average family household size in the United States is 3.34.  
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undeveloped state.5 HCF’s Request, as previously outlined in detail throughout HCF’s prior 
submission and as visually depicted on the proposed Site Plan, falls squarely within the spirit of   
this statute.   

B. The Nexus between Group Therapeutic Living and Mental Disabilities 

With respect to the relationship between the group therapeutic living and mental 
disabilities, just as visually disabled persons must be granted accommodations with respect to 
seeing eye dogs and  physically disabled persons must be granted accommodations with respect to 
wheelchair ramp access, mentally disabled persons must be granted accommodations with respect 
to both group living and therapeutic treatment.  

Well established law expressly recognizes the need of disabled persons to live within a 
residential area and to reside in a commercial group home setting within such residential 
communities.6 Moreover, the need to receive therapeutic treatment is expressly related to mental 
disabilities.  Attached hereto is documentation from various sources discussing in detail the 
benefits of and the proven effectiveness of therapeutic communities for people coping with mental 
health issues and/or the fact that therapy is a generally recognize need of therapies as a treatment 
option for mental disabilities: 

1. Letter from Gould Farm to Cheboygan County dated October 15, 2015. 
2. Article entitled “Benefits of Residential Treatment” published by the American 

Residential Treatment Association’s (“ARTA”), which is a nationwide group 
comprised of more than 30 member facilities offering residential care to adults with 
serious mental challenges, including schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, depression, 
personality disorders, and disorders combined with substance abuse; 

3. Article entitled “The Benefits of Community Living - why is it important for people 
with severe mental illness” published on schizoprhneia.com which is a nonprofit 
source of information, support and education regarding schizophrenia. Its Editor holds 
a PhD in Clinical Psychology and has completed psychiatric work at Harvard 
University, University of Pennsylvania, and University of Utrecht.

4. Beneficial Impact Study from Gould Farm, an existing residential therapeutic 
community, together with three articles published by independent third parties 
explaining the benefits of the therapeutic farm environment.  

                                                 
5 Id. The conditions enumerated within MCL 125.3506 are as follows: (a) The land is zoned at a density equivalent to 
2 or fewer dwelling units per acre or, if the land is served by a public sewer system, 3 or fewer dwelling units per acre; 
(b) A percentage of the land area specified in the zoning ordinance, but not less than 50% for a county or township or 
20% for a city or village, will remain perpetually in an undeveloped state by means of a conservation easement, plat 
dedication, restrictive covenant, or other legal means that runs with the land, as prescribed by the zoning ordinance;
(c) The development does not depend upon the extension of a public sewer or public water supply system, unless 
development of the land without the exercise of the option provided by this subsection would also depend upon the 
extension; (d) The option provided under this subsection has not previously been exercised with respect to that land. 

6 Smith & Lee Assocs v City of Taylor, 102 F3d 781, 788-89 (CA 6, 1996) citing Smith & Lee Assoc., Inc. v. City of 
Taylor, Mich., 13 F.3d 920 (6th Cir. 1993). 
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5. Brochure of the Rose Hill Center, a Michigan based residential therapeutic farm 
community similar to HCF. 

6. Excerpt of articles published by the Mayo Clinic providing that therapy is a vital form 
of treatment for the mentally disabled. 

III. SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS AND THE LAW 

As you know, the Planning Commission packet contains voluminous written 
communications from persons who have expressed fear and concern regarding safety issues if 
HCF is approved.  In making its decision, this Planning Commission must keep in mind that the 
law provides that although the Planning Commission “certainly may consider legitimate safety 
concerns in its zoning decisions, it may not base its decisions on the perceived harm from such 
stereotypes and generalized fears."7 There is certainly no evidence in the record in this matter or 
with respect to similar uses statewide or nationally that HCF poses a safety concern to 
Cheboygan County. 

IV. PARKING CONSIDERATIONS NOT A FACTOR 

HCF received a letter from County Community Development Planner Scott McNeil dated 
October 16, 2015 concluding that “your site plan does not show adequate parking spaces 
required under section 17.6. of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200 for the restaurant 
and multi-family uses.”  As explained, however, through multiple submittals to date to the 
County with respect to the Request, HCF is neither a restaurant nor a multi-family use.  HCF is a 
therapeutic farm community for mentally disabled adults – a lawful land use not specifically 
provided for by the County in its Ordinance framework.  Single person occupied residences and 
group dining facilities are an integral component of HCF and therapeutic farm communities for 
mentally disabled adults generally.  An analysis with respect to parking focused on restaurant 
and multi-family uses here is completely misplaced.  Further, HCF does not expect that any of its 
Residents will have vehicles and HCF is not open to the public.  HCF’s parking spaces depicted 
on its site plan are for Staff.  As noted previously, it is projected that a maximum of 10 Staff 
members are required for Phase I and maximum of three additional Staff members for Phase II.  
Two Staff members will remain at the Farm overnight.  A total of 7 Staff members will assist 
during the daytime hours.  The Farm will provide onsite cottages for at least three Staff members 
and their families.  In this sense, HCF’s site plan shows the land use as over-parked at 
17parking spaces.  In any event, the Request here includes requests for lawful accommodations 
under certain site plan related parking requirements, if any, referenced in Mr. McNeil’s October 
16, 2015 letter. 

                                                 
7 See e.g. Innovative Health Systems, Inc. v. City of White Plains, 117 F.3d 37, 49 (2d. Cir. 1997). 
(Emphasis added).  
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Very truly yours, 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS, RATTNER & PLUNKETT, P.C. 

/s/ Richard E. Rassel 

Richard E. Rassel 
Susan A. Babcock 

SAB/ae 
cc: Heritage Cove Farm (by e-mail) 

113



P.O. Box 157 · 100 Gould Road · Monterey, MA 01245-0157 · t 413-528-1804 · f 413-528-5051
The William J. Gould Associates, Inc. 

www.gouldfarm.org 

October 15, 2015

Steve Schnell
Community Development Director
Cheboygan County Planning & Zoning
PO Box 70 
Cheboygan, MI 49721

Dear Mr. Schnell,

I am writing in regards to Heritage Cove Farm, a therapeutic community being developed by Betsy and Larry Hanson in Indian 
River, Michigan.  The founders of Heritage Cove Farm have sought counsel and been in dialogue with Gould Farm during the 
process of organizing and launching their residential treatment program for people living with mental illness.  Heritage Cove Farm 
is one of several therapeutic communities in the United States that are modeled on Gould Farm. From Cooper Riis in North 
Carolina, to Hopewell in Eastern Ohio, to Rose Hill, in Holly Michigan, residential treatment programs that use work in a farm
setting as a means of psychiatric rehabilitation, have proven to be effective at preparing people to live independently as productive 
members of communities across the country.

Founded in 1913, Gould Farm is the first residential community in the nation dedicated to helping adults with mental health 
challenges move toward recovery, health, and greater independence through community living, meaningful work, and clinical 
support. Within this safe, family-like community made up of guests, staff, families and volunteers, all members are accepted, 
respected and celebrated as individuals.

We work with 40 adults in residence on the farm who are living with mental health conditions such as depression, bipolar and 
schizoaffective disorder and schizophrenia. Gould Farm provides a safe environment in which everyone feels accepted and trusted 
while also being held to high expectations as a productive, working member of the community. Guests are empowered to share 
their many talents with the community and are also given the opportunity to learn and practice new skills in a supported 
environment.

Guests work with the clinical team to optimize their medications, build compensatory strategies to manage the symptoms of their 
illness, and create resiliency in work and social contexts. Through a stepped progression, symptoms improve, real-life skills are 
learned, and a sense of worth and hope is recovered that allows the individual to build the strength and confidence to move towards 
greater independence and recovery.

Gould Farm offers a continuum of services including supported transition out of residential treatment and an extended community 
in both the Berkshires and the Boston area. Our two transition homes, one in Medford, MA near Boston, and one in Monterey, 
MA, adjacent to the farm, are stepping homes for 15 individuals into the community where our alumni move into their own 
apartments, find and maintain employment, further their education and live as productive members of the community.  

Gould Farm is respected and trusted in the community.  We operate our own restaurant and bakery where our residents work.  In
addition to working on the farm, and in our community based businesses, our residents volunteer and work in the community, 
attend classes and worship services, visit the library, the gym and shop like anyone else.  The people in the Berkshires are proud 
that Gould Farm is a part of this community, and we are grateful to be partners with so many wonderful, caring people, businesses 
and organizations.

Heritage Cove Farm is positioned to create another wonderful opportunity for people living with mental illness to find the 
treatment, support and opportunities that enable a full and meaningful life.  We are proud to be a support to their cause.

Sincerely,

Lisanne Finston
Executive Director
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Benefits of Residential Treatment
Residential care works.

We believe in the proven effectiveness of supportive therapeutic communities for 
people coping with mental health issues. 

While varying in style, residential facilities share the following core practices, each 
practice proven to promote healing that is more likely to be sustained:

Every resident is seen as a unique individual with strengths and 
weaknesses (like the rest of us), and is accepted and appreciated for who 
they are, rather than being viewed as a “case” or a “patient.”

Growth occurs in small steps, the product of individualized goals. A major 
goal of all residential facilities is to develop a wide range of habits of self-
care, from personal hygiene and taking meds to resting and asking for 
help.

A high level of supportive structure is built into daily life. All residential 
facilities help residents establish normal, stabilizing routines for day and 
night. 

Residents take responsibility for their behavior since it affects others. 

Residents contribute to the community in some way, which boosts self-
esteem.

Residents support one another, forming relationships.

Quality of life is stressed, which includes meaningful activity and nurturing 
relationships.

Taken together and working synergistically, these practices create a powerful 
therapeutic community – a healing environment that only exists in a residential 
setting.

The alternatives to residential care often don’t work.

Residential psychiatric care is a positive alternative to the less productive route that 
typically starts with a hospital stay. After managing the acute crisis that triggers the 
admission, hospitals usually do not offer patients enough structure, despite the fact 
that the majority of people with serious psychiatric disorders do best with a high 
degree of structure. Equally important, the typical psychiatric hospital stay is not 
long enough for a patient to develop the necessary skills and habits to function 
well. 

It is well documented that, following discharge from the hospital, many ex-patients 
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do not take advantage of outpatient mental health services, tending to withdraw 
from these services over time. Nor do the services, themselves, provide the level of 
structure and protection necessary for a person on the “outside.” 

Once discharged, the person typically returns to an isolated lifestyle, either at home, 
in the community, or on the street. While social isolation may feel comfortable and 
familiar, it is a negative force that not only impedes the person’s growth toward 
mental health, but often sends them sliding backwards.

For many people, there is also the issue of medication. Chances are, the patient was 
discharged from the hospital when they were not yet willing or not yet able (or 
both) to take their medication regularly. But outpatient services often do not 
effectively monitor the taking of medication, certainly not over the long haul. Now 
add the fact that former patients engage less and less with these services over time –
and monitoring becomes non-existent.

When a person returns home from a psychiatric hospitalization, the burden of 
responsibility often falls on the family to provide daily structure and to monitor the 
taking of medication. Since there is often a history of stressful relations between the 
family and the troubled person over these very issues, the family’s attempts to help 
can add to the strain on all involved.

In this isolated and almost treatment-free state, the person’s level of functioning 
deteriorates. Medication use grows sporadic and often stops. The stage is now set
for another hospitalization. In all this time, little or no progress toward growth or 
recovery has taken place. 

There is a high dollar cost for this unproductive cycle. But the human cost is huge –
a person who could have quality of life and make a contribution to society is caught 
in a loop that prevents them from functioning better. . . or even flourishing. 

Residential care offers you a way out of this unproductive cycle. It offers you 
proven resources and approaches for leading a better life. 

ARTA -- The American Residential Treatment Association
Hope • Community • Healing
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The Benefits of Community Living - why is it important for people with severe 
mental illness?1

Research indicates that, for people who are adequately supported and have the 
functional capacity, transitioning to living in a community setting (as opposed to in-
patient treatment or psychiatric hospital facilities) is an important step in attaining 
recovery. The standards for treatment of severe mental illness are undergoing a sea-
change; rather than settling for a remission of visible symptoms, health-care providers 
and consumers are now looking at returning to the previous functional level (the ability 
to do the things that one was able to do before becoming ill) as the ultimate goal of 
treatment. For many people with schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, and other psychiatric 
disabilities, living in the community can be a part of returning to a healthy level of 
functioning.  

How do quality community housing facilities help recovery? Consider the following 
findings from research: 

Community living reduces stigma. Browne and Courtney (2004) found that 
people with severe mental illness living in apartments or community housing are 
more accepted, less lonely, and have a greater quality of life (as compared to 
those in specialized treatment facilities). 
There is a relationship between quality of housing options for people with 
severe mental illness, overall global functioning, and quality of life. A
comparison of psychiatrically disabled residents of boarding homes vs. private 
homes (with family or alone) in Australia found that residents of boarding homes 
had greater measures of cognitive problems, social problems, overall disability, 
and reduced levels of self-care. However, their overall psychiatric symptoms 
were no more severe than those living in private homes; this implies that the 
causal factor is the difference in housing situation, not a fundamental difference 
in disease severity between the two groups. 
A key determinant for readmission rates in schizophrenia patients is the 
type of situation to which they are discharged. Browne and Courtney (2004) 
reported that people discharged to lower-quality housing situations had higher 
rates of readmission to the hospital. Lack of quality housing options can 
contribute to the "revolving door" phenomenon experienced by so many people 
with mental illness.  
The quality of housing has a critical effect on relapse rates (J Community 
Psychol, 1991:19:1). The results of this study, which followed the outcome of 
patients discharged from in-patient care, concluded that when patients are in 
need of both residential and psychiatric services, "housing interventions are more 
important than psychiatric services for patients' ability to stay in the community" 
(measured by the rate of rehospitalization during a six-month period).  
80-90% of people with severe mental illness indicate that they would prefer 
to live in the community as opposed to a psychiatric institution. Although this 
might seem like an obvious point, the extension is that providing adequate, 

1 From: http://www.schizophrenia.com/housing.html
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supportive community housing options to comply with patients' preferences will 
positively influence their subjective perception of their own quality of life (Horan 
et al, 2001).

Characteristics of a Good Living Situation for Someone with a Psychiatric 
Disability: 

A Review of What Works - evidence-based literature review on housing and 
residential support for people with psychiatric disabilities:

In 1997, the Canadian Advisory Network on Mental Health released "Review of the Best 
Practices in Mental Health Reform." This was a massive review of both published and 
unpublished literature to that date, the goal of which was to derive evidence-based 
practices to direct future mental health policy programs. 

With regards to residential facilities for people with severe mental illness, the literature 
review revealed the following general points (which seem to be in agreement with the 
more recent literature reviewed by this author): 

community residential programs can successfully substitute for long-term 
inpatient care 
supported housing can successfully serve a diverse population of persons 
with psychiatric 
disabilities but support networks need to be monitored 
consumer choice is associated with housing satisfaction, residential 
stability and emotional well-being 
consumers prefer single occupancy, choice, and supports when requested 
individuals with severe mental illness, including homeless people, can be 
housed when provided with assertive case management services. 

Based on these and other, more recent literature reviews, the following characteristics 
have been identified by researchers and by mental health consumers themselves as the 
most essential to a good residential facility. Doing your best to assess the quality and 
sustainability of a housing situation for someone with a psychiatric disorder (keeping in 
mind the special needs of that person and their individual level of functioning) may be 
crucial to supporting a long-term recovery. To reiterate the findings in Browne and 
Courtney (2004): "A key determinant for readmission rates in schizophrenia patients is 
the type of situation to which they are discharged"  

What is important for residents with psychiatric disabilities when looking for 
housing: 

Freedom of Choice: Numerous studies from various countries (see Jones et al 
2003, Tsemberis et al 2003, Browne and Courtney 2004)) of people living in 
community residential facilities report that in general, clients prefer the freedom 
of choice and flexibility (particularly in terms of living companions, or the option of 
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living alone) of supported housing or independent living in subsidized housing, as 
opposed to group homes, half-way houses, or special live-in facilities.  
Stability: Research shows that clients prefer supportive/stable residential 
situations for independent living, as opposed to transitional solutions (i.e., 
facilities that limit how long residents are allowed to stay - such as many 
homeless shelters and halfway houses). Fakhoury 2002, in a meta-analysis of 
supportive housing programs, concluded that supportive housing environments 
(as opposed to transitional ones) facilitated the development of emotionally 
supportive networks, and higher overall functionality of residents.  
Domesticity: Taking care of daily maintenance and upkeep tasks for a home is 
not just a good daily routine - it creates a sense of ownership and purpose. For 
people with schizophrenia, who often struggle with symptoms such as apathy, 
lack of energy, and extreme withdrawal, having the opportunity to engage in a 
daily routine of housekeeping and upkeep can be especially therapeutic. It also 
creates a sense of "normalcy" - the person in recovery is doing the normal tasks 
that any healthy person would do, instead of being taken care of (which happens 
in hospital situations).  
Quality of physical environment - the actual physical comfort of a dwelling 
goes a long way towards making it feel less like a transitional solution and more 
like a home. Other important factors cited by surveyed clients in supported 
housing situations included: a convenient location to treatment facilities and 
community amenities, proximity to public transportation, and safety of the 
building and neighborhood.  
Organization/management of staff (if applicable): Some residential facilities 
may have live-in or visiting staff to provide support services to clients. One meta-
analysis of supportive housing programs (Fakhoury 2002) showed that less 
restrictive regimes imposed upon the clients by staff actually leave more 
opportunity for the residents to create their own normal living rhythms. Another 
research study (Dickey 2000) defined the most successful staffed programs as 
taking a "nonthreatening approach", showing patience in encouraging client 
independence and motivation, responding quickly to client needs, having flexible 
services, and maintaining repeated contacts with clients over time.  

Fakhoury 2002 also reported that the level of expressed emotion (EE) by staff 
members can have an effect on the wellness of clients. Expressed emotion 
includes a very specific subset of emotions: critical attitudes, statements of 
dislike, annoyance, or resentment, with accompanying negative voice tone. 
Situations of high expressed emotion can increase the risk of relapse, similar to 
any family or home environment with highly express emotions. If possible, try to 
get a feel for the expressed-emotion and general stress level of the residential 
facility, both among the staff and among the other residents.  
Support - Help with day-to-day living tasks - budgeting, shopping, planning 
meals, etc - is essential for a person in recovery. People with schizophrenia can 
get easily overwhelmend and over-stimulated; it is important for them to have 
support so as to avoid added stress and risk of relapse. Particularly during the 
period right after a hospitalization, when they may be adjusting to new 
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medications and side effects, it is extra important that someone be available to 
help manage day-to-day tasks and to be a caring presence. The goal is to 
eventually bring the ill person to a state of independence (to the extent that they 
are able), but they will need to re-learn many of the skills for independent living 
first, and it can take months or even years to regain full functionality.  

Some residential facilities will include support services as part of the program, 
but many will not - particularly if you opt for independent living in Section 8 
subsidized housing (these situations are only subsidized for low-income 
individuals; they do not include support or rehabilitation services). It may be in 
your best interests to find a case manager to help with these and other support 
services during the recovery period. A case manager can also help with 
managing medications and treatment, applying for insurance and government 
aid, and finding vocational rehabilitation programs. If a case manager is not an 
option in your area, a family member or hired part-time help can also be good 
options to provide support.  
Love/social relationships: Although the subjects of housing facility studies in 
general preferred the greater choices afforded by independent living situations 
(as opposed to boarding homes or group living), one of the drawbacks often cited 
was the potential for loneliness and isolation. The importance of maintaining a 
social support network for someone in recovery has been stressed over and over 
in research studies; social relationships improve the overall wellness and 
functionality of someone with a chronic disease in a myriad of ways. 

Of course, a love or partner relationship is not always an option (or necessarily a 
desire). But there are other ways to avoid isolation, even if someone is living 
alone. Keep in touch with relatives, siblings, kids, grandkids, and friends through 
phone calls, emails, or even just photograph walls. Pets can also be a great 
option for people in recovery - not only do they provide affection and company, 
but they give the ill person a purpose and daily tasks that can keep them from 
slipping into apathy. Some research has even shown the benefits of 'pet therapy'
for people with disabilities.  

References for above section: 

Centre for Addiction and Mental Health Housing Discussion Paper (PDF document)  

Dickey B. 2000. Review of programs for persons who are homeless and mentally ill.
Harv Rev Psychiatry.Nov;8(5):242-50. Review 

Jones, et al. 2003. Make yourself at home: People living with psychiatric disability in 
public housing. Int J of Psycho Rehab. 7, 67-79.  

Review of the Best Practices in Mental Health Reform. Prepared by: Health Systems 
Research Unit, Clarke Institute of Psychiatry. Canada, 1997 
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Tsemberis SJ et al. 2003. Consumer preference programs for individuals who are 
homeless and have psychiatric disabilities: a drop-in center and a supported housing 
program. Am J Community Psychol. Dec;32(3-4):305-17

Browne and Courtney, 2004. Measuring the impact of housing on people with 
schizophrenia. Nurs Health Sci. 2004 Mar;6(1):37-44

Living at home vs. other options - ways to make the choice:

A mentally ill family member may be unable to live independently, even if they are of 
legal age to be living alone. In these situations, other arrangements can be made, either 
in the home or in another facility. 

Many families are neither prepared nor equipped to accept a mentally ill relative into 
their homes, particularly if they have a job and a family of their own. It's most important 
that the patient be on medication, and if you have no way to ensure that in your house, 
then taking them in helps no one. Moreover, psychotic episodes may put you or your 
children in danger.  

Indications that a person with severe mental illness may be able to live at home, 
and/or independently in the community: 

the ill person functions at a fairly high level, has friendships, and is involved in 
activities outside the house 
if there are young children, their lives are not negatively affected 
interaction among family members is relaxed, and 
the ill person intends to take advantage of available support services, and is 
compliant with treatment.  

Indications that a person with severe mental illness may need more support than 
can be offered in the home: 

the main support person is single, ill, or elderly 
the person with schizophrenia is so seriously ill that there is little 
or no chance to lead a normal family life
children become frightened and resentful, and feel like they are living in a 
hospital 
marital relationships deteriorate 
most family concerns revolve around the person with schizophrenia 
no support services are used, or services are not available 
the individual has behavioral difficulties: for example, aggression or extreme 
antisocial tendencies 
the individual has a dual-diagnosis (substance abuse disorder and mental illness)  

If one or more of the characteristics above describe your loved one, they may not be 
able to live independently in the community. A better option for them may be a 
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residential facility with specially-trained, full-time staff, or perhaps in-patient care in a 
psychiatric facility.  

Even though you may feel obligated to help your family member, and guilty about not 
taking on the responsibility, you first have an obligation to yourself (your own mental 
and physical health and well-being) and your family. The best thing for everyone 
involved is to find them another, supportive place to live. Research treatment centers, 
halfway houses, group homes, crisis housing, clubhouses, or a live-in home/nursing 
aide.  

Housing options outside the family home:

The literature agrees that, given the diversity of people with severe mental illness, it is 
important to maintain a variety of viable housing options that serve this population. 
Following is a list of the more common housing models available in communities today:  

Supported housing - Established by state-run programs, someone qualifying for 
supported housing will live independently in a community facility, either on the open 
market (such as an apartment), or in a non-profit or cooperative organization. Treatment 
is not associated with the living place, and there are usually not required group 
activities. The resident is not restricted on how long he/she is allowed to stay, which 
provides stability and a sense of home.  

Residents of supported housing units are assigned a case manager to help them with 
day-to-day living. The main difference between this model and supportive housing (see 
below), is that support services are provided from outside the residence, usually by a 
different organization than the managment of the residential facility. This allows the 
support offered to be more flexible, and to potentially move with the resident if needed.  

In the United States, the Housing and Urban Development department has designated 
funds for communities to establish supported housing. Properties using these funds - 
which are required by HUD to have subsidized rent and to provide some form of 
supportive services for clients - are designated as Section 811 housing. (More 
information - see HUD article on section 811)
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Our Impact 
Gould Farm has been collecting data on the well-being of guests and evaluating the work we do since 

1998. Using standard psychiatric measurement tools like the Global Assessment of Functioning (GAF) and 

Basis-24, we gather information on current residents and those who have left Gould Farm for a period up to 36 

months after treatment. 

Measureable improvements are experienced by most guests as they move through the program and after they 

leave. The observed improvements for guests after discharge include: 

Reduction in negative psychiatric symptoms 

An improvement in social functioning 

Greater readiness for community reintegration. 

Preliminary research into longer term outcomes indicate successful integration of guests into their homes and 

families, securing employment, advancing their education, and building new social relationships. 

Those living in private residences increased from 35% at departure to 63% at 18 months*; 

Paid employment went from 14% at departure to 81% at 18 months*. 

*From the 2015 Gould Farm Outcomes Report
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Gould Farm is a therapeutic community that 
promotes recovery for people with mental health and related challenges 
through meaningful work, community living, and clinical care. 

Follow Us Blog  

© 2014 gould farm site by housatonic creative 
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December 1, 2011  
 

Farm provides alternative to typical residential facility 
 

Gould Farm in Western, Mass., believes its few hundred acres is the perfect place for learning to cope 
and live with mental illness. Located among the Bay State’s bucolic Berkshire Mountains, in two short 
years it will turn 100 years old. And as the country’s oldest residential therapeutic community, it still 
does what founders William J. and Agnes Gould intended: provide psychosocial rehabilitation in a nur-
turing and non-institutional environment for adults age 18 and older. 
 

What separates Gould from other residential facilities is that the “farm” in its name isn’t for decoration. 
In 29 houses on 650 acres, staff and guests live and work together while raising their own livestock for 
meat, growing and harvesting their own produce and producing their own dairy products, baked goods 
and maple syrup. Gould Farm even keeps its own home embers burning by heating with its own wood. 
Completing the sustainability circle, it has its own waste water system. 
 

The community’s guests – and everyone who is not on staff is referred to as a “guest” – comprise peo-
ple coping with conditions such as depression, bipolar and schizoaffective disorder and schizophrenia. 
Currently, non-guests within the community range in age from six months to 72. The Goulds’s core be-
lief when they founded the farm is still what joins the community, that emotional rehabilitation could 
be achieved with a gentle balance of “respectful discipline, wholesome work and unstinting kindness.” 
 

“The approach of our program is well integrated,” says Cindy Kelly, director of marketing and outreach 
and who for 16 years has worked with non-profits to promote the work that they do. “Our psychiatrists, 
clinicians, residential advisors and work leaders work collaboratively to ensure that each guest is get-
ting the most benefit from the program.” 
 

Kelly works to inform families and clinicians about Gould Farm who may need help placing individu-
als in need of care. When a guest arrives, Kelly says they become “a vital member of the community” 
from the start and may work on any number of “teams.” Typically, the Forestry and Grounds Team lets 
guests learn the literal lay of the land as they tend woods, trails, grounds and living areas. Other teams 
include the Farm, Garden, Harvest Barn, Kitchen, Maintenance and the Roadside Store and Cafe Team. 
 

In addition to their farm participation, each guest is assigned a member of Gould’s Clinical Team – a 
master’s-level clinician who advises them during their stay. Therapists provide one-on-one therapy, 
case management and life coaching throughout Gould’s strength-based recovery program. The on-site 
clinical staff comprises two psychiatrists, a registered nurse, a nursing assistant, a clinical director, a 
transitional counselor and three social workers. 
 

“Being a productive member of the community restores confidence, builds self esteem and gives guests 
a feeling of belonging and inclusion,” she says. “Where we were once considered a bit backward, I be-
lieve that we are now quite cutting edge and are seeing more and more programs modeled after ours.” 
 

After a typical nine- to 11-month stay, guests may apply to live in Gould’s Boston Area residential pro-
gram which Kelly says offers a different level of independence. A private-pay facility, although Gould 
Farm does not take insurance, families may apply for financial aid of which the farm granted more than 
$1 million last year. 
 
By Jennifer E Chase 

An independent voice for the region’s psychologists  

 

113



 

 

 

 

 
113



 

 
113



 

 

 

 

 

 

113



M
is

si
on

 
To

 p
ro

vi
de

 a
 h

ig
hl

y 
ef

fe
ct

iv
e 

th
er

ap
eu

tic
 

pr
og

ra
m

 fo
r a

du
lts

 w
ith

 m
en

ta
l i

lln
es

s 
so

 th
ey

 
ca

n 
le

ar
n 

to
 m

an
ag

e 
th

ei
r s

ym
pt

om
s, 

ac
hi

ev
e 

th
ei

r h
ig

he
st

 le
ve

l o
f i

nd
ep

en
de

nc
e 

an
d 

le
ad

 
re

w
ar

di
ng

 li
ve

s. 

 

V
is

io
n 

Pe
op

le
 c

an
 re

co
ve

r w
he

n 
th

ey
 re

ce
iv

e 
pr

of
es

si
on

al
 p

sy
ch

ia
tr

ic
 c

ar
e,

 p
ar

tic
ip

at
e 

in
 

m
ea

ni
ng

fu
l d

ai
ly

 a
ct

iv
ity

, d
ev

el
op

 m
ut

ua
lly

 
su

pp
or

tiv
e 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

, a
nd

 e
ng

ag
e 

in
 th

ei
r 

ow
n 

tr
ea

tm
en

t p
ro

gr
am

. 

 

A
bo

ut
 R

os
e 

H
ill

 
Fo

un
de

d 
in

 1
99

2 
by

 D
an

 a
nd

 R
os

em
ar

y 
Ke

lly
, 

Ro
se

 H
ill

 C
en

te
r o

ffe
rs

 c
om

pr
eh

en
si

ve
 

ps
yc

hi
at

ric
 tr

ea
tm

en
t a

nd
 re

ha
bi

lit
at

io
n 

se
rv

ic
es

 
on

 a
 4

00
 a

cr
e 

ca
m

pu
s. 

Th
e 

re
si

de
nt

ia
l b

ui
ld

in
gs

 
ar

e 
ne

st
le

d 
am

on
g 

w
oo

dl
an

ds
, l

ak
es

 a
nd

 fi
el

ds
 

an
d 

ye
t a

re
 c

lo
se

 to
 a

m
en

iti
es

 s
uc

h 
as

 s
ho

pp
in

g,
 

co
lle

ge
s 

an
d 

un
iv

er
si

tie
s, 

ho
sp

ita
ls

, r
ec

re
at

io
n 

ce
nt

er
s 

an
d 

pa
rk

s. 
 

 

A
cc

re
di

ta
ti

on
 &

 L
ic

en
si

ng
 

Ro
se

 H
ill

 h
as

 e
ar

ne
d 

th
e 

G
ol

d 
Se

al
 o

f A
pp

ro
va

l 
fr

om
 th

e 
Jo

in
t C

om
m

is
si

on
, a

n 
in

de
pe

nd
en

t, 
no

t-
fo

r-
pr

of
it 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
n 

th
at

 a
cc

re
di

ts
 a

nd
 

ce
rt

ifi
es

 2
0,

50
0 

he
al

th
 c

ar
e 

or
ga

ni
za

tio
ns

 a
nd

 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

in
 th

e 
U

ni
te

d 
St

at
es

.  

Ro
se

 H
ill

 is
 li

ce
ns

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
St

at
e 

of
 M

ic
hi

ga
n.

 
Pr

of
es

si
on

al
 s

ta
ff 

ar
e 

lic
en

se
d 

to
 p

ra
ct

ic
e 

in
 th

ei
r 

ar
ea

 o
f s

pe
ci

al
ty

 a
nd

 re
ce

iv
e 

re
gu

la
r a

nd
 

rig
or

ou
s 

in
-s

er
vi

ce
 tr

ai
ni

ng
. 

Ro
se

 H
ill

 is
 a

 m
em

be
r o

f t
he

 A
m

er
ic

an
 

Re
si

de
nt

ia
l T

re
at

m
en

t A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

(A
RT

A)
.  

A
t 

Ro
se

 H
ill

 C
en

te
r,

 w
e 

be
lie

ve
 th

at
 

pe
op

le
 c

an
 re

co
ve

r f
ro

m
 m

en
ta

l i
lln

es
s 

w
he

n 
th

ey
 re

ce
iv

e 
pr

of
es

si
on

al
 

ps
yc

hi
at

ric
, c

ar
e 

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
e 

in
 m

ea
ni

ng
fu

l 
da

ily
 a

ct
iv

ity
, d

ev
el

op
 m

ut
ua

lly
 

su
pp

or
tiv

e 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

ps
 a

nd
 e

ng
ag

e 
in

 
th

ei
r o

w
n 

tr
ea

tm
en

t p
ro

gr
am

. 

O
ur

 p
ro

gr
am

s 
ha

ve
 b

ee
n 

ca
re

fu
lly

 
de

si
gn

ed
 t

o 
tr

ea
t i

nd
iv

id
ua

ls
 w

ith
 a

 
va

rie
ty

 o
f m

en
ta

l i
lln

es
s 

di
ag

no
se

s 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

sc
hi

zo
ph

re
ni

a,
 s

ch
iz

oa
ffe

ct
iv

e 
di

so
rd

er
, 

cl
in

ic
al

 d
ep

re
ss

io
n 

an
d 

bi
po

la
r d

is
or

de
r. 

Ro
se

 H
ill

 h
as

 a
 f

ul
l c

on
ti

nu
um

 o
f 

pr
og

ra
m

s
to

 s
up

po
rt

 th
e 

ne
ed

s 
of

 e
ac

h 
re

si
de

nt
. O

ur
 g

oa
l i

s 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 
in

di
vi

du
al

s 
w

ith
 in

si
gh

ts
, l

ife
 s

ki
lls

, 
at

tit
ud

es
 a

nd
 th

e 
m

ed
ic

at
io

ns
 n

ee
de

d 
to

 
m

ov
e 

to
 re

co
ve

ry
 a

nd
 m

an
ag

e 
th

ei
r 

ill
ne

ss
. 

 

Fo
r 

m
or

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t 

 
th

e 
Re

si
de

nt
ia

l R
eh

ab
ili

ta
ti

on
 P

ro
gr

am
 o

r 
an

y 
of

 R
os

e 
H

ill
’s

 o
th

er
 tr

ea
tm

en
t p

ro
gr

am
s,

 
ph

on
e 

th
e 

A
dm

is
si

on
s 

O
ff

ic
e:

 2
48

-5
31

-2
40

5.
 

51
30

 R
os

e 
H

il
l 

B
lv

d
 

H
o

ll
y 

M
ic

h
ig

an
 4

84
42

 
R

o
se

H
il

lC
en

te
r.

o
rg

 

11
3



T
h

e 
R

es
id

en
ti

al
 

R
eh

ab
il

it
at

io
n

 
P

ro
g

ra
m

 
a

t 
R

o
se

 H
il

l 
C

e
n

te
r 

 

A
ch

ie
v

in
g

 s
ta

b
il

it
y

 

a
n

d
 r

e
st

o
ri

n
g

 s
e

lf
-

e
st

e
e

m
 

 

A
t 

Ro
se

 H
ill

 C
en

te
r,

 in
di

vi
du

al
s 

ri
se

 t
o 

th
e 

ch
al

le
ng

e 
of

 le
ar

ni
ng

 t
he

 s
ki

lls
 

ne
ed

ed
 t

o 
liv

e 
su

cc
es

sf
ul

ly
 in

 t
he

 
co

m
m

un
it

y.
 B

y 
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

in
g 

in
 a

 v
ar

ie
ty

 
of

 in
no

va
ti

ve
 p

ro
gr

am
s,

 r
es

id
en

ts
 a

re
 

ab
le

 t
o 

de
ve

lo
p 

th
e 

st
re

ng
th

 a
nd

 
co

nf
id

en
ce

 t
o 

do
, a

nd
 b

e,
 t

he
ir

 b
es

t.
 

 
Ro

se
 H

ill
 C

en
te

r 
m

ak
es

 a
 p

ro
fo

un
d 

di
ff

er
en

ce
 in

 p
eo

pl
e’

s 
liv

es
. 

TR
EA

TM
EN

T 
GR

O
W

TH
 

R
EC

O
VE

R
Y 

11
3



113



Issued August 2013
P20-570

Population Characteristics

  
America’s Families and Living
Arrangements: 2012

By Jonathan Vespa, Jamie M. Lewis, and 
Rose M. Kreider

U.S. Department of Commerce 
Economics and Statistics Administration 
U.S. CENSUS BUREAU

census.gov

INTRODUCTION

Families and living arrangements in the United States 
have changed over time, just as they have developed 
distinct regional trends because of factors such as local 
labor markets and migration patterns. As a result, it 
is difficult to talk about a single kind of family or one 
predominant living arrangement in the United States. 
The goals of this report are to provide an updated 
picture of the composition of families and households 
and to describe trends in living arrangements in the 
United States.1 The report also describes how families 
and households have changed in recent years, notably 
during the latest economic recession, which lasted 
from 2007–2009.2 

This report uses data from the Annual Social and  
Economic Supplement (ASEC) to the Current  
Population Survey (CPS) and the American Community 
Survey (ACS).3 It capitalizes on the strengths of both 
data sets, using CPS detailed information about family 
structure and characteristics over time, along with ACS 

1 The 8.0 million people living in group quarters 
(rather than households) in 2011, 2.8 percent of whom 
were under the age of 18, are not included in this report. 
See Table S2601A accessible on American FactFinder at 
<http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages 
/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR_S2601A&prodType=table>.

2 For periods of recession in the United States, see the National 
Bureau of Economic Research, <www.nber.org/cycles.html>. The most 
recent recession began December 2007 and ended June 2009.

3 The data in this report are from the CPS ASEC, collected in  
February, March, and April of 2012 and earlier supplements, and the 
2011 ACS. The CPS represents the civilian noninstitutionalized popula-
tion living in the United States, and the ACS represents the population 
in households.

data about how basic family and household character-
istics vary across states.4 

The report contains five sections: (1) a review of some 
data sources for studying family life in the United 
States; (2) households and living arrangements of 
adults; (3) family groups; (4) spouses, partners, and 
couples; and (5) the economic well-being of families 
before and after the 2007–2009 recession, focusing on 
children’s perspective. 

Some highlights of the report are: 

 Sixty-six percent of households in 2012 were family 
households, down from 81 percent in 1970.

 Between 1970 and 2012, the share of households 
that were married couples with children under 
18 halved from 40 percent to 20 percent. 

 The proportion of one-person households increased 
by 10 percentage points between 1970 and 2012, 
from 17 percent to 27 percent. 

 Between 1970 and 2012, the average number of 
people per household declined from 3.1 to 2.6. 

4 For more details on the ACS, including its sample size and ques-
tions, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>. Further information on the 
CPS is available at <www.census.gov/cps/>.

For a comparison of households and families estimates in 
ACS and CPS, see Martin O’Connell and Gretchen Gooding, 2005, 
“Comparison of ACS and ASEC Data on Households and Families: 
2004,” Census Bureau Working Paper accessible online at 
<www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/library/2006 
/2006_OConnell_01.pdf>.
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 Nearly three-quarters (72 per-
cent) of men aged 65 and over 
lived with their spouse compared 
with less than half (45 percent) 
of women. 

 Married couples made up most 
(63 percent) of the family groups 
with children under the age 
of 18. 

 Partners in married opposite- 
sex couples were less likely 
(4 percent) to be different races 
than partners in either unmar-
ried opposite-sex couples (9 
percent) or same-sex couples (12 
percent).5 

 Black children (55 percent) and 
Hispanic children (31 percent) 
were more likely to live with one 
parent than non-Hispanic White 
children (21 percent) or Asian 
children (13 percent).6  

 During the latest recession, 
the percentage of stay-at-home 
mothers declined and did not 

5 Note that unmarried opposite-sex 
couples were not statistically different from 
same-sex couples.

6 Federal surveys now give respondents 
the option of reporting more than one race. 
Therefore, two basic ways of defining a race 
group are possible. A group such as Asian 
may be defined as those who reported Asian 
and no other race (the race-alone or single-
race concept) or as those who reported Asian 
regardless of whether they also reported 
another race (the race-alone-or-in- combination 
concept). The body of this report (text, 
figures, and tables) shows data using the 
first approach (race alone). Use of the single-
race population does not imply that it is the 
preferred method of presenting or analyzing 
data. The Census Bureau uses a variety of 
approaches. For further information, see the 
2010 Census Brief, “Overview of Race and 
Hispanic Origin: 2010” (C2010BR-02) at 
<www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs 
/c2010br-02.pdf>. This report will refer to 
the White-alone population as White, the 
Black-alone population as Black, the Asian-
alone population as Asian, and the White-
alone-non-Hispanic population as White, non-
Hispanic. Because Hispanics may be any race, 
data in this report for Hispanics overlap with 
data for racial groups. Based on the 2012 CPS 
ASEC, 19 percent of the White population was 
Hispanic, as was 7 percent of the Black popu-
lation, 4 percent of Asians, and 23 percent 
of others who reported only one race. Since 
the ACS sample is much larger than the CPS, 
we are able to show additional categories for 
race groups in Table 1.

return to its prerecession level 
until 2012. 

 During the latest recession, 
homeownership among house-
holds with their own children 
under the age of 18 fell by 15 
percent. These households saw 
a 33 percent increase in parental 
unemployment. 

DATA SOURCES FOR 
STUDYING AMERICAN 
FAMILIES

Because the family interacts with 
many aspects of social life, surveys 
typically opt for depth over breadth 
by concentrating data collection on 
a handful of related family topics. 
Appendix Table A highlights the 
variety of data sources available for 
studying families, households, and 
living arrangements in the United 
States. 

The various designs and topics of 
the surveys provide an array of 
perspectives for studying America’s 
families and living arrangements. 
For example, the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s Survey of Income and 
Program Participation (SIPP) is a 
panel study that follows the same 
respondents over time. It collects 
detailed information on household 
relationships, assets, and participa-
tion in government transfer pro-
grams, which researchers can use 
to study disadvantaged families as 
well as the living arrangements, 
support, and economic well-being 
of children. Other data sources, 
such as the Early Childhood Longi-
tudinal Studies and National Survey 
of Adoptive Parents, focus specifi-
cally on the cognitive, physical, and 
mental development of children. 
The National Longitudinal Surveys 
of Youth follow the same birth 
cohort over time, collecting data 

Households

A household contains one or more people. Everyone living in a housing 
unit makes up a household. One of the people who owns or rents the 
residence is designated as the householder. For the purposes of exam-
ining family and household composition, two types of households are 
defined: family and nonfamily. 

A family household has at least two members related by birth, mar-
riage, or adoption, one of whom is the householder. 

A nonfamily household can be either a person living alone or a house-
holder who shares the housing unit only with nonrelatives—for example, 
boarders or roommates. The nonrelatives of the householder may be 
related to each other.

Family households are maintained by married couples or by a man or 
woman living with other relatives. Children may or may not be present. 
In contrast, nonfamily households are maintained only by men or women 
with no relatives at home. 

Own children are a subset of all children—they are the biological, step, 
or adopted child of the householder or family reference person (in the 
case of subfamilies) for the universe being considered, whether house-
hold, family, or family group. Own children are also limited to children 
who have never been married, are under the age of 18 (unless otherwise 
specified), and are not themselves a family reference person. Foster chil-
dren are not included as own children since they are not related to the 
householder.
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on educational, family, and work 
experiences through young adult-
hood and into middle age, while 
the Health and Retirement Study 
follows the life course experiences 
of older Americans. Other surveys 
focus on ties between the family 
and specific experiences such as 
incarceration and substance abuse 
(e.g., the Survey of Inmates in State 
and Federal Correctional Facilities 
and the National Survey on Drug 
Use and Health). 

This report features data from the 
ACS and CPS to describe America’s 
families and living arrangements. 
The ACS provides statistics about 
the nation’s people, housing, and 
economy at various geographic lev-
els including the nation, state, and 
county. The CPS collects detailed 
information about the economic 
characteristics of households, 
including employment patterns, 
work hours, earnings, and worker 
occupation. Because the survey 
began in 1940, researchers can 
use the CPS to examine change in 
families and households over the 
last half century.7

AMERICA’S HOUSEHOLDS 
AND LIVING 
ARRANGEMENTS

Many factors affect the number, 
type, and size of households. These 
include patterns of population 
growth such as fertility and mor-
tality, decisions individuals make 
about their living arrangements, 
and changes in social norms, 
health, and the economy that 
influence how individuals organize 
their lives. In turn, individual deci-
sions produce aggregate societal 
changes in household and family 
composition. This section of the 
report highlights several historical 

7 For more information on the history of 
the CPS, see Chapter 2 of Technical Paper 
66 at <www.census.gov/cps/files/Techincal 
paper 66 chapter 2 history.pdf>.

changes in America’s households 
and living arrangements:

 Households and families have 
gotten smaller over time.

 Married households tended to 
be older and made up a smaller 
share of all households. 

 Living alone has become more 
widespread as the rising number 
of one-person households offset 
the shrinking number of married 
households with children.

 The increase in living alone and 
the decline in married house-
holds reflect a rising age at first 
marriage for men and women.

In 2011, there were 56 million 
married-couple households 
and 32 million one-person 
households (Table 1).

The United States had about 
115 million households in 2011 
(Table 1). Family households num-
bered 76 million, which included 
about 56 million married-couple 
households and 5 million male and 
15 million female householders 
with no spouse present.8 Nonfamily 
households numbered 39 million 
and represented one-third of all 
households in the United States. 
Of these nonfamily households, 
32 million consisted of one person 
living alone. Twelve million non-
family households were maintained 
by individuals 65 years and older. 

Over time, the proportion of house-
holds headed by older individuals 

8 The estimates in this report (which 
may be shown in text, figures, and tables) 
are based on responses from a sample of 
the population and may differ from actual 
values because of sampling variability or 
other factors. As a result, apparent differ-
ences between the estimates for two or more 
groups may not be statistically significant. 
All comparative statements have undergone 
statistical testing and are significant at the 
90 percent confidence level unless otherwise 
noted. 

has increased.9 Twenty-two per-
cent of households in 2011 had a 
householder 65 or older, up from 
20 percent in 2007, when the  
U.S. Census Bureau last reported on 
this topic in detail. Householders 
in married-couple family house-
holds also tended to be older than 
those in other family households 
(Table 1). In 2011, 41 percent of 
married-couple family household-
ers were at least 55 years old; in 
comparison, about 24 percent of 
other male family householders 
and 26 percent of other female 
family householders were in this 
age range. The difference partly 
results from the way these families 
are defined. When a married couple 
with children becomes empty 
nesters, they are still counted as 
a married-couple family. But when 
children move out of a one-parent 
family household, a parent living 
alone is counted as a nonfamily 
household. Because parents with 
children still at home tended to be 
younger, other family householders 
tended to be younger.

Fewer family households 
with a Hispanic or Black 
householder were maintained 
by a married couple (Table 1).

In 2011, married-couple house-
holds made up 81 percent of the 
family households that an Asian 
householder maintained and 
80 percent that a White, non- 
Hispanic householder maintained. 
The corresponding proportion 
among Hispanic and Black house-
holders was smaller: 62 percent 
and 44 percent, respectively. Like-
wise, other family households were 
more common among Hispanic or 
Black householders than they were 
among Asian or non-Hispanic White 
householders.

9 See Table 1, Rose M. Kreider and Diana 
Elliott, 2009, “America’s Families and Living 
Arrangements: 2007,” Current Population 
Reports, P20-561, U.S. Census Bureau,  
Washington, DC.
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Table 1.
Households by Type and Selected Characteristics: ACS 2011

All households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114,991,725 179,541 76,084,006 55,519,648 5,457,141 15,107,217 38,907,719 18,030,888 20,876,831

Age of Householder
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin of
  Householder

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

acific
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Size of Household
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Number of Related Children Under 18
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Presence of Own Children Under 18
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
. . . . .

Tenure
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . .

.
.

percent confidence inter .
.

. . .
.

. . .
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The share of households that 
married couples maintained 
has fallen since 1970, while 
the share of nonfamily 
households has increased 
(Figure 1).

Figure 1 shows households by 
type from 1970 to 2012. Family 
households predominated in 1970, 
when they made up 81 percent of 
all households. This proportion 
dropped to around 66 percent by 
2012. Note, however, that most of 
this change occurred between 1970 
and 1990. Changes in household 
type since 1990 have been smaller.

The most noticeable trend in Figure 
1 is the decline of married-couple 
households with their own children, 
from 40 percent of households in 
1970 to 20 percent in 2012. As of 
1970, married couples with chil-
dren outnumbered married couples 

without children but by 2012 the 
opposite was true. Indeed, the 
number of married couples without 
children has grown in recent years, 
from 28 percent of households in 
2005 to 29 percent in 2012. This 
change is likely related to the aging 
of householders, noted earlier, as 
well as delays in childbearing.10 

The other family households shown 
in Figure 1 (families whose house-
holder was living with children 
or other relatives but had no 
spouse present) increased from 
11 percent of households in 1970 

10 Between 1970 and 2006, the average 
age of first-time mothers increased from 
21.4 years to 25.0 years. See T. J. Mathews 
and Brady E. Hamilton, 2009, “Delayed 
Childbearing: More Women are having their 
First Child Later in Life,” NCHS Data Brief, 
No. 21, National Center for Health Statistics,  
Hyattsville, MD.

to 18 percent in 2012.11 Since 
1992, however, the proportion of 
households that are one-parent 
families (included in the other 
family households category) has 
stabilized at about 9 percent.12 

The growth in one-person house-
holds (people living alone) is 
responsible for most of the 
increase in nonfamily households 
over time—and the corresponding 
decrease in family households. The 
proportion of one-person house-
holds increased by 10 percentage 

11 Although a spouse is not present, an 
unmarried partner of the parent may or may 
not be present.

12 See historical Tables HH-1 and FM-1, 
accessible on the U.S. Census Bureau Web site 
at <www.census.gov/hhes/families/files/hh1 
.xls> and <www.census.gov/hhes/families 
/files/fm1.xls>. Although the proportion of 
one-parent families remained around 9 per-
cent throughout this period, the 2012 value 
is significantly higher than in 2008 through 
2010, 2000 through 2005, and 1992 through 
1993. 

Figure 1.
Households by Type, 1970 to 2012: CPS 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, selected years, 1970 to 2012.
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points between 1970 and 2012 
(from 17 percent to 27 percent) 
compared with an increase of 
4 percentage points in other 
nonfamily households (from 
2 percent to 6 percent) during 
the same period (Figure 1). In 2012, 
women represented more than half 
(55 percent) of one-person house-
holds, although men have been 
closing this gap over time. 

More one-person households 
were headed by men aged 15 
to 64 in 2012 than in 1970  
(Figure 2).

Figure 2 highlights changes in 
one-person households, by age 
and sex, from 1970 to 2012. It 
shows a decline in the share of 
older women living alone, which 
fell by half over the 40-year period, 
from 20 percent to 10 percent, 

among 65- to 74-year-old women. 
The decrease for the oldest women 
(aged 75 and older) was much 
smaller, dipping by 1 percent 
across the same period.

The share of one-person house-
holds maintained by men aged 
65 and older did not change 
between 1970 and 2012. However, 
one-person households headed by 
men aged 15 to 64 did rise, from 
23 percent in 1970 to 34 percent 
in 2012. This pattern could result 
from changes in divorce rates, 
which increased sharply between 
1970 and 1980.13 However, one-
person households among women 
of the same age did not increase 
between 1970 and 2012. This may 

13 See Joshua R. Goldstein, 1999, “The 
Leveling of Divorce in the United States,” 
Demography, 36:409–414.

be explained by living arrange-
ments following divorce. Because 
mother-only custody is the domi-
nant living arrangement for chil-
dren following divorce, men more 
often than women live alone fol-
lowing a divorce.14 

Households and families have 
become smaller over time  
(Figure 3).

Between 1970 and 2012, the 
average number of people per 
household declined from 3.1 to 
about 2.6.15 But the most profound 
changes in household size occurred 
among the largest and smallest 

14 See Maria Cancian and Daniel R. Meyer, 
1998, “Who Gets Custody?” Demography, 
35:147–157.

15 See historical Tables HH-4 and HH-6, 
accessible on the U.S. Census Bureau Web site 
at <www.census.gov/hhes/families/files/hh4 
.xls> and <www.census.gov/hhes/families 
/files/hh6.xls>.

Women 75+

Women 65–74

Women 15–64

Men 75+

Men 65–74

Men 15–64

201220102000199019801970

Figure 2.
One-Person Households by Age and Sex, 1970 to 2012: CPS

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, selected years, 1970 to 2012.
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households (Figure 3). Households 
with five or more people decreased 
by half, from 21 percent to 10 per-
cent of households, between 1970 
and 2012 while the share of house-
holds with only one or two people 
increased from 46 percent to 
61 percent. Consistent with trends 
in Figure 1 for household type, 
changes in more recent decades 
have been small. There was no 
significant difference, for example, 
in households with five or more 
people between 2005 and 2012.

Multigenerational households 
were less common among 
White, non-Hispanic 
householders (Table 2).

The term multigenerational refers 
to family households consist-
ing of three or more generations. 

These include families with either a 
householder with both a parent and 
a child, a householder with both a 
child and grandchild, a householder 
with both a grandchild and a par-
ent, or a four-generation household 
(i.e., a householder with a parent, 
child, and grandchild present). In 
2012, multigenerational house-
holds made up 5 percent of family 
households, although this percent-
age differed by race and Hispanic 
origin (Table 2).16 Multigenerational 
households made up 3 percent of 
family households with a White, 

16 The comparable figure from the 
ACS was 6 percent. See Tables B11017 
and B11001, accessible on American 
FactFinder at <http://factfinder2.census 
.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages 
/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR 
_B11017&prodType=table> and <http://fact-
finder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/
pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR 
_B11001&prodType=table>.

non-Hispanic householder com-
pared with 6 percent of those with 
an Asian reference person and 8 
percent of those with a Black or 
Hispanic reference person.17

The most common type of multi-
generational household was one in 
which a householder lives with a 
child and a grandchild (64 percent). 
This pattern was especially pro-
nounced among multigenerational 
households with a White, non- 
Hispanic householder. The next 
most common type was one in 
which a householder lives with a 
child and a parent (34 percent). 
This pattern was predominant 
among multigenerational house-
holds with an Asian householder.

17 The share of family households that 
were multigenerational did not differ statisti-
cally for Black and Hispanic householders.

Figure 3.
Households by Size, 1970 to 2012: CPS 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, selected years, 1970 to 2012.
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Table 2.
Multigenerational Households by Race and Hispanic Origin of Reference Person: 
CPS 2012
(Numbers in thousands)

   Total all family households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80,506 3,726 64,614 54,146 9,651 4,149 11,585
   Total multigenerational households . . . . . . . . . . . 3,726 3,726 2,533 1,638 799 262 970

Percent multigenerational households. . . . . . . . . 4.6 100.0 3.9 3.0 8.3 6.3 8.4

Number. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80,506 3,726 2,533 1,638 799 262 970

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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.
.

. . .

113



U.S. Census Bureau 9

Multigenerational households 
were more likely to contain 
foreign-born persons (Table 2).

Table 2 shows that 79 percent of 
family households had no foreign-
born persons, compared with 
68 percent of multigenerational 
households. Multigenerational 
households with an Asian or 
Hispanic householder were sub-
stantially more likely to include 
the foreign-born than those with 
a White, non-Hispanic or a Black 
householder. Eighty-nine percent 
of multigenerational households 
headed by White, non-Hispanics 
and 84 percent headed by Blacks 
contained no foreign-born persons, 
compared with 29 percent of those 
with a Hispanic householder and 
11 percent with an Asian house-
holder. These patterns are not 
surprising when considering that 
half (53 percent) of all foreign-born 
persons in the United States come 
from Latin America and the 
Caribbean, and over one-quarter 
(28 percent) come from Asia.18

Multigenerational households 
were more likely to be in 
poverty (Table 2).

In 2012, 19 percent of multi- 
generational households were 
below 100 percent of poverty com-
pared with 12 percent of all family 
households (Table 2). Poverty was 
especially pronounced for multi-
generational households with a 
Black (26 percent) or Hispanic refer-
ence person (24 percent).19 Form-
ing a multigenerational household 
may be a strategy for coping with 

18 See Elizabeth M. Grieco et al., 2012, 
“The Foreign-Born Population in the United 
States: 2010,” American Community Survey 
Reports, ACS-19, U.S. Census Bureau, 
Washington, DC.

19 The share of multigenerational house-
holds in poverty did not differ statistically 
between those with a Black and Hispanic 
householder.

poverty and could offer a financial 
safety net for some families.20

Women aged 25 to 34 were 
more likely to live with a 
spouse than men were; men 
in this age group were more 
likely than women were to live 
alone or in their parents’ home 
(Table 3).

The last part of this section dis-
cusses the living arrangements 
of men and women and of younger 
and older adults (Table 3 and Figure 
4). Gender differences in the age 
at first marriage and cohabitation 
drive the living arrangements of 
young men and women. Table 3 
shows that 59 percent (9 million) 
of men 18 to 24 years old lived 
in their parents’ home in 2012, 
compared with 51 percent (7.6 
million) of women the same age.21 
It is important to note that the CPS 
counts students living in dormi-
tories as living in their parents’ 
home.22 In contrast, women 18 to 
24 years old were more likely to 
live with a spouse or unmarried 
partner. Among this age group of 
young adults, 11 percent of women 
and 6 percent of men were married 

20 See Rakesh Kochhar and D’Vera Cohn, 
2011, “Fighting Poverty in a Tough Economy, 
Americans Move in with their Relatives,” Pew 
Research Center, Washington, DC, 
<www.pewsocialtrends.org/files/2011/10 
/Multigenerational-Households-Final1.pdf>. 

21 For more information on young 
adults living at home, see Laryssa Mykyta 
and Suzanne Macartney, 2012, “Sharing a 
Household: Household Composition and 
Economic Well-Being: 2007–2010,” Current 
Population Reports, P60-242, U.S. Census 
Bureau, Washington, DC. See also, Rose 
M. Kreider, 2007, “Young Adults Living in 
their Parents’ Home,” a working paper 
presented at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Sociological Association, 
New York, NY, August 11–14, 2007, 
<www.census.gov/hhes/families/files 
/young-adults-in-parents-home.pdf>.

22 Estimates from ACS data show that 
about 7.8 percent of young adults aged 18 
to 24 lived in college/university housing. See 
Tables S2601B and B01001, accessible on 
American FactFinder at <http://factfinder2 
.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages 
/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR 
_S2601B&prodType=table> and <http://fact-
finder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/
pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR 
_B01001&prodType=table>.

and living with their spouse. An 
additional 12 percent of women 
and 8 percent of men cohabited 
with an unmarried partner. These 
differences reflect a trend in which 
women typically marry at younger 
ages than men do.23 

This gender pattern was also 
present at older ages. Although 
living with a spouse was the most 
prevalent type of living arrange-
ment among 25- to 34-year-olds, a 
greater proportion of women in this 
age group lived with a spouse than 
men (48 percent versus 40 percent, 
respectively). And although some 
25- to 34-year-olds were living in 
their parents’ home, this arrange-
ment was more common among 
men than women (16 percent ver-
sus 10 percent).

Men aged 65 or older were 
more likely to live with their 
spouse; women in this age 
group were more likely to live 
alone (Table 3).

Differences in living arrangements 
among older adults most likely 
reflect women’s longer life expec-
tancy, their higher rate of widow-
hood, and lower rate of remar-
riage.24  Shown in Table 3, older 
men were more likely to live with 
their spouse while older women 
were more likely to live alone. For 
example, 36 percent of women 
65 and over lived alone, compared 
with only 19 percent of men. 

Table 3 highlights some notable 
differences among older adults as 
well. Living with one’s spouse was 
more common for 65- to 74-year-
old men and women than it was 
for adults aged 75 or older. For 
example, 75 percent of men and 

23 In 2012, the median age at first mar-
riage was 28.6 for men and 26.6 for women. 
See historical Table MS-2, accessible on the 
U.S. Census Bureau Web site at <www.census 
.gov/hhes/families/files/ms2.xls>.

24 See Elizabeth Arias, 2012, “United States 
Life Tables, 2008,” National Vital Statistics 
Reports, 61(3), National Center for Health 
Statistics, Hyattsville, MD.
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56 percent of women aged 65 
to 74 resided with their spouse, 
compared with 68 percent of men 
and only 32 percent of women who 
were aged 75 or older. 

Fewer women 65 and over 
lived alone in 2012 than in 
2003 (Table 3).

Consistent with trends shown in 
Figure 2, the percentage of women 
aged 65 or older who lived alone 
declined between 2003 and 2012, 

from 40 percent to 36 percent.25 
During the same period, the per-
centage of older women who lived 
with a spouse rose from 41 percent 
to 45 percent. Nonetheless, the 

25 See Table 7, Jason Fields, 2003, 
“America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 
2003,” Current Population Reports, P20-553, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC.

Table 3.
Living Arrangements of Younger and Older Adults by Age: CPS 2012
(Numbers in thousands)

YOUNGER ADULTS

Total, 18 to 34 Years
  Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,612 35,714 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

18 to 24 Years
  Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15,154 14,971 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

25 to 34 Years
  Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20,458 20,743 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

OLDER ADULTS

Total, 65 Years and Over
  Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,333 23,160 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

65 to 74 Years
  Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,980 12,393 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

75 years and Over
  Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,353 10,767 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
. . .

113



U.S. Census Bureau 11

share of men in this age group who 
lived alone or with a spouse did not 
change during this period. These 
trends likely reflect the gradually 
closing gap between male and 
female life expectancy.26

More men and women aged 
18 to 34 lived in their parents’ 
home in 2012 than in the early 
2000s (Figure 4).

Figure 4 shows the percentage of 
young adults who lived in their 

26 Between 1996 and 2008, the male-
female gap in life expectancy at birth nar-
rowed from 6 to 5 years. See Robert  
N. Anderson, 1998, “United States Abridged 
Life Tables, 1996,” National Vital Statistics 
Reports, 47(13), National Center for Health 
Statistics, Hyattsville, MD; Elizabeth Arias, 
2012, “United States Life Tables, 2008,” 
National Vital Statistics Reports, 61(3), 
National Center for Health Statistics, 
Hyattsville, MD.

parents’ home between 1960 and 
2012. Between 2000 and 2012, the 
trend has been for a rising share 
of young adult men and women to 
live in their parents’ home, among 
both 18- to 24-year-olds and 25- to 
34-year-olds. This living arrange-
ment was much more common 
among 18- to 24-year-olds than 
among the older group of young 
adults. These trends in young 
adult living arrangements follow 
a broader pattern in the United 
States in which young adults are 
experiencing the traditional mark-
ers of adulthood, such as starting a 
family, leaving their parents’ home, 
and establishing stable careers, 
later in life than previous recent 

generations did.27 Importantly, the 
CPS, but not the decennial census, 
counts students living in dormito-
ries as living in their parents’ home. 
A nontrivial number of young adults 
were enrolled in college or gradu-
ate school: 43 percent of 18- to 
24-year-olds.28 This difference in 
survey design helps account for 
the apparent increase in this living 

27 Francis Goldscheider and Calvin  
Goldscheider, 1999, “The Changing Transition 
to Adulthood: Leaving and Returning Home,” 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage; Maria Lacovou, 
2002, “Regional Differences in the Transition 
to Adulthood,” Annals of the American  
Academy of Political Social Science, 580:40–
69; Jeffrey Jensen Arnett, 2007, “Emerging 
Adulthood: What is it and what is it Good for?” 
Child Development Perspectives, 1:68–73.

28 See Table B14004, accessible on  
American FactFinder at <http://factfinder2 
.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages 
/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_1YR 
_B14004&prodType=table>.

Figure 4.
Young Adults Living in Their Parents' Home, 1960 to 2012: Census and CPS

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1960, 1970, and 1980 Census, and Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, 
1983 to 2012.
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arrangement between 1980 (decen-
nial census data) and 1983 (CPS 
data). 

AMERICA’S FAMILIES 

The family is a vital institution in 
American society and serves as a 
major source of support and social-
ization for individuals, especially 
children. The CPS can identify fam-
ily units regardless of whether they 
include the householder. For exam-
ple, if a mother and child live in 
the home of the mother’s parents, 
then the mother and her child are 
considered a separate family group. 
This section of the report highlights 
several trends in America’s families 
and family groups:

Family Groups

Households can contain more than one married-couple family or one-
parent family. Nonfamily households can contain families that are not 
related to the householder. In 1970 the Census Bureau developed the 
concept of the family group to count all of these types of families. 

Family groups include family households plus all family groups that 
do not include the householder (subfamilies). These subfamilies may 
consist of either married couples or parent-child units. An individual may 
be counted in two different family groups. For example, the householder 
and her adult daughter and granddaughter form one family group. The 
adult daughter and her child form a second family group, a mother-child 
subfamily.

Reference people are the members of a household around whom family 
units are organized. In family households, the householder is always the 
reference person for the primary family, while another member of the 
household would be the reference person for the subfamily. 

Table 4.
Family Groups by Race and Hispanic Origin of Reference Person: CPS 2012
(Numbers in thousands)

Number . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  85,463  68,080  56,299  10,459  4,621  13,046 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Percent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
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 Married families tended to 
be economically advantaged 
compared with other families, 
but the economic well-being of 
all families has worsened since 
2007.

 Married families were still the 
most common family arrange-
ment and tended to be prevalent 
in the Plains States, Midwest, 
and West.

Married family groups 
have declined over time 
but remained the most 
common type of family group 
regardless of race or Hispanic 
origin (Table 4).

Married couples, especially those 
with children under the age of 
18, have made up a declining share 
of family groups over time, while 
other family groups have become 
more common (Table 4). In 2012, 
71 percent of family groups were 
married couples, down from 
74 percent in 2003.29 Of these 
married couples, 40 percent had 
children under the age of 18, down 
from 45 percent in 2003.30 Both the 
absolute number and relative size 
of all other types of family groups, 
except for unmarried mothers, 
have increased since 2007.31 These 
groups include unmarried-parent 
couples,32 unmarried fathers with 
children under the age of 18, and 

29 See Table 3, Jason Fields, 2003, 
“America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 
2003,” Current Population Reports, P20-553, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC.

30 See Table 3, Jason Fields, 2003, 
“America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 
2003,” Current Population Reports, P20-553, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC.

31 See Table 2, Rose M. Kreider and Diana 
Elliott, 2009, “America’s Families and Living 
Arrangements: 2007,” Current Population 
Reports, P20-561, U.S. Census Bureau,  
Washington, DC.

32 CPS data can better identify these 
groups in 2007–2012 than in 2003. Beginning 
in 2007, the CPS added a direct question to 
measure cohabitation. See Rose M. Kreider, 
2008, “Improvements to Demographic  
Household Data in the Current Population 
Survey: 2007,” <www.census.gov/population 
/www/documentation/twps08/twps08.pdf>.

householders who live with other 
relatives. 

Table 4 shows that the most 
common family group was mar-
ried couples, regardless of race or 
Hispanic origin. The distribution of 
family groups varied depending on 
the race and Hispanic origin of the 
family reference person, however. 
Married family groups, for example, 
were more common among Whites 
and Asians (76 percent and 79 per-
cent, respectively) than Blacks or 
Hispanics (43 percent and 61 per-
cent, respectively). Blacks had the 
highest percentage of mother-only 
family groups and householders 
living with other relatives (29 per-
cent and 22 percent, respectively), 
followed by Hispanics (18 percent 
and 14 percent, respectively). 
Unmarried-parent couples were 
most common among Hispanics, 
at 5 percent. Since 2007, house-
holders living with other relatives 
have increased across all racial and 
ethnic groups; they now make up a 
larger share of family groups than 
they did 5 years ago. 

The percentage of mother-only 
and father-only family groups 
increased since 2007 (Table 5).

Table 5 details characteristics of 
the nearly 39 million family groups 
with children under 18 years old 
and highlights three noteworthy 
trends. First, married parents were 
economically advantaged compared 
with other family groups with chil-
dren under the age of 18. Second, 
father-only family groups were 
in better economic standing than 
mother-only family groups. And 
third, the economic welfare of all 
family groups with children under 
the age of 18 declined since 2007.

Overall, married couples made 
up the majority of family groups 
with children under the age of 
18 (63 percent). This percentage 
decreased since 2007, however, 

when they made up 67 percent of 
family groups with children. Across 
the same period, the percentage 
of mother-only family groups rose 
from 25 to 27 percent while that 
of unmarried couples with children 
and father-only family groups each 
rose from 4 to 5 percent.

Married parents were the most 
economically advantaged of 
all the family groups with 
children under the age of 18 
(Table 5). 

The economic advantage of married 
families is consistent with research 
showing that marriage is associ-
ated with greater wealth.33 Married 
parents were more likely to be 
college educated and to be home-
owners compared with unmarried 
parents and with mother-only and 
father-only families.34 Nine percent 
of married-family groups were liv-
ing below the poverty level and 9 
percent were receiving food stamps 
compared with 4 times as many 
mother-only families who were liv-
ing below poverty or receiving food 
stamps. 

Not all one-parent family groups 
were similarly disadvantaged. 
Father-only groups were in better 
economic standing than mother-
only groups, evidenced by their 
better educational attainment, 
higher rates of employment and 
homeownership, and lower rates 
of food stamp receipt (Table 5). 
Roughly 19 percent of these single 
fathers had a bachelor’s degree, 
compared with 17 percent of the 
single mothers. Furthermore, over 

33 See, for example, Daniel Schneider, 
2011, “Wealth and the Marital Divide,”  
American Journal of Sociology, 177:627–667. 
See also, Jonathan Vespa and Matthew 
A. Painter II, 2011, “Cohabitation History, 
Marriage, and Wealth Accumulation,” 
Demography, 48:983–1004, Scholars have 
found both that wealthier people are more 
likely to marry and married people accumu-
late more wealth. 

34 Note that the share of unmarried par-
ents who were homeowners was not signifi-
cantly different from the share of mother-only 
families who were homeowners.
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Table 5.
Family Groups With Children Under 181 by Selected Characteristics: CPS 2012
(Numbers in thousands)

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24,445 1,859  10,322  1,956 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Age of Reference Person
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin of Reference Person
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Education of Male
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Education of Female
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Employment of Male
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Employment of Female
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Household Receives Food Stamps
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tenure
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Poverty Status4

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
.

.
.

.
. . .
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half (57 percent) of the father-
only groups were homeowners, 
compared with 38 percent of the 
mother-only groups. 

One reason for these differences 
is that the fathers were older than 
the mothers, which reflects a com-
mon route to single parenthood 
for men and women in the United 
States. Most fathers who become 
single parents do so through 
divorce whereas single mothers are 
more often never married. Table 6 
shows that of all the children who 
lived with their father only, 44 per-
cent had a divorced father but 
47 percent of children who lived 
with their mother only had a never-
married mother.35 

The share of one-parent 
family groups that fathers 
maintained rose from 10 to 
17 percent between 1980 and 
2012 (Table 6).

Table 6 reinforces the finding that 
one-parent family groups were 
concentrated in the South, as was 
shown in Figure 6. The table also 
reveals that regional variation 
depends on the parent’s race and 
Hispanic origin. For example, Asian 
and Hispanic one-parent family 
groups lived predominantly in 
the West, while Black one-parent 
groups lived predominantly in the 
South. These patterns most likely 
reflect historical trends in residence 
and migration across the United 
States.36 Table 6 also shows dif-
ferences between father-only and 
mother-only family groups. For 
example, children in father-only 
family groups were more likely to 
live with the parent’s cohabiting 
partner than children in mother-
only family groups. In addition, 
more mother-only family groups 

35 See Table C3 accessible on the  
U.S. Census Bureau Web site at <www.census 
.gov/hhes/families/data/cps2012.html>.

36 See Karen R. Humes et al., 2011, 
“Overview of Race and Hispanic Origin: 
2010,” 2010 Census Brief, C2010BR-02, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC.

had young children, under the age 
of 6, in the household as father-
only family groups. 

Married households with their 
own children under the age 
of 18 were more prevalent in 
the Plains States, Midwest, and 
West (Figure 5).

Following national trends in 
America’s families, Figures 5–7 
show geographic differences in 
the prevalence of family house-
holds. Research has shown that 
regional variations in married and 
unmarried households are related 
to the job opportunities of men 
and women and the availability of 
potential mates in a given area.37

Figure 5 shows the percentage 
of U.S. households with children 
under the age of 18 that married 
couples maintained (67 percent) 
and whether the estimate for each 
state was above or below the 
national average. The figure shows 
distinct regional differences. States 
with a percentage of married-
parent households that was below 
the national estimate were concen-
trated near the Great Lakes and in 

37 See, for example, Daniel T. Lichter et 
al., 1991, “Local Marriage Markets and the 
Marital Behavior of Black and White Women,” 
American Journal of Sociology, 96:843–867; 
R. Kelly Raley, 1996, “A Shortage of  
Marriageable Men? A Note on the Role of 
Cohabitation in Black-White Differences 
in Marriage Rates,” American Sociological 
Review, 61:973–983; and Scott J. South and 
Kim M. Lloyd, 1992, “Marriage Opportunities 
and Family Formation: Further Implications of 
Imbalanced Sex Ratios,” Journal of Marriage 
and the Family, 54:440–451.

the South and Southwest. These 
households were more prevalent in 
the Plains States, West, and parts of 
the Midwest. Washington, DC, had 
the lowest share (42 percent) while 
Utah had the highest (79 percent). 

One-parent households with 
children under the age of 18 
were more prevalent in states 
near the Great Lakes and 
in the South and Southwest 
(Figure 6).

Figure 6 forms nearly a mirror 
image of the previous figure. States 
with the smallest shares of married-
parent households typically had the 
highest shares of one-parent house-
holds. States with percentages of 
one-parent households that were 
higher than the national estimate 
were concentrated near the Great 
Lakes and in the South and parts 
of the Southwest. States with the 
smallest shares included Utah 
(18 percent), Hawaii (20 percent), 
and Minnesota (20 percent).38 
Places with the largest shares 
included Washington, DC (49 per-
cent), Mississippi (36 percent), and 
Louisiana (34 percent). 

In addition to married parents and 
single parents, children may live in 
a household with two unmarried 

38 The proportion of one-parent house-
holds did not differ statistically for Utah 
versus Hawaii or Minnesota versus Hawaii.

Cohabitation

Cohabitation. This report uses the terms unmarried partner, cohabiting 
partner, and cohabiter interchangeably. Since 1995 and in the histori-
cal tables since 1996, a category of relationship to the householder has 
been available from the Current Population Survey for use in the mea-
surement of cohabitation. This category allows respondents to identify 
an individual in the household as the “unmarried partner” of the house-
holder. Beginning in 2007, a question was also asked of adults who lived 
with adult nonrelatives to find out if they had a boyfriend, girlfriend, or 
partner living in the household. In the ACS, a relationship category for 
unmarried partner has been available since its inception in 2005. 
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Table 6.
One-Parent Family Groups by Sex and Selected Characteristics: CPS 2012
(In thousands)

  All one-parent family groups. . . . 14,473 2,453 1,878 1,512 403 72 414 12,020 7,642 5,371 3,545 317 2,643

Region
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Living Arrangement
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Number of Own Children Under 25
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Number of Own Children Under 18
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Presence of Own Children
  Under 251

. . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . .

. . . . . .
. . . . .

. . . .
. .

Education
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . .

Marital Status
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Poverty Status in 20113

. . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . .
. . . . .

.
.

.
.

. . .
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parents (Figure 7).39 Although 
one-parent households were con-
centrated in the South (Figure 6), 
unmarried parents living with an 
unmarried partner were concen-
trated in the West and Southwest. 
States with estimates that were 
higher than the national average 
included Alaska (11 percent), Maine 
(11 percent), New Mexico (11 per-
cent), and Wyoming (10 percent).40 
States with the lowest percent-
ages included Utah (4 percent), 

39 In ACS data, only the relationship 
to householder is collected, so we cannot 
determine whether the unmarried partner 
of the householder is also the parent of the 
householder’s child.

40 Although all of these states had a high 
proportion of unmarried-parent households 
compared with the United States overall, they 
do not differ statistically from one another.

Arkansas (5 percent), and Alabama 
(5 percent).41 

AMERICA’S SPOUSES, 
PARTNERS, AND COUPLES

Intimate relationships form an 
integral element of adult life and 
are an important source of sup-
port and well-being. Indeed, about 
86 percent of young men and 
89 percent of young women are 
projected to marry at some point 
in their lives.42 This report looks at 
three kinds of couples: (1) married 
spouses who are of the opposite 

41 The percentage of unmarried-parent 
households did not differ statistically for 
Arkansas versus Alabama.

42 See Table 11, Rose M. Kreider and Jason 
Fields, 2002, “Number, Timing, and Duration 
of Marriages and Divorces: 1996,” Current 
Population Reports, P70-80, U.S. Census 
Bureau, Washington, DC.

sex, (2) unmarried couples living 
together who are of the opposite 
sex, and (3) same-sex couples who 
are either married or living together 
unmarried. This section high-
lights several trends in America’s 
spouses, partners, and couples:

 Cohabitation has rapidly 
expanded in recent decades, led 
primarily by changes in young 
adults’ living arrangements.

 Married parents were older, 
better educated, and had 
higher earnings than cohabiting 
parents.

 Interracial relationships were 
more common among opposite-
sex cohabiters and same-sex 
couples than among opposite-
sex married couples.
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Percentage of Households With Own Children Under 18

That Are Married-Couple Households for the United States: ACS 2011

Figure 5.

U.S. average is 66.8

Note: For further information on the accuracy of the data, see 
<www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/Accuracy/ACS_Accuracy_of_Data_2011.pdf>.
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 Married couples with children 
overwhelmingly had only their 
joint biological children in the 
household, as did a majority of 
cohabiting parents.

Statistics in Table 7 suggest that 
cohabitation was more prevalent 
during young adulthood, while 
marriage was more prevalent later 
in adulthood, a fact that Table 3 
also reinforced by showing the 
living arrangements of younger 
and older adults. For example, 
over half of cohabiting men and 
women (51 percent and 57 per-
cent, respectively) were 34 years 
old or younger, compared with less 
than one-fifth of married men and 
women (15 percent and 19 percent, 
respectively).

Over one-third of married men 
and women had a bachelor’s 
degree, compared with about 
one-fifth of cohabiting men 
and women (Table 7).

Overall, married men and women 
were better educated—over one-
third had a bachelor’s degree—than 
their cohabiting counterparts, 
about one-fifth of whom had a 
bachelor’s degree (Table 7). How-
ever, women were better educated 
than men among cohabiters, a 
pattern that did not exist among 
spouses. About 55 percent of 
female cohabiters had some college 
or a bachelor’s degree, compared 
with 46 percent of male cohabit-
ers. Some researchers argue that 
women may be more willing to 
cohabit with than to marry a man 

who has less education than she 
does.43

Table 7 shows that being employed 
was more common among cohab-
iters than spouses, although this 
difference did not necessarily trans-
late into better economic standing. 
About 66 percent of female cohab-
iters were employed, compared 
with 56 percent of female spouses. 
And 75 percent of male cohabiters 
were employed, compared with 71 
percent of male spouses. Nonethe-
less, the percentage of men and 
women earning at least $50,000 
was higher among the married: 37 
percent of male spouses and 16 
percent of female spouses earned 

43 See Zhenchao Qian, 1998, “Changes 
in Assortative Mating: The Impact of Age 
and Education, 1970–1990,” Demography, 
35:279–292. 
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Percentage of Households With Own Children Under 18
That Are Single-Parent Households for the United States: ACS 2011

Figure 6.

U.S. average is 25.9

For further information on the accuracy of the data, see 
<www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/Accuracy/ACS_Accuracy_of_Data_2011.pdf>.

Note: The term "single-parent households" excludes 
single parents living with unmarried partners.
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at least $50,000, compared with 
21 percent of male cohabiters and 
12 percent of female cohabiters. 
One reason for the discrepancy 
in employment is that spouses 
are older than cohabiters. Thus a 
higher proportion of married indi-
viduals may be retired and out of 
the labor force.44 

In economic terms cohabiters are 
faring worse today than they were 
a decade ago. Although the per-
centage of female cohabiters with 
a bachelor’s degree increased in 
the last decade, the percentage 
who were employed and had earn-
ings declined. About 18 percent of 

44 Note, however, that the percentage of 
married men who were not in the labor force 
did not statistically differ from the percentage 
of cohabiting women who were not in the 
labor force.

male cohabiters and 27 percent of 
female cohabiters had no earnings 
in 2012, up from 11 percent and 
20 percent respectively in 2003.45 

Married parents were older 
and better educated than 
cohabiting parents (Table 7).

In general, the patterns observed 
for cohabiting partners and 
spouses also extended to parents, 
but cohabiting parents tended to 
be very young. About 23 percent of 
cohabiting women and 13 per-
cent of cohabiting men who had 
children under the age of 18 were 
between 15 and 24 years old; the 
corresponding figures for male and 
female spouses were 2 percent and 

45 See Table 8, Jason Fields, 2003, 
“America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 
2003,” Current Population Reports, P20-553, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC.

4 percent, respectively. Married 
parents were also better educated. 
For example, 40 percent of mar-
ried women with children under the 
age of 18 had a bachelor’s degree, 
compared with 12 percent of their 
cohabiting counterparts. 

The majority of spouses in 
opposite-sex married couples 
were married to someone 
within 5 years of their own age 
(Table 8).

People commonly marry someone 
who has similar characteristics as 
themselves. For example, college-
educated people tend to marry 
other college-educated people, and 
members of one race tend to marry 
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Figure 7.

U.S. average is 7.3

Note: For further information on the accuracy of the data, see 
<www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/Accuracy/ACS_Accuracy_of_Data_2011.pdf>.
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Table 7.
Characteristics of Male-Female Unmarried Partners and Spouses by Sex: CPS 2012
(In thousands)

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,845 7,845 3,202 3,202 61,047 61,047 24,445 24,445

Age
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Education
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . .

Employment Status
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Earnings in 2011
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. .
. . .

someone of the same race.46 Tables 
8 and 9 look at the three kinds of 
couples detailed in this study and 

46 Debra Blackwell and Daniel T. Lichter, 
2005, “Homogamy among Dating, 
Cohabiting, and Married Couples,” The 
Sociological Quarterly, 45:719–737; 
Christine R. Schwartz and Robert D. Mare, 
2005, “Trends in Educational Assortative 
Marriage from 1940 to 2003,” Demography, 
42:621–646; and Zhenchao Qian, 1998, 
“Changes in Assortative Mating: The Impact 
of Age and Education, 1970–1990,” 
Demography, 35:279–292. 

ask how similar spouses and part-
ners are to each other.47

47 Here, we show all same-sex couples 
as a group, rather than distinguish between 
same-sex married and unmarried couples. In 
the 2011 ACS, about 1 percent of all coupled 
households in the United States reported as 
same-sex couples, totaling about 605,000 
households. About 28 percent reported 
themselves as spouses. See Tables 1 and 3 
accessible on the U.S. Census Bureau Web site 
at <www.census.gov/hhes/samesex/files 
/ssex-tables-2011.xls>. For more informa-
tion on same-sex couples, see also, Daphne 
Lofquist, 2011, “Same-Sex Couple 
Households,” American Community Survey 
Brief, ACSBR/10-03, U.S. Census Bureau, 
Washington, DC.

Opposite-sex spouses were the 
most similar in age. About three-
quarters (77 percent) had spouses 
whose ages were within 5 years of 
one another compared with two-
thirds (68 percent) of opposite-sex 
cohabiters and 60 percent of same-
sex couples. Same-sex couples 
were less similar in age: one-fifth 
of the couples (21 percent) had a 
partner who was at least 10 years 
older than the other, twice as high 
as opposite-sex married couples. 
This pattern differed by gender: 
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about 25 percent of male same-
sex couples had one partner at 
least 10 years older, compared 
with 18 percent of female same-
sex couples. Same-sex couples 
face more restricted dating pools 
than opposite-sex couples, which 
may explain their wider age gaps 
between partners.48 

Interracial and interethnic 
couples were least common 
among opposite-sex spouses 
(Tables 8 and 9).

In this report, the term interracial 
refers to couples where one partner 
is a different race than the other 
partner; interethnic refers to 
couples where one partner is 
Hispanic and the other is non- 
Hispanic. Interracial marriages 
among opposite-sex couples were 
relatively rare. Relationships in 
which both partners were the 
same race were the most prevalent 
among opposite-sex spouses, at 
96 percent. This figure compared 
with 91 percent of opposite-sex 
cohabiting couples and 88 percent 
of same-sex couples.49 Interethnic 
couples were equally rare among 
opposite-sex spouses: just 4 
percent had one Hispanic and one 
non-Hispanic spouse. The corre-
sponding figures for opposite-sex 
cohabiters and same-sex couples 
were over twice as high, at 9 per-
cent and 10 percent respectively. 

More same-sex couples had 
two college-educated partners 
than opposite-sex married 
couples (Tables 8 and 9).

Same-sex couples had the high-
est share (31 percent) of unions in 

48 See Michael J. Rosenfeld and Reuben 
J. Thomas, 2012, “Searching for a Mate: The 
Rise of the Internet as a Social Intermediary,” 
American Sociological Review, 77:523–547; 
and Michael J. Rosenfeld, 2007, “The Age of 
Independence: Interracial Unions, Same-Sex 
Unions, and the Changing American Family,” 
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

49 Note that the percentage of opposite-
sex cohabiters who were in an interracial 
relationship was not statistically different 
from the percentage of same-sex couples.

which both partners had a bach-
elor’s degree, followed by opposite-
sex married couples (24 percent) 
and opposite-sex cohabiting 
couples (12 percent). 

Eighty-seven percent of 
married parents with children 
under 18 had only biological 
children of both spouses 
present, compared with 51 
percent of cohabiting couples 
(Table 8).50  

Equal shares of opposite-sex cohab-
iters (41 percent) and opposite-sex 
spouses (40 percent) had children 
under the age of 18 present in the 
household. Far fewer same-sex 
couples (16 percent) had chil-
dren under the age of 18 pres-
ent. Among opposite-sex parents, 
however, almost 9 in 10 spouses 
had children who were the bio-
logical offspring of both spouses, 
compared with only 51 percent of 
cohabiting parents. Over one-third 
of these cohabiting couples (38 
percent) had children who were the 
offspring of only one partner. Thus, 
more cohabiting adults lived with 
children who were not biologically 
related to them than did married 
spouses.51 Among same-sex unions 
children were far more prevalent 
in female than male couples. Of 
all the same-sex couples who had 
children under the age of 18 in the 
household, 70 percent were female-
female couples, and 30 percent 
were male-male couples. 

FAMILY ECONOMIC WELL-
BEING AND THE 2007–2009 
RECESSION

This section of the report focuses 
on changes in children’s liv-
ing arrangements and economic 
well-being around the most 
recent recession, which began 

50 Table 8 does not show this percentage 
but it can be calculated from the numbers in 
the table.

51 Note that opposite-sex cohabiters and 
same-sex couples were not statistically differ-
ent from one another.

in December 2007 and officially 
ended in June 2009. The welfare of 
children concerns parents, poli-
cymakers, and researchers alike 
because social, economic, and 
developmental experiences during 
childhood may have lasting con-
sequences through adulthood and 
later life.52 This section highlights 
several trends in children’s living 
arrangements and family economic 
well-being during the recession:

 Children living with two mar-
ried parents resided in the 
most economically advantaged 
households, compared with 
children living in other family 
arrangements.

 The share of children living with 
one parent varied widely by race 
and Hispanic origin.

 The economic well-being of 
households with children 
declined during the recession, 
evidenced by a drop in home-
ownership and rise in unemploy-
ment rates among households 
with children.

 The percentage of stay-at-home 
mothers declined during the 
recession and did not return to 
its prerecession level until 2012. 

The majority of children in the 
United States lived with two 
married parents (Table 10).

The most common family arrange-
ment for the 74 million children 
in the United States in 2012 was 
living with two married parents (64 
percent) (Table 10). This arrange-
ment was less common than it was 
a decade ago, when 69 percent of 
children lived with two married 

52 See Susan L. Brown, 2006, “Family 
Structure Transitions and Adolescent Well-
Being,” Demography, 43:447–461; Wendy D. 
Manning and Susan Brown, 2006, “Children’s 
Economic Well-Being in Married and Cohabit-
ing Parent Families,” Journal of Marriage 
and Family, 68:345–362; R. Kelly Raley and 
Elizabeth Wildsmith, 2004, “Cohabitation and 
Children’s Family Instability,” Journal of 
Marriage and Family, 66:210–219.
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Table 8.
Characteristics of Male-Female Unmarried and Married Couples: CPS 2012—Con.
(In thousands)

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,845 3,202 4,642 61,047 24,445 36,602

Age Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Hispanic Origin Difference2

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Type of Children
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Education Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Employment Status
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
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parents.53 Living with their mother 
only (24 percent) was the next 
most common arrangement in 
2012. Together, these two arrange-
ments described the living situa-
tion of almost 9 in 10 children in 
the United States (88 percent). The 
remaining 12 percent of children 
were split fairly evenly among three 
other types of living arrangements: 
two unmarried parents, father only, 
and no parents.54 

Children living with two 
married parents typically 
resided in economically 
advantaged households 
(Table 10).

Seventy percent of the children 
who lived with two married par-
ents were in households that were 
at least 200 percent above the 
poverty level (Table 10). But nearly 
1 in 2 children who lived with 
their mother only, two unmarried 
parents, or no parents at all were 

53 See Table 7, Jason Fields, 2003, 
“Children’s Living Arrangements and 
Characteristics,” March 2002, Current 
Population Reports, P20-547, U.S. Census 
Bureau, Washington, DC.

54 Note that the percentage of children 
living with two unmarried parents does not 
differ statistically from the share of children 
living with their father only.

living below the poverty level.55 
Children living in these other family 
arrangements were also more likely 
than those living with two married 
parents to receive public assistance 
and food stamps, and to lack health 
insurance coverage. 

This is not to say that marriage 
ensures economic security for 
children. Of the 16 million children 
who lived below the poverty level, 
31 percent lived with two married 
parents—a share that is statisti-
cally unchanged compared with 
2002. What is more, the percent-
age receiving food stamps more 
than doubled since 2002, from 4 
percent to 11 percent, showing 
that children with two married 
parents were also vulnerable to 
economic distress. 

Indeed, the economic welfare of 
family groups with children under 
the age of 18 has deteriorated 
since the latest recession began in 
2007. Even 3 years after its offi-
cial end in 2009, well-being has 
remained lower than it was before 
the recession began. For example, 

55 The percentage of children living below 
the poverty level was not statistically differ-
ent between those living with two unmarried 
parents and with their mother only.

more family groups of all types 
were receiving food stamps in 2012 
than in 2007 (Table 5). For married 
family groups, the share receiving 
food stamps more than doubled 
during this 5-year period, from 4 
percent to 9 percent,56 while the 
share of unmarried-couple parents 
increased from 21 percent to 33 
percent, mother-only family groups 
increased from 28 percent to 39 
percent, and father-only family 
groups increased from 11 percent 
to 19 percent. 

Twenty-eight percent of 
children in the United 
States lived with one parent 
(Figure 8).

Approximately 21 million chil-
dren—or about 28 percent of 
children in the United States—lived 
with one parent in 2012 (Table 10). 
This percentage varied depending 
on the child’s race and Hispanic 
origin, however. Figure 8 shows 
that Asian children had the small-
est proportion that lived with one 
parent, at 13 percent. In contrast, 

56 For information on family groups with 
children under the age of 18 before the 
recession began in 2007, see Table 3, Rose 
M. Kreider and Diana Elliott, 2009, “America’s 
Families and Living Arrangements: 2007,” 
Current Population Reports, P20-561, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC.

Table 8.
Characteristics of Male-Female Unmarried and Married Couples: CPS 2012—Con.
(In thousands)

Earnings Difference in 20113

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
. .

. .
.

. . .
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Table 9.
Characteristics of Same-Sex Couple Households: ACS 2011

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 605,472 100.0 284,295 100.0 321,177 100.0

Age Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . .

Hispanic Origin Difference1

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Presence of Own Children in the Household2

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Education Difference
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Employment Status

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Earnings Difference in 20113

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. .
. .

.
. . .
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Table 10.
Children’s Economic Situation by Family Structure: CPS 20121—Con.
(Numbers in thousands)

Number . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 73,817 47,330 2,937 17,990 2,925 2,634

Family Income
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Poverty Status2

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Household Receives Public Assistance
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Household Receives Food Stamps
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Household Tenure
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Health Insurance Coverage
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Parental Employment Status
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Percent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Family Income
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Poverty Status2

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Household Receives Public Assistance
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
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approximately 1 in 5 White, non-
Hispanic children (21 percent); 1 
in 3 Hispanic children (31 percent); 
and 1 in 2 Black children (55 per-
cent) lived with one parent. Again, 
except for Asian children, the per-
centage of children who lived with 
the boyfriend or girlfriend of their 
unmarried parent was not statisti-
cally different across racial and 
ethnic groups.  

The percentage of stay-at-
home mothers declined during 
the recession and did not 
return to its prerecession 
level until 2012 (Figure 9).

This report defines stay-at-home 
parents as those who had a spouse 
in the labor force all 52 weeks last 
year while they were out of the 
labor force during the same period 
to care for home and family.57 
Estimates of stay-at-home parents 

57 This is a restrictive definition of stay-
at-home parents. We use this definition to 
approximate the often-called “traditional” 
arrangement that was more common in the 
mid-twentieth century.

caring for children under 15 are 
based not on the parents’ activities 
as childcare providers but on their 
labor force status and the primary 
reason why they were not in the 
labor force during the previous 
52 weeks. This labor force based 
measure is derived from the CPS 
ASEC and allows for consistent 
measurement of stay-at-home par-
ent families over time.58  

Figure 9 shows that a decline in 
stay-at-home mothers produced an 
overall decrease in stay-at-home 
parents during the recession; the 
percentage of married fathers who 
stayed at home did not change. 
Before the recession began in 
2007, roughly 24 percent of mar-
ried mothers with children under 
the age of 15 were stay-at-home 
parents. This percentage did not 
drop until 2009 but then remained 
below prerecession levels through 

58 See historical Table SHP-1 accessible 
on the U.S. Census Bureau Web site at 
<www.census.gov/hhes/families/files/shp1 
.xls>. 

2011. The percentage of married 
mothers who were stay-at-home 
parents returned to its prerecession 
level by 2012.59

Overall, the percentage of married 
fathers who were stay-at-home 
parents has been quite small, 
under 1 percent (Figure 9). Between 
2006 and 2010, that percentage 
remained unchanged. Beginning 
in 2011 and 2012, however, the 
percentage of married fathers 
who were stay-at-home parents 
increased slightly (0.8 percent and 
0.9 percent, respectively) compared 
with its level in 2007, before the 
recession began (0.7 percent).60 

Disproportionately higher unem-
ployment rates for men during 
the recession and the prolonged 

59 The years 2006, 2007, 2008, and 2012 
were not statistically different from 2005, nor 
were the years 2007 and 2008 different from 
one another, nor 2009 and 2010.

60 The years 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, and 
2010 were not statistically different from one 
another, nor were 2011 and 2012 different 
from one another.

Table 10.
Children’s Economic Situation by Family Structure: CPS 20121—Con.
(Numbers in thousands)

Household Receives Food Stamps
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Household Tenure
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Health Insurance Coverage
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Parental Employment Status
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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jobless recovery may underlie the 
rise in stay-at-home fathers and 
the decline in stay-at-home moth-
ers.61 Research has found that in 
response to their husband’s job loss 
during a recession, wives tended to 
enter or return to the labor force. 
Indeed, over the last 3 decades 
the single largest 1-year increase 
in a wife’s contribution to family 

61 See Aysegül Sahin et al., 2010, “The 
Unemployment Gender Gap during the 
2007 Recession,” Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York: Current Issues in Economics and 
Finance 16:1–7; Michael Hout et al., 2011, 
“Job Loss and Unemployment,” pp. 59–81 
in “The Great Recession,” edited by David 
B. Grusky, Bruce Western, and Christopher 
Wimer, New York: Russell Sage Foundation; 
and Heather Boushey, 2009, “Job Prospects 
Remain Dim for Millions of Workers,” 
Center for American Progress, Washington, 
DC, <www.americanprogress.org 
/issues/2009/10/employment1009 
.html>.

earnings occurred between 2008 
and 2009.62 

Homeownership among 
households with children 
fell by 15 percent nationally 
between 2005 and 2011 
(Figure 10).

Table 5 showed that the propor-
tion of homeowners among all 
family groups with children under 
18 declined between 2007 and 
2012. Trends in homeownership 
and unemployment varied geo-
graphically because the recession 
affected states differently. Based 
on Figure 10, children living in the 
Plains States may have fared better 
during the recession than children 
living elsewhere in the Midwest 
or in the West, at least in terms of 

62 See Kristin Smith, 2012, “Recessions 
Accelerate Trend of Wives as Breadwinners,” 
Brief 56, Carsey Institute: Durham, NH, 
<http://carseyinstitute.unh.edu/sites 
/carseyinstitute.unh.edu/files/publications 
/IB-Smith-Breadwinners-2012-web.pdf>.

homeownership. Between 2005 and 
2011, the number of households 
with children under the age of 18 
that owned a home fell by 15 per-
cent nationally (Figure 10). In some 
states the decline was steeper, in 
particular California (–22 percent) 
and Arizona (–22 percent) in the 
West and Michigan (–23 percent), 
Ohio (–20 percent), and Illinois (–18 
percent) in the Midwest. Along with 
New York (–17 percent), Florida 
(–19 percent), and New Hampshire 
(–19 percent), these states wit-
nessed greater declines than the 
national average in homeowner-
ship rates among households with 
children under 18.63 

63 The change in home ownership did not 
differ statistically for the following compari-
sons: California versus Arizona, Michigan, 
Ohio, or New Hampshire; Arizona versus 
Michigan, Ohio, Florida, or New Hampshire; 
Michigan versus New Hampshire; Ohio versus 
Florida or New Hampshire; Illinois versus New 
York, Florida, or New Hampshire; New York 
versus New Hampshire; or Florida versus New 
Hampshire.

Figure 8.
Children Living With One Parent by Race and Hispanic Origin: CPS 2012

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, 2012.
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Households with at least one 
unemployed parent rose by 
one-third nationally between 
2005 and 2011 (Figure 11).

Between 2005 and 2011, the 
number of households with chil-
dren under 18 that had at least one 
unemployed parent rose by one-
third (33 percent) across the United 
States (Figure 11). States experienc-
ing a larger than average increase 
included Hawaii (95 percent), 
California (61 percent), Nevada 
(148 percent), and Colorado (56 
percent) in the West and Florida 
(93 percent), North Carolina (54 
percent), New Jersey (63 percent), 
and Connecticut (65 percent) in 

the East.64 Some of the states with 
steep declines in homeownership 
also witnessed a larger rise than 
the national average in unemploy-
ment rates, notably California 
and Florida. Not all of the states 
overlapped with the ones that 
saw a decline in homeownership, 
however. Although homeowner-
ship declined in Michigan, Ohio, 
New York, and New Hampshire, 
households with children in these 
states saw a smaller than average 
increase in parental unemployment. 

64 The change in parental unemployment 
did not differ statistically for the follow-
ing comparisons: Hawaii versus California, 
Nevada, Colorado, Florida, North Carolina, 
New Jersey, or Connecticut; California versus 
Colorado, North Carolina, New Jersey, or 
Connecticut; Colorado versus North Carolina, 
New Jersey, or Connecticut; Florida versus 
Connecticut; North Carolina versus New 
Jersey or Connecticut; or New Jersey versus 
Connecticut.

It is helpful to remember that these 
maps do not represent all house-
holds in the United States, but only 
those with children under the age 
of 18. 

SUMMARY

This report uses data from the 
2012 Current Population Survey 
and the 2011 American Community 
Survey to describe trends in living 
arrangements and the composition 
of families and households in the 
United States. The report high-
lights the complexity and variety 
of contemporary families and living 
arrangements and also illustrates 
how they have changed over time. 

Over the last few decades the 
trend in the United States has 
been toward smaller households, 

Figure 9.
Percentage of Married-Couple Family Groups With Children Under 15 With 
a Stay-at-Home Parent by Sex, 2005 to 2012: CPS

Note: Stay-at-home parents are out of the labor force for the entire year with the reason "taking care of home and family," and have 
a spouse in the labor force all of the previous year.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, 2005 to 2012.
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fewer family and married-couple 
households, and more people liv-
ing alone, especially at older ages. 
Although married families tend to 
be economically better off than 
other families, the economic well-
being of all family types worsened 
on average during the 2007–2009 
recession and in the years since its 
official end. These trends show-
case the importance of collecting 
detailed demographic and eco-
nomic information about how the 
shape of America’s families and 
households are changing over time. 

SOURCE OF THE DATA

The data in this report are from 
the Annual Social and Economic 

Supplement (ASEC) to the 2012 
Current Population Survey (CPS) 
and the 2011 American Com-
munity Survey (ACS). The popula-
tion represented (the population 
universe) in the ASEC is the civilian 
noninstitutionalized population 
living in the United States. Mem-
bers of the Armed Forces living off 
post or with their families on post 
are included if at least one civilian 
adult lives in the household. The 
institutionalized population, which 
is excluded from the population 
universe, is composed primarily of 
the population in adult correctional 
institutions and nursing facilities 
(94 percent of the 4.0 million 
institutionalized people in the

2010 Census).65 Most of the data 
from the ASEC were collected in 
March (with some data collected in 
February and April), and the data 
were controlled to independent 
population estimates for March 
2012. For annual time series from 
the CPS, data collected in the 2012 
ASEC may be compared with data 
collected in the March Supplement 
to the CPS in prior years.

This report also presents data from 
the 2011 ACS. The population rep-
resented (the population universe) 
in the ACS is the population living 

65 See Table P42, available on American 
FactFinder at <http://factfinder2.census 
.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages 
/productview.xhtml?pid=DEC_10_SF1 
_P42&prodType=table>.
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Percentage Change in Households With Own Children Under 18
That Do Not Own a Home for the United States, 2005 to 2011: ACS

Figure 10.

U.S. average is 14.7

Note: For further information on the accuracy of the data, 
see <www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/Accuracy/accuracy2005.pdf> and
<www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/Accuracy/ACS_Accuracy_of_Data_2011.pdf>.
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in both households and group 
quarters—that is, the resident pop-
ulation. The group quarters popula-
tion consists of the institutional-
ized population (such as people in 
correctional institutions or nursing 
homes) and the noninstitutional-
ized population (most of whom are 
in college dormitories). For tabula-
tion purposes in this report, ACS 
data are shown only for the popu-
lation living in households since 
relationship data are not collected 
for the group quarters population.

ACCURACY OF THE 
ESTIMATES

Statistics from surveys are subject 
to sampling and nonsampling error. 
All comparisons presented in this 
report have taken sampling error 

into account and are significant at 
the 90 percent confidence level, 
unless otherwise indicated. This 
means the 90 percent confidence 
interval for the difference between 
the estimates being compared does 
not include zero. Nonsampling 
errors in surveys may be attributed 
to a variety of sources, such as 
how the survey is designed, how 
respondents interpret questions, 
how able and willing respondents 
are to provide correct answers, and 
how accurately the answers are 
coded and classified. The Census 
Bureau employs quality control pro-
cedures throughout the production 
process—including overall survey 
design, question wording, review 
of interviewers’ and coders’ work, 

and statistical review of reports—to 
minimize these errors.

The CPS weighting procedure uses 
ratio estimation, whereby sample 
estimates are adjusted to inde-
pendent estimates of the national 
population by age, race, sex, and 
Hispanic origin. This weighting 
partially corrects for bias due to 
undercoverage, but biases may 
still be present; for example, when 
people who are missed by the sur-
vey differ from those interviewed in 
ways other than age, race, sex, and 
Hispanic origin. How this weighting 
procedure affects other variables in 
the survey is not precisely known. 
All of these considerations affect 
comparisons across different sur-
veys or data sources.
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Percentage Change in Households With Own Children Under 18
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Figure 11.

U.S. average is 32.5

Note: For further information on the accuracy of the data, 
see <www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/Accuracy/accuracy2005.pdf> and
<www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data_documentation/Accuracy/ACS_Accuracy_of_Data_2011.pdf>.

113



U.S. Census Bureau 31

For further information on statisti-
cal standards and the computation 
and use of standard errors, go to 
<www.census.gov/apsd/techdoc 
/cps/cpsmar12.pdf> or contact the 
Census Bureau’s Demographic Sta-
tistical Methods Division via e-mail 
at <dsmd.source.and.accuracy 
@census.gov>.

The final ACS population estimates 
are adjusted in the weighting pro-
cedure for coverage error by con-
trolling specific survey estimates to 
independent population controls by 
age, race, sex, and Hispanic origin. 
The final ACS estimates of housing 
units are controlled to independent 
estimates of total housing. This 
weighting partially corrects for 
bias due to over or undercoverage, 
but biases may still be present; for 
example, when people who are 
missed by the survey differ from 
those interviewed in ways other 
than age, race, sex, and Hispanic 
origin. How this weighting proce-
dure affects other variables in the 

survey is not precisely known. All 
of these considerations affect com-
parisons across different surveys or 
data sources. 

For further information on the ACS 
sample, weighting procedures, 
sampling error, nonsampling error, 
and quality measures from the ACS, 
see <www.census.gov/acs 
/www/Downloads/data 
_documentation/Accuracy/ACS 
_Accuracy_of_Data_2011.pdf>. 

MORE INFORMATION

Detailed tables from the 2012 
Annual Social and Economic supple-
ment to the CPS are available on 
the Internet at the Census Bureau’s 
Web site at <www.census.gov 
/hhes/families/data/cps2012 
.html>. To access ACS tables about 
households and families, see 
American FactFinder on the 
Census Bureau’s Web site at 
<http://factfinder2.census.gov 
/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index 
.xhtml>.

SUGGESTED CITATION

Jonathan Vespa, Jamie M. Lewis, 
and Rose M. Kreider, 2013, 
America’s Families and Living 
Arrangements: 2012, Current 
Population Reports, P20-570, 
U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, 
DC.
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Rose Kreider: 
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Appendix Table B.
Margins of Error1 for Table 1 Estimates—Households by Type and Selected 
Characteristics: ACS 2011

All households . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 179,541 144,469 157,000 40,784 60,980 111,894 62,091 81,015

Age of Householder
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Race and Hispanic Origin of Householder
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

acific Islander alone. . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Size of Household
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Number of Related Children Under 18
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Presence of Own Children Under 18
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tenure
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

.
.

le 1, represents the 90 percent confidence inter .
. . .

.
. . .
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1 The Fair Housing Act is codified at 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601 - 3619. 

2 The Act uses the term “handicap” instead of the term "disability."  Both terms have the
same legal meaning. See Bragdon v. Abbott, 524 U.S. 624, 631 (1998) (noting that definition of
“disability” in the Americans with Disabilities Act is drawn almost verbatim “from the definition
of 'handicap' contained in the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988”).  This document uses the
term "disability," which is more generally accepted.

3 42 U.S.C. § 3604(f)(3)(B).

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
      CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
      OFFICE OF FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

Washington, D.C.
                                                                                             May 17, 2004

JOINT STATEMENT OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

AND THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS UNDER THE
FAIR HOUSING ACT

Introduction

The Department of Justice ("DOJ") and the Department of Housing and Urban
Development ("HUD") are jointly responsible for enforcing the federal Fair Housing Act1 (the
"Act"), which prohibits discrimination in housing on the basis of race, color, religion, sex,
national origin, familial status, and disability.2  One type of disability discrimination prohibited
by the Act is the refusal to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or
services when such accommodations may be necessary to afford a person with a disability the
equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.3  HUD and DOJ frequently respond to complaints
alleging that housing providers have violated the Act by refusing reasonable accommodations to
persons with disabilities.  This Statement provides technical assistance regarding the rights and
obligations of persons with disabilities and housing providers under the Act relating to

113



4 Housing providers that receive federal financial assistance are also subject to the
requirements of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of l973.  29 U.S.C. § 794.  Section 504,
and its implementing regulations at 24 C.F.R. Part 8, prohibit discrimination based on disability
and require recipients of federal financial assistance to provide reasonable accommodations to
applicants and residents with disabilities.  Although Section 504 imposes greater obligations than
the Fair Housing Act, (e.g., providing and paying for reasonable accommodations that involve
structural modifications to units or public and common areas),  the principles discussed in this
Statement regarding reasonable accommodation under the Fair Housing Act generally apply to
requests for reasonable accommodations to rules, policies, practices, and services under Section
504. See U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Public and Indian
Housing, Notice PIH 2002-01(HA) (www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/disabilities/PIH02-01.pdf) and
“Section 504: Frequently Asked Questions,” (www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/disabilities/
sect504faq.cfm#anchor272118).

5 The Fair Housing Act’s protection against disability discrimination covers not only
home seekers with disabilities but also buyers and renters without disabilities who live or
are associated with individuals with disabilities  42 U.S.C. § 3604(f)(1)(B), 42 U.S.C.
§ 3604(f)(1)(C), 42 U.S.C. § 3604(f)(2)(B), 42 U.S.C. § (f)(2)(C). See also H.R. Rep. 100-711 –
24 (reprinted in 1988 U.S.C.A.N. 2173, 2184-85) (“The Committee intends these provisions to
prohibit not only discrimination against the primary purchaser or named lessee, but also to
prohibit denials of housing opportunities to applicants because they have children, parents,
friends, spouses, roommates, patients, subtenants or other associates who have disabilities.”).
Accord: Preamble to Proposed HUD Rules Implementing the Fair Housing Act, 53 Fed. Reg.
45001 (Nov. 7, 1988) (citing House Report).

6 42 U.S.C. § 3604(f)(3)(B).  HUD regulations pertaining to reasonable accommodations
may be found at 24 C.F.R.  § 100.204. 

- 2 -

reasonable accommodations.4

Questions and Answers

1.  What types of discrimination against persons with disabilities does the Act
prohibit?

The Act prohibits housing providers from discriminating against applicants or residents
because of their disability or the disability of anyone associated with them5 and from treating
persons with disabilities less favorably than others because of their disability. The Act also
makes it unlawful for any person to refuse “to make reasonable accommodations in rules,
policies, practices, or services, when such accommodations may be necessary to afford ...
person(s) [with disabilities] equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.”6  The Act also
prohibits housing providers from refusing residency to persons with disabilities, or placing
conditions on their residency,  because those persons may require reasonable accommodations. 
In addition, in certain circumstances, the Act requires that housing providers allow residents to

113



7 This Statement does not address the principles relating to reasonable modifications.  For
further information see the HUD regulations at 24 C.F.R. § 100.203.  This statement also does
not address the additional requirements imposed on recipients of Federal financial assistance
pursuant to Section 504, as explained in the Introduction.

- 3 -

make reasonable structural modifications to units and public/common areas in a dwelling when
those modifications may be necessary for a person with a disability to have full enjoyment of  a
dwelling.7   With certain limited exceptions (see response to question 2 below), the Act applies to
privately and publicly owned housing, including housing subsidized by the federal government or
rented through the use of Section 8 voucher assistance.

2.  Who must comply with the Fair Housing Act’s reasonable accommodation
requirements?

Any person or entity engaging in prohibited conduct – i.e., refusing to make reasonable
accommodations in rules, policies, practices, or services, when such accommodations may be
necessary to afford a person with a disability an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling –
may be held liable unless they fall within an exception to the Act’s coverage.  Courts have
applied the Act to individuals, corporations, associations and others involved in the provision of
housing and residential lending, including property owners, housing managers, homeowners and
condominium associations, lenders, real estate agents, and brokerage services.   Courts have also
applied the Act to state and local governments, most often in the context of exclusionary zoning
or other land-use decisions. See e.g., City of Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc., 514 U.S. 725, 729
(1995); Project Life v. Glendening, 139 F. Supp. 703, 710 (D. Md. 2001), aff'd 2002 WL
2012545 (4th Cir. 2002).  Under specific exceptions to the Fair Housing Act, the reasonable
accommodation requirements of the Act do not apply to a private individual owner who sells his
own home so long as he (1) does not own more than three single-family homes; (2) does not use
a real estate agent and does not employ any discriminatory advertising or notices; (3) has not
engaged in a similar sale of a home within a 24-month period; and (4) is not in the business of
selling or renting dwellings.  The reasonable accommodation requirements of the Fair Housing
Act also do not apply to owner-occupied buildings that have four or fewer dwelling units.  

3.  Who qualifies as a person with a disability under the Act?

The Act defines a person with a disability to include (1) individuals with a physical or
mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities; (2) individuals who
are regarded as having such an impairment; and (3) individuals with a record of such an
impairment.

The term "physical or mental impairment" includes, but is not limited to, such diseases
and conditions as orthopedic, visual, speech and hearing impairments, cerebral palsy, autism,
epilepsy, muscular dystrophy, multiple sclerosis, cancer, heart disease, diabetes, Human
Immunodeficiency Virus infection, mental retardation, emotional illness, drug addiction (other
than addiction caused by current, illegal use of a controlled substance) and alcoholism.
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8 The Supreme Court has questioned but has not yet ruled on whether "working" is to be
considered a major life activity.  See Toyota Motor Mfg, Kentucky, Inc. v. Williams, 122 S. Ct.
681, 692, 693 (2002).  If it is a major activity, the Court has noted that a claimant would be
required to show an inability to work in a “broad range of jobs” rather than a specific job.  See
Sutton v. United Airlines, Inc., 527 U.S. 470, 492 (1999).

9 See, e.g., United States v. Southern Management Corp., 955 F.2d 914, 919 (4th Cir. 1992)
(discussing exclusion in 42 U.S.C. § 3602(h) for “current, illegal use of or addiction to a
controlled substance”).
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The term "substantially limits" suggests that the limitation is "significant" or "to a large
degree."

The term “major life activity” means those activities that are of central importance to
daily life, such as seeing, hearing, walking, breathing, performing manual tasks, caring for one’s
self, learning, and speaking.8  This list of major life activities is not exhaustive. See e.g., Bragdon
v. Abbott, 524 U.S. 624, 691-92 (1998)(holding that for certain individuals reproduction is a
major life activity).

4.  Does the Act protect juvenile offenders, sex offenders, persons who illegally use
controlled substances, and persons with disabilities who pose a significant danger to
others?

No, juvenile offenders and sex offenders, by virtue of that status, are not persons with
disabilities protected by the Act.   Similarly, while the Act does protect persons who are
recovering from substance abuse, it does not protect persons who are currently engaging in the
current illegal use of controlled substances.9  Additionally, the Act does not protect an individual
with a disability whose tenancy would constitute a "direct threat" to the health or safety of other
individuals or result in substantial physical damage to the property of others unless the threat can
be eliminated or significantly reduced by reasonable accommodation.  

5.  How can a housing provider determine if an individual poses a direct threat?

The Act does not allow for exclusion of individuals based upon fear, speculation, or
stereotype about a particular disability or persons with disabilities in general.  A determination
that an individual poses a direct threat must rely on an individualized assessment that is based on
reliable objective evidence (e.g., current conduct, or a recent history of overt acts).  The
assessment must consider:  (1) the nature, duration, and severity of the risk of injury; (2) the
probability that injury will actually occur; and (3) whether there are any reasonable
accommodations that will eliminate the direct threat.  Consequently, in evaluating a recent
history of overt acts, a provider must take into account whether the individual has received
intervening treatment or medication that has eliminated the direct threat (i.e., a significant risk of
substantial harm).  In such a situation, the provider may request that the individual document
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how the circumstances have changed so that he no longer poses a direct threat.   A provider may
also obtain satisfactory assurances that the individual will not pose a direct threat during the
tenancy.  The housing provider must have reliable, objective evidence that a person with a
disability poses a direct threat before excluding him from housing on that basis.

Example 1:  A housing provider requires all persons applying to rent an
apartment to complete an application that includes information on the applicant’s
current place of residence.  On her application to rent an apartment, a woman
notes that she currently resides in Cambridge House.  The manager of the
apartment complex knows that Cambridge House is a group home for women
receiving treatment for alcoholism.  Based solely on that information and his
personal belief that alcoholics are likely to cause disturbances and damage
property, the manager rejects the applicant.  The rejection is unlawful because it is
based on a generalized stereotype related to a disability rather than an
individualized assessment of any threat to other persons or the property of others
based on reliable, objective evidence about the applicant’s recent past conduct. 
The housing provider may not treat this applicant differently than other applicants
based on his subjective perceptions of the potential problems posed by her
alcoholism by requiring additional documents, imposing different lease terms, or
requiring a higher security deposit.  However, the manager could have checked
this applicant’s references to the same extent and in the same manner as he would
have checked any other applicant’s references.  If such a reference check revealed
objective evidence showing that this applicant had posed a direct threat to persons
or property in the recent past and the direct threat had not been eliminated, the
manager could then have rejected the applicant based on direct threat.

Example 2:  James X, a tenant at the Shady Oaks apartment complex, is
arrested for threatening his neighbor while brandishing a baseball bat.  The Shady
Oaks’ lease agreement contains a term prohibiting tenants from threatening
violence against other residents.  Shady Oaks’ rental manager investigates the
incident and learns that James X threatened the other resident with physical
violence and had to be physically restrained by other neighbors to keep him from
acting on his threat.  Following Shady Oaks’ standard practice of strictly enforcing
its “no threats” policy, the Shady Oaks rental manager issues James X a 30-day
notice to quit, which is the first step in the eviction process.  James X's attorney
contacts Shady Oaks' rental manager and explains that James X has a psychiatric
disability that causes him to be physically violent when he stops taking his
prescribed medication.  Suggesting that his client will not pose a direct threat to
others if proper safeguards are taken, the attorney requests that the rental manager
grant James X an exception to the “no threats” policy as a reasonable
accommodation based on James X’s disability.  The Shady Oaks rental manager
need only grant the reasonable accommodation if James X’s attorney can provide
satisfactory assurance that James X will receive appropriate counseling and
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periodic medication monitoring so that he will no longer pose a direct threat
during his tenancy.   After consulting with James X, the attorney responds that
James X is unwilling to receive counseling or submit to any type of periodic
monitoring to ensure that he takes his prescribed medication.  The rental manager
may go forward with the eviction proceeding, since James X continues to pose a
direct threat to the health or safety of other residents.

6.  What is a "reasonable accommodation" for purposes of the Act?

A “reasonable accommodation” is a change, exception, or adjustment to a rule, policy,
practice, or service that may be necessary for a person with a disability to have an equal
opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling, including public and common use spaces.  Since rules,
policies, practices, and services may have a different effect on persons with disabilities than on
other persons, treating persons with disabilities exactly the same as others will sometimes deny
them an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.  The Act makes it unlawful to refuse to
make reasonable accommodations to rules, policies, practices, or services when such
accommodations may be necessary to afford persons with disabilities an equal opportunity to use
and enjoy a dwelling. 

To show that a requested accommodation may be necessary, there must be an identifiable
relationship, or nexus, between the requested accommodation and the individual’s disability.

Example 1:  A housing provider has a policy of providing unassigned parking
spaces to residents.  A resident with a mobility impairment, who is substantially
limited in her ability to walk, requests an assigned accessible parking space close
to the entrance to her unit as a reasonable accommodation.  There are available
parking spaces near the entrance to her unit that are accessible, but those spaces
are available to all residents on a first come, first served basis.  The provider must
make an exception to its policy of not providing assigned parking spaces to
accommodate this resident.

Example 2:  A housing provider has a policy of requiring tenants to come to the
rental office in person to pay their rent.  A tenant has a mental disability that
makes her afraid to leave her unit.  Because of her disability, she requests that she
be permitted to have a friend mail her rent payment to the rental office as a
reasonable accommodation.  The provider must make an exception to its payment
policy to accommodate this tenant.

Example 3:  A housing provider has a "no pets" policy.  A tenant who is deaf
requests that the provider allow him to keep a dog in his unit as a reasonable
accommodation.  The tenant explains that the dog is an assistance animal that will
alert him to several sounds, including knocks at the door, sounding of the smoke
detector, the telephone ringing, and cars coming into the driveway.  The housing
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provider must make an exception to its “no pets” policy to accommodate this
tenant.

7.  Are there any instances when a provider can deny a request for a reasonable
accommodation without violating the Act?

Yes.  A housing provider can deny a request for a reasonable accommodation if the
request was not made by or on behalf of a person with a disability or if there is no disability-
related need for the accommodation.  In addition, a request for a reasonable accommodation may
be denied if providing the accommodation is not reasonable – i.e., if it would impose an undue
financial and administrative burden on the housing provider or it would fundamentally alter the
nature of the provider's operations.  The determination of undue financial and administrative
burden must be made on a case-by-case basis involving various factors, such as the cost of the
requested accommodation, the financial resources of the provider, the benefits that the
accommodation would provide to the requester, and the availability of alternative
accommodations that would effectively meet the requester's disability-related needs.

When a housing provider refuses a requested accommodation because it is not reasonable,
the provider should discuss with the requester whether there is an alternative accommodation that
would effectively address the requester's disability-related needs without a fundamental alteration
to the provider's operations and without imposing an undue financial and administrative burden. 
If an alternative accommodation would effectively meet the requester's disability-related needs
and is reasonable, the provider must grant it.   An interactive process in which the housing
provider and the requester discuss the requester's disability-related need for the requested
accommodation and possible alternative accommodations is helpful to all concerned because it
often results in an effective accommodation for the requester that does not pose an undue
financial and administrative burden for the provider.

Example:  As a result of a disability, a tenant is physically unable to open the
dumpster placed in the parking lot by his housing provider for trash collection. 
The tenant requests that the housing provider send a maintenance staff person to
his apartment on a daily basis to collect his trash and take it to the dumpster. 
Because the housing development is a small operation with limited financial
resources and the maintenance staff are on site only twice per week, it may be an
undue financial and administrative burden for the housing provider to grant the
requested daily trash pick-up service.  Accordingly, the requested accommodation
may not be reasonable.  If the housing provider denies the requested
accommodation as unreasonable, the housing provider should discuss with the
tenant whether reasonable accommodations could be provided to meet the tenant's
disability-related needs – for instance, placing an open trash collection can in a
location that is readily accessible to the tenant so the tenant can dispose of his
own trash and the provider's maintenance staff can then transfer the trash to the
dumpster when they are on site.  Such an accommodation would not involve a
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fundamental alteration of the provider's operations and would involve little
financial and administrative burden for the provider while accommodating the
tenant's disability-related needs.

There may be instances where a provider believes that, while the accommodation
requested by an individual is reasonable, there is an alternative accommodation that would be
equally effective in meeting the individual's disability-related needs.  In such a circumstance, the
provider should discuss with the individual if she is willing to accept the alternative
accommodation.  However, providers should be aware that persons with disabilities typically
have the most accurate knowledge about the functional limitations posed by their disability, and
an individual is not obligated to accept an alternative accommodation suggested by the provider
if she believes it will not meet her needs and her preferred accommodation is reasonable. 

8.  What is a “fundamental alteration”?

A "fundamental alteration" is a modification that alters the essential nature of a provider's
operations.

Example:  A tenant has a severe mobility impairment that substantially limits his
ability to walk.  He asks his housing provider to transport him to the grocery store
and assist him with his grocery shopping as a reasonable accommodation to his
disability.  The provider does not provide any transportation or shopping services
for its tenants, so granting this request would require a fundamental alteration in
the nature of the provider's operations.  The request can be denied, but the
provider should discuss with the requester whether there is any alternative
accommodation that would effectively meet the requester's disability-related needs
without fundamentally altering the nature of its operations, such as reducing the
tenant's need to walk long distances by altering its parking policy to allow a
volunteer from a local community service organization to park her car close to the
tenant's unit so she can transport the tenant to the grocery store and assist him
with his shopping.

9.  What happens if providing a requested accommodation involves some costs on
the part of the housing provider?

Courts have ruled that the Act may require a housing provider to grant a reasonable
accommodation that involves costs, so long as the reasonable accommodation does not pose an
undue financial and administrative burden and the requested accommodation does not constitute
a fundamental alteration of the provider’s operations.  The financial resources of the provider, the
cost of the reasonable accommodation, the benefits to the requester of the requested
accommodation, and the availability of other, less expensive alternative accommodations that
would effectively meet the applicant or resident’s disability-related needs must be considered in
determining whether a requested accommodation poses an undue financial and administrative
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burden.

10.  What happens if no agreement can be reached through the interactive process?

A failure to reach an agreement on an accommodation request is in effect a decision by
the provider not to grant the requested accommodation.  If the individual who was denied an
accommodation files a Fair Housing Act complaint to challenge that decision, then the agency or
court receiving the complaint will review the evidence in light of applicable law  and decide if
the housing provider violated that law.  For more information about the complaint process, see
question 19 below.

11.  May a housing provider charge an extra fee or require an additional deposit
from applicants or residents with disabilities as a condition of granting a reasonable
accommodation?

No.  Housing providers may not require persons with disabilities to pay extra fees or
deposits as a condition of receiving a reasonable accommodation. 

Example 1:  A man who is substantially limited in his ability to walk uses a
motorized scooter for mobility purposes.  He applies to live in an assisted living
facility that has a policy prohibiting the use of motorized vehicles in buildings and
elsewhere on the premises.  It would be a reasonable accommodation for the
facility to make an exception to this policy to permit the man to use his motorized
scooter on the premises for mobility purposes.  Since allowing the man to use his
scooter in the buildings and elsewhere on the premises is a reasonable
accommodation, the facility may not condition his use of the scooter on payment
of a fee or deposit or on a requirement that he obtain liability insurance relating to
the use of the scooter.  However, since the Fair Housing Act does not protect any
person with a disability who poses a direct threat to the person or property of
others, the man must operate his motorized scooter in a responsible manner that
does not pose a significant risk to the safety of other persons and does not cause
damage to other persons' property.  If the individual's use of the scooter causes
damage to his unit or the common areas, the housing provider may charge him for
the cost of repairing the damage (or deduct it from the standard security deposit
imposed on all tenants), if it is the provider's practice to assess tenants for any
damage they cause to the premises.

Example 2: Because of his disability, an applicant with a hearing impairment
needs to keep an assistance animal in his unit as a reasonable accommodation.
The housing provider may not require the applicant to pay a fee or a security
deposit as a condition of allowing the applicant to keep the assistance animal. 
However, if a tenant's assistance animal causes damage to the applicant's unit or
the common areas of the dwelling, the housing provider may charge the tenant for
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the cost of repairing the damage (or deduct it from the standard security deposit
imposed on all tenants), if it is the provider's practice to assess tenants for any
damage they cause to the premises.

12.  When and how should an individual request an accommodation?

Under the Act, a resident or an applicant for housing makes a reasonable accommodation
request whenever she makes clear to the housing provider that she is requesting an exception,
change, or adjustment to a rule, policy, practice, or service because of her disability.  She should
explain what type of accommodation she is requesting and, if the need for the accommodation is
not readily apparent or not known to the provider, explain the relationship between the requested
accommodation and her disability.

An applicant or resident is not entitled to receive a reasonable accommodation unless she
requests one.  However, the Fair Housing Act does not require that a request be made in a
particular manner or at a particular time.  A person with a disability need not personally make the
reasonable accommodation request; the request can be made by a family member or someone
else who is acting on her behalf.  An individual making a reasonable accommodation request
does not need to mention the Act or use the words "reasonable accommodation."  However, the
requester must make the request in a manner that a reasonable person would understand to be a
request for an exception, change, or adjustment to a rule, policy, practice, or service because of a
disability.

Although a reasonable accommodation request can be made orally or in writing, it is
usually helpful for both the resident and the housing provider if the request is made in writing. 
This will help prevent misunderstandings regarding what is being requested, or whether the
request was made.  To facilitate the processing and consideration of the request, residents or
prospective residents may wish to check with a housing provider in advance to determine if the
provider has a preference regarding the manner in which the request is made.  However, housing
providers must give appropriate consideration to reasonable accommodation requests even if the
requester makes the request orally or does not use the provider's preferred forms or procedures
for making such requests. 

Example:  A tenant in a large apartment building makes an oral request that she
be assigned a mailbox in a location that she can easily access because of a
physical disability that limits her ability to reach and bend.  The provider would
prefer that the tenant make the accommodation request on a pre-printed form, but
the tenant fails to complete the form. The provider must consider the reasonable
accommodation request even though the tenant would not use the provider's
designated form.

13.  Must a housing provider adopt formal procedures for processing requests for a
reasonable accommodation?
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No.  The Act does not require that a housing provider adopt any formal procedures for
reasonable accommodation requests.  However, having formal procedures may aid individuals
with disabilities in making requests for reasonable accommodations and may aid housing
providers in assessing those requests so that there are no misunderstandings as to the nature of
the request, and, in the event of later disputes, provide records to show that the requests received
proper consideration.

A provider may not refuse a request, however, because the individual making the request
did not follow any formal procedures that the provider has adopted.  If a provider adopts formal
procedures for processing reasonable accommodation requests, the provider should ensure that
the procedures, including any forms used, do not seek information that is not necessary to
evaluate if a reasonable accommodation may be needed to afford a person with a disability equal
opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.  See Questions 16 - 18, which discuss the disability-
related information that a provider may and may not request for the purposes of evaluating a
reasonable accommodation request. 

14.   Is a housing provider obligated to provide a reasonable accommodation to a
resident or applicant if an accommodation has not been requested?

No.  A housing provider is only obligated to provide a reasonable accommodation to a
resident or applicant if a request for the accommodation has been made.  A provider has notice
that a reasonable accommodation request has been made if a person, her family member, or
someone acting on her behalf requests a change, exception, or adjustment to a rule, policy,
practice, or service because of a disability, even if the words “reasonable accommodation” are
not used as part of the request. 

15. What if a housing provider fails to act promptly on a reasonable
accommodation request? 

A provider has an obligation to provide prompt responses to reasonable accommodation
requests.  An undue delay in responding to a reasonable accommodation request may be deemed
to be a failure to provide a reasonable accommodation.

16.  What inquiries, if any, may a housing provider make of current or potential
residents regarding the existence of a disability when they have not asked for an
accommodation?

Under the Fair Housing Act, it is usually unlawful for a housing provider to (1) ask if an
applicant for a dwelling has a disability or if a person intending to reside in a dwelling or anyone
associated with an applicant or resident has a disability, or (2) ask about the nature or severity of
such persons' disabilities.  Housing providers may, however, make the following inquiries,
provided these inquiries are made of all applicants, including those with and without disabilities:
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• An inquiry into an applicant’s ability to meet the requirements of tenancy;

• An inquiry to determine if an applicant is a current illegal abuser or addict
of a controlled substance;

• An inquiry to determine if an applicant qualifies for a dwelling legally
available only to persons with a disability or to persons with a particular
type of disability; and

• An inquiry to determine if an applicant qualifies for housing that is legally
available on a priority basis to persons with disabilities or to persons with
a particular disability.

Example 1:  A housing provider offers accessible units to persons with
disabilities needing the features of these units on a priority basis.  The provider
may ask applicants if they have a disability and if, in light of their disability, they
will benefit from the features of the units.  However, the provider may not ask
applicants if they have other types of physical or mental impairments.  If the
applicant's disability and the need for the accessible features are not readily
apparent, the provider may request reliable information/documentation of the
disability-related need for an accessible unit. 

Example 2:  A housing provider operates housing that is legally limited to
persons with chronic mental illness.  The provider may ask applicants for
information needed to determine if they have a mental disability that would
qualify them for the housing.  However, in this circumstance, the provider may
not ask applicants if they have other types of physical or mental impairments.  If it
is not readily apparent that an applicant has a chronic mental disability, the
provider may request reliable information/documentation of the mental disability
needed to qualify for the housing.

In some instances, a provider may also request certain information about an applicant's or
a resident's disability if the applicant or resident requests a reasonable accommodation.  See
Questions 17 and 18 below.

17.  What kinds of information, if any, may a housing provider request from a
person with an obvious or known disability who is requesting a reasonable
accommodation?

A provider is entitled to obtain information that is necessary to evaluate if a requested
reasonable accommodation may be necessary because of a disability.  If a person’s disability is
obvious, or otherwise known to the provider, and if the need for the requested accommodation is
also readily apparent or known, then the provider may not request any additional information

113



10 Persons who meet the definition of disability for purposes of receiving Supplemental
Security Income ("SSI") or Social Security Disability Insurance ("SSDI") benefits in most cases
meet the definition of disability under the Fair Housing Act, although the converse may not be
true. See e.g., Cleveland v. Policy Management Systems Corp., 526 U.S. 795, 797 (1999)
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about the requester's disability or the disability-related need for the accommodation.  

If the requester's disability is known or readily apparent to the provider, but the need for
the accommodation is not readily apparent or known, the provider may request only information
that is necessary to evaluate the disability-related need for the accommodation.  

Example 1:  An applicant with an obvious mobility impairment who regularly
uses a walker to move around asks her housing provider to assign her a parking
space near the entrance to the building instead of a space located in another part of
the parking lot.  Since the physical disability (i.e., difficulty walking) and the
disability-related need for the requested accommodation are both readily apparent,
the provider may not require the applicant to provide any additional information
about her disability or the need for the requested accommodation.

Example 2:  A rental applicant who uses a wheelchair advises a housing provider
that he wishes to keep an assistance dog in his unit even though the provider has a
"no pets" policy.  The applicant’s disability is readily apparent but the need for an
assistance animal is not obvious to the provider.  The housing provider may ask
the applicant to provide information about the disability-related need for the dog.

Example 3:  An applicant with an obvious vision impairment requests that the
leasing agent provide assistance to her in filling out the rental application form as
a reasonable accommodation because of her disability.  The housing provider may
not require the applicant to document the existence of her vision impairment. 

18.  If a disability is not obvious, what kinds of information may a housing provider
request from the person with a disability in support of a requested accommodation? 

A housing provider may not ordinarily inquire as to the nature and severity of an
individual's disability (see Answer 16, above).  However, in response to a request for a
reasonable accommodation, a housing provider may request reliable disability-related
information that (1) is necessary to verify that the person meets the Act’s definition of disability
(i.e., has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life
activities), (2) describes the needed accommodation, and (3) shows the relationship between the
person’s disability and the need for the requested accommodation.  Depending on the
individual’s circumstances, information verifying that the person meets the Act's definition of
disability can usually be provided by the individual himself or herself (e.g., proof that an
individual under 65 years of age receives Supplemental Security Income or Social Security
Disability Insurance benefits10 or a credible statement by the individual).  A doctor or other
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medical professional, a peer support group, a non-medical service agency, or a reliable third party
who is in a position to know about the individual's disability may also provide verification of a
disability.  In most cases, an individual's medical records or detailed information about the nature
of a person's disability is not necessary for this inquiry. 

Once a housing provider has established that a person meets the Act's definition of
disability, the provider's request for documentation should seek only the information that is
necessary to evaluate if the reasonable accommodation is needed because of a disability.  Such
information must be kept confidential and must not be shared with other persons unless they
need the information to make or assess a decision to grant or deny a reasonable accommodation
request or unless disclosure is required by law (e.g., a court-issued subpoena requiring
disclosure).

19.  If a person believes she has been unlawfully denied a reasonable
accommodation, what should that person do if she wishes to challenge that denial under the
Act?

When a person with a disability believes that she has been subjected to a discriminatory
housing practice, including a provider’s wrongful denial of a request for reasonable
accommodation, she may file a complaint with HUD within one year after the alleged denial or
may file a lawsuit in federal district court within two years of the alleged denial.  If a complaint is
filed with HUD, HUD will investigate the complaint at no cost to the person with a disability.

There are several ways that a person may file a complaint with HUD:

•  By placing a toll-free call to 1-800-669-9777 or TTY 1-800-927-9275;

•  By completing the “on-line” complaint form available on the HUD internet site: 
http://www.hud.gov; or

•  By mailing a completed complaint form or letter to:

Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity
Department of Housing & Urban Development
451 Seventh Street, S.W., Room 5204
Washington, DC  20410-2000
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Upon request, HUD will provide printed materials in alternate formats (large print, audio
tapes, or Braille) and provide complainants with assistance in reading and completing forms.

The Civil Rights Division of the Justice Department brings lawsuits in federal courts
across the country to end discriminatory practices and to seek monetary and other relief for
individuals whose rights under the Fair Housing Act have been violated.  The Civil Rights
Division initiates lawsuits when it has reason to believe that a person or entity is involved in a
"pattern or practice" of discrimination or when there has been a denial of rights to a group of
persons that raises an issue of general public importance.  The Division also participates as
amicus curiae in federal court cases that raise important legal questions involving the application
and/or interpretation of the Act.  To alert the Justice Department to matters involving a pattern or
practice of discrimination, matters involving the denial of rights to groups of persons, or lawsuits
raising issues that may be appropriate for amicus participation, contact:

U.S. Department of Justice
Civil Rights Division
Housing and Civil Enforcement Section – G St.
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC  20530

For more information on the types of housing discrimination cases handled by the Civil
Rights Division, please refer to the Housing and Civil Enforcement Section's website at
http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/housing/hcehome.html.

A HUD or Department of Justice decision not to proceed with a Fair Housing Act matter
does not foreclose private plaintiffs from pursuing a private lawsuit.  However, litigation can be
an expensive, time-consuming, and uncertain process for all parties.  HUD and the Department of
Justice encourage parties to Fair Housing Act disputes to explore all reasonable alternatives to
litigation, including alternative dispute resolution procedures, such as mediation.  HUD attempts
to conciliate all Fair Housing Act complaints.  In addition, it is the Department of Justice's policy
to offer prospective defendants the opportunity to engage in pre-suit settlement negotiations,
except in the most unusual circumstances. 

113











































































CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING 870 S. MAIN STREET, PO BOX 70 CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721
PHONE: (231)627-8489 FAX: (231)627-3646
www.cheboygancounty.net/planning/ 

STAFF REPORT

Item: Request for a special use permit and 
request for reasonable accommodation by 
Larry Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove 
Farm for new uses in an Agriculture and 
Forestry Management zoning district and Lake 
Stream Protection zoning District (See 
attached copy of subject public hearing notice.)

Prepared by:
Scott McNeil, Steve Schnell

Date:  
October 29, 2015

Expected Meeting Date:
November 4, 2015

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant:
Larry Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm  

Contact person:
Larry Hanson   

Phone:
231-238-0505 (Please note that the applicant requests an appointment be made for site inspections)

Requested Action: 
See attached notice of public hearing.

INTRODUCTION

Due to the extent of the materials being submitted for this application, findings of fact will be drafted 
following the public hearing in order to ensure all input received is treated fairly and included for 
consideration. It is important at this first meeting and public hearing to gather all necessary information and 
facts from the applicant on their application. Once the public hearing and public record are closed those are 
the only facts which you may use in your final decision(s) on this application.  

This application will require special attention to the uses which are being requested by the applicant. 
Decisions on this application should be separated by use and by zoning district. The Planning Commission 
should make a decision for each of the uses they request approval under and for each zoning district that 
the site is in. This will mean that you either agree or disagree with the applicant as to whether their declared 
uses meet the requirements and definitions of those uses in zoning ordinance. If those uses are not defined 
then common definitions should be used. 

For instance, the applicant has stated that they have a restaurant use on the property. They state that there is 
communal dining. A definition by Merriam-Webster is “a place where you can buy and eat a meal”. The 
Oxford English Dictionary states that a restaurant is: “An eating establishment at which meals are cooked 

Exhibit 127



and served to customers on the premises; a public eating house. Also: a similar establishment provided esp. 
by an employer for members of staff.” These should be compared with the description by the applicant to 
decide on consistency of the described use of the dining hall with the definition of restaurant. This type of 
review should be applied to all declared uses. More discussion on this follows in this report for each use 
and accessory use. 

It will also be up to the Planning Commission to review each use as well as determining whether the 
proposed “ancillary” or accessory uses are actually accessory or subordinate to the main use. Accessory 
use is defined in our ordinance as: a use naturally and normally incidental and subordinate to, and devoted 
exclusively to the main use of the building or land.

As you review the application materials you will find communication from the applicant referencing 
residential and other uses which only require a zoning permit and would be approved administratively by 
department staff. However, no zoning permit application has been filed with this office even though this 
type of application was explained to the applicant. There has been significant effort by staff to clarify 
which uses the applicant intended to request as allowed under the zoning ordinance. The applicant 
submitted a supplement letter to the application dated September 22, 2015 which has been added to the 
application file as exhibit 99. In this letter the applicant provided specific uses with section numbers from 
the zoning ordinance for which a special use permit is being sought. With receipt of that letter the 
application was deemed complete. The report will provide an overview and evaluation for your review of 
the special use permit application pursuant to the uses requested in the aforementioned letter of September 
22, 2015. 

Project Overview
The subject property is located at 625 South Grand View Beach Road. The site contains a total 33.3 acres 
and 1,606.65 feet on Mullett Lake. The subject property and special use permit request involves the Lake 
and Stream Protection (P-LS) zoning district and the Agriculture and Forestry Management (M-AF) zoning 
district. The portion of the site within the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district contains 
approximately 13.3 acres and the portion of the within the  Agriculture and Forestry Management zoning 
contains approximately 20 acres. The applicant describes Heritage Cove Farm as a therapeutic farm 
community for the purpose of providing a healing environment and home to adults with a mental illness. 
The applicant states that there will be a maximum of 13 staff members and 24 residents at the site on the 
last paragraph of page 2 and first paragraph on page 3 in the letter attachment to the application dated April 
20, 2015 and designated as exhibit 1 in the application file. It is further stated on the third page, first 
paragraph in the exhibit 1 that “The Farm will ensure that its staff and the Farm itself obtain and maintain 
required licenses and accreditations.” The letter in also states in the second paragraph of the third page “It 
is anticipated that all residents voluntarily desire to (and have the capacity to work toward healing and 
living independently. The Farm’s professional personnel will conduct admissions screenings and the Farm 
does not intend to accept residents with a history of physical abuse and/or violence.” 

The applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Agriculture and Forestry 
Management District under section 9.3.14 Nursing or convalescent homes and under section 9.3.22. Uses 
which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, or uses 
which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use 
permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the 
other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in 
compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this 
zoning district.  

The proposed uses are further described on pages 2 though 6 in the letter attachment to the application 
dated April 20, 2015 and designated as exhibit 1 in the application file. The applicant has also responded to 



the application questions related to the specific findings under section 18.7 and 20.10 beginning on page 6 
of exhibit 1. Floor plans for the cabin colony and community center are included in exhibit 10. 

The applicant has submitted a supplement letter to the application dated September 22, 2015 which is 
designated as exhibit 99. The letter sets forth each proposed use and the corresponding use requested which 
requires a special use permit for each zoning district. The application was deemed complete upon review of 
this supplement letter. These are the uses they believe their project most closely describe their proposed 
project.  

Per the September 22, 2015 letter, the applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site 
within the Lake and Stream Protection District under Section 10.3.2. Club, section 10.3.3. Cabin colonies, 
section 10.3.6. County club, section 10.3.8. Duplex or multi-family buildings, and section 10.3.14. 
Restaurant/Bar and seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Agriculture and Forestry 
Management District under section 9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes, Section 9.3.22. (Uses which 
are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, or uses which 
have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use 
permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the 
other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in 
compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this 
zoning district.)  

The Site Plan
By review of the site plan you will find existing and future buildings within the Agriculture and Forestry 
Management District are proposed for the following uses as listed in the Building Legend: administrative 
building to be used as office for the development, phase 2 cabin colony staff housing and resident housing, 
green house, garage/laundry and barn. Existing sheds are to be removed. The proposed uses are further 
described on pages 2 though 6 in the letter attachment to the application dated April 20, 2015 and 
designated as exhibit 1 in the application file. The applicant has also responded to the specific findings 
beginning of page 6. Floor plans for the phase 2 cabin colony are included in exhibit 10. 

By review of the site plan you will find existing and future buildings within the Lake and Stream Protection 
District are proposed for the following uses as listed in the building legend: Cottages (staff housing, 
resident housing), community lodge to be used as a community center and  dining for the  development, 
cold storage and kitchen pantry and greenhouse.  

Each of the aforementioned structures located on the site plan and their uses as described in the application 
materials will need to be evaluated as to whether they are accessory uses to each of the main uses as 
requested in the September 2, 2015 supplemental letter (exhibit 99). 

Proposed Uses 
The site is within both the Agriculture Forestry Management (M-AF) and Lake and Stream Protection (P-
LS) zoning districts. This application has multiple uses which are being proposed within each of those 
zoning districts. The Planning Commission will be required to review each requested use and accessory 
uses in each zoning district pursuant to each section as they are cited in the public hearing notice. Draft 
findings of fact will be provided which outline this level of detail required of the Planning Commission’s 
review. Following is a staff summary of their proposed uses by zoning district: 

Uses requested within the Lake and Stream Protection (P-LS) District.
As previously stated, the applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Lake 
and Stream Protection District under Section 10.3.2. Club, section 10.3.3. County club, and section 
10.3.14. Restaurant/Bar.  It is noted that the applicant concludes as follows on the 6th page in the first 



paragraph of the letter attached to the application dated April 20, 2105 (exhibit 1); the supplementary group 
counseling component of the Community House is an ancillary use to the dining component, as permitted 
by section 10.3.14 , and the club component as permitted by sections 10.3.2 and 10.3.6. The Planning 
Commission should decide if they agree that the counseling component is an accessory use. 

The applicant is also seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Lake and Stream 
Protection District (P-LS) under section 10.3.8. Duplex or multi-family buildings. In consideration of the 
multi-family use, the lot width requirement must be reviewed. The current lot width of the property is 
estimated at less than 600 feet as measured according to the definition of lot width in the zoning ordinance. 
Section 17.1. provides that  a lot width of 100 feet is required per duplex and per single family dwelling, 
and 50 feet  per dwelling unit within a multi-family use. This would require the subject lot with 24 
dwellings arranged as 12 duplexes and 5 staff houses, as indicated in the application materials to be 1700 
feet. This is calculated as 100’ per duplex and 100’ per dwelling. 

In this case there would be no minimum lot width requirement for the cabin colony use since there are no 
lot width requirements for those uses in those districts. No minimum lot width requirement exists for clubs 
and these proposed cabins do not meet the definition of dwelling since they do not have permanent 
provisions for cooking. 

The Planning Commission should decide if they agree that the other uses proposed are indeed accessory 
uses to cabin colonies. Specifically, staff would direct your attention to the therapy use, which has been 
mentioned as a use to occur in the “administrative building” and the “community house”. Therapy use as 
an accessory use to a cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district may not be consistent with the zoning 
ordinance definition of accessory use. We define accessory use as “naturally or normally incidental and 
subordinate to, and devoted exclusively to the main use of the building or land”.  Whether or not therapy 
use meets this definition relative to cabin colonies is a decision to be made by the Planning Commission. 

Uses requested in the Agriculture and Forestry Management (M-AF) District. 
As noted, the applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Agriculture and 
Forestry Management District (M-AF)under section 9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes, Section 
9.3.22. (Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use 
permit, or uses which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this 
subsection or corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by 
special use permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general 
character as the other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the 
proposed use is in compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive 
Plan for this zoning district.)

In this case there would be no minimum lot width requirement for the convalescent home use since there 
are no lot width requirements for those uses in those districts. No minimum lot width requirement exists for 
clubs and these proposed cabins do not meet the definition of dwelling since they do not have permanent 
provisions for cooking. 

The Planning Commission should decide if they agree that the other uses proposed are indeed accessory 
uses to convalescent homes. Specifically, staff would direct your attention to the therapy use, which has 
been mentioned as a use to occur in the “administrative building”. Therapy as an accessory use to 
convalescent homes could be allowed but only in the same zoning district as the convalescent home (M-
AF). Therapy use as an accessory use to a cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district may not be consistent 
with the zoning ordinance definition of accessory use. We define accessory use as “naturally or normally 
incidental and subordinate to, and devoted exclusively to the main use of the building or land”.  Whether or 
not therapy use meets this definition relative to cabin colonies is a decision to be made by the Planning 
Commission. 



The applicant has also requested that Cheboygan County make all reasonable and necessary 
accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 
1988 and the Michigan Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights Act with respect to the interpretation and 
application of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200 such as to approve the Farm in all requested 
and required respects. The request is mentioned in the aforementioned letter dated April 20, 2015 and 
aforementioned letter dated September 22, 2105 and in the attached public notice.  

The applicant has also submitted a letter dated October 20, 2015 addressed to the Planning Commission. 
You will note the letter references the letter from me dated October 16, 2015 which you can find as exhibit 
107. The letter provides further information from the applicant regarding the accommodations request. 

Community Development Director Steve Schnell has provided a supplemental staff report relative to 
accommodation under the Fair Housing Amendments Act. Our legal counsel will provide information and 
guidance reading the accommodation request relative to each of the federal acts cited in the 
accommodation request.

Surrounding Land Uses: Vacant to the north, Mullett Lake to the south, residential to the east and vacant 
and residential to the west including the North Central State Trail.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas (steep slopes, wetlands, woodlands, stream corridor, floodplain):
The site includes frontage on Mullett Lake. The lot may contain wetland areas along the lake front. No
other environmentally sensitive areas have been identified. See the provided site plan indicating wetland 
areas as well as the map at the end of this staff report showing potential wetlands on or near the site as 
identified by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality using data that includes the National 
Wetlands Inventory. There appears to be an existing fenced-in area and shed within an area shown to have 
wetlands on the site plan drawing. It is not clear what this fenced-in area will be used for.

Historic buildings/features: There are no historic buildings for features in the subject area.

Traffic Implications: Traffic increase is expected to be minimal to moderate relative to a therapeutic farm 
use. The application material indicates a maximum of 13 employees and 24 residents for the facility. 
Additional service related traffic is also expected. More significant traffic increases can be anticipated for 
Club, Country Club and Restaurant as main uses. Traffic increases are not anticipated for these uses as 
accessory uses. 

Parking: By review of the structures and proposed uses as presented in exhibit 99 relative to Lake and 
Stream Protection District you will find proposed main uses for Cabin colonies, Club, Country Club, 
Duplex  multi-family and  Restaurant/Bar.  Section 17.6. does not provide parking requirements for Cabin 
colonies, Club or Country Club. Section 17.6. provides a requirement for one (1) parking space per three 
(3) persons of seating capacity  for a Restaurant. The Restaurant use is proposed for the community center. 
There are 24 indoor seats and 16 outdoor seats provided on the community center floor plan which is 
included in exhibit 10. Based on seating indicated 14 parking spaces are required for the restaurant use. 
Section 17.6. also requires 2 parking spaces per dwelling for multi-family uses. The site plan indicates 19 
dwellings  which require 36 parking spaces. 50 parking spaces are required for the restaurant and multi-
family use together. 17 parking spaces are identified on the site plan. Based on this analysis the site plan is 
deficient relative to parking for the multi-family use and the restaurant and multi-family use combined. 
Plus 1 space per 2 employees for those uses not already listed in the table (from top of table 17.6). Since 
employees are for therapeutic farm and not restaurant use, should those be included? Perhaps it’s not clear 
which use the employees are associated with.



Uses requested in the Agriculture and Forestry Management zoning district are Convalescent home and 
other uses as provided per section 9.3.22. as stated in the introduction of this report. Section 17.6. does not 
provide parking requirements for these uses. The Planning Commission will need to make an adequate 
parking determination under section 17.4.1. regarding approval of these uses in the Agriculture and
Forestry zoning district.  

Access and street design:  (secondary access, pedestrian access, sidewalks, residential buffer, ROW 
width, access to adjacent properties): Street assess to this site is provided from South Grand View Beach 
Road.

Signs: One freestanding sign of less than 18 square feet of sign surface area and under six (6) feet high is 
indicated in the application and located on the on the site plan in the section of the property zoned 
Agriculture and Forestry Management. The sign surface area and height meet requirements for a 
freestanding sign in this zoning district. The site plans indicates that the sign is to be placed in the South 
Grand View Beach Right of way. A five (5) foot setback is required in this zoning. The setback 
requirement is recommended to be affirmed under the findings as required in section 18.6.f. and section 
20.7.g. You will find proposed findings in this regard for your consideration.

Fence/Hedge/Buffer: No hedge or buffer is proposed.  

Lighting: Solar pathway lighting is indicated on the site plan. The applicant indicates in the application 
that all outdoor lighting will meet standards for approval.  

Stormwater management: Change to stormwater management is proposed. All new construction will
require a permit under the Cheboygan County Stormwater Control and Soil Sedimentation Ordinance.  

Review or permits from other government entities: Review by the Cheboygan County Department of 
Building Safety, District 4 Health Department, and review under the Cheboygan County Soil
Sedimentation and Stormwater Control Ordinance will be requiring. Review by the Michigan Department 
of Licensing and Regulation will also be required.  

Rose Hill Center is a treatment facility which was used as a comparison by the applicant. Staff contacted 
the zoning administrator for the township which has zoning jurisdiction in that area and approved that 
project. The zoning administrator had been asked about the size of the project. She stated that they are 
allowed to have over 100 people under their care. She was asked under what uses that project was approved 
and she stated it was approved as a medical facility by a special use permit but couldn’t remember the exact 
use terminology. She was not on staff when it was initially approved. I asked her if there had been any 
issues with the site and she said no but that public safety had been called a couple of times to find people 
who had left the grounds. 

Public comments received: See application file and exhibit list.    

Recommendations (proposed conditions) 
Review under the Cheboygan County Soil Sedimentation and Stormwater Control Ordinance, by the 
Cheboygan County Department of Building Safety, District 4 Health Department, and review by the 
Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulation.  

Close review of the uses proposed to be accessory uses is recommended, especially close review of the 
therapy use as an accessory use to cabin colonies or perhaps this is a reasonable accommodation that is 
required due to the disability of the clients of the Farm.  



Figure 1 - Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Wetlands Inventory Maps



CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING 870 S. MAIN STREET, PO BOX 70 CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721
PHONE: (231)627-8489 FAX: (231)627-3646
www.cheboygancounty.net/planning/ 

MEMO

Date:  October 29, 2015 

To:   Planning Commissioners   

From:  Steve Schnell, Community Development Director

Re: Fair Housing Act and reasonable accommodations 

Fair Housing Amendment Act 
There are many questions you probably have about how Fair Housing Act, referenced many times in 
the application, plays into your review of this application. The application for Heritage Cove Farm 
makes reference to the Fair Housing Act and asks for “reasonable accommodations” under this law. I 
will summarize some basics about Fair Housing and its impact on local zoning which is information 
taken from various sources. The most helpful for you at this time will probably be the Department of 
Justice’s website with specific resources on Fair Housing and local zoning. The web page is:

http://www.justice.gov/crt/joint-statement-department-justice-and-department-housing-and-urban-
development-1

The Fair Housing Act was originally adopted in 1968 to ensure equal access to housing and to 
prohibit discrimination in the sale, rental and financing of dwellings based on race, color, religion, 
sex or national origin. The Fair Housing Act was amended in 1988 by the Fair Housing Amendment 
Act. Changes included expanded coverage of people with disabilities and familial status. This law 
does not pre-empt local zoning laws. However, in situations where local zoning laws are inconsistent 
with federal law then the federal law will prevail. 

Regarding group living situations similar to Heritage Cove Farm, the federal law doesn’t affect the 
local zoning law nor does it change how it should be applied unless the zoning requirements 
discriminate against the residents on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, handicap 
(disability) or familial status (families with minor children). 

If local laws are believed to be discriminating against a person with a handicap (disability) then a 
reasonable accommodation must be granted. The reasonable accommodation only needs to address 
changes or alterations which are necessary based on the individual disability. We currently have 
some of this built into our ordinance in the way we accommodate wheelchair ramps within setbacks 
if they are necessary for the individual disability.  

A disability does not include users of illegal controlled substance, sex offenders, juvenile offenders. 
These are not considered disabled people requiring protection under this Act. However, people with 
addictions and mental illness are considered disabled. The examples provided by the Department of 



Justice of the legal meaning of the term “disabled” include people with conditions such as 
blindness, hearing impairment, mobility impairment, HIV infection, mental retardation, 
alcoholism, drug addiction, chronic fatigue, learning disability, head injury, and mental illness. 
The person has a disability if this condition limits their “seeing, hearing, walking, breathing, 
performing manual tasks, caring for one's self, learning, speaking, or working”.

Evaluating Requests for Reasonable Accommodation, What is “reasonable”? 
This is a very important part of this zoning review so I am going to simply quote from the 
Department of Justice’s website:

Q. What is a reasonable accommodation under the Fair Housing Act?

As a general rule, the Fair Housing Act makes it unlawful to refuse to make "reasonable 
accommodations" (modifications or exceptions) to rules, policies, practices, or services, when 
such accommodations may be necessary to afford persons with disabilities an equal 
opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling.  

Even though a zoning ordinance imposes on group homes the same restrictions it imposes on 
other groups of unrelated people, a local government may be required, in individual cases and 
when requested to do so, to grant a reasonable accommodation to a group home for persons 
with disabilities. For example, it may be a reasonable accommodation to waive a setback 
requirement so that a paved path of travel can be provided to residents who have mobility 
impairments. A similar waiver might not be required for a different type of group home 
where residents do not have difficulty negotiating steps and do not need a setback in order to 
have an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.  

Not all requested modifications of rules or policies are reasonable. Whether a particular 
accommodation is reasonable depends on the facts, and must be decided on a case-by-case 
basis. The determination of what is reasonable depends on the answers to two questions: 
First, does the request impose an undue burden or expense on the local government? Second, 
does the proposed use create a fundamental alteration in the zoning scheme? If the answer to 
either question is "yes," the requested accommodation is unreasonable.  

What is "reasonable" in one circumstance may not be "reasonable" in another. For example, 
suppose a local government does not allow groups of four or more unrelated people to live 
together in a single-family neighborhood. A group home for four adults with mental 
retardation would very likely be able to show that it will have no more impact on parking, 
traffic, noise, utility use, and other typical concerns of zoning than an "ordinary family." In 
this circumstance, there would be no undue burden or expense for the local government nor 
would the single-family character of the neighborhood be fundamentally altered. Granting an 
exception or waiver to the group home in this circumstance does not invalidate the ordinance. 
The local government would still be able to keep groups of unrelated persons without 
disabilities from living in single-family neighborhoods.  

By contrast, a fifty-bed nursing home would not ordinarily be considered an appropriate use 
in a single-family neighborhood, for obvious reasons having nothing to do with the 
disabilities of its residents. Such a facility might or might not impose significant burdens and 
expense on the community, but it would likely create a fundamental change in the single-



family character of the neighborhood. On the other hand, a nursing home might not create a 
"fundamental change" in a neighborhood zoned for multi-family housing. The scope and 
magnitude of the modification requested, and the features of the surrounding neighborhood 
are among the factors that will be taken into account in determining whether a requested 
accommodation is reasonable.  

Comparison to other uses in the area 
In the last year, the YMCA camp on Burt Lake proposed a medical clinic which was approved by the 
County as an accessory use to the camp. Similarly, camp counselors are often employed by youth 
camps. There are still some differences in the nature of a YMCA camp and a therapeutic farm, 
namely the type of “campers” (if this is considered a camp) or residents (if this is considered a 
residential use). The applicant has said it is either or both of these uses in their application. The
differences between the YMCA and the therapeutic farm should be evaluated on the basis of how 
they impact land use only.  

What conditions are we prohibited from requiring?
It’s impossible to provide a complete list, but generally it is not permitted for us require that one 
group home or similar use be a minimum distance from another group home (or similar use). For one 
reason, we don’t currently have that as a requirement in our zoning ordinance but also because the 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Department of Justice, 
and the courts generally have ruled against such restrictions. 

We cannot prohibit a group home or add conditions to an approval based on a perceived safety 
concern. Any safety concerns that might factor into a decision should be based on fact and hard 
evidence only. It would be a violation of the Fair Housing Act to deny a permit based on 
stereotypical fears of a person with a disability. 

Regarding the safety of the facility, it is recommended that discussion again keep to the facts and 
known evidence of safety issues which can be documented. Consideration has to be given to the level 
of oversight, security, and licensing by the state or other agencies. 

State licensing
Please see exhibit 96 for the response to our inquiry of required licensing by a person at the Michigan 
Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs (LARA). The LARA representative stated that they
would need additional information to adequately assess licensure requirements for this facility. The 
applicant has not stated clearly that licensing is required for their specific operation. The applicant 
has only stated that the facility and their staff would obtain any required licensing. Although, the 
applicant has said they are analogous to a convalescent home which by definition in our ordinance is 
a “home, qualified for license under applicable Michigan law”. The applicant is burdened with the 
proof of which licenses are required.  

Heritage Cove Reasonable Accommodations
Heritage Cove Farm’s (HCF) application references many different uses. It was challenging for staff 
to determine which of the uses they were applying for were primary uses and which were being 
requested as accessory uses. Clarification was provided on September 22nd from the applicant’s 
attorneys with the statement that they were asking for approval in the M-AF zoning district for a 
convalescent home and in the P-LS district for cabin colony, multi-family/duplex, country club, club, 
restaurant, cabin colony, and/or multi-family/duplex uses.  



Therapy as reasonable accommodation 
Reasonable accommodations are being requested to allow for therapy use as an accessory uses for the 
cabin colony use as well as the “dining” use under the section 10.3.14 which is for restaurants.  They 
have stated that, due to their disability, the residents will need group therapy services and these 
should be provided as an “ancillary use” (same as “accessory use” in the county zoning ordinance) to 
the residential use of housing of persons with mental disabilities. A cabin is a dwelling as per our 
definition and could be considered residential use of property.  

The applicant is stating that this is a need of their residents in a similar manner as a person in 
wheelchair would need a ramp which may be in a required setback.  

This request for reasonable accommodation would need to be reviewed according to two standards:  

1. Does the request impose an undue burden or expense on the local government?  
2. Does the proposed use create a fundamental alteration in the zoning scheme? 

If therapy is offered to the residents of this cabin colony (or club, or multi-family/duplexes), is this 
posing a burden or expense to local government? Is this going to fundamentally alter the zoning 
scheme for the area? 

The Planning Commission will need to determine whether this is an accessory use (as they are 
requesting as a reasonable accommodation) OR whether you disagree with the applicant in regards to 
this use in the P-LS zoning district and consider this is a primary use of this property. As a primary 
use, this is not permitted in P-LS but could be considered part of a convalescent home which could 
be permitted approximately 100 feet away in the M-AF zoning district portion of the property as part 
of an SUP. 

Comparisons are made by the applicant to other similar uses allowed in the P-LS zoning district such 
as camps, churches, and schools could all be considered to have a therapy or counseling component. 
Determination should be made as to whether the applicants’ request for therapy create a fundamental 
alteration of the County zoning scheme for this district or is it consistent with other uses or accessory 
uses which have been approved in this area. 

Parking as reasonable accommodation 
They state in their September 22nd letter that they want approval as a use that is analogous to a 
restaurant. The use as they describe it does not appear to be a restaurant as would be commonly 
defined. In fact, in their letter of October 20 they now state that it is not a restaurant nor is it multi-
family. With these contradictions, some additional clarity is needed. However, they state that this is 
not a restaurant open to the public and, if so, the parking requirements would not be appropriate for 
this area. No accommodation would probably be needed if they clarify that this is not a restaurant for 
the record. 

Multi-family use, lot width matters 
At various points in their application they state that they are proposing something analogous to multi-
family use. If it is determined that multi-family use is the primary use of this property, the lot width 
requirement must be reviewed as it does not appear to be sufficient. The current lot width of the 
property is estimated as less than 600’ when measured according to standards of the zoning 



ordinance. Lot width is required to be 100’ for each single family residence, 100’ per duplex, and 50’ 
per dwelling unit within a multi-family use, according to Section 17.1. 

If the use is multi-family, the lot width requirement for a lot with 24 dwellings arranged as 12 
duplexes and 5 staff houses would be 1700 feet. This is calculated as 100’ per duplex and 100’ per 
dwelling.

Cabin Colony in P-LS and Convalescent Home in M-AF
It appears most likely that they are applying as a convalescent home in the M-AF zoning district and 
cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district. In this case there would be no minimum lot width 
requirement for those uses since there are no lot width requirements for those uses in those districts. 
No minimum lot width requirement exists for clubs and these proposed cabins do not meet the 
definition of dwelling since they do not have permanent provisions for cooking. 

The Planning Commission should decide if they agree that the other uses proposed are indeed 
accessory uses to convalescent homes and cabin colonies. Specifically, staff would like to direct your 
attention to the therapy use, which has been mentioned as a use to occur in the “administrative 
building” and the “community house”. Therapy as an accessory use to convalescent homes could be 
allowed but only in the same zoning district as the convalescent home (M-AF). Therapy use as an 
accessory use to a cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district may not be consistent with the zoning 
ordinance definition of accessory use. We define accessory use as “naturally or normally incidental 
and subordinate to, and devoted exclusively to the main use of the building or land”.  Whether or not 
therapy use meets this definition relative to cabin colonies is a decision to be made by the Planning 
Commission. 
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Deborah Tomlinson

From: Scott McNeil  
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 8:19 AM 
To: Deborah Tomlinson 
Subject: FW: Letter on Behalf of Grandview Beach Association 

Scott McNeil
Community Development Planner
Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning Department
Phone 231 627 8475
Fax 231 627 3646
scott@cheboygancounty.net
www.cheboygancounty.net/planning

From: Bridget Brown Powers [mailto:bbrownpowers@brownpowers.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 6:09 PM 
To: Steve Schnell; Scott McNeil 
Subject: Letter on Behalf of Grandview Beach Association 

Steve and Scott:

We tried for quite some time to scan the exhibits to Steve, but the transmission failed every time, due to the size of the
files, even after separating them into several files. So, Lynda from my office will be hand delivering the hard copy of the
letter with the exhibits in a binder early tomorrow morning. Let me know how you want us to proceed thereafter. The
letter was scanned to you separately, so you have the final draft of that.

Best regards,

Bridget
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ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 200

CHEBOYGAN COUNTY
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ARTICLE 1- SHORT TITLE AND PURPOSE

SECTION 1.1 SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1.2 PURPOSE 

SECTION 1.3 REPEAL OF PRIOR ORDINANCE

SECTION 1.4 INTERPRETATION

SECTION 1.5 SEVERABILITY

SECTION 1.6 RIGHTS AND REMEDIES

SECTION 1.7 GENERAL RESPONSIBILITY
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

SECTION 2.1. GENERAL

SECTION 2.2.  DEFINITIONS OF SPECIFIC TERMS USED IN THIS ORDINANCE
ABANDONMENT

ABUTTING

ACCESS

ACCESSORY BUILDING

ACCESSORY USE

ADDITION (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

AGGRIEVED PARTY  (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39), (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #67)
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

AGRICULTURAL / PRIVATE STORAGE / WORKSHOP BUILDING (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #67)

ALLEY (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

ANEMOMETER (Rev. 06/17/04, Amendment #31) 

ANEMOMETER TOWER (Rev. 06/17/04, Amendment #31) 

BASEMENT (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

BED & BREAKFAST (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 

BIG-BOX RETAIL STORE (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

BLUFFLINE (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

BOARDINGHOUSE  

BOATHOUSE (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 

BOAT LIVERY (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39)  

BOAT WELL (Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122)  
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

BUFFER  

BUILDABLE AREA (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39)

BUILDABLE LAND (Rev. 12/18/02, Amendment #21) 

BUILDING (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39)  

BUILDING FOOTPRINT (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) (Rev. 03/30/13, Amendment #115)

BUILDING HEIGHT  

BUILDING LINE  

BUILDING PERMIT  

CABIN  

CAMPGROUND (Rev. 09/20/03, Amendment #23) 

CHILD CARING INSTITUTION (Rev. 04/28/10, Amendment #85)
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

CLUB

COMMERCIAL FARM (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120) 

COMMERCIAL FARM BUILDING (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120) 

COMMERCIAL PRODUCTION OF FARM PRODUCTS (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120)

COMPOSTING
(Rev. 04/28/00, Amendment #14)

CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISION (SITE CONDOMINIUM) (Rev. 12/18/02, Amendment #21) 

CONDOMINIUM UNIT (Rev. 12/18/02, Amendment #21) 

CONSERVATION LAND (Rev. 12/18/02, Amendment #21) 

CONTRACTOR (Rev. 12/24/03, Amendment #27) 

CONTRACTOR’S YARD (Rev. 12/24/03, Amendment #27) 

CONVALESCENT OR NURSING HOME  

COUNTY  
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

DAY CARE HOME (Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #44)  

DAY CARE CENTER (Rev. 04/28/10, Amendment #85)

DENSITY

DEVELOPMENT (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39)  

DISTRICT  

DRIVE-IN (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

DWELLING or DWELLING UNIT (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #67)

DWELLING: APARTMENT  

DWELLING: CONDOMINIUM

DWELLING, MULTI-FAMILY (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #67)

DWELLING, PATIO HOUSE (Rev.01/13/12, Amendment #105)

DWELLING, SINGLE-FAMILY (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #67)
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

DWELLING: TOWN HOUSE

DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #67)

EASEMENT (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

ENCLOSED, LOCKED FACILITY (Rev. 09/12/11, Amendment #91) 

ERECTED

ESSENTIAL SERVICES (Rev. 06/17/04, Amendment #31)  

EXCAVATION  

EXISTING GRADE  

FAMILY (Rev. 04/28/10, Amendment #85)
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

FARM PRODUCTS (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120)

FEEDLOT (Rev. 09/29/06, Amendment #61)  

FENCE (Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #44) 

FILLING  

FLOOD PLAIN

FLOOD PRONE AREA  

FLOOR AREA: USABLE

FLOOR AREA, TOTAL (Rev. 03/30/13, Amendment #115)

FOREST MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

GAMBLING (Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #44) 

GAMBLING ESTABLISHMENT (Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #44) 

GARAGE: PRIVATE  

GASOLINE SERVICE STATION  

GLARE (Rev. 08/25/13, Amendment #119)

GRADE  

GREENBELT 

GROUNDWATER

GUEST HOUSE (Rev. 05/25/12, Amendment #110)

HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC MATERIALS  

HIGH WATER MARK  

HOBBY FARM (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120)
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

HOBBY FARM BUILDING (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120)

HOME OCCUPATION (Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #43)  

HOSPITAL (Rev. 09/29/06, Amendment #61) 

HOUSEBOAT (Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #44) 

INDOOR STORAGE FACILITY (Rev. 12/24/03, Amendment #27) (Rev. 05/25/13, Amendment #116) 

INTERMITTENT STREAM

JUNK

JUNK YARD

KENNELS, COMMERCIAL (Rev. 11/23/09, Amendment #81) 

KENNELS, PRIVATE (Rev. 11/23/09, Amendment #81) 
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

LARGE DOMESTICATED ANIMALS (Rev. 10/27/11, Amendment #101) 

LOADING SPACE  

LOT (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #73) 

LOT AREA  

LOT COVERAGE  

LOT DEPTH (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT LINE, FRONT (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT LINE, REAR (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT LINE, SIDE (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT LINES (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

LOT OF RECORD (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #73)

LOT WIDTH  

LOT, CORNER (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT, INTERIOR (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT, THROUGH (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT, WATERFRONT (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

LOT: FLAG (Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #44) 

MAIN BUILDING  

MAIN USE  

MARIJUANA OR MARIHUANA (Rev. 09/12/11, Amendment #91) 

MASTER PLAN  

MEDICAL MARIHUANA OR MEDICAL USE OF MARIHUANA PRIMARY CAREGIVER  (Rev. 09/12/11, 
Amendment #91) 

MINERALS: COMMERCIAL EXTRACTION  
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

MOBILE HOME  

MOBILE HOME PARK  

MOTEL OR MOTOR INN  

NATURAL GROUND SURFACE  

NATURAL VEGETATION STRIP  

NONCONFORMING BUILDING OR STRUCTURE

NONCONFORMING LOT OF RECORD  (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #73) 

NONCONFORMING USE  

NUISANCE  

NURSERY: PLANT MATERIALS  

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

OFF-STREET PARKING LOT  

OFFICE (Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92)

ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK- Lake Huron (Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122) 

OUTDOOR STORAGE FACILITY (Rev. 12/24/03, Amendment #27) 

PARENT PARCEL (Rev. 12/18/02, Amendment #21) 

PARK

PARKING AREA  

PRIMARY CAREGIVER  (Rev. 09/12/11, Amendment #91) 

PRIVATE STORAGE BUILDING (Rev. 11/06/08, Amendment #77)

PRIVATE STORAGE / WORKSHOP BUILDING (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120)
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

PRIVATE WIND GENERATION (Rev. 06/17/04, Amendment #31) 

PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER

PUBLIC SERVICES  

PUBLIC UTILITY

QUALIFYING PATIENT  (Rev. 09/12/11, Amendment #91) 

RECREATIONAL VEHICLE (HABITABLE) (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES  

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES  

RETAIL SALES ESTABLISHMENT, GENERAL (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 

RETAIL SALES ESTABLISHMENT, HOUSEHOLD (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

RETAIL SALES ESTABLISHMENT, SPECIALTY (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 

RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW) (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 

RIVER’S EDGE 

ROADSIDE STAND  

ROOMING HOUSE  

RUBBISH  

SCIENTIFIC RESOURCE  

SEAWALL (Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122) 

SETBACK (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

SETBACK, FRONT (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

SETBACK, REAR (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

SETBACK, SIDE (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

SITE PLAN REVIEW  
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

SLOPE

SMALL DOMESTICATED ANIMALS (Rev. 10/27/11, Amendment #101) 

SOIL

SPRAWL (Rev. 01/28/06, Amendment #53) 

STABLE  

STORY  

STREET  

STRUCTURE  

STRUCTURAL ALTERATION  

SURFACE WATERS  

TEMPORARY BUILDING AND USE  
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

TRAVEL TRAILER OR CAMPER

TRAVEL TRAILER PARK

TRUCK (Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment #107) 

TRUCK TERMINAL (Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment #107) 

TRUCK TRAILER (Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment #107) 

USE  

VARIANCE  

WAREHOUSE(Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment #107) 

WATERCOURSE

WETLAND
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

WIND GENERATION (WG) OR PUBLIC WG (Rev. 06/17/04, Amendment #31) 

WIND GENERATION TOWER HEIGHT (Rev. 06/17/04, Amendment #31) 

WIRELESS COMMUNICATION FACILITIES

YARD (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

YARD, FRONT (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

YARD, REAR (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

YARD, SIDE (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR  

ZONING DISTRICT (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39) 

ZONING EXCEPTIONS AND VARIANCES.  
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

ZONING PERMIT (Rev. 03/09/05, Amendment #39)  
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

SECTION 2.3 SETBACK DIAGRAMS AND ROOF DIAGRAMS

SETBACK DIAGRAMS (Rev. 10/28/05, Amendment #51) 

Road*

Road

Road*

R
oa

d

Road*

Road*
Road*

Road*

Ordinary High 
Water Mark 

(Waterfront parcels)
Buildable Area

Front Setback area

Side Setback area

Rear Setback area

* Road with Parcel Address

Road Right-of Way Line

Note: The above diagrammed ‘Buildable Area’ may exclude such potential 
unbuildable areas as wetlands, steep slopes, and easements.
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ARTICLE 2- DEFINITIONS

ROOF DIAGRAMS (Rev. 03/04/06, Amendment #56)  

Flat Roof

Height

Front

Front

Front

Front

Side

Side

Side

Side

Height

Side

Mansard Roof

Gable Roof

Gambrel Roof

Hip Roof

Height

Height

Height

Front Side

Front

A-Frame
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ARTICLE 3 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 3.1. THE EFFECT OF ZONING.

SECTION 3.2. LOT ACCESSIBILITY.

SECTION 3.3. ACCESSORY BUILDINGS AND USE.  

(Rev. 05/25/12, Amendment #110)

This section has been deleted and is reserved for future use. (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)
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ARTICLE 3 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 3.4. ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICES.

(Rev. 06/17/04, 
Amendment #31), (Rev. 11/01/06, Amendment #65)
SECTION 3.5. DISMANTLED, NON OPERATING, JUNK OR UNLICENSED MOTOR VEHICLES  

SECTION 3.6. JUNK YARDS AND DUMPING OF MATERIALS  

(Rev. 04/28/00, Amendment #14)
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ARTICLE 3 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

(Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment 
#127)

SECTION 3.7. GENERAL LIGHTING REQUIREMENTS  
(Rev. 08/25/13, Amendment #119).

(Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127)

(Rev. 08/25/13, Amendment #119).

(Rev. 08/25/13, Amendment #119).

(Rev. 08/25/13, Amendment #119).
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ARTICLE 3 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 3.8. ZONING DISTRICTS  
(Rev. 05/23/15, 

Amendment #127)
Development Districts

Village Center Districts

Management District

Protection Districts

SECTION 3.9. ZONING DISTRICT BOUNDARIES  
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ARTICLE 3 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 3.10. ACCESSORY USES ASSUMED 

SECTION 3.11. ZONING OF VACATED AREAS

SECTION 3.12. ZONING OF FILL AREAS

SECTION 3.13. ZONING DISTRICT CHANGES

SECTION 3.14. USE PERMITTED BY RIGHT

SECTION 3.15. USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS
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ARTICLE 3 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 3.16 OTHER LAND USE CONTROLS 

SECTION 3.17 KENNELS, PRIVATE
(Rev. 11/23/09, Amendment #81) 
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ARTICLE 4 - RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (D-RS)

SECTION 4.1. PURPOSE 

SECTION 4.2.  
PERMITTED USES  

(Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment 
#108). 

(Rev. 
11/06/08, Amendment #77)

SECTION 4.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS
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ARTICLE 5

This article has been deleted and is reserved for future use. (Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127) 
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ARTICLE 6 - COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (D-CM) 

SECTION 6.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 6.2. PERMITTED USES
(Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #88) 

(Rev. 05/23/15, 
Amendment #127)

Rev. 10/25/09, 
Amendment #80)  

(Rev. 
04/12/07, Amendment #67)

(Rev. 09/28/11, 
Amendment #92)

(Rev. 
09/28/11, Amendment #92)

(Rev. 
09/28/11, Amendment #92)

(Rev. 05/23/15, 
Amendment #127)

(Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127)

(Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127)
(Rev. 

05/23/15, Amendment #127)
(Rev. 

05/23/15, Amendment #127)

Rev. 
05/23/15, Amendment #127)
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ARTICLE 6 - COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (D-CM) 

SECTION 6.3 USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 11/22/09, Amendment #81)

(Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75)

(Rev. 06/17/04, 
Amendment #31)

(Rev. 
04/28/10, Amendment #85)

(Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment 
#88)

(Rev. 
03/28/12, Amendment #107) 

(Rev. 05/25/13, 
Amendment #116)

SECTION 6.4. SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR D-CM, COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS

(Rev. 
08/05/06, Amendment #60), (Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127) 
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ARTICLE 6 - COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (D-CM) 

(Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122)
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ARTICLE 7 - D-LI LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

SECTION 7.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 7.2.  
PERMITTED USES

SECTION 7.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 04/28/10, Amendment 
#85) 

(Rev. 
11/23/09, Amendment #81)

(Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75)

(Rev. 04/28/00, 
Amendment #14)

Rev. 04/28/00, 
Amendment #14)

(Rev. 06/17/04, 
Amendment #31)

(Rev. 05/25/13, 
Amendment #116) 

(Rev. 05/25/13, 
Amendment #116)
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ARTICLE 7 - D-LI LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

SECTION 7.4. SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR D-LI, LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

(Rev. 08/05/06, Amendment #60), (Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127) 

(Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122)
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ARTICLE 8 - D-GI GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

SECTION 8.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 8.2. 
PERMITTED USES

SECTION 8.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 
04/28/10, Amendment #85)

(Rev. 04/26/08,
Amendment #75)

(Rev. 06/17/04, 
Amendment #31)
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ARTICLE 8 - D-GI GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

SECTION 8.4.  
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR D-GI, GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS.

(Rev. 08/05/06, Amendment #60), (Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127) 

(Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122)
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ARTICLE 9 - M-AF AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

SECTION 9.1.  PURPOSE

SECTION 9.2.
PERMITTED USES

(Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment #108).
(Rev. 10/24/13, 

Amendment #120)  
(Rev. 10/24/13, 

Amendment #120)

(Rev. 
04/28/00, Amendment #14)

(Rev. 04/12/07, 
Amendment #67) (Rev. 10/24/13, 
Amendment #120)

(Rev. 10/24/13, 
Amendment #120)

(Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment 
#120)
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ARTICLE 9 - M-AF AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

SECTION 9.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 
04/28/00, Amendment #14)

(Rev. 
11/23/09, Amendment #81)

(Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75)

(Rev. 04/28/00, 
Amendment #14)

(Rev. 12/24/03, 
Amendment #26) 

(Rev. 06/17/04, 
Amendment #31)
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ARTICLE 9 - M-AF AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

SECTION 9.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75)

(Rev. 
04/28/10, Amendment #85)

(Rev. 
05/25/13, Amendment #116
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ARTICLE 10 - P-LS LAKE AND STREAM PROTECTION DISTRICT

SECTION 10.1.  PURPOSE

(Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92) (Rev. 01/13/12,
Amendment #105)

SECTION 10.2.  
PERMITTED USES.

(Rev. 03/28/12,
Amendment #108) (Rev. 05/17/06, Amendment #57)

(Rev. 
11/06/08, Amendment #77)
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ARTICLE 10 - P-LS LAKE AND STREAM PROTECTION DISTRICT

SECTION 10.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 09/20/03, 
Amendment #23) 

(Rev. 09/20/03, Amendment #23)

(Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90)

(Rev. 04/28/00, 
Amendment #14)

(Rev. 05/17/06, 
Amendment #57)  

SECTION 10.4.  SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR LAKE AND STREAM PROTECTION DISTRICT

(Rev. 06/20/07, Amendment #70) 

Exhibit 129



ARTICLE 10 - P-LS LAKE AND STREAM PROTECTION DISTRICT
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ARTICLE 10 - P-LS LAKE AND STREAM PROTECTION DISTRICT

(Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122)

SECTION 10.5.  NATURAL VEGETATION STRIP

SECTION 10.6. RESERVED FOR FUTURE USE  (Rev. 11/20/11, Amendment #102)
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ARTICLE 11 - NATURAL RIVERS PROTECTION DISTRICT

SECTION 11.1.  PURPOSE
(Rev. 06/28/12, Amendment #113)  

SECTION 11.2.  DESIGNATED AREA

Pigeon River:

Upper Black River:

Exhibit 129



ARTICLE 11 - NATURAL RIVERS PROTECTION DISTRICT

SECTION 11.3.  
RESIDENTIAL USES

SECTION 11.4.  
INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL USES

SECTION 11.5.  NATURAL VEGETATION STRIP
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ARTICLE 11 - NATURAL RIVERS PROTECTION DISTRICT

SECTION 11.6.  ON-SITE SANITATION SYSTEMS

SECTION 11.7 SIGNS
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ARTICLE 11 - NATURAL RIVERS PROTECTION DISTRICT

SECTION 11.8. AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES

SECTION 11.9. GENERAL PROVISIONS
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ARTICLE 12 - P-RC RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT

(Rev. 11/01/06, Amendment #64)
SECTION 12.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 12.2. 
PERMITTED USES

SECTION 12.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75)

SECTION 12.4. PROHIBITED USES AND ACTIVITIES
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ARTICLE 13 – D-VC VILLAGE CENTER

(Rev. 08/05/06, Amendment #58) 
SECTION 13.1. PURPOSE

13.2. 
PERMITTED USES 

(Rev. 
09/28/11, Amendment #92)

SECTION 13.3. 
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75)
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ARTICLE 13 – D-VC VILLAGE CENTER

SECTION 13.4. SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT FOR VILLAGE CENTER DISTRICT   

(Rev. 09/21/14, Amendment #122)
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ARTICLE 13A – VC-IR VILLAGE CENTER INDIAN RIVER DISTRICT

(Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92) 
SECTION 13A.1 PURPOSE

SECTION 13A.2.  
PERMITTED USES 

SECTION 13A.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

SECTION 13A.4.  
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT FOR VILLAGE CENTER INDIAN RIVER 
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ARTICLE 13A – VC-IR VILLAGE CENTER INDIAN RIVER DISTRICT
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ARTICLE 13B – VC-IR-O VILLAGE CENTER INDIAN RIVER OVERLAY DISTRICT

(Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #93) 
SECTION 13B.1 PURPOSE

SECTION 13B.2.  
PERMITTED USES 

SECTION 13B.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

SECTION 13B.4. 
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT FOR VILLAGE CENTER INDIAN RIVER OVERLAY
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ARTICLE 13B – VC-IR-O VILLAGE CENTER INDIAN RIVER OVERLAY DISTRICT
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ARTICLE 13C – VC-T VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE DISTRICT

(Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #105) 
SECTION 13C.1 PURPOSE

SECTION 13C.2.  
PERMITTED USES 

SECTION 13C.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

SECTION 13C.4.  
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT FOR VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE 
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ARTICLE 13C – VC-T VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE DISTRICT
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ARTICLE 13D – VC-T-O VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE OVERLAY DISTRICT

(Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #105) 
SECTION 13D.1 PURPOSE

SECTION 13D.2.  
PERMITTED USES 

SECTION 13D.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

SECTION 13D.4.  
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT FOR VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE OVERLAY
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ARTICLE 13D – VC-T-O VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE OVERLAY DISTRICT
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ARTICLE 13E – VC-T-O VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE RESIDENTIAL 
OVERLAY DISTRICT

(Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #105) 
SECTION 13E.1 PURPOSE

SECTION 13E.2.  
PERMITTED USES 

SECTION 13E.3.  
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

SECTION 13E.4. 
REQUIREMENTS FOR VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE RESIDENTIAL OVERLAY
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ARTICLE 14- D-RC RURAL CHARACTER / COUNTRY LIVING

(Rev. 08/05/06, Amendment #59) 
SECTION 14.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 14.2. 
PERMITTED USES

(Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment 
#108)

(Rev. 
10/27/11, Amendment #101)

Exhibit 129



ARTICLE 14- D-RC RURAL CHARACTER / COUNTRY LIVING

SECTION 14.3. 
USES REQUIRING SPECIAL LAND USE PERMITS

(Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92)

(Rev. 04/26/08 Amendment #75)

SECTION 14.4.1.  
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR RURAL CHARACTER / COUNTRY LIVING DISTRICT

(Rev. 10/27/11, Amendment #101)

(Rev. 06/23/13, Amendment #118) 

Animal Type Number of Animals Minimum fenced land area required 
subject to section 14.4.1.3.
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ARTICLE 14- D-RC RURAL CHARACTER / COUNTRY LIVING

(Rev. 06/23/13, Amendment #118) 

Number of Animals Minimum fenced land area required 
subject to section 14.4.1.3.

 –  
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ARTICLE 15- WIND GENERATION

(Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #68) 
SECTION 15.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 15.2. APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
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ARTICLE 15- WIND GENERATION

SECTION 15.3. APPLICATION REVIEW BY ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

SECTION 15.4. PUBLIC HEARING REQUIREMENTS

SECTION 15.5. STANDARDS FOR WG AND ANEMOMETER TOWER APPROVAL
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ARTICLE 15- WIND GENERATION
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ARTICLE 15- WIND GENERATION
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ARTICLE 15- WIND GENERATION

SECTION 15.6. CONDITIONS

SECTION 15.7. ONGOING COMPLIANCE

SECTION 15.8. PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE

SECTION 15.9. REMOVAL OF WG AND ANEMOMETER TOWERS
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ARTICLE 15A – HIGH WIRE UTILITY CORRIDOR OVERLAY DISTRICT

(Rev. 11/01/06, Amendment #65)
SECTION 15A.1 PURPOSE

SECTION 15A.2 DISTRICT BOUNDARIES

SECTION 15A.3 PERMITTED USES

SECTION 15A.4 REGULATIONS
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ARTICLE 16 – OPEN SPACE SUBDIVISIONS

(Rev. 12/18/02, Amendment #21) 
SECTION 16.1. PURPOSE

et. seq.

SECTION 16.2. OPEN SPACE SUBDIVISON DEVELOPMENT
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ARTICLE 16 – OPEN SPACE SUBDIVISIONS
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ARTICLE 16 – OPEN SPACE SUBDIVISIONS

SECTION 16.3. APPLICATION AND REVIEW PROCESS

(Rev. 03/09/05,
Amendment #38)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.1. AREA, WIDTH, LOT SIZE, SETBACK AND HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS
(Rev. 05/17/06, Amendment #57), (Rev. 08/05/06, Amendment #58 & #59) (Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92) 
(Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #105), (Rev. 05/25/12, Amendment #111),(Rev. 06/28/12, Amendment #112) 
(Rev. 06/28/12, Amendment #113), (Rev. 10/24/13, Amendment #120)  

Min. 
Floor 
Area

Min. 
Bldg. 
Width

Min. Lot Size Minimum Yard Setbacks
(Feet)

Maximum 
Height of 

Structures

Zoning Districts Sq. Ft. Feet Area 
(Sq.Ft.)

Width
(Ft.) Front Sides Rear Feet
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.1. AREA, WIDTH, LOT SIZE, SETBACK AND HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS (Continued)
Min. 
Floor 
Area

Min. 
Bldg. 
Width

Min. Lot Size Minimum Yard Setbacks
(Feet)

Maximum 
Height of 

Structures

Zoning Districts Sq. Ft. Feet Area 
(Sq.Ft.)

Width
(Ft.) Front Sides Rear Feet

(Rev. 05/17/06, Amendment #57) (Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90)  (Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92)  
(Rev. 11/20/11, Amendment #102) (Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #105), (Rev. 05/25/12, Amendment #111), Rev. 
06/28/12, Amendment #112), (Rev. 06/28/12, Amendment #113)

(Rev. 10/24/13,
Amendment #120)  
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS. 

(Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92) (Rev. 
01/13/12, Amendment #105)

SECTION 17.2. SUPPLEMENTAL AREA, WIDTH, LOT SIZE, SETBACK & HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS

Setbacks – General Requirements (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)

(Rev. 08/02/15, Amendment #129)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

This section has been deleted and is reserved for future use. (Rev. 08/26/10, Amendment #87)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

Type of Unit Apartments
Condominiums, Duplexes, 
Patio Houses, Townhouses, Multiplexes

NOTES:

  (Rev. 06/28/12, Amendment #112) 
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.3. SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.4. OFF-STREET PARKING FOR MOTOR VEHICLES

(Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #92) (Rev. 01/13/12,
Amendment #105)

(Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #45) 
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.4.8. REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL PARKING SPACES AND PARKING LOTS:

(Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #45)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.5. MINIMUM LOT SPACE REQUIREMENTS  
(Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #45) 

Parallel Up to 53° 54° to 74° 75° to 90° 

Parking Space Width

Parking Space Length

Aisle Width

Front Setback / Landscaped 
Buffer
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.6. TABLE OF MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS
(Rev. 03/09/05 Amendment #40, Rev. 06/29/05 Amendment #45) 

(Rev. 04/28/10, Amendment #85)

(Rev. 07/03/15, 
Amendment #128)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.7. TENTS, CAMPERS, TRAVEL TRAILERS, MOTOR HOMES AND UNDERSIZED MOBILE HOMES

SECTION 17.8. CAMPGROUNDS

(Rev. 08/05/06, Amendment #60)

SECTION 17.9. MOBILE HOME COURTS AND PARKS                                      
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.10. RESERVED FOR FUTURE USE   (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #74)

SECTION 17.11. OUTDOOR SWIMMING POOLS

SECTION 17.12. OUTDOOR THEATRES

SECTION 17.13. COMMERCIAL TELEVISION AND RADIO TOWERS AND PUBLIC UTILITY MICROWAVES AND 
T.V. TRANSMITTING TOWERS AND WIRELESS COMMUNICATION FACILITIES, AUTHORIZED BY SPECIAL 
USE PERMIT.
(Rev. 08/2001, Amendment #20) 
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

(Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment 
#90)

(Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

(Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #73) 

SECTION 17.14. RACE TRACKS

SECTION 17.15. RIDING ACADEMIES OR STABLES 

SECTION 17.16. COMMERCIAL KENNELS, PET SHOPS AND VETERINARIAN HOSPITALS 
(Rev. 11/23/09, Amendment #81) 

(Rev. 05/23/15,  Amendment #127)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.17. GRAVEL AND MINERAL EXTRACTION, MINING AND QUARRYING ACTIVITIES

SECTION 17.18. GREENBELTS, WALLS OR FENCES (PROTECTIVE & SCREENING)  
(Rev. 

02/22/14, Amendment #121)

(Rev. 05/23/15,  Amendment 
#127)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

Specific Nonresidential Uses Requiring
Greenbelts, Walls or Fence

Greenbelt, Wall
or Fence Height 
At  Property Line Protective

Screening 
or   

Obscuring

(Rev. 05/23/15,  Amendment #127)

SUGGESTED PLANT MATERIALS (HEIGHT IN FEET)                 MINIMUM 

(Rev. 08/25/13, Amendment #119)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.19. SIGNS  
(Rev. 12/24/03, Amendment #25), (Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125) 

17.19.1. SIGN DEFINITIONS  
BANNER

CANOPY

DOUBLE-FACED SIGN (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)

ELECTRONIC SIGN SURFACE (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)

FREESTANDING SIGN

GOVERNMENTAL SIGN

INCIDENTAL SIGN

MARQUEE SIGN

NEIGHBORHOOD IDENTIFICATION SIGN (Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125)

NEON SIGN (Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #94) 
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

NONCOMMERCIAL SIGN (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)

NON-CONFORMING SIGN

OFF-PREMISE SIGN (Rev. 08/19/04, Amendment #34), (Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125)

PENNANT

POLITICAL SIGN

PORTABLE SIGN

PROJECTING SIGN

REAL ESTATE SIGN

ROOF SIGN

SIGN (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76), (Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125)

SIGN HEIGHT

SIGN SURFACE (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)

TEMPORARY SIGN

V-TYPE SIGN (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

WALL SIGN

WINDOW SIGN (Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.19.2. SIGNS NOT REQUIRING A ZONING PERMIT
(Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125)

17.19.3. PROHIBITED SIGNS 

(Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #106)

(Rev. 09/11/04, Amendment #35)
17.19.4. ILLUMINATION (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.19.5. VILLAGE CENTER INDIAN RIVER ZONING DISTRICT SIGN REQUIREMENTS (Rev. 09/28/11,
Amendment #94)

17.19.5.A VILLAGE CENTER TOPINABEE SIGN REQUIREMENTS (Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #106)
:

17.19.6. SIGNS IN EXISTENCE ON OR BEFORE SEPTEMBER 25, 2014 AND NONCONFORMING SIGNS
(Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.19.7. SIGN PERMITS

(Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125). 

(Rev. 
08/19/04, Amendment #34)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.19.8. SIGN REGULATONS AND STANDARDS  
(Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)  (Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #94) (Rev 01/13/12, Amendment #106)  
(Rev. 02/25/15, Amendment #125)

RS
D-RC
CM
VC
VC-IR
VC-IR- O 
VC-T 
VC-T-O 

LI
GI 
AF
LS
P-RC
NRP

RS D-RC CM VC VC-IR VC-IR-O VC-T VC-T-O LI GI AF LS P-RC NRP

Window N N P P P P P P P P P P N N 

Freestanding Sign Requirements
RS D-RC CM VC VC-IR VC-IR-O VC-T VC-T-O LI GI AF LS P-RC NRP

Exhibit 129



ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

Building Sign Type Regulations (Rev. 08/19/04, Amendment #34), (Rev. 09/29/06, Amendment #62), (Rev. 
06/20/08, Amendment #76) (Rev. 09/28/11, Amendment #94) (Rev. 01/13/12, Amendment #106), (Rev. 02/25/15, 
Amendment #125)

Maximum Number Permitted Maximum Sign Surface Area

No Maximum 

2 per structure or one 
(1) per individual 
business up to 40 
square feet each or 
10% of structure wall 
area facing a public 
road or street, 
whichever is greater. 
The total aggregate 
area of wall signs 
shall not exceed three 
hundred (300) sq. ft. 

5 

1 See Section 17.19.3.F, 2 See Section 17.19.3.D.,3 See Section 17.19.5., See Section 11.7,
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

  

PROJECTING 
SIGN

WALL SIGN

FREESTANDING SIGN

CANOPY

BANNER

PORTABLE SIGN

ROOF 

FREESTANDING
SIGN
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.19.8.1 ELECTRONIC SIGN SURFACE REQUIREMENTS (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)

17.19.8.2 SIGN SURFACE AREA AND TOTAL SIGN AREA (Rev. 06/20/08, Amendment #76)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.20. HIGHWAY AND RAILROAD INTERSECTIONS

SECTION 17.21. HOME OCCUPATIONS
(Rev. 06/29/05, Amendment #43)  

17.21.1 ADMINISTRATION

17.21.2 PERMITTED USES
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.21.3 STANDARDS

17.21.4 CONDITIONAL APPROVALS

SECTION 17.22. SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES  
(Rev. 01/13/06, Amendment #52) 
PURPOSE

17.22.1. DEFINITIONS  
ADULT ARCADE

ADULT BOOK STORE
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

ADULT CABARET

ADULT MOTEL

ADULT MOTION PICTURE THEATER

ADULT NOVELTY BUSINESS

ADULT PERSONAL SERVICE BUSINESS

ADULT VIDEO STORE

NUDE MODELING STUDIO

SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS

SPECIFIED SEXUAL ACTIVITIES
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SPECIFIED ANATOMICAL AREAS

17.22.2 SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES- STANDARDS
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.23  PRIVATE STORAGE BUILDINGS AND USES (Rev. 11/06/08, Amendment #77)

17.23.1 STANDARDS

(Rev. 10/27/11, Amendment #101), (Rev. 05/23/15, Amendment #127)

(Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment #109)

i.

j.
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

k. (Rev. 05/25/13, Amendment #117) 

Note: Lots must be under the same ownership as recorded within the office of the register deeds.
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.24  CHILD CARING INSTITUTIONS (Rev. 04/28/10, Amendment #85)

(Rev. 05/23/15,  Amendment #127)
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.25 MEDICAL MARIJUANA (Rev. 09/12/11, Amendment #91) 

17.25.1.  INTENT AND PURPOSE  

et seq et seq

17.25.2.   REGULATIONS FOR QUALIFYING PATIENTS

17.25.3.  REGULATIONS FOR PRIMARY CAREGIVERS
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

17.25.4  RELATIONSHIP TO FEDERAL LAW
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ARTICLE 17 - SUPPLEMENT REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

SECTION 17.26  TRUCK TERMINALS OR WAREHOUSES
(Rev. 03/28/12, Amendment #107) 

SECTION 17.27  INDOOR STORAGE FACILTIES
(Rev. 05/25/13, Amendment #116) 
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ARTICLE 18 - SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES AND STANDARDS

(Rev. 07/20/04, Amendment #33)
SECTION 18.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 18.2. APPLICATION AND FEES (Rev. 11/20/11, Amendment #103) 

SECTION 18.3. DATA REQUIRED

SECTION 18.4. ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S REVIEW
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ARTICLE 18 - SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES AND STANDARDS

SECTION 18.5. PUBLIC HEARING REQUIREMENTS (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #69) 

SECTION 18.6. REVIEW AND APPROVAL AUTHORITY

SECTION 18.7. STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL LAND USE APPROVAL (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #74) 
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ARTICLE 18 - SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES AND STANDARDS

SECTION 18.8. CONDITIONS

SECTION 18.9. PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE 
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ARTICLE 18 - SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES AND STANDARDS

SECTION 18.10. COMPLIANCE WITH APPROVED SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUIRED

SECTION 18.11. AMENDMENT OF SPECIAL USE PERMIT

Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90)

Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90) (Rev. 03/30/13, Amendment #115)
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ARTICLE 18 - SPECIAL LAND USE PERMIT PROCEDURES AND STANDARDS

SECTION 18.12. EXPIRATION OF SPECIAL USE PERMIT

SECTION 18.13. REAPPLICATION

SECTION 18.14. JURISDICTION OF ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Exhibit 129



ARTICLE 19. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

SECTION 19.1. PURPOSE 

SECTION 19.2. USES PERMITTED

SECTION 19.3. APPLICATION AND APPROVAL PROCEDURES
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ARTICLE 19. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

(Rev. 
04/12/07, Amendment #69) 
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ARTICLE 19. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

(Rev. 09/29/06, Amendment #63)
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ARTICLE 19. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Additional acres of open space 
provided (beyond the minimum 
requirement for the developable 

areas of the PUD)

Increase in number of dwelling units allowed per acre of 
developable land:

For unimproved open 
space

For improved open space

Additional acres of open space 
provided (beyond the minimum 
requirement for the developable 

areas of the PUD)

Increase in number of dwelling units allowed per acre of 
developable land:

For unimproved open 
space

For improved open space
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ARTICLE 19. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
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ARTICLE 20 - SITE PLAN REVIEW

(Rev. 03/25/05, Amendment #42)
SECTION 20.1. PURPOSE

SECTION 20.2. SITE PLAN REVIEW AND APPROVAL AUTHROIZED

SECTION 20.3. SITE PLAN REVIEW REQUIRED.  

(Rev. 11/06/08, Amendment #77), (Rev. 11/24/13, Amendment #120) 

(Rev. 11/24/13, Amendment #120)

SECTION 20.4. GENERAL APPLICATION AND PROCEDURAL OUTLINE

SECTION 20.5. PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE
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ARTICLE 20 - SITE PLAN REVIEW

SECTION 20.6. APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS FOR SITE PLAN  

SECTION 20.7. SITE PLAN REQUIREMENTS (Rev. 08/01/10, Amendment #86)
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ARTICLE 20 - SITE PLAN REVIEW

SECTION 20.8. SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW

(Rev. 
02/23/11, Amendment #90)

(Rev.
11/20/11, Amendment #103)
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ARTICLE 20 - SITE PLAN REVIEW

SECTION 20.9. SITE PLAN REVIEW (Rev. 11/20/11, Amendment #103)

SECTION 20.10. STANDARDS FOR GRANTING SITE PLAN APPROVAL  
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ARTICLE 20 - SITE PLAN REVIEW

SECTION 20.11. CONFORMITY TO APPROVED SITE PLAN REQUIRED  

SECTION 20.12. CONDITIONAL APPROVALS

SECTION 20.13. PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE REQUIRED

SECTION 20.14. AMENDMENTS TO APPROVE SITE PLANS

(Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90)

(Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90) (Rev. 03/30/13, Amendment 
#115)

(Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90)
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ARTICLE 20 - SITE PLAN REVIEW

SECTION 20.15. AS-BUILT SITE PLAN

SECTION 20.16. EXPIRATION OF SITE PLAN REVIEW

SECTION 20.17. REAPPLICATION
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ARTICLE 21. - ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT

SECTION 21.2. ENFORCEMENT

This section has been deleted and is reserved for future use. (Rev. 11/20/11, Amendment #102)
SECTION 21.3. ZONING PERMIT 

(Rev. 
04/12/07, Amendment #67, Rev. 02/23/11, Amendment #90)
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ARTICLE 21. - ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT

SECTION 21.4. EXPIRATION OF ZONING PERMIT

SECTION 21.5. CONFORMANCE WITH APPROVED PLANS 

SECTION 21.6. CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY
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ARTICLE 21. - ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT

SECTION 21.7. FINAL INSPECTION 

SECTION 21.8. FEES (Rev. 03/06/04, Amendment #30) 
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ARTICLE 21. - ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT

SECTION 21.9. ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES, PENALTIES
(Rev. 02/04/04, Amendment #29)

SECTION 21.10. REMEDIES

SECTION 21.11. SCOPE OF REMEDIES
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ARTICLE 22. - NON-CONFORMING USES, STRUCTURES

SECTION 22.1.

SECTION 22.2.

SECTION 22.3.

SECTION 22.4.

SECTION 22.5.

SECTION 22.6.

SECTION 22.7.

SECTION 22.8. (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #73) 
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ARTICLE 23. - ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

SECTION 23.1. CREATION AND MEMBERSHIP

SECTION 23.2. BOARD MEETINGS  
(Rev. 09/25/10, Amendment #89)

SECTION 23.3. APPEAL  

(Rev. 02/04/04, Amendment #28)
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ARTICLE 23. - ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

SECTION 23.4. STAY.

SECTION 23.5. JURISDICTION. 

(Rev. 02/04/04, Amendment #28)

(Rev. 09/11/04, Amendment #36)
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ARTICLE 23. - ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

(Rev. 09/11/04, Amendment #36)

This section has been deleted and is reserved for future use. (Rev. 11/20/11, Amendment #102)

SECTION 23.6. APPROVAL PERIODS.

SECTION 23.7. NOTICE OF HEARING. (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #69) 
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ARTICLE 23. - ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

(Rev. 11/20/11, 
Amendment #102)
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ARTICLE 23. - ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

(Rev. 11/20/11, Amendment #102)
SECTION 23.8. FEES.
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ARTICLE 24 – AMENDMENTS

SECTION 24.1. AMENDMENT TO THIS ORDINANCE 

SECTION 24.2. PROCEDURE FOR PROCESSING OF AMENDMENTS (Rev. 04/12/07, Amendment #69) 
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ARTICLE 24 – AMENDMENTS
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ARTICLE 25 - ENACTMENT & EFFECTIVE DATE

SECTION 25.1. ENACTMENT & EFFECTIVE DATE

Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



Exhibit 129



181-003-100-001-00

140-034-100-001-00
140-036-100-001-00

140-009-100-001-00

130-036-100-001-00

171-001-100-001-00

181-002-200-001-00

172-005-100-001-00

172-006-100-001-00

182-006-100-001-00

140-028-100-009-01

151-031-100-002-00

140-010-100-001-03

172-004-200-001-00

140-031-100-003-00

171-000-000-000-00

181-001-100-001-00

181-001-100-001-00

140-030-100-001-00

140-003-300-001-00

17
2-

00
4-

10
0-

00
1-

00

140-035-200-001-00

140-032-400-001-01

140-011-100-005-00

140-025-300-001-00

181-010-100-001-00

14
0-

01
5-

10
0-

00
6-

00

140-026-100-001-00

10
4-

0 3
2-

20
0 -

00
2-

20

181-011-100-001-00

181-002-100-001-00

140-020-300-004-00

140-027-100-001-00

140-013-200-001-00

172-008-100-001-00

172-009-100-001-01

172-005-200-001-00

104-034-300-001-01

140-004-200-001-00

140-022-100-005-01

140-033-200-001-00

140-032-100-002-00

140-027-400-001-00

140-013-300-001-00

140-026-300-001-00

140-026-200-001-00

14
0-

02
3-

20
1-

00
1-

00

140-004-401-001-03
140-026-301-001-00

181-012-100-001-00

140-016-100-012-00

104-036-400-004-00

104-034-200-001-01

140-005-400-010-00

140-008-200-001-01

140-022-100-005-01

140-002- 200- 006-00

140-016-200-001-06

140-021-100-002-01

182-007-100-001-00

140-017-400-020-00

140-032-109-081-02

140-004-400-001-00

140-01 6-200- 001-03

32

35
33

34
36

1110

21

03

08
09

02
04

01

32 33

29 28

20

13

34

04

27

22

05

23

14

25

35

12

36

26

24

05
01

15

03

17
16

02

25

36

24

01

31

07

06

19

18

06

30

31

06

31

30

19

18

08

25

12
09

07

30

10

26

11

27

12

28

07

2930
25

MANN RD

N
 M

-3
3 

H
W

Y

SOUTH RIVER RD

LONG LAKE RD

L
IT

T
L

E
 C

A
N

A
D

A
 R

D

T
R

U
D

E
A

U
 R

D

M
-3

3 
H

W
Y

K
E

L
LY

 R
D

HIAW
ATHA DR

N BLACK RIVER RD

TWIN LAKES RD

ORCHARD BEACH RD

S BROWN TRL

C
A

R
E

Y
 R

D

BAKER RD

W
O

R
S

H
 R

D

E HACKLEBURG RD

PIONEER RD

M
A

N
N

IN
G

 R
D

E DEVEREAUX LAKE RD

HAYES LN

PA
L

L
IS

T
E

R
 R

D

G
R

A
N

T
 S

ID
IN

G
 R

D

ZOLNER RD

JE
W

E
L

L
 R

D

W
A

L
S

H
 R

D

G
O

O
DE R

D

M-212 HWY

PA
R

S
O

N
 R

D

B
IS

H
O

P
 R

D

W
Y

LI
E

 R
D

H
U

N
T

 C
L

U
B

 L
N

LENZ DR

R
IC

K
S

 T
R

L

WEST SLATER RD

RIDG
E RD

PATRICK DR

F
IR

S
T

 S
T

EARHART RD

WHITING RD

GARNET DR

HANALEI DR

F
O

R
S

Y
T

H
 S

T

T
H

IR
D

 S
T

ORCHARD BEACH RD

Natural Rivers

D-CM

D-GI

D-LI

EXEMPT

VC-IR

VC-IR-O

VC-T

VC-T-O

VC-T-RO

P-LS

D-RC

D-MR

D-RS

M-AF

P-RC
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Zoning District Maps
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance No. 200
Zoning District Maps

BEAUGRAND TWP

This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance No. 200
Zoning District Maps

BENTON TWP

This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance No. 200
Zoning District Maps

CHEBOYGAN

This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
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Exhibit 129



011-033-100-001-00

030-008-100-001-00

030-009-100-001-00

011-032-100-001-00

030-005-100-001-00

030-016-200-001-00

030-010-100-001-00

011-029-200-003-00

011-029-300-001-00

041-018-100-001-00

011-034-100-001-00

041-007-200-001-00

011-031-100-002-00

030-003-100-004-00

011-051-300-001-00

030-015-100-001-00

030-014-200-001-00

01
1-

02
8-

10
0-

00
3-

00

030- 0 06 - 2 00 - 00 2 -0 0

011-030-200-001-00

011-030-300-003-00

01
1-

01
9-

10
0-

00
6-

00

030-010-200-001-00

030-017-300-002-00

030-012-100-002-02

030-011-300-001-00

030-018-200-001-00

030-007-200-001-00

030-003-100-002-00

030-017-100-001-00

011-019-400-001-00

011-019-400-002-00

01
1-

05
1-

20
0-

01
9-

00

01
1-

05
1-

20
0-

02
0-

0029

36

11

30

35

20
21

10

3431
32

09
12

08

19

07

18

26

0102

17

03

16 15

04

07

05

18
14

06

13

07

06

33

18

27

28

31

W US-23 HWY

POTTER RD

N
 M

A
C

K
IN

A
W

 H
W

Y

S
T

IM
P

S
O

N
 R

D

N
 O

L
D

 M
A

C
K

IN
A

W
 R

D

H
E

B
R

O
N

 M
A

IL
 R

D

TILHORN RD OLD MACKINAW RD

MAPLE RD

S
 H

U
R

O
N

 A
V

E

S
 N

IC
O

L
E

T
 S

T

N
 H

E
B

R
O

N
 M

A
IL

 R
D

D
A

R
L

IN
G

 R
D

F
R

E
E

D
O

M
 R

D

L
IB

E
R

T
Y

 T
R

L

T
H

IR
D

 S
T

S
 I-75

N
 I -

75

WALLICK RD

STEVES DR

S I-75

Natural Rivers

D-CM

D-GI

D-LI

EXEMPT

VC-IR

VC-IR-O

VC-T

VC-T-O

VC-T-RO

P-LS

D-RC

D-MR

D-RS

M-AF

P-RC

Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance No. 200
Zoning District Maps

MACKINAW TWP

This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.
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Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance No. 200
Zoning District Maps

MUNRO TWP

This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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Zoning District Maps

NUNDA TWP

This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance No. 200
Zoning District Maps

TUSCARORA TWP

This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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This is not the official zoning map.  For determination of a parcel(s) zoning district 
please contact the Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office at 231-627-8489.

This map generally represents zoning districts in Cheboygan County.
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PLANNING AND ZONING IN CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 
 
 
The responsibility of planning for most of the land in Cheboygan County is delegated to the County 
Planning Commission.  In July of 1969, the Cheboygan County Planning Commission was formed.  
The creation of the County Planning Commission is authorized by the State of Michigan under Act 
33 of 2008. It is the duty of the County Planning Commission to make and adopt a Master Plan for 
the development of Cheboygan County. 
 
This Plan's updated recommendations will apply to all of Cheboygan County, except Burt 
Township, the village of Mackinaw City, the village of Wolverine and the city of Cheboygan.  
While these municipalities are within Cheboygan County's boundary, each maintains its own 
planning and zoning authority under their respective State of Michigan Public Acts.  The county 
cannot plan for incorporated areas (such as a city), unless those areas act to adopt the Plan.  Also, 
the county has the authority to plan for its townships, unless such townships act on their own behalf  
(i.e. Burt Township). 
 
The Cheboygan County Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals were formed in 
December of 1969. In that same month, the county's first zoning ordinance was adopted. The 
County’s zoning authority is enabled by the State of Michigan Act 110 of 2006. The zoning 
ordinance has been amended numerous times since its enactment in order to meet the goals of the 
Master Plan and evolving needs of the community. 
 
This plan is prepared as authorized under the Michigan Planning Enabling Act (PA33 of 2008) 
and is used to satisfy the requirement of section 203(1) of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act 
(PA110 of 2006), MCL 125.3203.  The planning jurisdiction of this plan is the County of 
Cheboygan and all townships therein except for Burt Township and not including the city of 
Cheboygan, village of Mackinaw City, and village of Wolverine.  
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What is a Master Plan and why do we have one? 
The County’s Master Plan is our blueprint for our future.  It guides our land use decisions and 
subsequent development by creating land use goals for the next 10 to 20 years.  We create a 
vision so that we always keep in mind how we intend to retain our economic health, conserve our 
natural resources, meet the needs of residents and business people, ensure an efficient 
transportation system, ensure compatible land uses, and promote public health, safety, and 
welfare. 
 
In creating this plan the question is asked of Cheboygan County stakeholders: What do you want 
Cheboygan County to be like in the future?  To be best able to answer that question, the plan 
provides information as to what we have now.  Goals are identified and then objectives are 
determined which will help achieve those goals.  

 
 
What does this have to do with zoning? 
This isn’t a zoning ordinance, which is a law.  However, the Master Plan is the guide and the 
community’s policies that are used to make changes to that law. The Master Plan is the vision, 
the zoning ordinance is the system of rules that make that vision reality.  State law requires that 
any place that has a zoning ordinance must have also have a Master Plan and must use that 
Master Plan when any changes are made to that zoning ordinance law. 
 
Why should people be involved? 
It’s important to know that change will happen regardless of whether we plan for it.  This Master 
Plan is an effort to determine what kind of change is desired and how to achieve the desired 
goals.  You can do your part to make sure your community’s interests are communicated and the 
community’s goals are included in future updates to this Plan.  This will go a long way in 
making sure that the change that occurs is desired by the community.  
 
This Master Plan should be a living document.  This means that it should be updated as often as 
necessary to reflect changing community values, land use trends, and new goals.   
 
For more information, visit the Master Plan website: www.cheboygancounty.net/masterplan  
 

What do 
we 
have?

What do 
we want?

How do 
we get 
there?
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Presentation of this Master Plan 
The Cheboygan County Master Plan is presented in a manner to make it as easy to use as 
possible.  The plan is oriented to first provide the goals and objectives of the community, the 
plan to make changes to the related land use laws, then provide the background data that help 
guide the decision making.  This plan is presented in this way to provide  the most relevant 
information needed to take action at the outset.   
 
Also included as part of this Master Plan document is a shortened summary version of the plan 
showing the Future Land Use Map along with the basic goals and objectives.  The Master Plan 
information, links to other related information, as well as any new information will be 
maintained at the Master Plan’s website which is www.cheboygancounty.net/masterplan. 
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Total Population:  26,152 
Median Age: 47.1     Average Household Size:  2.31 
Percent of total Households with individuals 65+ years of age:  35.3% 
(Information comes from the 2010 census) 
 

 
 

 

2010 Age Composition
Under 5

Ages 5-14

Ages 15-19

Ages 20-24

Ages 25-34

Ages 35-54

Ages 55-64

Ages 65 and up

• 35%  more relatives besides spouse and children living in the same 
household

• There are 30.9% more people between the ages of 60 and 64 years.
• 125% higher homeowner vacancy rate

What increased between 2000 to 2010?

• There are 22.6% fewer people between the ages of 25 and 34 years.
• 4.5% decrease in household size for owner-occupied housing units

What decreased between 2000 to 2010?
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The following are goals and objectives formed directly from input gathered from Cheboygan 
County stakeholders.  Included here is a discussion on how the Planning Commission can 
achieve those particular objectives which are at least partially within their scope of work.  Other 
objectives may receive support of the Planning Commission but they may not be within the 
power of the Planning Commission.  
 
These are not presented in a particular order of priority.  To find a prioritized list of action items, 
see the Zoning Plan section of this Master Plan.  These goals are all categorized by the following 
general topic headings: Public/Private & Intergovernmental Collaboration, Community 
Development, Natural Resources & Recreation, Public Services & Infrastructure, Transportation, 
and Economic Development.   
 

Maintaining good communications among neighboring municipalities can increase efficiencies 
and help other entities be more aware of opportunities for growth.  A good example of this is the 
Cheboygan County Trailways Advisory Committee.  This group meets monthly to share their 
experiences with their local trails.  The participants share grants that they have utilized as well as 
methods on how to deal most effectively with issues that they have come across.  These meetings 
sometimes include state and regional entities such as the DNR and County Road Commission. 

a. Maintain existing and encourage similar intermunicipality planning committees, 
such as Northern Cheboygan County Intermunicipal Planning Committee 
(NCCIPC).  

The Northern Cheboygan County Intergovernmental Planning Committee (NCCIPC) 
was formed to encourage cooperation between local governmental units. The planning 
committee is made up of representatives from the townships of Beaugrand, Benton, and 
Inverness, the city of Cheboygan, and the county of Cheboygan. It is recognized by 
these entities that intergovernmental cooperation can produce a climate of trust and 
collaboration and create stronger leadership. Coordinated efforts can lead to more 
efficient government, which can also lead to more economic development opportunities 
and cost savings to tax payers. 

 
b. Maintain thorough communication on planning & zoning and capital 

improvement activities with the townships and other entities within Cheboygan 
County. 
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Better coordination of activities across governmental units can create greater 
efficiencies.  Brining, plowing, and road improvements are just some examples of how 
coordinated efforts across multiple jurisdictions can lower costs. Cheboygan County 
Planning Commission, through its Capital Improvement Planning process, has a real 
opportunity to create these avenues of communication. 

 Provide annual report on Planning Commission activities to MTA as well as 
periodic updates as appropriate. 

 Provide annual communications meant to address the taxpayers and voters in 
Cheboygan County.  Include information on how anyone can get involved in local 
government decision making. 

c. Coordinate efforts to reach common goals such as land use planning along 
common borders, blight reduction, shared land use goals as listed in each entity’s 
master plan, and economic development. 

 Recognizing that counties cannot enact blight ordinances per se, Community 
Development staff should serve as liaison, facilitators, and/or coordinators of blight 
efforts by townships, city, and villages.   

 Initiate more ways to communicate through social media, newsletters, and email 
with townships, neighboring communities, residents and business owners within 
Cheboygan County. 

 Work with the road commission for better access management (improved means of 
vehicular access to property that is less costly, more efficient and safer). 

 Coordinate planning efforts for other forms of transportation and recreation 
including rural transit and non-motorized transportation routes and recreational 
pathways. 

d. Provide joint training in good land use planning principles and best practices. 

 Offer training opportunities appropriate for all levels of government on common 
planning matters. 

Quality development is not only good for business, it can improve the health and safety of our 
residents and employees, preserve the natural environment, and improve the overall quality of 
life.   
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a. Assist townships and other local municipalities to coordinate efforts to increase 
community beautification and reduce blight, recognizing that each level of 
government has unique tools and those efforts can be coordinated to reach 
common goals. 

 Update signage zoning provisions to accommodate more potential recreational trail 
signage improvements. (The DNR is being asked to allow for more signs on the 
trails to alert trail users to more commercial businesses.  We don’t currently have 
clear provisions for this type of commercial signage.) 

b. Encourage local township and community activities that support better planning, 
design, and management of public spaces. 

 Request sharing of information from townships as they do Capital Improvements to 
their parks and recreation assets and other municipal properties. 

c. Identify neighborhoods below median home value in the county and consider 
targeted rehabilitation efforts. 

d. Provide for a variety of home occupations which lower business startup costs. 

 Review home occupation regulations for appropriateness to current trends. 

 Provide for more artisan home occupations in all areas of the county that provide 
for artisans to live and work in the same location which may include retail use. 

Clearly each community has its own character and this character evolves over time.  It is 
important to allow for growth and change by providing flexibility in land use regulations which 
still preserve the character of the community.  The population of Cheboygan County is older, on 
average.  The county is also experiencing a loss of its young adults as they move to bigger cities 
with more options.  Cheboygan County won’t be all things to all people, but the range of 
opportunities for both commercial activity and additional residential options should be explored.  
In some cases, due to rising energy costs and a need to simplify, very small homes have become 
more desirable for some.  An example of diversifying of commercial activity includes creating 
more options for home-based businesses. Very appropriate for this rural area, home based 
businesses that are also compatible with surrounding residential uses are often necessary.    

a. Provide for neighborhood corner stores and similar small business opportunities.   

 Provide for rural commercial areas within the county on the future land use map. 

b. Preserve existing “neighborhood” commercial uses such as party stores and 
bar/restaurants at rural intersections. 
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 Provide for rural commercial areas within the county on the future land use map. 

c. Ensure affordable, accessible, independent living opportunities. 

 Explore allowing more Accessory Dwelling Units which would allow people to age 
with dignity in their own home or a home of a close friend or family member. 

d. Provide protection of quality rental housing, downtown housing, and adequate 
property maintenance. 

Land use regulations must strike a very important balance of providing opportunities for growth 
in quality of life, personal income while also protecting the natural resources and preventing 
encroachments and threats on neighbors’ quality of life.  Although the ordinance has been 
amended more than 100 times, these amendments are very important and ensure the ordinance 
meets current needs, which are always changing.   

a. Amend the existing ordinance to provide for changes in the economy and 
improvements in land use regulation methods. 

 Evaluate parking standards and update ratios and dimensions as appropriate. 

 Create incentives within the zoning ordinance to encourage development within 
existing commercial corridors, specifically within existing sewer districts and in 
locations where existing public infrastructure already exists.  Incentives should also 
be used to encourage infill development. 

 Evaluate Planned Unit Development (PUD) review process that involves rezoning 
and flexibility in use standards. Allow for more uses in some PUD situations which 
provides more flexibility in plan review. 

 Evaluate form based codes to allow for more appropriate standards for some 
downtowns and more flexibility of allowable uses. 

 Streamline the list of allowable uses in all zoning districts, combine similar uses to 
reduce confusion, provide table of allowable uses within the zoning ordinance to 
clarify allowable uses. 

 Create means for expedited zoning approvals for redevelopment of existing buildings.   

 Utilize a new future land use category identifying Rural Commercial Nodes where 
isolated but desirable small commercial activity exists and should be preserved.   
Utilize new land use category designation for those areas not already accommodated 
by existing zoning. 
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 Create optional use and design standards based on the goals of the Master Plan which, 
if adhered to, allow for expedited approval.   

 Select common uses in commercial and industrial zoning districts and redevelopment 
sites which could receive expedited administrative approval, providing an attractive 
business opportunities.   

Cheboygan County already has an extensive collection of attractions that bring visitors to our 
area and, if presented in the right way, could help those visitors realize that this is also a great 
place to do business.  Cheboygan County has a very high quality of life which attracts people of 
all ages.  It is a highly desirable place to live and work.  Cheboygan County has the most 
coastline of any county in Michigan as well as many miles of forest “coastline”, or private 
properties that border a state forest.  In addition, the historic resources are significant not only to 
local residents but played a role in the development of the state and our nation.   

a. Allow for flexibility in reuse of historic buildings. 

 Provide more flexibility in allowable uses for existing buildings where it may not be 
feasible to continue the previous use. 

b. Provide ample opportunities for historic and appropriate tourism activities. 

 Ensure zoning provisions allow for agri-tourism and other tourism that provides a 
means for economic growth in our rural county. 

 

Recreational assets create economic development in many ways.  The trails create opportunities 
for people to live healthy lifestyles, which in turn reduces health care costs overall.  Recreational 
assets bring more visitors to the area which also grow the local economy through local retail, 
restaurant, and lodging establishments.  The Outdoor Industry Association (OIA) estimates that 
in the State of Michigan, outdoor recreation generates $18.7 billion in consumer spending, 
194,000 direct jobs, and $5.5 billion in wages and salaries.  Nationally, the OIA estimates that 
annual consumer spending on outdoor recreation is almost double the amount of consumer 
spending on motor vehicles and parts.  Also, across the nation more people are employed in the 
outdoor industry than the construction trades.   

a. Ensure access to trails by appropriate users of all abilities.   
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 Participate in a county-wide recreational trail and pathway study to ensure 
connectivity, accessibility, and coordination with township efforts. 

b. Provide recreational opportunities throughout the county for all ages. 

 Participate in a county-wide recreational trail and pathway study to ensure 
connectivity, accessibility, and coordination with township efforts. 

c. Encourage trail development for trails of all kinds including motorized, non-
motorized, water trails and harbors. 

Efforts can be made to create more opportunities to utilize the County’s extensive recreational 
assets for more entrepreneurial growth.  One example is to partner with the DNR to allow for 
more signs along and near recreational trails to alert trail users to nearby businesses that may 
serve their needs. 

a. Monitor condition of natural resources, educate citizens on causes of deterioration 
and incentivize maintenance of natural resources. 

 Staff provides, annually, information compiled from local organizations on water and 
natural resource quality measurements for Planning Commission to monitor and act 
upon as needed. 

b. Allow for responsible oil and gas extraction and evaluate screening requirements. 

 Staff provides, annually, information compiled from the state well permits for 
Planning Commission to monitor and act upon as needed. 

c. Encourage responsible use and management of the Pigeon River Country wilderness 
area. 

d. Ensure adequate protection of high water quality. 

 Staff provides, annually, information compiled from local organizations on water and 
natural resource quality measurements for Planning Commission to monitor and act 
upon as needed. 

e. Encourage promotion of recreational resources and evaluate sign regulations to 
allow for appropriate trail-side signage. 

 Update signage zoning provisions to accommodate more potential recreational trail 
signage improvements. (The DNR is being asked to allow for more signs on the trails 
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to alert trail users to more commercial businesses.  We don’t currently have clear 
provisions for this type of commercial signage.) 

f. Communicate the “Natural Affordability” of Cheboygan County. 

g. Encourage retention of open space and scenic vistas using Planned Unit 
Developments (PUD) and provide incentives for clustering of non-farm 
development. 

 Allow for more uses in some PUD situations which provides more flexibility in plan 
review. 

 

Energy costs are rising and showing no signs of getting any cheaper in the future.  Other means 
of energy production shouldn’t be hampered by local land use regulations as long as they can be 
assured of being compatible with local land use goals.  Transportation options should also be 
provided.  Rural transit can provide a much-needed option for low-income residents of the 
County to remain employed regardless of the condition of their automobile.  This can help them 
not only stay employed but make the payments on their home and pay for needed healthcare for 
their family.  A transportation system that accommodates all users of all abilities increases 
everyone ability to remain mobile, active, healthy, and employed. 

a. Allow for appropriate use and transport of all forms of energy. 

b. Ensure opportunities for development of renewable energy that maximizes 
sustainable use of natural resources and retains energy dollars in the local economy.  

 Improve opportunities for farmers to take advantage of Wind Turbine Generator. 

c. Keep up to date on evolving renewable energy technologies, land use implications 
and ensure regulations are appropriate. 

More and more, broadband is a necessary part of life.  Education systems utilize the Internet for 
lessons.  Higher education opportunities are available in rural areas via the Internet as long as 
broadband is available.  For many businesses, the Internet is their primary avenue to reach their 
customers and is more important than good roads.  The fastest growing business sectors are those 
with companies doing business on the Internet.   
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a. Ensure local regulations are consistent with FCC, with needs of local providers and 
with emerging technologies. 

b. Ensure land use information is available for use by private sector Internet Service 
Providers to make market decisions. 

Rising costs of providing education force some schools to consolidate and close some of their 
buildings.  In order to eliminate the potential for building to remain vacant for extended periods 
of time it is important for land use laws to add some flexibility for allowable uses in those 
buildings.  

a. Explore option to amend the zoning ordinance to allow for PUD’s that rezone 
properties and accommodate additional uses. 

b. Explore option to create an overlay zoning district for existing school and public 
buildings for appropriate reuse. 

a. Encourage youth involvement and understanding of local planning and zoning.  
Create opportunities for youth to understand how to get involved in local decision 
making. 

 

Transportation options for people of all abilities should be provided.  A transportation system 
that accommodates all users of all abilities increases everyone ability to remain mobile, active, 
healthy, and employed. 

a. Improve access management standards for new development which will provide 
safer and more efficient movement of vehicles and pedestrians. 

 Expand on what access management is and examples of what can be done.   

 Include recommendations for future access management plan needs. 
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b. Ensure roadways are planned and designed and constructed to be accessible to all 
legal users of the road including pedestrian, bicyclists, ATV riders, motorists, and 
transit riders of all ages and abilities. 

 Discuss transportation system connectors for non-motorized users on roadways 
(recommend future connector route study but include some potential connectors 
now). 

c. Ensure adequate rural transit opportunities. 

 Support Straits Regional Ride efforts 

d. Provide adequate public input opportunities for transportation planning and 
decision making process. 

Recreational trails can serve as a transportation alternative, providing safer and more convenient 
transportation options.  

a. Develop links between schools and residential areas to promote safer routes to 
schools and between neighborhoods. 

b. Encourage links of new residential and commercial development to 
recreational/transportation trail systems. 

 More support for the discussion of transportation system linkages for non-motorized 
and rural road users such as ATV/ORV road users. 

 

Farming has been part of Cheboygan County’s history.  Local food production can enhance the 
economy of Cheboygan County by providing not only local food needs but also become an 
export that brings money into the local economy.  Properly managed forest assets in the County 
also have the potential, as they have throughout Cheboygan County’s history, to provide much 
needed income for local landowners.  These resources need special attention in the zoning 
ordinance to allow for appropriate use and protection. 

a. In the zoning ordinance, recognize the different needs of farming compared to 
forestry.  Each should be adequately recognized and accommodated. 
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b. Acknowledge the importance of the agriculture industry and lands to the scenic 
character, quality of life, and economic development of the County. 

c. Acknowledge the importance of forestry industry and management. 

d. Increase land available for farming, especially niche agricultural crops in future 
land use goals.   

 Increase land in Ag/Forest future land use category.  

 Ensure prime farmland soils are available in the Ag/Forest land use wherever 
possible. 

e. Use incentives rather than regulations to keep land in farming or forestry use. 

f. Provide adequately for forestland and timber production including large timber 
stands, sawmills, and lumber grading and processing facilities. 

 Review the zoning ordinance to ensure agriculture and timber production is 
accommodated according to the demand. 

g. Ensure agriculture is a top priority due to its importance to local residents’ physical 
health, economic health, community character, and quality of life in Cheboygan 
County. 

h. Provide opportunities for farmers to take advantage of wind turbine, gas, oil leases 
primarily as a farming land use preservation tool. 

 Review zoning provisions for wind turbines, gas & oil production. 

The most important work  to create greater economic development is to support a community’s 
existing businesses and assist in their efforts to grow.  These businesses already employ people, 
already pay taxes and are invested in the community.  Also, when these businesses grow they 
will act as an attractor for new and complementary businesses to locate nearby.   

a. Ensure adequate year-round business opportunities. 

b. Increase opportunities to reuse existing buildings. 

 Provide more flexibility in allowable uses for existing buildings where it may not be 
feasible to continue the previous use. 

c. Communicate land use information and available properties for business owners 
seeking to relocate in Cheboygan County. 
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 Encourage partnerships with townships and assessors to ensure an up-to-date GIS 
database of commercial and industrial buildings. 

d. Review zoning requirements to ensure a streamlined review process that allows for 
flexibility through form-based codes or other similar methods. 

 Provide more flexibility in allowable uses for existing buildings where it may not be 
feasible to continue the previous use. 

e. Involve Youth in the planning of community events and public spaces. 

f. Encourage Youth-oriented entrepreneurial training programs  

g. Encourage opportunities for special events that are family and youth oriented. 
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The most important part of a Master Plan is communicating a community’s desired future land 
use pattern.  The plan should illustrate how the land use goals and objectives are to be translated 
into action.   The Future Land Use Map, included in this plan, is the geographic translation of 
those goals into future zoning ordinance (law) changes.  Anticipated new uses or uses in higher 
demand will need room to grow, so the future land use map must identify suitable areas for new 
development.  Lastly, the plan can suggest ways to help resolve or avoid land use problems or 
conflicts, especially those problems identified during the public outreach component of the 
County’s planning process. 
 
State law requires communities with zoning ordinances to have Master Plans.  These plans guide 
the Planning Commission as they make recommendations for law changes to the legislative 
body, the County Board of Commissioners.  The Board of Commissioners are the elected 
officials who are the only people who are allowed to make changes to land use law.  
 
Nobody can predict everything that can happen in the future, let alone the next 20 years.  
However, this plan serves as the best possible vision as long as it is reviewed often and amended 
as changes occur in the County.  This plan must respond to changes in the economy, market 
changes, and changing community goals. 
 
The following land use goals and the placement of the land use categories on the Future Land 
Use Map were created from those goals expressed by the community through more than a dozen 
public meetings around the county at many township halls and at regular meetings of the County 
Planning Commission.  The future land use plan and map should be interpreted as guidance for 
future land use activities. The plan also allows residents to understand the rationale used by the 
County when considering future land development proposals. 
 
The future land use plan should be considered a policy document and is not designed to be a 
reflection of the present zoning ordinance, which is county law. The primary difference between 
the application of the future land use plan and zoning ordinance is timing. The comprehensive 
plan is implemented over a period of 20 years while the zoning ordinance is effective 
immediately. Each of these categories presents the supporting rationale for land use and land 
development throughout the County during the plan’s life.  
 
Township Level Land Use Planning 
In Michigan, Townships have the authority to conduct planning and zoning activities. In Cheboygan 
County, Burt Township has enacted its own Township-level master plan and zoning ordinance. 
Because Burt Township has acted, their zoning will take priority and the County has no zoning 
jurisdiction there. The situation in Tuscarora Township is somewhat different. While Tuscarora 
Township has formed a Township Planning Commission and adopted a township-level master plan, 
Tuscarora has not adopted its own zoning ordinance. County zoning is, therefore, still in effect for 
Tuscarora Township. According to Michigan statute, zoning must be based on a plan in order to be 
legally valid. Because Tuscarora Township has undertaken its own master plan, it is recommended 
that the Tuscarora Township master plan be utilized by Cheboygan County for developing land use 
and zoning recommendations for that community. The most recently adopted Township future land 
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use map should take the place of more general recommendations developed for the County as a 
whole. As additional Townships become active in land use and zoning matters, the County should 
continue to incorporate Township-level land use recommendations into the County planning process. 
 

 
The following are descriptions of the categories of future land uses that are desired in various 
areas of Cheboygan County.  These categories correspond to the Future Land Use Map, which 
displays geographically the areas of Cheboygan County where these various land uses are 
desired in the next 20 years.  It is important to note here that the map is very general and is meant 
to show vaguely where each of these uses is desired.  The Future Land Use category descriptions 
should be relied upon over the future land use map.  In addition, boundaries along the edges of 
these Future Land Use areas on the map should be interpreted loosely and the actual land use 
goals may be better described by an adjacent Future Land Use category. 
 
• Natural Resource & Water Resource 

Protection 
• Public Interest Area 
• Forest / Agricultural 
• Rural Character/Country Living 
• Residential 
• Lake, River, & Stream Protection 

• Commercial 
• Commercial – Office, Research & 

Development 
• Village Centers 
• Rural Commercial Nodes 
• Light Industrial 
• General Industrial 

 
 
Natural Resource & Water Resource Protection 
The Natural Resource & Water Protection designation is intended to identify those areas of the 
County that have natural resources including water resources that would require special 
considerations when the land is used or developed. These natural features benefit the County by 
complementing its attractive rural setting and providing an economic resource derived from the 
recreational benefits residents and visitors seek to experience.  These lands include conservation 
easements (although these cannot be mapped), areas designated as natural rivers and their 
tributaries, marsh areas, wetland areas, and generally areas with severe building limitations.  This 
category also includes large tracts of privately owned, undeveloped lands which contain unique 
or significant natural resources, and areas near prime fish breeding grounds.  It is not the intent 
of this class to prevent the use and development of these lands, but to insure that development is 
done in a responsible manner with appropriate measures taken to protect the natural resource.  
This category includes areas like Cornwall Creek Flooding, Stoney Creek Flooding, the breeding 
grounds for game fish within Mullett Creek, and Dingman Marsh.   
 
Appropriate uses for this area include low density or clustered residential, low-impact outdoor 
recreation, and some farming and forestry. 
 
Public Interest Area  
Public Interest Areas are shown on the future land use map with the intention of identifying lands 
that have natural, historic, recreational, or cultural value to the general public. Most of the Public 
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Interest Lands in the County are owned by the State of Michigan, the County or Townships 
while some are owned by private land conservancies.  It is expected that a relatively small 
portion of Public Interest Areas will be converted to private ownership. As Public Interest Areas 
is converted to private ownership, the specific characteristics and features of the land, as well as 
the overall land use needs of the County, should be considered when determining the appropriate 
use for the land.  Examples of Public Interest Areas include major holdings of State forest lands 
covering large portions of Mackinaw and Hebron Townships; the Black Mountain Recreation 
Area in Benton and Grant Townships; and Mackinaw State Forest lands in Mentor, Wilmot, 
Waverly, Walker, Nunda and Forest Townships. 
 
Appropriate uses for this area include public parks, nature preserves, outdoor education uses, 
natural resources, such as managed timber production, and oil & gas production. 
 
Forest / Agricultural 
The Forest / Agricultural designation is intended to provide areas where management and 
production of crops and timber is the predominant land use.  For comprehensive planning 
purposes, private lands in Cheboygan County were included in this category to include forestry 
or agriculture where they are well suited for future farm and forestry use. Forestry operations, 
farming and pasture are anticipated future uses for this area. Residential uses  are consistent with 
farm and forestry operations when properly designed and located to minimize lands taken out of 
agricultural or forestry.  Mineral extraction, especially sand and gravel operations, is anticipated 
to continue in the Forest / Agricultural areas.  Specific uses directly related to forestry and 
agriculture, such as sawmills or agricultural product processing, are also consistent with the 
forest and agricultural classification.  Ideally, a parcel size of forty acres or more is consistent 
with maintaining economically viable forestry and agricultural uses.  However, it is also 
important to recognize that niche, high-value agricultural crops can be grown on as little as 1-2 
acres. Open space or cluster residential incentives could encourage maintenance of larger lots for 
agriculture or forestry use.   
 
Appropriate uses for this area include forestry, agricultural operations, mineral extraction (such 
as oil & gas production), timber production, sawmills and agricultural product processing 
centers, smaller niche farming operations, open space or clustered residential.  Also, appropriate 
uses include small to mid-size campgrounds and similar rural tourist lodging uses. 
 
Rural Character/Country Living 
This classification is intended to provide open space land areas for both agricultural and country 
living uses of a rural character.  The number of homes per unit of area, referred to as residential 
density, in this classification would be the second lowest (lowest being the Forest / Agricultural 
classification) among all the future land use classifications.  Consideration of the size of the 
parcels should be dependent on the resource value of the land to be developed as well as the 
prolonged safety and sustainability of on-site water supply and sewage disposal systems.  
Occasional site condominium and platted subdivision developments may be well suited for 
certain areas where larger, contiguous areas of open space and natural resources can be 
maintained (blending development with the existing landscape).  These development designs 
should be representative of a traditional country living environment.  Opportunities to protect 
these resources should be encouraged using residential density bonuses offering an incentive to 
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guide development away from valued resource areas and building constraints including wetland 
buffer areas, non-perking soils, existing farmland, larger forest stands, and retain natural features 
wherever possible.  While commercial agriculture and forestry may be suitable in this area, these 
activities are not intended to be the predominant uses.  The keeping of horses and other limited 
domestic animals can be considered a compatible accessory use in this class’s country setting 
when situated on parcels of appropriate size.  Crop production is a desirable land use at the same 
level as that considered appropriate as for the Forest/Agricultural category of land use. 
 
Residential 
The Residential area is intentionally designed to be restrictive in character, focusing on 
residential uses.  The area is characterized by medium-density residential development.  Typical 
residential development methods could include platted subdivisions, site condominiums or 
smaller parcel splits.  Uses related to residential purposes, such as  assembly halls, schools and 
parks, can be included if designed in a way that preserves the residential character of the area.  
Day care and group home facilities at residential scale are also anticipated. 
 
Open-space designs, with clustered residential units are also appropriate, particularly where such 
a design can preserve natural or recreational resources.  New clustered residential developments 
that include small, neighborhood commercial activity as part of a comprehensive site design 
could be acceptable with proper controls.  It is important to ensure adequate home occupation 
opportunities are available in the residential future land use category. 
 
 
Lake, River, and Stream Protection 
The Lake, River, and Stream Protection category contains undeveloped land as well as 
developed residential and recreational uses.  This classification applies to both current and future 
residential and smaller commercial uses along the shores of all the County’s lakes and inland 
waterways.  The Future Land Use Map presents the locations of this class by highlighting the 
shores of selected, major lakes and waterways.  This class is designed to apply to all residential, 
small commercial waterfront development and the map was not intended, nor would it be 
feasible, to show all graphically. 
 
Future development in the Lake, River, and Stream Protection class should be planned in 
consideration of potential environmental and aesthetic impacts on the water resources.  Shoreline 
buffers to prevent erosion and filter stormwater run-off, limitations on the application of 
fertilizers, large setbacks from the water line, lower density, and/or requirements for public 
sewer for higher density developments are recommended mechanisms for maintaining high 
water quality. 
 
Accommodations may need to be made for historically smaller waterfront lots such as older 
platted subdivisions.  Larger commercial areas with higher density of commercial activity should 
be located in the areas designated by the Commercial future land use category.  
 
Appropriate uses for this area include residential, waterfront access, public boat ramps, 
municipal parks and public beaches. 
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Commercial 
The Commercial designation is intended to provide for business locations outside of village 
centers designed to meet the variety of commercial needs of a growing community. The 
Commercial areas are intended to provide retail goods and services to local and regional 
consumers as well as tourist support services. The Commercial area is also intended to provide 
space for commercial operations that require significantly more space or parcel size than is 
normally found in village centers.  Examples of such uses may include motor vehicle display and 
sale, modular home sales, equipment rental, home improvement centers, or shopping centers. 
Because the Commercial classification includes a diverse collection of land areas with a variety 
of attributes, access to the area and the impact on the surrounding property should be considered 
carefully. Also, the specific nature of the land should be reviewed when determining appropriate 
commercial land uses.  
 
For commercial areas along the waterfront, typical uses in these areas would be marinas, motels, 
resorts, larger campground resorts, convenience retail and services and recreational uses. 
Commercial areas located on waterfront property should generally be less intensive and special 
considerations should be made to mitigate any possible adverse impacts.  Possible impacts could 
include, but are not limited to, shoreline erosion, septic discharge, and removal of natural 
features along the shoreline. 
 
To ensure a diversity of residential living options, some mixed uses of commercial and 
residential should be considered where appropriate in this future land use area. 
 
Major general Commercial areas are located along significant highway corridors in Cheboygan 
County, including U.S. 23 east of Mackinaw City (Mackinaw Township), Old 27 south of 
Cheboygan (Inverness Township), and Straits Highway (Old 27) north and south of Indian River 
(Tuscarora Township).  Smaller concentrations of general commercial uses exist and are planned 
at or near the several Interstate-75 interchanges within Cheboygan County. 
 
Commercial – Office, Research & Development 
This future land use category is intended to provide a buffer zone to allow some additional 
commercial uses at the edge of the existing agricultural areas.  This area is also intended to be a 
transitional area between the more intense Commercial land use area and Residential or 
Agriculture Forestry or other land uses.  These uses have less impact on residential and 
agricultural areas.  Land uses in this area should include standards for access management to 
keep vehicular movement out of residential neighborhoods and on roads appropriate for light 
commercial traffic.   
 
Appropriate uses for this area include medical, dental, and other types of health care offices, 
other forms of common office uses, call centers, very light manufacturing with no externally 
visible signs of manufacturing and very limited commercial truck traffic. 
 
Village Centers 
Village Centers designate areas that are intended to provide for a concentration of residential, 
social, commercial, and public uses in a small community setting.  Although Village Centers 
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may be tourist or recreation destinations or have regionally targeted shopping or employment 
opportunities, Village Centers are primarily intended to provide for residential neighborhoods, 
convenience shopping, services, and community centers.  A variety of housing opportunities may 
be available in a Village Center, including single-family or multi-family housing, at medium to 
high densities. A variety of social and civic functions occur in a Village Centers, including 
governmental offices, churches and schools, personal services and retail trade. Important land 
use and design considerations for Village Centers may include shallower setbacks, smaller lot 
sizes, side or rear yard parking requirements, special sign regulations, consideration of pedestrian 
amenities, and limits on building height or size.  Regulations in these areas should be flexible 
enough to allow re-use of existing structures and development review procedures should be 
crafted in such a way as to allow small-scale commercial and multi-family. 
 
These Village Centers may also be a tourist or recreational destination, a regional shopping or an 
employment center.  Examples of Village Centers in Cheboygan County include the city of 
Cheboygan, the village of Mackinaw City, the village of Wolverine, and the unincorporated 
community centers of Indian River, Topinabee, Afton,  Aloha, and Tower.   
 
To encourage reuse of existing structures, existing buildings formerly used as schools, churches, 
and assembly halls, for instance, should be considered for similar treatment as Village Centers or 
similar type of overlay district. 
 
 
Rural Commercial Nodes 
Rural Commercial Node includes land, often at  road intersections, which serve as  nodes for the 
surrounding rural community.  These areas have a mix of small-scale mixed uses. There would 
be usually no more than a few of these uses at any intersection due to traffic safety.  Larger 
clustering of such commercial uses would be more appropriate in one of the other Commercial 
and Village Center future land use areas.  Rural Commercial Nodes each have their own unique 
character and any rezoning must take into consideration the existing uses and uses that are 
compatible with the existing uses.  Although these are commercial areas, they are not necessarily 
in need of rezoning to the Commercial zoning district.  It is more likely that a new and unique 
zoning district or overlay zoning may be more appropriate.   
 
The following uses may be appropriate for some Rural Commercial Nodes: assembly halls, 
institutional uses such as fire stations, township halls, recycling centers, schools, community 
centers, small scale commercial uses such as retail, restaurants, and bars. Alverno is an example 
of a Rural commercial node. 
 
Light Industrial 
The Light Industrial classification designates areas, which have adequate infrastructure, and 
services available to support industrial uses but the uses have minimal environmental impact. 
With proper buffering Light Industrial uses can be compatible with adjacent residential 
developments. Light Industrial uses would not give off any smoke, noise, odors, glare or 
vibrations and typical light industrial uses would include assembly, machine shops, wholesale 
distribution, storage and similar activities within enclosed buildings. Limited outdoor storage of 
equipment or materials may be considered. 
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General Industrial 
The General Industrial classification identifies areas where more intensive industrial uses are 
located. Good accessibility from a year-round, Class A highway is one important criteria, and 
depending upon the needs of the particular industry, public services or utilities such as sewer, 
water, three-phase power or natural gas may be significant location requirements. Depending on 
the particular industry, impacts on surrounding properties due to noise, odors, traffic, material 
storage, or visual aspects of the development may need to be screened and buffered. Typical uses 
in the General Industrial classification would include heavy industrial manufacturing and 
fabrication, the storage or processing of raw materials such as fuel, lumber, asphalt or concrete 
and uses with outdoor storage of materials and equipment. 
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Figure 1 - Future Land Use Map, a large format map is also provided 
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The Zoning Plan is an important part of a Master Plan.  It explains how the land use categories 
on the Future Land Use Map relate to the zoning districts as well as how the Goals and 
Objectives relate to improvements needed in the zoning ordinance.  The importance of a Zoning 
Plan is to facilitate immediate action to accomplish the goals of the Master Plan.   
 
Future Land Use/Zoning Comparison Table 
 
The following table shows how the Future Land Use category compares with the existing zoning 
districts and a brief summary of the recommended changes.  Additional detail on the 
recommended changes are included in the discussion of that particular future land use category 
in the previous chapter. 
 
Table 1- Future Land Use/Zoning Comparison Table 

Future Land Use 
Category Current Zoning Recommendation 

Natural Resource & 
Water Resource 
Protection 

P-LS Lake & Stream Protection 
Refine language for this district 
to better identify water resources 
in need of protection rather than 
everything that is on a 7.5' USGS 
topographical map. 

P-NR Natural Rivers Protection 

  

P-RC Resource Conservation 

Public Interest Area 
M-AF Agriculture & Forestry 
Management 

Public lands are allowed in all 
zoning districts and no specific 
zoning district is proposed for 
this land use category. 

D-RC Rural Character/Country 
Living 
P-LS Lake & Stream Protection 
P-NR Natural Rivers Protection 

  P-RC Resource Conservation 
Forest/Agriculture M-AF Agriculture & Forestry 

Management 
It is proposed that land used for 
agricultural purposes be 
identified and those lands used 
for forestry purposes be 
identified separately.  Based on 
this information, it is possible 
that the Planning Commission 
will want to create two separate 
zoning districts. 

Rural Character/Country 
Living 

D-RC Rural Character/Country 
Living 

For those areas that are currently 
in the M-AF zoning district and 
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Future Land Use 
Category Current Zoning Recommendation 

M-AF Agriculture & Forestry 
Management 

near areas zoned residential, a D-
RC zoning district may be more 
appropriate and compatible with 
residential areas.  

Residential D-RS Residential Development  No particular changes specific to 
the boundaries of this district are 
proposed.   

D-MR Mixed Residential 
Development 

Lake, River, & Stream 
Protection 

P-LS Lake & Stream Protection Refine these zoning districts to 
better identify water resources in 
need of protection rather than 
everything that is on a 7.5' USGS 
topographical map. 

Commercial D-CM Commercial Development 

No particular changes specific to 
the boundaries of this district are 
proposed. 

Commercial – Office, 
Research & Development 

D-CM Commercial Development For some areas that are currently 
M-AF and near D-CM, this is 
intended to be an appropriate 
transitional zoning district. 

M-AF Agriculture & Forestry 
Management 

Village Centers VC  Village Center There are some additional areas 
in the County that could be 
considered for a new Village 
Center zoning district with 
appropriate regulations for that 
community. 

VC-IR Village Center Indian River 
VC-IR-O Village Center Indian 
River Overlay 
VC-T Village Center Topinabee 
VC-T-O Village Center Topinabee 
Overlay 

  
VC-T-R Village Center Topinabee 
Residential Overlay 

Rural Commercial Nodes No existing zoning These areas are each unique in 
their needs.  Most of these areas 
will be rezoned upon request 
from the individual land owner 
or local government entity.  Each 
may require a unique and new 
zoning district created either as a 
standalone district or overlay. 

Light Industrial D-LI Light Industrial Development 
No particular changes specific to 
the boundaries of this district are 
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Future Land Use 
Category Current Zoning Recommendation 

proposed. 

General Industrial 
D-GI General Industrial 
Development 

No particular changes specific to 
the boundaries of this district are 
proposed. 

 
It is important to recognize that any of these ordinance changes can take longer than expected 
and demand may arise for a particular ordinance amendment.  Either of these situations can alter 
the actual year by which the ordinance change is accomplished.   
 
Table 2 - Zoning Ordinance Changes Based on Master Plan Goals 

Zoning Ordinance Changes Target Year for 
Revision 

Refine for clarity the allowable uses in each district.  Create a table of 
allowable uses within the ordinance.  Create consistent terminology of 
permitted uses. List all permitted uses in each district rather than 
referencing allowable uses in other zoning districts. 

2014 

Provide more flexibility in Industrially zoned areas - consider uses to be 
permitted by expedited administrative review and additional uses such as 
indoor recreation, renewable energy, medical research, movie industry, 
IT/office uses. 

2014 

Create a new, user-friendly zoning map 2014-2015 

Allow for signs along recreational trails.  Create appropriate sign 
regulations considering recreational trails in a similar manner to public 
rights of way with sign sizes appropriate for trailside placement. 

2014 

Update sign standards to allow sign size to be proportional to building 
façade size. 

2014 

Accommodate commercial storage uses 2014 

Update PUD language, consider allowing other uses and PUD rezoning 
options to provide more flexibility. 

2015 

Create use and design standards that, if adhered to, provide an expedited 
administrative approval which attract business opportunities.  (i.e. use of 
property to be redeveloped, standards for common allowable uses) 

2015 

Update home occupation regulations to allow more and appropriate home-
based business opportunities. 

2015 

Accommodate those small commercial uses in rural areas that are not 
appropriately zoned.  (i.e. Rural Commercial Nodes on FLU Map) 

As requested by 
communities 

Update renewable energy facility accommodations 2016 

Update shared parking standards 2016 

Update the parking requirements for more flexibility and more accurate 2016 
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standards.  

Clarify recycling operation use requirements 2016 

Create maximum parking requirements for big box stores. 2016 

Include where appropriate accommodations for accessory dwelling units to 
accommodate needs of an extended family. 

2017 
 

Clarify subdivisions and their zoning districts 2017 

Add standards for access management. 2017 

Identify and rezone as needed those are that should be Forest separate from 
Agriculture, and vice-versa. 

2018 

Review zoning ordinance to ensure adequate provisions to allow for a 
variety of agri-tourism uses. 

2018 

Revise zoning ordinance so that the zoning district, such as in Resource 
Conservation (P-RC),  does not depend on ownership alone.  Current 
regulations of Section 12.1 state that ownership determines the zoning 
district, which does not support due process of zoning changes. 

2018 

 
 
 
Maintaining a Master Plan – Ensuring its effectiveness 
 
Although a Master Plan’s purpose is to provide the best possible long-term vision, it is important 
to review the plan as needed and at least annually.  State law requires it to be reviewed every 5 
years, however an annual review can ensure that the plan remains relevant.  This annual review 
of the master plan should be included in the process of creating the Planning Commission’s 
Work Plan as well as the drafting of the annual Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). 
 
A Master Plan is based on data from many sources.  Although the census is conducted only once 
every 10 years,  other data is available annually or even more frequently.  Some important data 
that impacts land use controls should be reviewed as often as possible.  For instance, important 
land use data might include household size, housing types/cost/conditions, on-going zoning 
enforcement matters, adjacent jurisdictions planning and zoning efforts, and infrastructure 
changes.  Some of the infrastructure changes to keep an eye on include transportation systems, 
water/sewer systems, energy costs and regulatory changes, and additions to the county’s 
recreational assets.   
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The following subchapters summarize various important aspects of Cheboygan County including 
its history,  population trends as well as the state of employment, economic development, 
education, housing, land use and community services. 
 

 
Cheboygan County is located at the northern tip of the Lower Peninsula. It is bordered on the north 
by the Straits of Mackinac and Lake Huron, on the east by Presque Isle County, on the south by 
Otsego County and on the west by Emmet and Charlevoix Counties. Cheboygan County is 10 miles 
from Lake Michigan and its northern border runs for 32.5 miles along the Straits of Mackinac and 
Lake Huron.  
 

 
 
Cheboygan County has a total land area of 715.6 square miles. The county is comprised of 19 
townships, one incorporated city (Cheboygan) and two incorporated Villages (Wolverine and 
Mackinaw City). 
 
As with all of the United States, Cheboygan County was originally the homeland for Native 
Americans.  The area that is now the city of Cheboygan was originally an Ojibwe settlement.  In the 
early 1600's, the French explored the area and established a profitable fur business and missions.  In 
the mid 1700's, both the British and French courted the friendship of the Native Americans.  Control 
of the Michigan territory was in a state of flux between the three nations for about 100 years.  The 
Northwest Ordinance of 1787 formed the region between the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers and the 
Great Lakes into the first organized territory.  However, there was little land development due to 
insufficient land surveys, disputes with the native population and unstable governments. 
 
In 1828, the area that is now Cheboygan County was part of Michilimackinac County.  It was 
transferred to Mackinac County in 1840.  In 1856, Cheboygan County was vastly enlarged to 
include most of Northeast Michigan.  At one time, Cheboygan County was divided into the two 
counties of Cheboygan and Wyandot.  From 1860 to the present, Cheboygan County's boundaries 
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have remained essentially the same.  The area was first surveyed from 1840 to 1843, by State 
surveyors Messrs. Burt and Mullett.  Burt and Mullett Lakes are named in their honor. 
 
The name Cheboygan has many spellings and meanings.  One possible meaning is from the 
Anishinaabeg (Chippewa Indian) word Cha-boia-gan, meaning "place of entrance, a portage or 
harbor".  This could refer to the Cheboygan River mouth, which was a favorite harbor of refuge for 
those who sought shelter behind Bois Blanc Island from the fierce winds, which swept Lake Huron.  
Other pronunciations and meanings are Che-pog-an, which is an Indian word for "pipe", or a 
corruption of Che-boy-ganning, which means "the place of the wild rice fields". 
 

 
 
The earliest industrial site in the county, as well as the upper Great Lakes Region, was located at 
Mill Creek.  Although the exact year in which the Campbell saw mill was constructed is not known, 
records indicate that it was built between 1784 and 1793 and supplied lumber for both Fort 
Michilimackinac and Fort Mackinac.  This mill was located about 4 miles southeast of the present 
Mackinaw City, along the shores of Lake Huron.   The mill has been reconstructed at its original 
site and is open to the public for tours. 
 
The county's earliest settlement was the present site of the village of Mackinaw City.  The first 
settler in Cheboygan County was Jacob Sammons, who left Chicago in the spring of 1844.  He 
came to Mackinac Island and stayed until autumn, when he sailed over to the Cheboygan River 
mouth in his sailing scow called the "Bunker Hill".  Mr. Sammons, a cooper by trade, was 
enchanted by the area's beauty and easy river accessibility to the Great Lakes.  He built a shanty for 
building and selling barrels.  On his return visit, Mr. Sammons was accompanied by his friend 
Alexander "Sandy" McLeod.  Together they built a log cabin.  The following spring, Mr. Sammons 
brought his family to the area to live with him.  Mr. McLeod eventually built the first dam at the site 
of the present one, which he used to operate a primitive water-powered upright saw. 
 
Cheboygan and Duncan were the two settlements near the Cheboygan River mouth that prospered 
and grew.  Duncan, later referred to as "Duncan City", was really a company-owned lumbering 
town of about 500 people, who worked for the Thompson Smith family.  Cheboygan and Duncan 
were the logical places for settlement because early communities depended mostly upon boats for 
travel and supplies. 
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The "Inland Water Route" has been important in the early development of the Cheboygan area.  The 
route consists of the Cheboygan River, Mullett Lake, Indian River, Burt Lake, Crooked River and 
Crooked Lake.  This connected waterway provides access between Lake Huron at Cheboygan and 
Conway (a village nine miles north of Petoskey).  The route has always been heavily used.  At first 
the Native Americans paddled canoes through the water systems, then early crews used the route for 
commercial transportation of the great log booms of the late 1800's.  It was later dredged and 
dammed to facilitate water travel.  This water route is still heavily used to this day, mostly by small 
pleasure crafts. 
 
One early industry in Cheboygan County was commercial lake fishing.  The Cheboygan River 
offered easy access to the Straits and to the Great Lakes, and many fisheries flourished along the 
Cheboygan River.  Many families made their living from harvesting tons of lake trout, whitefish, 
walleye, perch, herring, menominees and chub. 
 
At the same time, the lumbering era began in Cheboygan County (around 1845), as the seemingly 
endless supply of white pine was rafted down the rivers.  Lumber mills sprang up all over the 
county, causing Cheboygan and Duncan to grow rapidly.  In 1871, Cheboygan was incorporated as 
a village.  During the lumber boom peak, the Michigan Central and the Grand Rapids and Indian 
Railroads laid track to Cheboygan.  Roads were opened to surrounding communities as new 
settlements began in the county's interior.  The present site of the village of Wolverine was platted 
in 1881 and called "Torry".  Up to this time, various persons had tried in vain to revive the 
abandoned Mackinaw City settlement.  In 1882, the area was incorporated as the village of 
Mackinaw City.  Other settlements which developed during this period were Indian River, 
Topinabee, Freedom, Afton, LeGrand, Burt Lake, Cold Springs, Aloha, Manning, Alverno, Mullett 
Lake, Indianville, Elmhurst, Haak-wood, Trowbridge, Rondo and Wildwood.  Many of these 
settlements were stations for the various railroads.  Freedom was so named because the train 
engineer would slow down in this area so that escapees could jump off the train before reaching the 
checkpoint station at Mackinaw City. 
 
In 1889, Cheboygan Village had grown enough to be incorporated as the city of Cheboygan.  The 
city was more populous than it is today, because of the extensive lumbering which was taking place.  
The Detroit and Mackinaw Railroad moved into the area in 1904, as did the paper mill.  After five 
decades of prosperity, however, the seemingly endless forests were logged off.  In 1898, the Duncan 
City mills burned, leaving 400 men jobless.  Other mills and businesses burned or moved out, as 
Cheboygan became an unprofitable place to stay.  The Phister and Vogel Leather Company, located 
in Cheboygan, was once the world's largest shoe tanning mill.  Large quantities of hemlock bark 
were needed for the tanning process.  Many people were hired to cut hemlock for its bark or to work 
in the mill.  Later, a new tanning process and other considerations caused the mill to leave the city.  
The last big mill in Cheboygan burned on November 15, 1928. 
 
Cheboygan County's economy was hit hard by the loss of jobs from the lumbering industry.  Many 
of the area's residents left in order to find work in southern Michigan and elsewhere.  At about the 
same time, however, the region began to become a popular recreation and resort area.  Resorts were 
built in Cheboygan County on the "Little Great Lakes", as the lakes of the Inland Water Route were 
often called.  This surge in the resort business helped the economy, but largely only during the 
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summer months.  As with all of the nation, Cheboygan County was devastated due to the Great 
Depression in the 1930's.  A reawakening of the economy took place, however, in response to the 
need for goods and materials during World War II.  With the advent of modern automobiles and the 
construction of I-75 through the Cheboygan County area, the region has grown into the community 
it is today. 
 

Introduction  
The Data Book provides snapshots of information showing the past and present of Cheboygan 
County.  This chapter of the Master Plan Data Book will summarize population trends in 
Cheboygan County and in our townships, city and villages.  We include some population 
projections which attempt to predict future population changes which might influence our land 
use decisions.  With this information the residents and other stakeholders of Cheboygan County 
can best communicate a vision of what our community should be like in the next 20 years. 
 
Why is review of population change so important?  Population change is tied to the economic 
health of an area, more so now in the New Economy.  In the Old Economy manufacturing was 
dominant.  People went where the jobs were, which were in larger cities that had the substantial 
infrastructure necessary for manufacturing.  In this New Economy jobs are based more on 
knowledge and knowledge workers and jobs can more easily follow people.   
 
Job availability is less dependent on municipal infrastructure and more on quality of life.  The 
jobs follow the knowledge workers who increasingly choose where they want to live based on 
their own quality of life preferences.  Also, knowledge workers in the New Economy are more 
mobile and in many cases can take their job with them.  This means there isn’t a job opening 
created in the community they’ve moved from.   
 
The New Economy is also very service oriented.  For instance, people eat out more often and 
buy more services in the community where they live.  Consequently, when those people move 
away the jobs associated with those services are also lost.  As a direct result of the population 
losses, Michigan saw the greatest job losses in the food services sectors.  (Source: “The 
Economic Impacts of County Population Changes in Michigan”, Land Policy Institute, 2009.) 
 
Summary of Population Data 
Although there have been some noticeable population decreases in Cheboygan County in the last 
5-8 years, overall the county has more than doubled in size in the last 70 years.  The following 
chart shows population history since 1900. 
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Figure 2 - County Population Changes since 1900 

 
 
In the last 10 years between the 2000 and 2010 census the state, county and many of our 
municipalities have experienced a loss of population.  The state of Michigan has made yearly 
population estimates which have indicated a population decrease since 2004.  The state makes 
yearly population estimates and for 2009 population numbers, the state estimated that we had 
lost 1.3% of our population since 2000.  In the decennial census our population is estimated to 
have lost 1.1% since 2000.  
  
There are some townships which have experienced an increase in population.  Beaugrand, 
Benton, Burt, Ellis, Koehler, Mentor, Mullett, Nunda, Walker, and Wilmot are some of these 
townships.   
 
To make informed land use decisions, we need to know why this is happening to see if we can 
make law or policy changes to reverse this trend.  We can make some comparisons with other 
socio-economic trends to find these answers.  One  possible reason for this decrease is the sale of 
homes to people who have a primary residence somewhere else.  There are some people in other 
parts of the state or Midwest who have weathered the recession and are willing and able to take 
advantage of decreased home prices and are now investing in a second home and/or future 
retirement home in our county.  They are welcome additions to our county but that sale would in 
effect reduce our population if the former homeowners were full-time residents.   
 
There is a trend over the last 10 years for our region to experience decreases in population in the 
cities/villages and increases in surrounding townships' population.  Mackinaw City, Wolverine, 
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and city of Cheboygan all lost population.  The townships surrounding Wolverine and 
Cheboygan all gained in population except Inverness. 
 
Here are the population changes experienced in surrounding counties between 2000 and 2010: 
Table 3 - Population Changes - Cheboygan and Surrounding Counties and Michigan 

 2000 2010 Change from ’00-‘10 
MICHIGAN 9,938,492 9,883,640 - 0.6% 
Charlevoix  26,090 25, 949 - 0.5% 
Cheboygan 26,448 26,152 - 1.0% 
Emmet  31,437 32,694 4.0% 
Mackinac  11,943 11,113 - 6.9% 
Montmorency  10,315 9,765 - 5.3% 
Otsego 23,301 24,164 3.7% 
Presque Isle  14,411 13,376 - 7.2% 
 
Population in incorporated areas 
A larger portion of the county lives outside of an incorporated area now compared to 50 years 
ago. The city of Cheboygan and the villages of Mackinaw City and Wolverine used to hold more 
of the population as a percentage of the whole county.  In 1960, 40% of the county’s population 
lived in the city of Cheboygan.  In the 2010 census, only 19% of the population lived in the City. 
The portion of Mackinaw City that lies within Cheboygan County held 4% of the county’s 
population and Wolverine held 2% of the population in 1960.  Fifty years later Mackinaw City 
and Wolverine each hold only 1% of the population.  The total population living in an 
incorporated area in Cheboygan County decreased from 46% to 21% in the last 50 years from 
1960 to 2010.   
 
Population Projections 
There are many factors which need to be considered when doing population projections and 
many assumptions that need to made.  For example, for many decades we have assumed that the 
health of future generations will improve and, therefore, mortality rates will improve, creating 
population increases.  This may not be the case in the future.  In fact, some studies have shown 
that the next generation is less healthy and may have a shorter life span due to childhood obesity, 
which has tripled in the last 30 years (Center for Disease Control and Prevention).    
 
According to the State of Michigan Demographer, Kenneth Darga, the most critical assumption 
used to make population projections for Michigan will be about migration to and from other 
states.  This is also the assumption that has the most uncertainty.  The last 25 years we have seen 
net migration to other states that does not paint an optimistic picture for the future.  The US 
Census Bureau projects these rates will continue through 2030.  However, our state demographer 
believes there are other factors to consider that improve our situation in the coming years.   
 
We have abundant water resources while other states, which are projected to have greater 
population growth, may encounter water problems which hinder growth.  The many Michigan 
natives who have migrated away may return home at a later stage in their lives as many people 
do.  As we make our cities more attractive and expand our economy our out-migration rate 
should decrease.  
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Population projections for the county, city, villages, and townships for this Master Plan are to be 
viewed with caution.  When there are significant fluctuations in rates of change in population the 
population projections become less accurate.  There has been a shift in population trends 
between 1990 and 2010.  All but two places in Cheboygan County (Mackinaw City and 
Mackinaw Township) there were population increases between 1990 and 2000.  However, 
between 2000 and 2010 more than half of the 22 places in Cheboygan County experienced 
population decline.     
 
The following projections use a linear projection.  Due to the fluctuation in population rate of 
change between the last two decennial censuses, we show two population projections – one uses 
a 20 year average population change rate and the other uses a 30 year average population change 
rate.  The 30-year average change rate takes more of the past population change history into 
account and, in most cases, leads to smaller population changes. In the following graph we also 
show a population projection using the rate of population change between 2000 and 2010, a 10-
year linear average rate. 
 
Figure 3 - Population Projections for Cheboygan County 
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Table 4 - Population Changes for Cheboygan County Municipal Corp.'s 

1980 1990 2000 2010

Avg. Rate 
of Change 
1990-2010 2020 2030

Avg. Rate 
of Change 
1980-2010 2020 2030

Aloha township 726      707      1,041 949 19% 1,131   1,348   12% 1062 1189
Beaugrand township 1,023   1,004   1,157 1,168 8% 1,263   1,365   5% 1224 1282
Benton township 2,017   2,388   3,080 3,206 17% 3,736   4,354   17% 3756 4400
Burt township 520      533      654 680 13% 771      874      10% 746 819
Cheboygan city 5,106   4,999   5,295 4,867 -1% 4,814   4,762   -1% 4798 4730
Ellis township 298      345      519 596 33% 791      1,048   27% 757 962
Forest township 971      929      1,080 1,045 7% 1,113   1,185   3% 1075 1106
Grant township 579      686      947 846 14% 962      1,094   15% 975 1124
Hebron township 188      202      303 269 19% 321      383      15% 310 358
Inverness township 2,179   1,952   2,278 2,261 8% 2,441   2,636   2% 2303 2345
Koehler township 755      722      1,168 1,283 36% 1,742   2,366   22% 1571 1923
Mackinaw City village 820      875      859 806 -4% 774      743      0% 803 799
Mackinaw township 880      604      576 539 -6% 509      481      -14% 463 397
Mentor township 462      518      781 818 28% 1,045   1,335   23% 1002 1228
Mullett township 934      1,056   1,284 1,312 12% 1,468   1,642   12% 1473 1654
Munro township 459      512      679 571 8% 619      670      9% 625 684
Nunda township 690      725      925 1,042 20% 1,252   1,503   15% 1199 1381
Tuscarora township 1,952   2,297   3,091 3,038 16% 3,537   4,118   17% 3550 4148
Walker township 260      256      292 327 13% 370      418      8% 354 383
Waverly township 456      371      472 457 12% 512      573      2% 465 474
Wolverine village 364      283      359 244 -3% 238      232      -9% 222 201
Wilmot township 524      592      826 878 23% 1,079   1,326   20% 1050 1256

Projection using 20 year average Projection using 30 year averagePopulation

 
 
Age 
Although the overall population saw only a 1.1% decrease between 2000 and 2010, there were 
much more significant changes to the populations in certain age groups in the county.  The 
median age of the population increased 14% from 41.3 to 47.1 years of age.  The age group for 
those 25 to 34 years of age decreased in size by 22.6%.  Children under 5 years of age decreased 
21.1%.  The smallest change in population occurred for those between 20 and 24 years of age.  
This group only decreased 2.2%.   
 
The age group for those between 60 and 64 years of age increased 30.9%.  This was followed 
closely by the 85 and older age group which increased 29.1%. 
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Figure 4 - Cheboygan County Population by Age Group 

 
 
Relationship in households 
Some notable changes occurred between 2000 and 2010 in household relationship 
characteristics.  There was a 35% increase in the number of other relatives besides spouses and 
children who lived in a household.  There was also an increase of 32% in the number of 
nonrelatives who lived in a household.  Fewer (-18.8%) children under the age of 18 lived in the 
same household as the rest of their family.   
 
Education 
A trend which can impact population is college attendance for our youth. If more high school 
students are going away to college now than in 2000, they are less likely to return to the area 
once they graduate. Upon graduation, they would no longer be counted as county residents.  It is 
not unique to our rural area to experience a youth brain drain as youth are often attracted to the 
opportunities of an urban environment.  However, increase job availability and outdoor 
recreation opportunities can make a rural area much more attractive to recent college graduates 
and reverse a brain drain.  Of course another possible reason for a population decrease is the 
reduction in available year-round jobs.   
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More Population information 
The following table shows the changes in population from 2000 to 2010 for the townships, city 
and villages in the County.   
 
Table 5 - Population Changes for Cheboygan County Municipal Corp.'s 

  2000-2010 
Percent Change 

Aloha township -8.8% 
Beaugrand township 1.0% 
Benton township 4.1% 
Burt township 4.0% 
Cheboygan city -8.1% 
Ellis township 14.8% 
Forest township -3.2% 
Grant township -10.7% 
Hebron township -11.2% 
Inverness township -0.7% 
Koehler township 9.8% 
Mackinaw City village (pt.) -6.5% 
Mackinaw township -6.3% 
Mentor township 4.7% 
Mullett township 2.2% 
Munro township -15.9% 
Nunda township 12.6% 
Tuscarora township -1.7% 
Walker township 12.0% 
Waverly township -3.2% 
Wolverine village -32.0% 
Wilmot township 6.3% 
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The following chart shows the percent of population changes from the previous year using the 
US Census Bureau’s annual population estimates.  Each bar in the chart below represents a 
township, city or village in the County.  Although it is not possible to read each individual 
entity’s data, the trends of population changes are obvious.  Each year, more municipalities 
experienced a population decrease from the previous year. 
 
Figure 5 - Graph of Population Changes for Townships in Cheboygan County 

 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Estimates Branch, Estimates of Sub-county 
Population for 2000-2008, released July 1, 2009.    These estimates were prepared by the 
U.S. Census Bureau through the Federal-State Cooperative for Population Estimates.   
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Figure 6 - Map of Population Changes in Cheboygan County Municipal Corp.'s 
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Introduction  
This chapter of the Master Plan Data Book covers the workforce of Cheboygan County and the 
education of County residents.  Much of this information is also provided in the County’s 
Economic Development Corporation’s (EDC) Strategic Plan adopted in late 2009.  This 
summarizes the data available on the industries that the County’s residents are employed in, the 
characteristics of our unemployed population and trends that have been witnessed in years past.   
 
Education 
When analyzing our local economy we look at the strength of our workforce.  For a strong economy 
the workforce needs to be highly and appropriately skilled. This means that extensive and technical 
job training programs that build the local human resource base around the local industries are 
essential to attracting high value firms.   
 
Cheboygan County has a slightly higher percentage of its population with a high school education 
(86%) when compared with the nation (84%).  However, the county saw fewer of its residents 
receive bachelor’s degree or other higher education according to 2007 Census Bureau estimates.  
Only 17.2% of the county’s residents 25 and older received a bachelor’s degree or higher, compared 
with the nation’s 27% estimate in 2007.   
 
In order to have a more highly educated workforce, we need to create more educational opportunities 
for our residents.  This can be achieved by creating more links to universities and community 
colleges.  There are existing links to North Central Michigan College in Petoskey through satellite 
classrooms located in the city of Cheboygan.  In Gaylord, the M-Tech Center and University Center 
provide technical and higher education opportunities. Also, there is a very large and prestigious 
satellite learning facility in Cheboygan County called the University of Michigan Biological Station, 
located on Douglas Lake. Many well-educated scientists have developed long-term attachments to 
Cheboygan County while studying there during their summers.  
 
Household income - Between 1990 and 2000, the County and the state of Michigan both experienced 
greater increases in median household income than the nation.  Between 2000 and 2007, Cheboygan 
County did better than the State of Michigan in income gains.  Cheboygan County experienced 14% 
increase in median household income and the State of Michigan saw a 9% gain.  However, the 
national average was still greater with a 19% gain in median household income.  This increase in 
median household income may be due to early retirees, with higher incomes, moving into the area on 
a more permanent basis. 
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Figure 7 - Income Changes, Cheboygan Compared to State and Nation 

 
 
 
Employment/Industry Sectors 
In January of 2009, Whittaker Associates, Inc. completed a study called the NLEA Targeted 
Business Development Strategy for the Northern Lakes Economic Alliance (NLEA).  NLEA is a 
four-county non-profit economic development organization, of which Cheboygan County is a 
partner.  This study includes a thorough analysis of the existing industries in the region.  The 
strongest local industries are identified as well as potential growth industries.  This is a synopsis 
of that local industry analysis as it relates to Cheboygan County. 
 

Figure 8 - Employment Characteristics in Cheboygan County 
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There are many ways to examine a local economy, one of which is to analyze the location 
quotient of a community.  This method collects employment data within industry sectors from 
the nation, the state, and the local community to find out how the local mix of industries 
compares with the mix of industries at the national level.  An industry with a higher location 
quotient employs a higher percentage of the local population than are employed as a percentage 
of the nation’s workforce.  More employees derive their income from an industry with a high 
location quotient and, therefore, the community will be more positively and negatively impacted 
by changes in that industry as a whole. 
 
In Cheboygan County there is a much higher percentage of our workforce in the accommodation 
and food services industry compared to the nation.  Other concentrations of employment are in 
retail trade, construction, health care and social services, and arts/entertainment/recreation.  
 

Table of Location Quotients 
(Higher concentrations of Cheboygan County employment are highlighted) 

 
Table 6 - Table of Location Quotients 

Source: US Census Bureau, as presented in NLEA Targeted Business Development Strategies, Whittaker Associates, 
2008. 
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Figure 9 - Graph of Private Industry Trends in Cheboygan County 

 
 
Workforce Training & Industry Sector Support 
For an economic development strategy to work in any community it must focus on creating 
successful industry sectors – networks of complementary businesses which support each other 
and utilize local resources.  These sectors need to be supported by a well- and appropriately-
trained workforce.  New businesses in these sectors need a support network.  Youth within the 
community need training in these growth sectors so that they remain in the community and 
support its growth.   
 
Cheboygan County has many of these qualities.  The county’s workforce has low-turnover, is 
loyal, and skilled.  There is great potential to tap into the brain trust created by being a valued 
vacation community that attracts many high-income, well-educated summer residents to its lake 
shores.  There is also the potential to tap into the financial resources of these individuals to create 
venture capital or angel funding mechanisms.  Many of the summer residents are business 
owners from the Detroit and Chicago areas which creates an opportunity to attract businesses 
from those areas also. 
 
The region has quality schools and extensive business and industry workforce training programs.  
The workforce in the region is under-employed, which means they are not working to their full 
potential.  There are many who have moved to the area for its natural  beauty who have 
underemployed but highly educated spouses.  
 
Unemployment 
The following is a snapshot of unemployment trends, showing seasonal changes in Cheboygan 
County compared to the state of Michigan.  Cheboygan County experiences a large fluctuation in 
seasonal employment levels due to the strong tourism industry.  There are sustained periods during 
the winter where the county’s unemployment levels are much greater than the state’s average.  
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Clearly, efforts need to be made to create more year-round employment and create employment 
opportunities in the winter months.   
 

Figure 10 - Graph of Unemployment Rate fluctuations over time 

 
 
Annual unemployment rates have risen over the last 3-4 years at the county, state, and national 
levels.  Cheboygan County has consistently experienced higher annual unemployment rates than 
both the state of Michigan and the nation.  Although Cheboygan County saw a greater rate of 
increase in unemployment  from 2005 to 2008 this rate of increase has more closely matched the 
state and the nation in recent years than it has in the past.   
 

Figure 11 - Annual Unemployment Rate 
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The following chart shows how Cheboygan County’s unemployment rate fluctuates in relation to 
other counties in the state.  The dashed line shows our ranking among all counties in lowest 
unemployment.  We have one of the lowest unemployment rates in the state from May to 
September and one of the highest in the winter months.  This is rather intuitive as we have very 
seasonal employment opportunities. 
 

Figure 12 - Monthly Unemployment Rate Fluctuations 

 
 
 

Introduction 
This chapter of the Master Plan Data Book will summarize housing trends in Cheboygan County 
and in our townships, city and villages.  Review of our housing stock is important to ensure that 
our residents always have safe, attractive, and reasonably priced housing.  With this information 
the residents and other stakeholders of Cheboygan County can best communicate a vision of 
what our community should be like in the next 20 years.  Most of this housing information 
comes from US Census Bureau data.   
 
Summary of Housing Data 
Homeownership data in Cheboygan County when compared to the State of Michigan generally 
shows that more of the county’s population own homes, they stay in them longer, and there are 
slightly fewer people living in each house.   
 
According to the Census of 2010, there were 18,298 housing units, which is a 10% increase from 
2000.  Of those housing units, 11,133 (61%) were occupied.  Which means 39% of the county’s 
housing units are vacant for a variety of reasons.  In 2000, only 35% of housing units were 
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vacant.  The thematic maps at the end of this chapter show the changes occupied and vacant 
housing units between 2000 and 2010 in the townships of Cheboygan County.  Mackinaw 
township experienced a 94% increase in vacant housing units while Walker township 
experienced a 27% decrease in vacant housing units. 
 
Of those vacant housing units, most (77.6%) are used for seasonal, recreational, or occasional 
use.  Seasonal housing makes up 30.4% of all housing units in the county.  The state of Michigan 
has only 5.8% of its housing units used for seasonal purposes.   
 
Those housing units waiting to be rented were only 5.4% of vacant units and those on the market 
to be sold made up 5.9% of the vacant units.  Overall, 81.6% of the housing units were owner-
occupied.   
 
Housing values have been on the decline for a number of years across the country.  In 
Cheboygan County assessed values of real property have been on the decline for three years.  
Between 2010 and 2011 there was a change in assessed values of -6.1%.  Residential real 
property changed -5.58% in those same years.  The changes from the previous years in 2010 and 
2009 were -13.05% and -3.65% respectively.  
 
The number of bank foreclosures have also risen.  In 2001 there were 32 bank foreclosures.  In 
2010 there were 159.  The peak year in the last decade was 2008 with 169 foreclosures. 
 

Figure 13 - Seasonal Housing Characteristics 

 
Source: US Census Bureau 

 
From 2000 to 2010, there were 10% (1,715) more housing units in the county.  In that same time 
frame, the following also occurred: 

- 2.8% increase in occupied housing units  (+2.3% for Michigan) 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

P
er

ce
n

t 
o

f 
To

ta
l H

o
u

si
n

g
 U

n
it

s

2010 Seasonal Housing 

Other

Seasonal,
Recreational, or
occasional use

Exhibit 129



 
 

51 
 

- 24.7% increase in vacant housing units  (+47.1% for Michigan) 
- 16.3% increase in seasonal/recreational/occasional use housing units  
- 4.5% decrease in household size for owner-occupied housing units 
- 0.9% increase in housing size for renter-occupied housing units 
- 125% increase in homeowner vacancy rate 
- 119% increase in rental vacancy rate 

 
Housing Assistance 
There are many organizations which are working to improve housing conditions for Cheboygan 
County residents.  The County of Cheboygan operates a home improvement program for very 
low- and low-income home owners.  The program provides low-interest loans using HUD 
money, allocated to the County via the Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
(MSHDA) and the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program.  This program is 
administered by the County’s Community Development Department.  Through this department 
and the Home Improvement Loan Services program, the County monitors the laws and 
ordinances in its jurisdiction and provides loans to low to very low income homeowners and 
ensures that housing is provided fairly to all residents.  
 
The Northeast Michigan Community Service Agency (NEMCSA) offers grants and low-interest 
loans which provide assistance for energy efficiency upgrades for Cheboygan County 
homeowners.  The Supportive Housing Program is designed as part of the Continuum of Care 
strategy and provides assistance and supportive services to homeless persons who are 
transitioning from streets and shelters to permanent housing and maximum self-sufficiency. 
 
The Northeast Michigan Affordable Housing, Inc. (NEMAH) provides other forms of housing 
assistance including foreclosure intervention counseling, homebuyer education, financial 
management education, and more. The Cheboygan County Department of Human Services 
provides moving expense assistance, rent payment assistance, and rental deposit assistance. 
 
CDBG Home Improvement Loan Services 
This program of those listed above is a county allocation and is coordinated by the Cheboygan 
County Community Development Department.  The program provides loans to low and very low 
income homeowners at either low-interest rates or, in some cases, on a deferred basis.  The 
program was operated by a local housing non-profit agency but was returned to control of the 
County in early 2013.  The program has initiated many loans around the county.  The following 
map shows where the projects are located.  The project locations are overlain on a map showing 
median home value by census block group and tract.  The darker green shows the census tract 
that has homes with a median value between  $120,001 and $220,000.  The lighter green 
indicates a median home value of $60,001 to $120,000. There are two additional images that 
show the two block groups with the lowest median home value in Cheboygan County.  They are 
located within the city of Cheboygan and the area near Tower and Afton communities, west of 
Onaway.   
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Figure 14 - Housing projects in Cheboygan County 

Exhibit 129



 
 

53 
 

 
Figure 15 - Census Block Group in city of Cheboygan, second lowest median home value of $68,000 
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Figure 16 - Census Block Group near Onaway, Median Home Value of $75,000 

 
 
 
Centennial Farms 
There are still a number of families living on a Centennial Farm.  These farms must be 10 or 
more acres that has been continuously owned by the same family for at least 100 years.  This 
program is being run by the Historical Society of Michigan which is currently working to correct 
and update its database.  As of 2006, when the last known reliable data was collected and checks 
were made to ensure proper certification, there were 21 centennial farms in Cheboygan County.  
 
Building activity 
Between 2000 and 2010 Cheboygan County experienced a severe decline in building activities.  
There were relatively few new homes being built in 2010 compared to 2000.  Cheboygan County 
experienced an 84% decline in building permits for new homes in that time period.  In 2000, 
there were 240 permits pulled for new homes.  In 2010 there were only 39 building permits for 
new homes.  No multi-family housing structures were built in 2010 whereas 12 were built in 
2000.  Overall, there was a 57% decline in permits pulled for building, plumbing, electrical, and 
mechanical.  There was a decrease in all types of permits in that time period but the smallest 
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amount of decline was experienced in additions and alterations to buildings.  There was a 36% 
decline in additions to residences and only a 7% decline in additions to garages and storage 
buildings.   
 
Homelessness 
Homelessness is often thought of in the context of an urban setting.  However, there is 
homelessness in rural areas, it just takes a different form.  The McKinney-Vento Homeless 
Assistance Act which provides assistance to homeless people uses a definition of homeless 
person is very urban oriented and does not incorporate the type of homelessness that rural areas 
experience.  Therefore, the federal money designated for prevention of homelessness distributed 
on the basis of those definitions often does not reach rural areas.   
 
The Act defines a homeless person as someone who lives in shelters or some other public/private 
place not designed for sleeping accommodation for humans.  Rural homeless often live in 
structures that do not meet this definition.  They live in structures that are substandard or 
designed for only temporary accommodations.  For instance, studies have shown that homeless 
people in rural areas are more likely to live in a car or camper or with relatives in overcrowded 
or substandard housing. (“Rural Homelessness”, National Coalition for the Homeless, July, 
2009, http://www.nationalhomeless.org/factsheets/rural.html) 
 
A study by Fisher in 2005 (Fisher, Monica. Why Is U.S. Poverty Higher in Nonmetropolitan than 
Metropolitan Areas?, 2005. Rural Poverty Research Center. Available at www.rprconline.org.) 
shows that homeless people in rural areas will more often be white, female, married, and 
currently working.  They will more likely be homeless for the first time and for a shorter period 
of time.  Estimates of total number of homeless people vary widely since they are very difficult 
to count.  Solutions to homelessness in rural areas means greater access to affordable housing 
and transportation which can accommodate the greater distances from home to work (“Rural 
Homelessness”, National Coalition for the Homeless, July, 2009). 
 
SUMMARY 
 
This Housing Needs Study is provided with the expectation that more information will be 
integrated upon completion of the Cheboygan County Placemaking Study which will be 
provided by a MSHDA consultant.  This Placemaking Study is required of all counties seeking 
their allocation to determine the targeted area(s) which will be the focus of future program 
funding.  
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Figure 17 - Assessed Value Changes for Cheboygan County 

  
Figure 18 - Bank Foreclosures 

 
Source: Cheboygan County Equalization Department 
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Figure 19 - Total Valuation of Properties in Cheboygan County 

 
Figure 20 - Value Trends By Class 

 
Source: Cheboygan County Equalization Department 

0

200,000,000

400,000,000

600,000,000

800,000,000

1,000,000,000

1,200,000,000

1,400,000,000

1,600,000,000

1,800,000,000

2,000,000,000

19951996199719981999200020012002200320042005200620072008200920102011

E
q

u
al

iz
ed

 V
al

u
e

Value Trend by Class

Agricul
tural

Exhibit 129



 
 

58 
 

Figure 21 - % Change in Occupied Housing Units 
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Figure 22 - Percent Change in Vacant Housing Units 
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Figure 23 - Percent Change in Total Housing Units 
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Introduction 
 
The primary purpose of the Master Plan is to address matters that ultimately impact land use in 
Cheboygan County.  In the Master Planning process we ask ourselves three questions:  Where are we 
now, where do we want to be in 20 years, and how do we get there.  Review of the existing land use 
provides an important framework of where we are now from which to set goals for the future.  
Knowing our existing land use can help us identify resources that we need to maintain and 
potentially utilize for economic development and to improve the overall quality of life for the people 
who live and work in Cheboygan County.   
Table 7 - Area of Land per Land Use Types 

 
In this chapter of the Master Plan Data 
Book we review various aspects of how our 
land is being used currently as well as how 
our land use has changed over the years.  
Land use is often categorized using the 
following terms:  residential, commercial, 
institutional, recreational, industrial, 
agricultural, forested, non-forested, 
wetlands, surface water, and transportation 
systems. 
 
EXISTING LAND USE 
Although land use inventories at the county 
level, especially large counties such as 
Cheboygan, can be prohibitively expensive 
to conduct, some information is available 
through the Michigan Resource Information 
System (MIRIS) and through smaller scale 
land use inventories at the local level.  
MIRIS data is available from a 1998 update 
of a 1978 MIRIS land cover/land use 
inventory.  The County is also in the 
process of conducting targeted land use 
inventories in community centers around 
the County to measure growth in those 
corridors.  Information presented in this 

report includes data from the most recent MIRIS inventory primarily and data from the last County 
Master Plan (Comprehensive Development Plan) from 2002, updated with data as available. 
 
No matter where or when the data comes from, the land uses in Cheboygan County are dominated by 
forests, surface water, wetlands, and agricultural land. 

Source: 1998 update of 1978 MIRIS Land Cover/Use Inventory by Wade-Trim.  
Note: Data does not include the city of Cheboygan or the village of Mackinaw City.  Data for agricultural uses does not match data 
from USDA for total “farm” acres due to differing criteria for measuring farms and agricultural uses.  

 
 

Cheboygan County 
- 1998 Land Use 
Land Use Type  

Number 
of Acres  

Number 
of 

Square 
Miles  

Percent 
of Total 

Area  

Residential  14,582 22.8 2.9% 

Commercial  1,031 1.6 0.2% 

Industrial  3,868 6.0 0.8% 

Institution/ 

Recreation  
2,088 3.3 0.4% 

Agricultural  32,152 50.2 6.3% 

Non-Forest  54,468 85.1 10.7% 

Upland Forest  237,074 370.4 46.5% 

Lowland Forest  87,999 137.5 17.3% 

Wetlands  26,312 41.1 5.2% 

Beaches  77 0.1 0.02% 

Surface Water  49,937 78.0 9.8% 

Total  509,588 796.2 100%  
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Another way to review land use is to look at the ownership of the land, especially the public and 
private ownership of land.  Although public land may not be under local control and provides no 
property tax revenue, there are recreational and economic opportunities (forestry, etc.) available 
which can provide other benefits to the local communities.  Publicly owned land makes up about 
one-third of all land in the county.  State-owned land makes up 31% of the total acres of Cheboygan 
County.    
 

Figure 24 - Map Publicly Owned Land 
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Climate 
 
The climate of Cheboygan County makes it an attractive area for four-season recreational 
pursuits.  A generous amount of snowfall in the winter, makes winter sports popular in the 
county (snowmobiling, skiing, ice fishing, etc.).  The warmth of summer, however, makes 
outdoor summer activities also possible and popular (swimming, boating, fishing, hiking, biking, 
etc.).  Spring time weather brings out mushroom hunters and bird watchers, while the fall is 
prime for hunting activities and fall color tours. 
 
Cheboygan County's climate is directly affected by the Great Lakes and inland lakes of 
Michigan.  Differences in temperature and precipitation exist between the northern and southern 
portions of the county.  This is generally attributed to the moderating influence of the lakes in the 
northern portion of the county.  The local weather conditions in the southern portion are similar 
to those in the Vanderbilt and Gaylord areas. 
 
The presence of the Great Lakes tends to keep the temperature near the shoreline portions of the 
county warmer in the winter months and cooler in the summer months than the inland areas.  
This affects the length of the growing season in the various portions of the county.  The 
lakeshore region of the county may have a growing season of as long as 140 days, whereas the 
interior portions of the county are limited to a shorter season of typically 70 to 80 days. 
 
The average temperature in the summer months is 65 degrees Fahrenheit, while the winter 
average is 19 degrees (data from NOAA; 1960 through 1990).  The overall annual average 
temperature for Cheboygan County is 52 degrees, although variations occur.  Historical 
temperature data illustrates the following county temperature extremes.  The highest recorded 
temperature was 104 degrees (8/6/47) and lowest recorded was 38 degrees below zero (2/6/95). 
 
Precipitation is well distributed throughout the year with the growing season, May to October, 
receiving an average of 17.3 inches, 61% of the total annual average.  The average annual 
snowfall for Cheboygan is 81.8 inches, but can vary considerably throughout the county. 
 

Geology 
 
The surface and subsurface features of Cheboygan County and the surrounding vicinity are directly 
attributed to geologic activity.  Throughout history, advancing and retreating glaciers created varying 
landscapes.  The last glacial advance, which is principally responsible for the development of 
present-day features, occurred approximately 11,800 years ago.  As the glaciers moved, they carried 
along and deposited debris.  The advancing and retreating motions deposited unsorted sand, gravel, 
rock and clay at the margin of the glacier to form the moraines as shown  in Figure 1.6.  A moraine 
represents the former position of a glacier's edge.  Moraines primarily occur in the southern portion 
of the county. 
 
Some areas in the southern portion of the county were subjected to the onslaught of rapidly melting 
waters.  Melting waters carried debris as they spread out in a sheet-like formation away from the 
glaciers.  This formation is clearly evident in the county's present day landscape as outwash and 
glacial channels in Figure 1.7.  When the glaciers stopped advancing and began to rapidly melt, 
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channels were formed through, on and under the ice mass.  The rushing water carried with it debris 
which eventually filled the channel.  As the glaciers continued to melt, the rubble was deposited in 
long, narrow channels which spread and settled once the retaining walls of the channel had melted.  
Such a formation is called an "esker".  One such esker exists in Koehler and Waverly townships, and 
is seven miles long. 
 

Figure 25 - Effects of Glaciation 
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Large blocks of ice were left behind when the glaciers melted.  Many of these ice chunks formed the 
lakes, such as Burt and Mullett Lakes, within Cheboygan County.  As the ice receded further north, 
the meltwaters flooded areas of the county.  The higher elevations, above water formed islands.  
Areas above the meltwaters, predominantly in the southern portion of present day Cheboygan 
County, were not submerged.  During this period the clays and sands of the northern part of the 
County were deposited on the lake bed of the meltwater Lake Algonquin. 
 
As the glaciers melted further to the north, a low outlet valley caused a drastic dip in the elevation of 
the lakes.  Finally, the lake rose again and a new lake level was established, Lake Nipissing.  It 
covered the present shoreline of Cheboygan County and raised the level of the inland lakes.  
Nipissing cut into the old Algonquin Lake bed and formed the terraces on which US-23 was built.  
The city of Cheboygan and village of Mackinaw City were built on the floor of Lake Nipissing.  
During this time period, the Cheboygan River did not exist.  This was formed in post-Nipissing years 
by the action of a tributary of the Black River. 
 

Figure 26 - Post Glacial Shoreline and Islands 
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WATER RESOURCES 
 
Cheboygan County is blessed with many cherished waterways, from stunning lakes, to trout rich 
rivers and streams.  Thirty eight miles of Lake Huron shoreline establish the northern boundary of the 
county.  Inland lakes cover 10% (51,358 acres) of the county's total surface area, the largest 
percentage of any county in the state.   There are several large bodies of water in the county.  The 
largest inland lake in the county and the fourth largest in the State is Burt Lake (17,335 acres).  The 
second largest is Mullett Lake (16,744 acres), followed by Douglas Lake (3,745 acres) and Black 
Lake, of which 7,887 acres are in the county.  Of the 182 miles of inland lakeshore, 46 miles are 
publicly owned. 
 
Cheboygan County, along with portions of the Counties of Presque Isle, Emmet, Otsego, 
Montmorency and Charlevoix, is within the Cheboygan River Watershed.  Within the Cheboygan 
River Watershed and the boundary of Cheboygan County are the sub-watersheds of the Sturgeon, 
Pigeon and Black Rivers.   Drainage from the Cheboygan River Watershed flows into the Cheboygan 
River through the city of Cheboygan and into Lake Huron.  Portions of the county northwest and east 
of the city of Cheboygan are part of the coastal watershed which drains directly into Lake Huron. 
 
Within each of these watersheds are numerous lakes and rivers.  The Sturgeon River Watershed, in 
the western portion of the county, includes the Sturgeon River, which drains into Burt Lake.  Directly 
adjacent is the renowned Pigeon River Watershed.  The Pigeon River flows into Mullett Lake which 
empties into the Cheboygan River and directly into Lake Huron.  The western portion of the county 
includes the Black River Watershed.  The Upper Black River and its tributaries within the county 
drain directly into Black Lake.  The Black River flows into the Cheboygan River. 
 
The purity and clarity of the county's lakes and streams is maintained and enhanced, in large part, by 
wetlands.  Cheboygan County's wetlands are unique ecosystems that serve as the transitional zone 
between upland and aquatic habitats.  Wetlands filter out nutrients and sediments, some of the most 
harmful pollutants associated with lakes and streams.  Without wetlands these pollutants can cloud 
once clear waters and accelerate the growth of choking aquatic weeds.  
 
The ecological functions that wetlands provide benefit numerous property owners.  Conversely, land 
use alterations that disturb or alter wetland functions can create nuisances or cause damage to 
surrounding private tracts (e.g., downstream flooding as a result of upstream wetland filling) as well 
as effecting broader public health issues (e.g., wetland loss can lead to water quality impairment of 
lakes and streams).  Some of the most obvious functions and values wetlands provide Cheboygan 
County communities include: 

• Fish and wildlife habitat 
• Flood storage and conveyance 
• Water pollution control 
• Sediment control 
• Water supply 
• Barrier to waves and erosion 
• Threatened and endangered species habitat 
• Hunting, fishing and trapping 
• Food and fiber production 
• Education and research 
• Recreation and aesthetic values 
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Cheboygan County has been blessed with abundant groundwater supplies of very high quality.  The 
generally thick glacial deposits in the County result in ample groundwater aquifers and a large 
number of springs and streams with cold, steady, high quality flows of groundwater.  The bedrock 
geology and the large amount of limestone in the glacial deposits influence the chemical quality of 
groundwater and surface waters, resulting in moderately high hardness and alkalinity.  

 
The groundwater of Cheboygan County is an extremely valuable resource.  Groundwater discharge is 
important to the recreational values of the county.  Groundwater is the principal source of water in 
streams and rivers during drier, rainless periods, providing Cheboygan County with rivers and 
streams that flow year-round.  Groundwater is also a major control of water temperatures.   
Groundwater leaves the ground at a constant temperature year round; therefore, it has the effect of 
moderating water temperature.  Streams that receive large amounts of groundwater are generally 
cooler in summer and warmer in winter than those where groundwater inputs are small.  These 
temperature moderations and year-round flows provide ideal conditions for many fish, including 
trout, as well as other wildlife. 
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Figure 27 - Map of Cheboygan River Watershed 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE 
 
Cheboygan County's varied topography, climate and abundant inland waters and forests provide 
extensive fish and wildlife habitats.  Unique species found in the area include wild turkey, osprey, 
elk, pileated woodpecker and bobcat.  The county is noted for its variety of wild game and fish and 
thousands of sports minded individuals are attracted to the county each year to hunt and fish.   
 
Lakes in Cheboygan County provide a vast array of fish for those seeking fishing opportunities.  
Black, Burt and Mullet Lakes are well known for its sport fishing.  Black Lake supports a naturally 
producing sturgeon population, muskellunge, walleye and a variety of pan fish.  Burt Lake’s fishing 
is known for its walleye, perch and brown trout.  Mullet lake’s fisheries include muskellunge, planted 
lake trout, cisco as well as pan fish. 
 
The Pigeon, Sturgeon and Black Rivers are all excellent clear, cold trout streams.  Streams open to 
extended trout and salmon fishing during open season are the Cheboygan, Maple, Pigeon and 
Sturgeon Rivers and Green and Mill Creeks.  The Black River, below Kleber Dam, has artificial 
spawning shoals for sturgeon.  There are also numerous wildlife flooding areas providing excellent 
habitat for fish and fowl alike:  Dingman March, Cornwall and Stoney Creeks, and Dog Lake. 
 
 
FORESTRY 
 
In the 1998 update of the MIRIS land use inventory it was estimated that over 63% of the county was 
forested and in both public and private ownership.  This compares to forest land covers 53% of the 
whole state.  Michigan’s timberland acreage is fifth largest in the United States.  Much of the public 
land now owned by the State of Michigan is tax delinquent land that was either abandoned by early 
timber companies or by families who failed at attempts to farm it, according to the DNR. 
 
According to a 2002 Michigan DNR assessment, the state of Michigan has over 200,000 jobs that are 
supported by Michigan forests.  That concentration of jobs is more intense in Michigan’s northern 
counties.  Counties of northern Michigan have less economic diversity than more urban or metro-
counties.  Counties such as Cheboygan have more dependence on natural resource industries, which 
includes tourism and agriculture.   
 
Since forestland is an important part of this economy, it is important to note the factors that influence 
whether land stays forested or gets converted or developed.  Tax rates for absentee (non-homestead) 
landowners in northern Michigan are higher and, therefore, create higher costs for private owners of 
forestland.  As a result, development or conversion of that same land becomes more profitable for the 
land owner than maintenance of the land for forestland.  Other costs of living impact whether private 
forestland gets converted or developed including cost of health care.  In Wisconsin, a survey showed 
that cost of health care was the most important concern that would cause people to sell their family 
forestland.   
 
As of the last inventory of Michigan forests, 58% of timberland was owned by private landowners 
and 42% by public entities.  Timberland is forested land that contains timber of commercial value, 
capable of producing more than 20 cubic feet per acre per year of industrial wood in natural stands.  
There has been an increase in private ownership of timberland both as a proportion of total 
timberland in the county and in total acres.  Private ownership of timberland in 1980 was 49% of the 
total area and 51% by state and local.  In 1993 there was an even split.  
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The following map is from 1996, which is not very current data, but it gives an idea of our historic 
dependence on forest and wildland resources compared to other counties in the state.   
Figure 28 - Map of Economic Dependence on Forest Resources in Michigan 
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Figure 29 - Timberland in Cheboygan County by Ownership Group 

 
 
Another way to measure our forests is by the volume of sawlogs produced, measured in cubic feet.  
Saw logs are logs that are large enough to be sawed into boards.  The most recent data from the 
survey that ended in 2010 shows a 109% increase since 1980 in the volume of sawlogs from 
timberland.  Again we see a greater increase in this forest production coming from privately owned 
land.  In this same timeframe from 1980 to 2010 there was an increase of 71% in sawlog volume 
from state and locally owned land and a 144% increase in sawlog volume from privately held land.   
 

Figure 30 - Value of Sawlogs 
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AGRICULTURE 
 
The bulk of the county's agricultural land is found in the northern portion of the county, in 
Beaugrand, Munro, Inverness, Benton, Aloha and Grant Townships, with smaller sections of farm 
land found in all other townships. It is interesting, but not surprising, to note that much of the 
agricultural property is found along or very near the county's major rivers and lakes. Predominant 
agricultural land uses are pastures, hay-land and growing crops such as beans, oats, and barley. A 
small amount of land is used for livestock such as cattle, milk cows and hogs. 
 
Overall, Cheboygan County farms are smaller than they used to be but there has been an increase in 
the number of farms.  More people are getting back into farming but are farming smaller areas. As of 
2007, there were 47,562 acres that were classified as a farm by the United States Department of 
Agriculture Michigan Field Office.  This means approximately 9% of the county’s land area was 
being used for farming.  Over time, the portion of land area used for farming has dipped from 14.5% 
in 1964 to 9.3% in 2007, the most recent data available from the USDA.  In 1992 only 8.0% of land 
was used for farming.   
 
At the same time, we are experiencing growth in the number of farms.  In 1964 there were 339 farms.  
In 1992 there were only 170, the lowest recorded number in the last 40 years.  Since 1992 there has 
been a real increase such that in 2007 there were 347 farms, a 104% increase.  However, the growth 
in farming is occurring in very small farms.   
 
Obviously, if there was a 104% increase in number of farms since 1992 and only a 16% increase in 
acres of land farmed the average farm size is decreasing.  In 1992 the average farm was 240 acres.  In 
2007 the average size of a farm was 137 acres.   
 
The cost of farming is increasing.  The overall expenses for farming for all of Cheboygan County 
increased by 101% between 1992 and 2007.  In 1992 Cheboygan County farmers spent $4,087,000.  
In 2007 they spent $8,235,000.  Since farms were much smaller in 2007, each farmer was spending a 
little less than they were in 1992 on equipment.   
 
The value of farmland in relation to other types of land in Cheboygan County has decreased at a 
greater rate in the past year.  According to the Cheboygan County Equalization Department, the 
equalized value of all land in the county decreased by 6.1% between 2010 and 2011.  Land classified 
as agricultural decreased by 9.9% in that same year.   
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Figure 31 - Number of Farms by Value of Sales 

 
 

Figure 32 - Number of Farms by Land Area 
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Since farms are an integral part of Michigan’s history, recognition is given to farms that have 
remained in the same family for at least 100 years.  These are called Centennial Farms.  The latest 
year of reliable data from this program was 2006.  At that time there were 20 certified Centennial 
Farms in Cheboygan County.  Management of this program was transferred to the Historical Society 
of Michigan which is working to update this list.  They stated that many of these farms may not meet 
certification requirements any more. 
 
 
LAND USE PERMIT ACTIVITY 
 
Beginning around the year 2006 there began a steep decline in both the economic health of our nation 
and the amount of new construction.  The number of permits for most types of building activity was 
declining gradually in 2002 and has only begun to increase from the previous years numbers since 
2008.  Those increases have been very gradual.  
  

Figure 33 – Number of Zoning Permits by Year 

 
Source:  Cheboygan County Community Development Department, 2010 
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Figure 34 - Number of Zoning Permits By Type 

 
Source:  Cheboygan County Community Development Department, 2010 

 
COMMERCIAL 
 
The adjacent map shows the locations of new commercial development in the County in the five 
years spanning 2006 to 2010.  Much commercial activity, as expected, occurs in existing 
commercially zoned corridors at intersections of major roadways.  The greatest concentration of 
commercial permitting activity is in Indian River (Tuscarora Township) which is at the intersection 
of I-75, M68, and Straits Highway/M27.  Commercial activity that is not represented on the map is 
that which occurs within the city of Cheboygan and village of Mackinaw City.  Mackinaw City has a 
thriving tourism base which attracts over a million visitors every year.  Much of the economic base 
for the county is in the tourism business and business which serves seasonal residents.  Commercial 
activity is very seasonal in the county as the population of some townships almost doubles in the 
summer.   
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Figure 35 - Commercial Zoning Reviews Previous 

 
Land use impact can vary greatly from one commercial use to another.  For instance, retail that takes 
place in a store is quite different than retail that takes plan online via the internet.  At the national 
level there has been a drastic change in retail sales and where they occur:  online or at a bricks-and-
mortar store.   
 
From 1992 to 2002 there was a 297% increase in “Non-store retailers”.  These include web-based 
retail operations.  This trend is occurring in Cheboygan County also.  The following graph shows the 
retail sector changes from 1997 to 2007.  Notice the highest increase in total sales is also for the 
“Non-store retailers”.  It should be noted that the number of “non-store retailer” establishments in 
Cheboygan County, of which there are nine (9), did not increase during that same time frame.   
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Figure 36 - Percent Changes in types of Retail Establishments 
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The following pie chart shows how the retail sector in Cheboygan County is divided amongst the 
various subcategories and their retail sales figures:   
 
Figure 37 - Sales by Type of Retail 

 
 
INDUSTRIAL 
There are five areas or clusters of industrial activity in the county, although there is other more 
isolated industrial activity dispersed around the county.  In Tuscarora Township there is an area east 
of downtown Indian River that includes an industrial park with some land within the park developed 
and more land owned by the township for future industrial activity.  This area zoned industrial is 
approximately 130 acres located adjacent to I-75. 
 
The city of Cheboygan includes some industrial land that is in close proximity to industrial land in 
neighboring Beaugrand Township to the west.  Burt Township has some land that is zoned for 
industrial use adjacent to I-75 in the southeast part of the township.  In an industrial zone in Forest 
Township is occupied solely by Moran Ironworks, which is a manufacturer of large steel structures.  
There is also an industrially zoned area just outside of the village of Wolverine adjacent to I-75. One 
other smaller industrially zoned are includes two manufacturing facilities at the intersections of M-68 
and M-33 east of Indian River, west of Tower at a crossroads called Fingerboard Corners. 
 

Electronics and 
appliance stores

$1,679,000 

Furniture and 
home furnishings 

stores
$3,736,000 

Clothing and 
clothing 

accessories stores
$5,339,000 

Sporting goods, 
hobby, book, and 

music stores
$5,814,000 

Nonstore 
retailers

$10,147,000 

Health and 
personal care 

stores
$14,468,000 Building material 

and garden 
equipment and 

supplies dealers
$20,779,000 

Food and beverage 
stores

$49,714,000 
Gasoline stations

$57,933,000 

Motor vehicle and 
parts dealers
$70,550,000 

Cheboygan County Retail Sales for 2007
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RECREATION - PARKS & TRAILS 
Recreational use of land is an important part of the economic health of our economy and physical 
health of our people.  Planning for adequate long-term maintenance of this land is an important part 
of land use planning.   
 
Although difficult to provide a map showing details of all recreational assets, the following map 
shows generally how the various recreational assets are distributed around the county: 

Figure 38 - Map of Cheboygan County Recreational Assets 

 
 
Back in 2006, Cheboygan County completed a Recreation Plan which includes an inventory of 
recreation facilities in the County.  All townships in the county were mailed the old recreation 
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inventory list to update.  The townships updated their portions and the county updated their public 
recreation facility information.  Important to a recreation inventory is the accessibility evaluation of 
each facility.  Accessibility is rated using the following numerical system. 
 

1=none of the facilities/park areas meet accessibility guidelines 
2=some of the facilities/park areas meet accessibility guidelines 
3=most of the facilities/park areas meet accessibility guidelines 
4=the entire park meets accessibility guidelines 
5=the entire park was developed/renovated using the principals of universal design 

 
Cheboygan County owns the County Fairgrounds, the Soccer Fields, and the County Marina, which 
are located in the city of Cheboygan.  Part of the Boy Scout Camp in Mullett Township is still owned 
by Cheboygan County.  A description of each follows along with an accessibility assessment of each 
site. 
 
Boy Scout Camp 
The 80 acre Boy Scout Camp is located at 2863 Boy Scout Road.  The camp is classified as a special 
use park.  Part of the park was sold for $1 to Mullett Township by the County in 2010 in order to 
provide the township more opportunities for grant funding of improvements.  The township-owned 
portion of the park’s service area is the community with a pavilion and picnic area.  The bathrooms 
are not handicap accessible.  Accessibility evaluation is #2. 
 
Cheboygan County Marina 
County Marina is located at 1080 N. Huron Street, Cheboygan, and its 7.8 acres include 84 slips with 
gas and electrical hook-up, pump-out, laundry, showers, telephones, grocery and beverage delivery, 
fresh water.  This is a special use park for the county and visitors.  Accessibility evaluation is #5. 
 
County Fairgrounds & Soccer Fields 
The County Fairgrounds is a 23 acre facility located in Cheboygan.  It is a community park offering 
restrooms and showers.  The Soccer Fields are located at 780 Garfield.  This 22 acre parcel is open 
for leagues and the general public.  Accessibility evaluation is #3. 
 
Aloha Township Hall 
The Aloha Township Hall is located at Mann Road and M-33.  It is a mini-park.  With an 
accessibility evaluation of #4.    
 
Unimproved Lots 
There are two unimproved lots owned by the township.  One is on Long Lake and one is on Black 
River Road with an accessibility evaluation of #1 for both lots.   
 
Benton Township Park 
Benton Township Park is a community park situated on 40 acres of land.  It offers a walking path, 
picnic area, playground and recently completed volley ball and basket ball courts.  Accessibility 
evaluation of #5. 
 
Grant Township Hall 
Grant Township Hall offers a picnic area that is considered a mini-park.  The area is handicap accessible.  
Accessibility evaluation of #4.   
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Foote Road Beach 
Foot Road Beach is located on Mullet Lake.  It is a community park offering a public outhouse.  
Accessibility evaluation of #2. 
 
Polish Line Beach 
Polish Line Beach is a small beach area on Mullet Lake.  It is a neighborhood park.  Accessibility 
evaluation of #1. 
 
Afton Softball Field 
Afton Softball Field is on 6 acres.  It is a neighborhood park that offers one field and no restrooms.  
Accessibility evaluation of #1. 
 
Sturgeon River Roadside Park 
West Branch of the Sturgeon River Roadside Park is a small neighborhood park  approximately four 
acres with a pavilion, picnic tables, benches, outhouse, swings, merry-go-round, sandbox and grills.  
Accessibility evaluation of #2. 
 

NOTE:  In the appendix of this chapter is the full inventory of recreational facilities in Cheboygan 
County as listed in the 2007 Cheboygan County Recreation Plan. 

 
Trails 
Trails are considered linear parks of which there are over 400 miles in Cheboygan County.  These 
trails serve all users including those who enjoy ORV/ATV’s, snowmobiles, bicycles, cross country 
skiing, hiking, snowshoeing, and horseback riding.  Many of these linear parks are owned by the 
State of Michigan through the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). 
 
Recent activity in trail development include the resurfacing in 2009 of the North Central State Trail 
which extends from Gaylord in Otsego County through Wolverine, Indian River, Topinabee, 
Cheboygan, and ending in Mackinaw City along a former railroad right of way.  A similar trail 
development, called the North Eastern State Trail, was completed in October of 2011, extends from 
the city of Cheboygan to the south and east through Onaway and on to Alpena. 
 
Cheboygan County, in early 2011, created maps that represent the recreational trail system in 
Cheboygan County.  In 2009 the county passed an ordinance that allows for ORV’s to travel on the 
side of the road.  The County used these new maps to properly show the roads where this type of 
travel is allowed and where it isn’t.  These maps used information gathered and mapped by Northeast 
Michigan Council of Governments (NEMCOG).   
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LIST OF OTHER RECREATIONAL FACILITIES 
 
Residents of Cheboygan County often utilize recreational facilities outside the participating township 
boundaries but within the county.  Facilities most heavily used are located in the city of Cheboygan 
and the village of Mackinaw City.  The following list is from the Cheboygan County Recreation Plan 
of 2007. 
 
PARKS 
Aloha State Park    
  
Black Mountain Forest Rec Area 
Boy Scout Camp Picnic Are 
Burt Lake State Park     
Cheboygan State Park      
Historic Mill Creek State Park   
Mullet Township Park 
Munro Township Picnic Grounds  
Nine Mile Point State Roadside Park (US23)  
"Point Nipigon" State Roadside Park (US23)  
Topinabee Beach Park 
Topinabee Park  
Village of Wolverine Park 
Gordon Turner Park, Straits of Mackinac, 
Cheboygan 
Washington Park, Main St. and Cheboygan 
River, Cheboygan 
Kiwanis Park Playground, Mackinaw Ave., 
Cheboygan 
Veterans Memorial Park, Court St., 
Cheboygan 
Major City Park, Cleveland Ave., Cheboygan 
James Felix Merchant Neighborhood Park, 
Eastern Ave., Cheboygan 
Indian Pathways Park, Mackinaw City 
Alexander Henry Waterfront Park, Mackinaw 
City 
Sinclair Park, Mackinaw City 
Depeyster Park, Mackinaw City 
Scherf Park, Mackinaw City 
Wawatam Park, Mackinaw City 
Old School Park, Mackinaw City 
Arnold Line Playground Park, Mackinaw City 
Conkling Heritage Park, Mackinaw City 
McRae Nature Park, Mackinaw City 
Co-Operation Park, Indian River 
 
CAMPGROUNDS 
Aloha State Park 

Black Lake State Forest Campground   
Black Lake Trail Camp 
Bluffs Resort 
Burt Lake State Park Campground   
Cheboygan State Park 
Dunn’s Fishing Camp 
East Mullett Campground 
Elkwood Campground 
Gossards Pigeon Bay Campground 
Haackwood State Forest Campground 
Indian River RV Resort and Campground 
Mackinaw City KOA Campground 
Mackinaw Mill Creek   
Maple Bay State Forest Campground 
Pine Grove State Forest Campground 
Pigeon River Country Horse Camps  
Roberts Landing 
Stoney Creek Trail Camp 
Sturgeon River Campground 
Tee Pee Campground 
Twin Lakes State Forest Campground(closed 

as of 2011) 
UAW – Walter & May Reuther Family 
Waterways Campground 
Weber Lake State Forest Campground 
Yogi Bears Jellystone Park Camp 
 
BOAT ACCESS SITES 
Aloha State Park 
 
Black Lake 
Black Lake State Forest Campground 
Stewarts Beach & Co. Line Rd. 
 
Black River 
Neuman Rd. 
Kuras Dr.  
Klieber Rd., Black River at Klieber Pond 
 
Burt Lake 
Plymouth Beach Rd. 
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White Goose Rd. 
 Lawless Lane 
Greenman's Point Rd. 
Plymouth Beach Rd. 
Shawnee Ave. 
Wahbee Ave. 
Ellinger Rd., King's Point 
Maple Bay State Forest Campground 
Roberts Rd. 
Curve of Chippewa Beach Rd. 
 E. Fisher Rd. 
King Rd. 
Rotter Rd. 
N. Hamilton Dr. & Resort Rd. 
Hamilton Rd. & N. Hamilton Dr. 
Woodmonsee Rd. 
Hardwood Rd. 
Mundt Rd. 
Brutus Rd. 
Needles Rd. 
Hoppie's Launch 
 
Cheboygan River 
Paully Rd., Cheboygan/Black Rivers 
McRae Rd., Cheboygan/Black Rivers 
Cheboygan River, Cheboygan 
Beebe Rd., S. Cheboygan River 
S. Cheboygan River, Cheboygan 
Cochran Lake Dr., Cochran Lake 
Cornwall Lake Rd., Cornwall Lake 
Oshmun Rd., Dog Lake 
 
Douglas Lake 
Near Ingleside Resort 
N. Wilson Rd. 
Bently Point Dr. 
Ashton Bay Rd. 
Young Rd. 
Van Rd. 
Douglas Lake Rd. 
S. Pell's Island Dr. 
 
Chippewa And Straits Hwy, Indian River 
Klieber Pond 
Shanty Rapids Rd. 
Twin School Rd. 
Klieber Rd.  
 

Koepke and W. Lancaster Lake Rd., 
Lancaster Lake 
Lake Land Rd., Long Lake 
 
Mackinaw Area 
Mackinaw City 
Freedom Rd. & US23, Straits of Mackinac 
 
Mullett Lake 
Dorvia Beach Rd. 
Bowersocks Camp 
DNR Boat Access, N. of Boy Scout Camp 
Coedy Trail 
Mullett Lake Rd. 
McDonald & Orchard Beach Rd. 
Mullett Lake Woods Rd. 
Cater and McDonads Rd. 
Bayshore Dr. 
Island Route Dr. 
Mullett Lake Dr. 
Beebe Rd. & Gower Ln. 
Lakeside Dr. & Parrott Point Dr. 
Devereaux Lake Rd. (Kayak, canoe only) 
S. Gradview Beach & Pleasant Beach 
Woodruff St.  
M-27 
Red Bridge Rd. 
Silver Beach Rd. 
Zolner Rd. 
Taylor Rd. 
Corbat Rd. 
Birch Ridge Rd. 
Brandau Rd., Munro Lake 
Osmun Rd., Osmun Lake 
 
Munro Lake 
Brandau Rd. 
 
Pigeon River 
Hazard & Afton Rd. 
Eddy Rd. 
Big Sky Tr. & Skiera Rd. 
Webb Rd. 
Shady Trail 
Campsite Rd. 
Abrahamson Rd., Puncan Bay 
Roberts Lake Rd., Roberts Lake 
Stoney Creek Rd., Stoney Creek Flooding 
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Sturgeon River 
White Rd. 
S. Straits Hwy. & Hackwood Rd. 
Scott Rd. 
Fisher Woods Rd. 
 
Tower Pond 
Co-Op and E. Tower Rd. 
Co-Op Rd. & Barkely Ave. 
M33/M68 
 
Twin Lake Forest Campground 
 
Upper Black River 
S. Black River Rd. & Dixon Hwy. 
Clark Bridge Rd. 
 
Weber Lake State Forest Campground 
 
Wildwood Lake 
Wurns Rd. 
Island Dr. 
 
PUBLIC FISHING ACCESS SITES 
Brady & Waveland Rd., Stoney Creek 
Onaway Dump Rd., Upper Black River 
Black River Rd., Upper Black River 
Wigglesworth Rd., Upper Black River 
Section 36, Upper Black River 
Fisherman's Landing, South St. and Lincoln 
Ave., Cheboygan 
Fishing and Observation Pier, Mackinaw City 
 
MARINAS, HARBORS, FERRY 
SERVICE 
Cheboygan City Marina 
Cheboygan County Marina 
Ferry to Bois Blanc Island, Cheboygan 
Harbor, city of Cheboygan 
Harbor, Mackinaw City 
DNR Marina, Mackinaw City 
Johnson Marine, Main St., Cheboygan 
Walstrom Marine, State St., Cheboygan 
Duncan Bay Boat Club, Harrison Ave., 
Cheboygan 
 

WILDLIFE FLOODING AREAS 
Cornwall Lake State Wildlife Flooding 
Dingman Marsh State Wildlife Flooding 
Dog Lake State Wildlife Flooding 
Stoney Creek State Wildlife Flooding 
 
TRAILHEADS 
Black Mountain Pathway Trailhead, Dorvia 
Beach Rd. 
Black Mountain Pathway Trailhead, Black 
Mountain Rd. 
Bummer's Roost Motorcycle Trailhead 
Lost Tamarack Trailhead, Weber Lake State 
Forest Campground 
Indian Waterway Trailhead 
Tomahawk Motorcycle Trailhead, Wilson Rd. 
Wildwood Hills Pathway Trailhead 
Health Path & Exercise Trail, Major City 
Park, Cheboygan 
 
SCHOOLS  
Bishop Baraga Elementary 
Black River Elementary 
Cheboygan High School 
Inland Lakes Schools 
Inverness Elementary School 
Junior High School, Cheboygan 
Smith School 
West Side Elementary School 
Wolverine Elementary School 
Wolverine High School 
 
BALL FIELDS AND COURTS 
Soccer Fields, Gordon Turner Park, 
Cheboygan 
Volleyball Court, Gordon Turner Park, 
Cheboygan 
Shuffleboard Courts, Washington Park, 
Cheboygan 
Softball Fields, Major City Park, Cheboygan 
Outdoor Basketball Courts, Major City Park, 
Cheboygan 
Softball Fields, Mackinaw City Recreation 
Complex 
Tennis Courts, Mackinaw City Recreation 
Complex 
Basketball Court, Mackinaw City Recreation 
Complex 
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Softball Fields, village of Wolverine 
Softball & Soccer Fields, Basketball & Tennis 
Courts, Co-Operation Park, Indian River 
Softball Fields, Afton 
Softball Fields, Topinabee 
Tennis Courts, Topinabee 
 
ICE RINKS 
Indoor Ice Rink in Major City Park, 
Cheboygan 
Indoor Ice Rink, Mackinaw City Recreation 
Complex 
Outdoor Ice Rink & Warming House, 
Cooperation Park, Indian River 
 

OTHER 
Bowling Alleys, "Goldfront" and "Spare Time 
Lanes", Cheboygan 
Straits of Mackinac Bottomland Preserve 
Cheboygan Golf and Country Club 
Cheboygan County Fairgrounds, Lincoln 
Ave., Cheboygan 
Cheboygan Opera House, Cheboygan 
US Coast Guard Base, Coast Guard Dr., 
Cheboygan 
Cheboygan Dam and Locks, Lincoln Ave., 
Cheboygan 
Indoor Racket Ball Court, Cheboygan 
Cheboygan Youth Center, Cheboygan 
Cheboygan Public Library 
 
 
 

 
 
SOIL EROSION 
 
The Soil Erosion/Stormwater daily activities include issuing soil erosion and stormwater permits in 
accordance with the requirements of Part 91, Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control of the Natural 
Resources and Environmental Protection Act 1994 PA 451, as amended and the Cheboygan County 
Stormwater Ordinance.  On-site inspections are made of the commercial, industrial and residential 
building sites and other assorted projects that include any earth changes throughout the County to 
ensure full compliance with the act and county ordinance.  The Soil Erosion officer ensures that 
construction is in conformance with plans and specifications and requires that violations be 
corrected.  The program ensures that the water quality of Cheboygan County is not adversely 
impacted by construction activities.   
 
Trends over the last couple of years since the economic downturn include fewer permits for new 
residential houses and more for smaller projects such as additions and pole buildings and lake shore 
stabilizations projects. Smaller sites requiring stormwater permits are seeing a trend to designing rain 
gardens to address their stormwater runoff on appropriate sites.  Also there is a growing trend for 
using native species. The number of permits issued for 2010 increased 13.5% over 2009. 
 
The relationship of soil erosion with land use planning are of increasing concern because of limited 
soil resources and the importance of maintaining quality soils.  When planning the use of any area, its 
soil is an important consideration.  A soil’s suitability for a particular use often depends on the 
characteristic of its profile to a depth of 3 to 5 feet.  
 
The costs of overcoming the soil limitations of a prospective site can often be a significant 
percentage of the total costs of a project and could be avoided simply by locating on a better suited 
soil.   
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The future soil conditions will be impacted by the current use of the property.  For instance, an area 
used for buildings, parking lots, airports, or highways is not easily returned to crop production. 
 
The following is a soil map of Cheboygan County.  This map is a simplified version of the United 
States Department of Agriculture’s “Soil Survey of Cheboygan County, Michigan”.  The soil types 
were compiled into broader categories by the Cheboygan County Soil Erosion officer for ease of 
understanding. 
 

Figure 39 - Map of Cheboygan County Soil Types 
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Figure 40 - Map of Cheboygan County Soil Drainage 
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Drainage Class Definitions 
Drainage class (natural) refers to the frequency and duration of periods of saturation or partial 
saturation during soil formation, as opposed to altered drainage, which is commonly the result of 
artificial drainage or irrigation but may be caused by the sudden deepening of channels or the 
blocking of drainage of outlets. Seven classes of natural soil drainage are recognized:  
 

Excessively drained: Water is removed from the soil very rapidly. Excessively drained soils are 
commonly very coarse textured, rocky, or shallow. Some are steep. All are free of the mottling 
related to wetness.  
 
Somewhat excessively drained: Water is removed from the soil rapidly. Many somewhat 
excessively drained soils are sandy and rapidly pervious. Some are shallow. Some are so steep 
that much of the water they receive is lost as runoff. All are free of the mottling related to 
wetness.  
 
Well drained: Water is removed from the soil readily, but not rapidly. It is available to plants 
throughout most of the growing season, and wetness does not inhibit growth of roots for 
significant periods during most growing seasons. Well drained soils are commonly medium 
textured. They are mainly free of mottling.  
 
Moderately well drained: Water is removed from the soil somewhat slowly during some 
periods. Moderately well drained soils are wet for only a short time during the growing season, 
but periodically they are wet long enough that most mesophytic crops are affected. They 
commonly have a slowly pervious layer within or directly below the solum, or periodically 
receive high rainfall, or both.  
 
Somewhat poorly drained: Water is removed slowly enough that the soil is wet for significant 
periods during the growing season. Wetness markedly restricts the growth of mesophytic crops 
unless artificial drainage is provided. Somewhat poorly drained soils commonly have a slowly 
pervious layer, a high water table, additional water from seepage, nearly continuous rainfall, or a 
combination of these.  
 
Poorly drained: Water is removed so slowly that the soil is saturated periodically during the 
growing season or remains wet for long periods. Free water is commonly at or near the surface 
for long enough during the growing season that most mesophytic crops cannot be grown unless 
the soil is artificially drained. The soil is not continuously saturated in layers directly below plow 
depth. Poor drainage results from a high water table, a slowly pervious layer within the profile, 
seepage, nearly continuous rainfall, or a combination of these.  
 
Very poorly drained: Water is removed from the soil so slowly that free water remains at or on 
the surface during most of the growing season. Unless the soil is artificially drained, most 
mesophytic crops cannot be grown. Very poorly drained soils are commonly level or depressed 
and are frequently ponded. Yet, where rainfall is high and nearly continuous, they can have 
moderate or high slope gradients.  
 
Mesophytic crop: mesophyes are terrestrial plants which are adapted to neither a particularly 
dry nor particularly wet environment. Northern temperate climate. 
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TRANSPORTATION 
 
Roads 
Cheboygan County's road network is critical to providing the flow of goods and services and for 
enabling people to move efficiently to and from employment, shopping and recreation sites. The 
major roads within the county are Interstate 75, running north and south, M-68, running east toward 
Onaway and west toward Alanson, US-23, running east and west along the Lake Huron shoreline, M-
27, from Otsego County running through Wolverine, continuing north through Indian River to the 
city of Cheboygan, and M-33 running north and south, connecting M-68 with M-27.  
 
Cheboygan County Roads 66 and 64 provide east and west connection for the city of Cheboygan and 
Douglas and Burt lakes and westerly into Emmet County. County road F-05 connects the city of 
Cheboygan in the north, to the Black Lake and southern portions of the county. Several other county 
maintained, paved roads link outlying sections of the county with the major road network. In addition 
to these paved roads, an extensive system of dirt and gravel roads covers all the portions of the 
county, providing access to the lakes and forests that serve as sites for residential and recreational 
activities, as well as forestry activities.  

Interstate, 
96

Other 
Freeway, 0Other 

Principal 
Arterials, 30

Minor 
Arterials, 76

Major 
Collectors, 

205

Minor 
Collectors, 

37

Local, 917

Cheboygan County Roads by 
Functional Classication and Miles

Figure 41 - Cheboygan County Roads by Type and Miles 
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Figure 42 - Map of Class A Roads 

 
 
Road Conditions 
Due to decreasing revenues for road maintenance and construction, there has been a corresponding 
decline in the conditions of Cheboygan County’s roadways.  In 2011 a report called the PASER 
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(Pavement Surface Evaluation and Rating) Road Survey was conducted by the Northeast Michigan 
Council of Government (NEMCOG), Cheboygan County Road Commission, and Michigan 
Department of Transportation.  This rating system is repeated annually and provides trend 
information on road conditions.  
 
The study is done for those roads in the county which are eligible for federal aid, which total 359 
miles of roadway.  The ratings are lumped into three categories of prescribed fixes:  routine 
maintenance, capital preventive maintenance, and structural improvements.  A “routine maintenance” 
category road is a new road or road in good condition.  A road that is prescribed “capital preventive 
maintenance” is in fair to good condition.  A road that is recommended for “structural 
improvements” is in failed to fair condition.   
 
The number of miles in need of “structural improvements” increased from 5% in 2005 to 37.5% in 
2011.  The following graph displays the changes in the three categories between 2005 and 2011.   
 
Figure 43 - Graph of Cheboygan County Road Conditions 
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The following chart shows the 2011 PASER results according to category. 
 
Figure 44 - Cheboygan County Road Rating Results 

 
 
Public Transit 
Public transit is most efficient when origins and destinations are clustered.,  It is challenging to 
provide efficient service that meets the needs of citizens in low-density regions such as Cheboygan 
County.  Regional transit service is provided by Straits Area Regional Ride, a multi-county bus 
system serving Cheboygan, Emmet, and Presque Isle Counties.  Bus stops are located in all three 
counties along many routes.  The system has frequent trips in the summer and operates on a reduced 
schedule in the winter.  The service operates Monday through Friday and has front door pickup and 
flexible routes.  The buses are accessible to people with varying degrees of mobility. 
 
Private bus transportation to destinations outside of Cheboygan County is provided by Indian Trails, 
Inc., with a bus stop in Mackinaw City at the Village Hall, 102 South Huron.  Indian Trails provides 
two bus routes serving Mackinaw City.  The Chicago-Flint-St. Ignace line connects Mackinaw City 
and points along the eastern side of Michigan’s Lower Peninsula and connecting service to 
Greyhound buses in St. Ignace and Flint.  The Chicago-Kalamazoo-St. Ignace line connects 
Mackinaw City and points along the western side of Michigan’s Lower Peninsula.   
 
Water travel 
As a county with one of the most miles of shoreline in the State of Michigan, travel by water is a 
significant part of Cheboygan County’s history.  One of the most significant water features in the 
county is the Inland Waterway, which is now a major recreation destination but has served in the past 
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as a primary means of transportation.  Vacationers used to visit resorts on the inland lakes by 
steamship which utilized docks more than 1200 feet long to drop off their passengers. 
 
Located at the mouth of the Cheboygan River is the dock for the US Coast Guard Cutter Mackinaw.  
This dock has housed a ship called the Mackinaw since 1944, which does icebreaking duties and 
search & rescue, aids to navigation, Homeland Security, marine environmental protection, and public 
relations. 
 
Marinas 
The village of Mackinaw City operates a Municipal Marina which is primarily used for pleasure 
watercraft.  The Marina has 136 slips; 50 slips are reserved for seasonal boat docking and 54 are slips 
for transient boaters.  The Marina can accommodate boats of up to 100 feet in length.   
 
Within the city of Cheboygan both the city and Cheboygan County operate neighboring Marinas.  
The city’s marina has over 800 feet of broadside dockage at two dock sites. The County marina has 
84 boat slips, 34 of which are season and 49 are for transient users.  The longest boat slip is 120 feet 
and slips have both 30 and 50 amp service.  The County marina provides gas and diesel sales, pump 
outs, wi-fi, laundry, picnic areas, and playground.  Four boat launch ramps and a fish cleaning station 
is also available at this marina. This marina is open from the beginning of May to the second 
weekend in October. 
 
The State of Michigan’s Waterways Commission operates the Straits State Harbor in Mackinaw City 
which opened in 2009.  The harbor is a 136 slip transient facility offering boaters many amenities 
including cruise ship docking slips and chart room.   

 
Ferry Services 
At the end of the summer of 2011, there were four ferry services in Cheboygan County serving 
neighboring islands, which are located in Mackinac County.  The islands are called Mackinac Island 
and Bois Blanc Island.  Three ferry lines serve Mackinaw City with frequent seasonal service to 
Mackinac Island.  Those ferry line are Shepler’s Mackinac Island Ferry, Arnold Transit Co. 
catamaran ferry service and Star Line Mackinac Island Ferry service.  News reports of 2011 
indicated that Star Line Mackinac Island Ferry had been sold to Arnold Transit, which also operates a 
ferry service to Mackinac Island.  These ferry services provide access for people, bicycles and cargo 
only since no motor vehicles are allowed on Mackinac Island.  Bois Blanc Island is served by Plaunt 
Transportation, Inc., which will ferry motor vehicles to Bois Blanc island.  
 
Airports 
The Cheboygan County Airport is located west of the city of Cheboygan on Levering Road (County 
Road 64). This public airport provides the needs of private and charter aircraft throughout the region. 
The community of Indian River also maintains an airport for private and chartered aircraft.  In 2006 
the Cheboygan Airport acquired 10 acres at the southeast corner of Levering and Airport road to 
pave the approach clearance for one of the runways.  In 2007 the airport constructed and paved a 
parallel taxiway “A” to a runway number 1028 for a safety improvement.  In 2010 runway 1735 was 
paved and lighted and a new parallel taxiway “C” was constructed and paved.  It is expected that the 
airport will soon build an equipment storage building and make improvements to the terminal. 
 
The Michigan Aeronautics Commission requires the Cheboygan County airport as well as some 
privately owned airports to file airport Approach Protection Plans and Airport Layout Plans.  These 
plans ensure safe use of the airport and protect against encroachment of the safe takeoff and landing 
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area by structures on neighboring parcels. Two other airports have filed such plans with the Michigan 
Aeronautics Commission as well as Cheboygan County Planning Department, which is required by 
state law.  In Mullett Township there is a privately owned, publicly accessible airport called 
Peabeaaye Airport.  Another such airport is called Hoffman’s Black Mt. Aerodrome in Grant 
Township. 
 
There is presently no commercial passenger service in the county, although air charter service is 
available. Residents and visitors must make commercial airline connections through neighboring 
cities (Pellston, Alpena, Traverse City or Sault Ste. Marie). 
 
Rail 
No active rail lines exist within Cheboygan County. The portion of the Detroit & Mackinaw Railroad 
line, which provided railroad service between the village of Mackinaw City and Alpena, was 
purchased by the State of Michigan using the Michigan Land Trust Fund. The grades between 
Millersburg and the village of Mackinaw City and Gaylord to city of Cheboygan are used as a multi-
purpose, all season recreational trails used by hikers, bicyclists, and snowmobilers. 
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Introduction  
The public sector in Cheboygan County provides a wide range of services. They include the 
police and fire departments, health care system, school and library facilities. These services are 
used by both residents of the county and visitors to the area and are often faced with the same 
seasonal variations and population pressures that affect the county's land use and economy.  All 
services and utility providers are faced with the challenges of a rural area and a dispersed 
population.   
 
Water & Sewer 
City of Cheboygan 
As of 2011, the city of Cheboygan 
has 1,813 residential customers on 
its water and sewer system.  There 
are 57 commercial connections.  
Through a sewer district that 
extends into the neighboring 
township of Inverness, there are an 
additional 172 connections to the 
sewer system.  They expect to 
provide water system 
improvements both north and south 
of the Cheboygan River. 
 
Inverness Sewer District 
Utilizing the city of Cheboygan’s 
sewer system and wastewater 
treatment plant, the township of 
Inverness has a Sewer District 
which encompasses the US27 
highway and commercial corridor 
adjacent to the city limits to the 
south.   
 
Village of Mackinaw City 
The Village’s Water and Sewer 
Department is managed by the 
Water Superintendent and is staffed 
by 3 full-time employees.  The 
Water and Sewer Department is 
responsible for the Operation of the 
Village’s four municipal water wells, 200,000 gallon elevated storage tank, eight sewage lift 
stations and the waste water treatment plant. 
 

Figure 45 - Map of Inverness Sewer District 
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A large majority of the developed portion of the village of Mackinaw City is served by a 
municipal water and sewer system.   Mackinaw City has the unique challenge of providing water 
and sewer services for a varied mix of customers.  Since the Village enjoys many visitors in the 
summer, the capacity of the systems must be much greater than would normally be required to 
serve the less than 1,000 year-round residents of the Village. There can be an estimated 15,000 
visitors who stay overnight in the many hotel rooms and campground facilities in the Village.    
 
The water and sewer systems have 638 customers.  Customers can range from a 200-room hotel 
resort to a single family home.  Over 72% of the Village’s water and sewage usage is consumed 
by commercial customers.  Many customers are seasonal users of the system.  Many commercial 
entities close their buildings for the winter and have their water system drained and shut down. 
 
Total production of the Mackinaw City water system for the year between March, 2010 and 
December, 2010 totaled 82,386,757 gallons. This is a great deal more than would normally be 
produced for a village with 404 households (2000 US Census).  How many households would 
this serve?  This same amount of annual water consumption would serve over 647 average 
households, or 60% more than Mackinaw City based on estimates by the American Water Works 
Association Research Foundation (1999). 
 
Seasonal changes in water consumption are the most important factor in determining the 
village’s peak capacity needs.  The summer season water consumption increases approximately 
211% over the previous spring billing period.  Compared to the winter billing quarter, the 
village’s lowest for the year, the increase in summer water consumption is 651%.   
 
Tuscarora Township Sewer Efforts 
The township of Tuscarora has been working on establishing a sewer system since the late 
1940’s for the downtown area known as Indian River.  Growing problems with dense 
development in the downtown and lack of room for septic fields and resulting lack of expansion 
capacity for downtown properties have contributed to the need for some type of public 
wastewater/sewer system.  By the end of 2011 and beginning of 2012, the township appeared to 
have acquired enough interest from area property owners to consider a vote to construct such a 
system in the very near future.   
 
Electric & Gas Utilities 
The following maps show the general customer service areas of the two electric providers in 
Cheboygan County, Consumer’s Energy and Presque Isle Electric Cooperative.  These two 
providers and all utility providers are providing service in a low-density county. 
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Figure 46 - Map of Consumers Energy Service Area 

 
 

 
Figure 47 - Map of PIE&G Service Area 
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TABLE OF UTILITY SYSTEMS SERVING CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 
 
Table 8 - Utilities Serving Cheboygan County 

Cheboygan 
County Utility 

System 
SERVICE  

COMPANY  SERVICE AREA  

Natural Gas  

Consumers 
Energy  

NA 

Michigan 
Consolidated Gas 
(MichCon)  

Portions of Mackinaw, Beaugrand, Benton, Inverness, Burt, 
Mullett, Tuscarora, Mentor, Ellis and Wilmot townships, & the 
villages of Wolverine and Mackinaw, & the city of Cheboygan  

Presque Isle 
Electric & Gas  

Portions of Benton, Aloha, Mullett, Koehler, Inverness, 
Tuscarora, and Forest Townships 

Aurora Gas Co. Waverly, Forest, Walker, Koehler, Grant, Ellis, Nunda, Aloha 

Electricity  

Consumers 
Energy  

Portions of Aloha, Beaugrand, Benton, Burt, Ellis, Hebron, 
Inverness, Koehler, Mackinaw, Mentor, Mullett, Munro, Nunda, 
Tuscarora and Wilmot Townships, city of Cheboygan, and the 
Villages of Mackinaw City and Wolverine  

Great Lakes 
Energy  

Portions of Burt, Hebron, Mentor, Munro, Tuscarora, and 
Wilmot Townships. 

Presque Isle 
Electric & Gas  

Most of Cheboygan County except for far west and south areas. 

Telephone  

General 
Telephone (GTE)  

Only portions of the Wolverine region  

Ameritech  Most of Cheboygan County  

Water & Sewer  

Village of 
Mackinaw City  

The majority of residential and commercial units within the 
Village limits.  

City of 
Cheboygan  

City limits of Cheboygan  

 
 
Shipping Harbor 
Located in the city of Cheboygan, 16 miles southeast of the Straits of Mackinac, the Cheboygan 
Harbor is a deep draft commercial harbor.  It is the home port of the US Coast Guard’s only US 
heavy ice breaking resource, the cutter Mackinaw.  The Harbor provides the only ferry service to 
Bois Blanc island where approximately 4-5 trips per day are made in the summer.  The Harbor 
also serves as the maritime travelway for material that is not allowed on the Mackinac Bridge. 
 
There are approximately 12,000 feet of maintained channel in the harbor.  The outer channel is 
approximately 21 feet deep, 18.5 feet deep in the turning basin, and 8.5 feet deep above the State 
Street bridge.   
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Major stakeholders include U.S. Coast Guard, Lake Carriers’ Association, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Michigan DNR, Durocher Marine (division of Kokosing), Ryba Marine, BP Fuel 
Terminal, Shepler’s Ferry, Plaunt Transportation, and Walstrom Marine.  According to the US 
Army Corps of Engineers, the Harbor is on a 10-20 year maintenance dredging cycle but was last 
dredged in 1976.   
 
In 2008, the US Army Corps reports 120,000 tons of material were either shipped or received in 
the Cheboygan Harbor.  
Materials shipped or received 
include fuel oil, slag, and 
gasoline.  They also estimate 
that approximately 300 jobs are 
supported by this Harbor.  The 
recreational aspects of this 
Harbor include approximately 
300 recreational boat slips, 
access to the 43 mile-long 
Inland Waterway, and 40 
charter fishing boats. 
 
Solid Waste and Recycling 
Cheboygan County adopted a 
Solid Waste Management Plan 
in 2000 that established goals 
and objectives for handling 
solid waste in the county.  The 
approved plan is required under 
the Natural Resources and 
Environmental Protection Act, 
PA 451 of 1994, Part 115.  Part 
of this plan set forth the goal of 
establishing a recycling 
program within the county.   
 
In 2008 Cheboygan County 
began a recycling program that 
includes the townships of 
Aloha, Beaugrand, Burt, Ellis, 
Hebron, Inverness, Koehler, 
Mentor, Mullett, Munro, 
Tuscarora, and Waverly and the city of Cheboygan.  The program is run by the County with 
support from those municipalities that choose to take part.  A surcharge to fund the system is 
placed on properties within those townships and incorporated areas that opt in.  Current annual 
rates are $20 per household. 
 

Table 9 - Map of Recycling Locations 
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A recycling coordinator was hired part time to take care of the Department. In 2009 sites were 
added in Aloha Township, east Burt Township, and what is now the McLaren Northern 
Michigan Medical Center. The County also started a Wednesday Hazardous Household pickup at 
the Fairgrounds and Commercial Recycling. The workload had significantly increased with these 
additions so starting the first of 2010 The recycling coordinator’s position was changed to a full 
time position.  In 2010 the Burt West site was added and a new cement slab for the bins at the 
Cheboygan site was constructed. 
 
The 2010 recycling report showed that the program began by preventing 23,708 bags of trash 
from reaching a landfill.  In 2010 that had increased to 44,370 bags of trash.  
 
There are currently no solid waste landfills open for public use in Cheboygan County.  All solid 
waste is exported out of the county.  There continues to be more than adequate capacity at the 
sites Cheboygan County solid waste haulers export to, which are the Elk Ridge Landfill in 
Presque Isle County, Montmorency-Oscoda-Alpena Solid Waste Facility in Atlanta, and the 
Waste Management Landfill in Waters. Other solid waste destinations include the Emmet 
County Resource Recovery Facility and Type A Transfer facility.  There are Type B transfer 
stations in Cheboygan County located in the townships of Benton, Burt (2), Forest, Inverness, 
Koehler, Waverly, and Wilmot.   

 
Figure 48 - Graph of Recyclables by Volume 

 
 
 
Broadband 
Broadband coverage in rural areas such as Cheboygan County is very limited at this time.  
MERIT Network, Inc. is a non-profit which recently received an award of federal stimulus 
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money to implement broadband in rural areas across Michigan.  Cheboygan County will benefit 
from fiber optic installations by MERIT in 2013.  This project is called a middle mile  
installation that will allow Internet Service Providers (ISP) to connect more affordably.  Since 
this makes more broadband options available for ISP’s, it is expected that this will create lower 
costs of entry for ISP’s and more options and lower costs for end users.   
 
Connect Michigan, a nonprofit that is working with the Michigan Public Service Commission, 
maps the broadband connections in the State using information provided by ISPs for census 
block.  As of October of 2011, the map shows a large area of Cheboygan County covered by 
some form of broadband service of at least 3Mbps.  However, Connect Michigan representatives 
explain that this data is provided by the ISP and only by census blocks.  They inform us that if 
one person is connected to broadband in that census block that the whole census block is 
considered to be covered by broadband.   
 
Figure 49 - Estimated Broadband Service Map 

 
 
 
 
School Districts 
Nearly all of Cheboygan County residents are served by the Cheboygan-Otsego-Presque Isle 
Intermediate School District's public schools, while some are served by various private parochial 
schools located in the area. The Cheboygan Area Schools service the city of Cheboygan and its 
outlying townships. Kindergarten through sixth grade education is also provided by the Bishop 
Baraga Catholic School and the Cornerstone Christian School in the city of Cheboygan. The 
Mackinaw City Public Schools System covers the northern tip of the Lower Peninsula including 
the village of Mackinaw City. The Inland Lakes Community Schools includes residents living 
near Burt and Mullett lakes and the community of Indian River. The Wolverine Community 
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Schools extend from the Otsego and Cheboygan County borders north to the Inland Lakes 
Community School system. The southeastern portion of Cheboygan County is served by the 
Onaway Area Community School System in Presque Isle County. 
 
 
Table 10 - 2011 Enrollment at Cheboygan County Schools 

School District Students Instructors Buildings 
Cheboygan Area 
Schools 

1943 106 5 

Inland Lakes Public 
Schools 

873 41 3 

Mackinaw Area 
Schools 

206 19 2 

Wolverine 
Community Schools 

348 23 2 

Source: November, 2011 inquiry of School Superintendents and COPESD 
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Figure 50 - Map of School Districts 

 
 
North Central Michigan College 
North Central Michigan College has been offering classes in Cheboygan County since 1973.  In 
1998, the college opened an office in Cheboygan offering an array of student services, including 
academic advising and assistance with the application/registration process.  In 2000, a second 
office space with a small computer lab was created to give students an area to conduct writing 
and research in a lab setting.   
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Beginning with less than a dozen classes, Cheboygan once averaged a little over 100 students 
taking classes at the Cheboygan site.  All courses were offered at the Cheboygan High School in 
the evenings and primarily focused on general education courses.  By 2007, course offerings 
more than doubled with daytime, evening and weekend courses scheduled.  In 2011, North 
Central designed a Certificate of Development in Business Development exclusively offered at 
the Cheboygan Site.   Courses include topics covering business methods, communication and 
entrepreneurship.   
  
Today North Central in Cheboygan produces over 1000 credit hours per semester, with 
enrollment just topping 400 each winter and fall. In addition to utilizing the Cheboygan Area 
Schools, the college has also partnered with the McLaren Northern Michigan Medical Center, 
the Cheboygan Public Library, Cheboygan Opera House and the Cheboygan Michigan Works to 
host a variety of courses.  The current NCMC Cheboygan schedule of classes continues to 
maintain the general education courses, in addition to classes in the area of nursing clinicals, 
paramedic, business and computers. 
 
Chambers of Commerce 
There are three local Chambers of Commerce with offices in Cheboygan County.  These entities 
are supportive of their member businesses.  In Cheboygan County the Mackinaw Area Chamber 
of Commerce, the Indian River Chamber of Commerce, and the Cheboygan Area Chamber of 
Commerce have offices that serve Cheboygan County.   
 
Mackinaw City is also served by a separate entity called the Mackinaw Area Visitors Bureau.  
Cheboygan also maintains a Cheboygan Area Tourist Bureau, which is served by the staff of the 
Cheboygan Area Chamber of Commerce.  These are established under the Convention 
Marketing Act, Public Act 59 of 1984, and are financed through the collection of assessment 
revenue from owners, operators, and managers of its members.   
 
Downtown Development 
Besides the Chambers of Commerce which support business throughout the community, there 
are entities which specifically support those businesses and development in downtowns.  They 
are called Downtown Development Authorities (DDA).  These DDA’s are established under 
Public Act 197 of 1975, the Downtown Development Authority Act.   Any city, village, or 
township can establish an area within which the land uses are primarily for business. 
 
The DDA provides leadership and funding options to make improvements and create 
employment opportunities in a community’s downtown district.  Funding options include tax 
increment financing and the ability to levy a limited millage for administrative expenses.  Special 
assessments, revenue bonds, donations, revenue from leased property owned by the DDA, and 
contributions from local units of government are also financing mechanisms to pay for DDA 
services.  DDA’s sometimes have staff that can provide event coordination and many other small 
business support services. 
 
In Cheboygan County there are three DDA’s and they are in Mackinaw City, city of Cheboygan, 
and Tuscarora Township.  Cheboygan has a full time employee who is the Downtown 
Coordinator and has part of her services are to support the DDA. 
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Libraries 
Cheboygan County has five libraries, each with its own jurisdictional management.  
 
The Indian River Area Library is a 5,000 square foot facility located in the Tuscarora Township 
municipal building. As of December 30, 2011 it holds 51,526 physical units for circulation, 
including everything from new fiction/non-fiction to a broad array of children's materials, books 
on cassette and compact disc, films on VHS and DVD, a large music collection (books, films, 
CDs), large print books and over 100 magazine subscriptions. It also has public computers with a 
T1 connection, which will be changing to fiber-optic in late fall 2012. The library has a real-time 
website where materials can be researched, reserved, and renewed once 
(www.indianriverarealibrary.michlibrary.org/). The township served free of charge is Tuscarora. 
A non-resident card is available for $20.00 and it is useable for one year. 
 
The Cheboygan Area Public Library, located in the city of Cheboygan, expanded to a 27,000 
square foot building in June 2006. The library, formally established in Cheboygan in 1913, 
started in a Carnegie building still located at Elm and Huron streets.  The library moved to the 
current site on Pine and Bailey streets in 1966, was expanded in 1974, and underwent a major 
expansion in 2005. The new library occupies two floors.  The main level houses the library 
functions. The lower level has four public meeting rooms, including an art studio and gallery. 
The library has over 60,000 volumes in its holdings, 24 public workstations, and open Wi-Fi 
access. The library accommodates over 900 events and meetings each year. 
 
The 2,500 square foot village of Wolverine's public library was constructed in 1992. It contains 
14,000 volumes and offers one public workstation. The library's staff has Internet access but no 
public Internet access is presently available.  
 
The Topinabee library is located in the town's old railroad depot, which was constructed in 1881. 
No expansions have been or plan to be made in the near future. The library contains nearly 7,000 
volumes and does not allow public access to the Internet.  
 
The library in the village of Mackinaw City is the main branch of four district libraries in the 
region, none of the previously mentioned. Along with three other libraries, located in Pellston, 
Bliss Township (Emmet County), and Levering, the main library in Mackinaw City is part of a 
library district. The district has its own separate taxing authority. The main library expanded its 
facilities in 1994 to include a wing to the main building. It contains no public computers; rather 
two staff computers have access to the Internet. The main library in the village of Mackinaw City 
contains over 40,000 volumes. It also boasts the second highest per capita circulation rate in 
northern Michigan. Forest and Waverly Townships are served by the Presque Isle District 
Library. 
 
Senior Services 
Cheboygan County Council on Aging 
The Cheboygan County Council on Aging provide many services to senior citizens in 
Cheboygan County at two locations near both the city of Cheboygan and village of Wolverine.  
Their primary programs include: 
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 Sand Castles Adult Day Center – Sand Castles offers a caring place that your loved one 
will enjoy while providing respite to the family. 

 MMAP program – offers Medicare/Medicaid Assistance. 
 Home Delivered Meals – available to those who qualify. 
 Congregate Meal Program – Open to Senior Citizens and the public, offering 

nutritionally balanced menus for a suggested donation for those citizens 60 years and 
over and for those under 60 years, the meals are available for a fee.  Soup & salad bar, as 
well as dessert are also available for a small fee. 

 Each senior center, Cheboygan and Wolverine, provides an opportunity for seniors to 
socialize and participate in various programs and parties for all occasions. 

 Fitness Center – treadmills, elliptical, bicycle and weights are available at both Centers.  
Free of charge. 

Housing and Homelessness Services  
There exists a Cheboygan County Housing and Homeless Coalition that has a goal to end 
homelessness in Cheboygan County.  This coalition includes the Department of Human Services,   
Please see the Data Book chapter on Housing for more information on this topic. 
 
Animal Rescue 
The Cheboygan County Humane Society’s mission is to prevent cruelty to animals by providing 
rescue, housing, food and medical attention for lost, stray, injured or abandoned animals. The 
Animal Control Department investigates complaints of cruelty and animal neglect. They also 
enforce all local and State Animal Control laws and ordinances.  The Humane Educator provides 
programs to local school children and civic groups to teach children how to stay safe around 
animals. 
 
The animal shelter is located on Hackleburg Road, about 12 miles south of Cheboygan, just off 
of M-33.  The shelter houses approx. 25 dogs and 35 cats.  Occasionally there are other pets such 
as birds, rabbits, guinea pigs and pet mice available for adoption.  They also operate a “Pet 
Food” pantry where area residents can pick up free pet food for their animals. In 2011, the 
Humane Society helped fund the spaying or neutering of over 1200 dogs and cats for area 
residents.  
 
Also serving Cheboygan County is the Second Chance Animal Rescue and Sanctuary (SCARS).  
This is a private non-profit operating near Indian River.  The group’s mission is to provide a safe 
location for abandoned, stray and neglected animals. 
 
 
Public Safety 
 
Emergency 911 services 
Emergency 911 telephone service is provided to Cheboygan County through a multi-county 911 
system for Cheboygan, Emmett and Charlevoix Counties. It is a state-of-the art enhanced 911 
system, which provides emergency dispatch for all calls to the police, fire departments and 
ambulance service for the entire three county area. Police cruisers are equipped with laptop 
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“mobile data terminals” for direct communications between the 911 dispatch and the officers in 
the field. The mapping system used by the 911 system was developed through the use of satellite 
technology through a GPS (global positioning system) unit. 
 
Michigan State Police 
In 2011, the Michigan State Police closed the post that was in Cheboygan County, located in the 
city of Cheboygan.  State Police officers operate out of their vehicle primarily and use an office 
in Petoskey as their main offices.   
 
Sheriff’s Department 
Divisions 
The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department mans a Road Patrol Division, Detective Division, K-
9 Division, Marine/Snowmobile/ATV Division, Dive Team and Search And Rescue Division as 
well as the operation of the county jail. 

Road Patrol 
The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department  Road Patrol’s main emphasis is the protection of 
life and property and the preservations of the public peace by adherence to policies, pro active 
enforcement for the prevention of crime, enforcement of laws, the apprehension of offenders and 
assisting the Prosecutor’s Office with due process of those accused. 

Detective Division 
The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department Detective Division consists of investigations of 
felony crimes, drug crimes, undercover operations, fire investigations and school investigations.  

K-9 
The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department K-9 unit is utilized for the detection of illegal drugs 
and narcotics, apprehension of fleeing offenders, search and rescue, community education and 
the deterrence of criminal activity in the schools.     

Marine/Snowmobile/ATV 
The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department operates a Marine/Snowmobile/ATV Division 
within the county which encompasses all inland lakes and waterways including the Lake Huron 
border as well as several hundred miles of trails and roads. The division has two main purposes; 
patrolling of the waterways, trails and roads to ensure safe recreation and in search and rescue 
operations. 

Search and Rescue and Dive Team 
The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department Search and Rescue and Dive Team though two 
separate entities have the same mission; to assist those in need in the preservation of life.  The 
Cheboygan County Sheriff Department receives several calls a year for assistance in land and 
water rescue and search operations  

Correctional Facility 
Under the Michigan Constitution the Sheriff is required to administer the county jail, including 
booking, supervision and care of inmates.  The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department operates 
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an 80 bed jail facility for those sentenced on misdemeanor and felony crimes with sentences of 
one year or less.   

Community Safety Education Classes 
The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department provides not only safety education but also public 
safety programs within the county to provide a better quality of life and security in our 
community.  These programs include: 

Amber Alert: This program is designed to assist law enforcement when a child has been abducted 
or is missing by utilizing all media avenues to quickly disseminate information about the child to 
the public to assist law enforcement.     

A Child Is Missing:  This program is designed to assist law enforcement when a child, disabled 
person or the elderly is missing through mapping and satellite systems utilizing phone services to 
place up to 1000 calls to the public in the area last seen, to assist law enforcement in the search 
and rescue operations.  

National Child Identification Program:  A child identity kit provided by the Cheboygan County 
Sheriff Department which includes fingerprints, photos and the description of the child.  This 
program allows parents to have with them all necessary information about their child ready for 
law enforcement without having to take time to gather it saving precious time during an 
investigation. 

Boater Safety, Snowmobile and ATV Classes:  The Cheboygan County Sheriff Department has 
certified trainers to properly teach classes.  Several times a year the Sheriff Department puts on 
Boater Safety, Snowmobile and ATV classes to educate and certify citizens in the safe operation 
of these vessels and vehicles.     

Assisting Our Seniors  
Several times a year the Cheboygan County Sheriff Department puts on seminars for senior 
citizens at all Senior Centers in cooperation with the Council on Aging to educate them on 
scams, identity theft, and protection around the home.  

Mackinaw City Police Department 
Mackinaw City has a year-round population of just over 800 people.  However, they can have 
over 10,000 people stay overnight and many more visit during the summer tourism season.  This 
creates some unique challenges for public safety.  The Mackinaw City Police Department has a 
staff of 1 Police Chief, 1 Sergeant, 3 full-time Patrol Officers, 2 Seasonal Bicycle Patrol 
Officers, and 1 part-time Code Enforcement Officer.  They provide road patrol, bicycle patrol in 
the summer tourism season, and snowmobile trail patrol in the winter.  The Department handles 
between 900 and 1150 formal complaints each year.   

 
City of Cheboygan Police Department 
The Cheboygan Public Safety Department consists of a Director/Chief of Police, 1 full-time 
Sergeant, 5 full-time officers, a pool of part-time public safety officers, and 1 part-time secretary.  
The Fire Division consists of a Fire Chief, Assistant Chief, two additional Command Officers, 
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and twenty volunteer Fire Fighters.  The department provides Police and Fire services for the city 
of Cheboygan and provides mutual aid for Police and Fire for the townships in Cheboygan 
County. 
 
The Department provides road patrol and snowmobile patrol in the winter.  The police division 
handles between 1100-1500 complaints each year and approximately 3000-5000 calls from the 
regional 911 service.  The Fire Department handles approximately 40-50 fire calls each year and 
an average of 10 structure fires. 

 
Tuscarora Township Police Department 
The Tuscarora Township Police Department was established in 1965 and consists of a Police 
Chief, Sergeant, 5 full time  and 2 part time patrolmen, and one full time office administrator.  
These officers provide many services to the community including road patrol, safety training in 
guns, snowmobile operation and training for hunters.  Some officers are certified in child safety 
seat installation.  
 
There are 6 fully trained evidence technicians.  There are two trained child safety seat inspectors 
and give child safety seats to those in need.  There are two trained firearms instructors.  The 
department has two advanced accident investigators.  The Chief  and Sergeant along with one 
Patrolman have been appointed as Medical Examiner Investigators by the County Medical 
Examiner. The department does Vacation Property Check which during the winter months can be 
as many as 125 residences to check.  Officers handle many calls for service that most other 
departments in the area no longer respond to.  Department members conduct patrol duties in 
patrol vehicles, on snowmobiles, and on foot. 
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Fire Departments 
Cheboygan County is served by a mix of public and private non-profit fire departments 
throughout the county.  The following map shows the locations of those fire departments.   

Figure 51 - Map of County Fire Stations 

 
 
Veterans’ Administration 
Cheboygan County has an Office of Veteran’s Services within the County building which assists 
veterans and their families.  The Office evaluates veterans and/or their family members for 
possible Federal benefits due them because of the veteran's service to this country.  The benefits 
include health care, education, non-service connected pension, service connected disability 
compensation, death and burial benefits, vocational rehabilitation, retrieval and/or correction of 
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military records, assistance in accessing 1 or more of the 3 veteran's assistance funds, and 
referral to other agencies as appropriate.  The Office also conducts educational sessions and 
outreach to the public about the services provided. 
 
In 2010, $10.2 million in veterans’ benefits were given to veterans in Cheboygan County.  In 
2011, there were 672 appointments scheduled and many others were handled without 
appointments by walk-ins or phone calls. A VA medical clinic opened in Cheboygan County, 
just outside of Mackinaw City in 2011.  
 
In 2011, there was $23,705 in assistance given to veterans and/or their families through the 
Veterans Assistance Fund, emergency food & shelter, Soldier’s Relief Fund, and Michigan 
Veterans Trust Fund.   
 
Health Care Systems 
 
Cheboygan Hospital 
Cheboygan’s Health Care system is 
centered around McLaren-Northern 
Michigan, Cheboygan Campus 
(McLaren).  This facility has a long 
tradition of providing personalized, 
quality health care services to the 
community. Originally named 
Community Memorial Hospital 
when it opened in 1942, the facility 
became known as Cheboygan 
Memorial Hospital in 2001 and 
received Critical Access designation in 2010.  
 
McLaren campus in Cheboygan currently includes: 

• Blood Draw Services 
• 24/7 Emergency Services 
• Imaging Services 
• Outpatient/Ambulatory Surgical Services 
• Cheboygan Patient appointments with General Practitioners and other specialists 
• Vitalcare Services 
• Patient Mediport Flushing     

 
The only facility located off campus is the Indian River Medical Center, located 20 miles south 
of Cheboygan. It offers two primary care providers and has x-ray facilities on site. 
 
 

Figure 52 - McLaren-Northern Michigan, Cheboygan Campus 
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SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES SERVING CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 
 
• Alcoholics Anonymous has local branches which seek to help those recovering from alcohol 

or drug abuse. 
• Bay Area Substance Education Services is a local organization providing drug and substance 

abuse prevention services for teens in northern Michigan. 
• Catholic Human Services provides mental health, substance abuse, prevention, pregnancy 

counseling, open adoption, social services and senior services. 
• Wawatam Area Senior Citizens, Inc., which operates the Mackinaw City Senior Center and 

provides meals on wheels, health care, transportation, classes, clubs, and organized activities 
for area senior citizens. 

• Cheboygan County Council on Aging provides services to area elderly with locations in city 
of Cheboygan and Wolverine. 

• Cheboygan County Department of Human Services provide a variety of social services which 
include adoption and foster care, adult and child abuse protective services, and services to the 
elderly. 

• Cheboygan County Emergency Management Department provides disaster response services. 
• Cheboygan County United Way supports member agencies that offer care, guidance, 

education, comfort and a range of human services to those people in our community who 
want and need them. 

• Cheboygan Housing Commission was established under PA 18 of 1933 by the city of 
Cheboygan to administer Section 8 Vouchers, and the Low Income Housing Program within 
the City. 

• Child and Family Services of Michigan offers individual, family and pregnancy counseling 
as well as domestic violence, substance abuse, juvenile delinquency, foster care, adoption 
and elderly assistance programs. 

• The Domestic Violence Shelter provides counseling and other services to those seeking 
assistance with issues of domestic violence. 

• Habitat for Humanity constructs homes for families unable to afford decent housing, with an 
office in Cheboygan. 

• Meals on Wheels provides hot, nutritious meals to homebound seniors in the region. 
• North Country Community Mental Health Services (Cheboygan and Emmet Counties) 

provides mental health services to the region. 
• Northeast Michigan Community Service Agency is a community action agency providing 

grant funding information and programs to the poor and disadvantaged of northern Michigan. 
• Women’s Resource Center of Northern Michigan is a nonprofit community-based 

organization dedicate to serving women and families and to provide domestic violence 
prevention work, child care, rape & sexual assault services, youth educational programs, and 
counseling services. 
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The planning process is an extensive and time-consuming process but very necessary and 
rewarding.  A great deal of effort was made to seek public input from all around the county and 
let the people of Cheboygan County direct the process and create the goals.  The following is an 
outline of the various meetings that were held around the county.  You’ll see that the draft future 
land use map was taken around the county to various township halls where multiple neighboring 
townships were invited to one location to discuss the map and share their goals for their own as 
well as their neighboring communities.   
 
A Master Plan Advisory Group (MPAG) assisted in the planning process by meeting periodically 
to provide guidance from their unique perspectives.  Members of the MPAG were chosen by the 
Planning Commission and representation gained in the areas of farming, educating, health, 
natural resources, city & township government, downtown development, business, economic 
development, construction trades, and marketing.  
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The Zoning Enabling Act (PA 110 of 2006) requires zoning to be based on a plan, and that plan 
shall incorporate the airport layout plan or airport approach plan that has been submitted.  These 
airport plans should be referenced when any changes are made to the zoning near these airports.  
 
For those airports that have submitted plans to Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning office, 
they are referenced here and a plan drawing is included.  The following are airports located in 
Cheboygan County:  
 

A. Cheboygan Airport Authority Approach Plan, Cheboygan; submitted September, 2010. 
B. Hoffman’s Black Mountain Aerodrome, Cheboygan; submitted May, 2002. 
C. Pbeaaye Airport Approach Plan, Topinabee; submitted May, 2002. 
D. Calvin Campbell Airport, Indian River; no plans on file. 
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(The complete plan submitted is on file at the County Planning & Zoning Office) 
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(The complete plan submitted is on file at the County Planning & Zoning Office, the following 
drawing from MDOT, Office of Aeronautics website) 
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(The complete plan submitted is on file at the County Planning & Zoning Office) 
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(No plans on file with Cheboygan County, drawing from MDOT, Office of Aeronautics website) 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction

Purpose and Planning Process 

The purpose of the Tuscarora Township Master Plan is to provide guidelines for future 
development, while protecting the natural resources and rural character of the Township.  This plan 
presents extensive background information including socio-economic data on the Township; 
description and mapping of natural resources and existing land uses; and inventory of existing 
community facilities.  The background information is analyzed to identify important characteristics, 
changes and trends occurring in the Tuscarora Township.  Community concerns were identified 
based on past survey findings, previous planning efforts, and public meetings. Previously prepared 
goals and policies were reviewed and updated to better guide future development based on the 
background studies, key land use trends and community issues.  These goals, along with an 
updated map of existing land use, provided the basis for the Future Land Use Map which specifies 
where the various types of future development ideally will be located in the Township.  This plan 
also provides suggestions for implementation of the identified goals and policies.  The guidance 
provided by this Master Plan will be utilized in reviewing the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance 
as it applies to Tuscarora Township. 

Regional Setting and Historical Context

Tuscarora Township is located on the western border of Cheboygan County, which is situated in 
the north central part of Michigan's Lower Peninsula.  While Tuscarora Township is greater than a 
standard geographic township in area, approximately 30 percent of the Township is water (Burt 
Lake).

Centrally located in the northern part of the Lower Peninsula, Tuscarora Township is 
approximately 20 miles from both Lake Huron and Lake Michigan. Tuscarora Township 
encompasses an area of 41.7 square miles. The township contains the southern half of Burt 
Lake, which occupies approximately 12 sq. miles of the township’s area, see Figure 1-1.

As with all of the United States, Tuscarora Township was originally the homeland for Native 
Americans. In the early 1600's, the French explored the area and established a profitable fur 
business and missions. In the mid 1700's, both the British and French courted the friendship of 
the Native Americans. Control of the Michigan territory was in a state of flux between the 
nations for about 100 years.

In 1828, the area that is now Cheboygan County was part of Michilimackinac County. It was 
transferred to Mackinac County in 1840. In 1856, Cheboygan County was vastly enlarged to 
include most of Northeast Michigan. At one time, Cheboygan County was divided into the two 
counties of Cheboygan and Wyandot. From 1860 to the present, Cheboygan County's 
boundaries have remained essentially the same. The area was first surveyed from 1840 to 
1843, by State surveyors Messrs. Burt and Mullett. Burt and Mullett Lakes are named in their 
honor.

Tuscarora Township is located at the heart of the "Inland Water Route". The "Inland Water 
Route" has been important in the early development of the Cheboygan area. The route consists 
of the Cheboygan River, Mullett Lake, Indian River, Burt Lake, Crooked River, Crooked Lake 
and Pickerel Lake. This connected waterway provides access between Lake Huron at 
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Cheboygan and Conway (a village nine miles north of Petoskey). The route has always been 
heavily used. At first the Native Americans paddled canoes through the water systems, then 
early crews used the route for commercial transportation of the great log booms of the late 
1800's. It was later dredged and dammed to facilitate water travel. This water route is still 
heavily used to this day, mostly by small pleasure crafts.

With the settlement of northern Michigan by Europeans, the area's economic base went from fur 
trading to farming and timber. After a large amount of virgin timber was harvested in northern 
Michigan and agricultural practices began to become more modern, these two major industries 
saw a big decline in this region. Cheboygan County's economy was hit hard by the loss of jobs 
from these industries. Many of the area's residents left in order to find work in southern 
Michigan and elsewhere. At about the same time, however, the region began to become a 
popular recreation and resort area. Resorts were built in Cheboygan County on the "Little Great 
Lakes", as the lakes of the Inland Water Route were often called. This surge in the resort 
business helped the economy, but largely only during the summer months. As with all of the 
nation, Cheboygan County was devastated due to the Great Depression in the 1930's. A 
reawakening of the economy took place, however, in response to the need for goods and 
materials during World War II. With the advent of modern automobiles and the construction of I-
75 through the Tuscarora Township area, the region has grown into the community it is today. 

The Status of Planning and Zoning in Tuscarora Township
Cheboygan County formed their Zoning Commission and Board of Zoning Appeals in December of 
1969, and adopted the County’s first zoning ordinance that same month.  The County’s first 
Comprehensive Plan was adopted in August 1979.  Tuscarora Township initially formed a Planning 
Commission in the late 1970s and adopted its first Master Plan in 1991.  While Tuscarora Township 
has regularly reviewed and updated the Plan, since originally adopting a Master Plan, the Township 
has elected to remain under the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance.  The Planning Commission 
was re-configured in accordance with both Michigan Planning Enabling Act and Michigan Zoning 
Enabling Act, in 2009.

In 2009, the Tuscarora Township Planning Commission reviewed the previous 1999 Master Plan 
and prepared an updated Plan in accordance with the Michigan Planning Enabling Act.  Due to 
lapse of a decade since the last update, the 2010 update of the Master Plan was a comprehensive 
review and significant updates were made regarding the social and economic characteristics, the 
services, the existing land use/cover map.  The goals, objectives and policies were found to 
generally still be applicable, but were supplemented to address current concerns.  The future land 
use map was reviewed and updated based on public input.

In 2012, the Planning Commission prepared a minor update primarily to include the 2010 Census 
and related data, update the sewer status, and include minor revisions to the Future Land Use Plan.

Zoning ordinances supported by up-to-date comprehensive land use plans are considered the main 
tool Michigan communities have at their command to control land use patterns and development 
pressures.  To provide a strong legal foundation a zoning ordinance should correspond to an up-to-
date adopted Master Plan.  Since the County administers a Zoning Ordinance covering the 
Township, it is advisable that the Township re-review the Zoning Ordinance following any Master 
Plan updates  to ensure the local zoning is supported  by the plan to provide a stronger legal 
foundation for the County Zoning Ordinance within Tuscarora Township. 
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CHAPTER 2

Township Social and Economic Characteristics 

Population

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the population for Tuscarora Township in 2010 was 3,038 
persons (1,468 male – 1,570 female), averaging approximately 103 persons per square mile for
the Township’s 29.5 square miles of land area.  This population density can be compared to 
approximately 36.5 persons per square mile for Cheboygan County and 174.0 persons per square 
mile for the State of Michigan.

In discussing the population for Tuscarora Township, however, it is important to note that the 
figure presented by the 2010 Census does not reflect the actual number of persons residing in the 
Township during the summer months.  This situation can be seen throughout much of northern 
Michigan.  The Census tally, taken on April 1st, does not count residents who winter elsewhere.  
Respondents are asked to declare a permanent residence different from their April location, if 
more than six months are spent at the alternate address.  However, many fail to do so for reasons 
of misunderstanding or for tax purposes.

In reviewing the social and economic information derived from Census data, the figures presented 
for housing characteristics show 846 units or 35 percent of the total housing units as seasonal, 
recreational, or occasional use homes.  Based on the average household size in Tuscarora
Township of 2.23, the expected seasonal increase would be approximately 1,887 persons.  In 
addition, many summer visitors stay at private lodging places or at the homes of family or friends.

Table 2-1 illustrates population statistics for permanent residents for Tuscarora Township and 
Cheboygan County from 1960 to 2010.  As can be seen, the Township has experienced 
significant population growth during each of the decades between 1960 and 2000, with the most 
substantial percentage growth occurring between 1970 and 1980, when the township grew 45.7
percent.  More recently, between 2000 and 2010, the Township and the County have each 
experienced a slight population decrease.

Table 2-1:
Population Changes 1960-2010 

Tuscarora Township & Cheboygan County

1960 Percent 
Change 1970 Percent 

Change 1980 Percent 
Change 1990 Percent 

Change 2000 Percent 
Change 2010

Cheboygan 
County 14,550 13.9 16,573 24.3 20,649 3.6 21,398 23.6 26,448 -1.1 26,152

Tuscarora 
Twp. 1,048 27.9 1,340 45.7 1952 17.7 2,297 34.6 3,091 -1.7 3,038

Source: US Census Bureau 2010
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Age Distribution and Racial Make-up

Information on age distribution within a population can assist the community in matching public 
services to community characteristics and in determining what, if any, special needs specific 
resident groups might have.  

Age distribution for Tuscarora Township in 2010 reflects a population which is slightly older than 
that of Cheboygan County, and the State of Michigan as a whole, as illustrated in Table 2-2.  
While, the school age (5-17) and young adults (18-24) are slightly under represented in the 
Township in comparison to the County and State, the proportion of adults in the wage earning 
years (25-65) is closer to the County and State norms, and most age groups over age 45 higher 
than the County and State levels, with the 65 and older group being much greater percentage 
than state-wide. Table 2-2 provides the statistical comparison of the age distribution for the 
Township, the County and the State, based on the 2010 Census. 

At the time of the 2010 Census, the median age for Tuscarora Township was 49.5 years, for 
Cheboygan County, 47.1 years, and for the State, 38.9 years.  The Township median age is 
somewhat older than both the State and County.  It is important to remember these statistics do 
not include the seasonal resident population, which is also likely to have a larger proportion of 
older persons.

Table 2-2:
Age Distribution - 2010 

Tuscarora Township, Cheboygan County, State of Michigan

Age Tuscarora
Twp. Township % Cheboygan 

Co. County % State %

Under 5 148 4.9 1,229 4.7 6.0

5-17 452 14.9 4,117 15.7 17.7

18-20 63 2.1 748 2.9 4.6

21-24 92 3.0 857 3.3 5.3

25-44 565 18.6 5,378 20.6 24.7

45-54 472 15.5 4,012 15.3 15.3

55-59 300 9.9 2,147 8.2 6.9

60-64 247 8.1 2,043 7.8 5.8

65 + 699 23.0 5,621 21.5 13.8

Total 3,038 100.0 26,152 100.0 100.1

Median 
age 49.5 47.1 38.9

Note:      Due to rounding, percents may not equal 100
Source: Census of Population and Housing 2010; prepared by the Bureau of Census.
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The racial make-up of the Township is primarily white (2,923 persons).  Native Americans are the
primary minority population (52 persons), and there are very few persons of African American or 
Asian background reported.

Income and Employment 

Income statistics from the U.S. Census 2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-year estimates
show income levels for Northern Michigan greater than those found in the State as a whole.  
Table 2-3 compares income statistics for Tuscarora Township to Cheboygan County and the 
State.

Table 2-3:
Income Statistics

Tuscarora Township, Cheboygan County and State of Michigan 

Median Household Income Per Capita Income

Tuscarora Township $ 51,087 $ 26,650

Cheboygan County $ 37,903 $ 23,038

State of Michigan $ 48,432 $ 25,135

Source:    U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 American Community Survey

Employment data on the civilian labor force is compiled on a monthly and annual basis by the 
Office of Labor Market Information (OLMI), Michigan Department of Energy, Labor and Economic 
Growth.  Table 2-4 below compares the civilian labor force statistics for the County and State for 
2007, 2009 and 2011; unfortunately township level data is no longer available.

Table 2-4: 
Civilian Labor Force Comparisons and Unemployment

Cheboygan County and State of Michigan

County State  (in 1,000's)
2011 2009 2007 2011 2009 2007

Labor Force 10,696 11,709 12,554 4,658 4,851 5,034

Employed 9,534 10,119 11,284 4,178 4,200 4,678

Unemployed 1,162 1,590 1,270 480 651 356

Unemployment Rate % 10.9 13.6 10.1 10.3 13.4 7.1

Note:  All numbers rounded to nearest 25.
Source:  Office of Labor Market Information, Michigan Department of Energy, Labor and Economic Growth

Another method of describing the economic characteristics of a community is to analyze the 
different categories of employment. Along with employment and unemployment data, Employment
data by Industry is provided from the 2006-2010 American Community Survey for the Township,
County and State presented in Table 2-5.
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Table 2-5
Employment by Industry 2010 

Township, County and State

Industry
Tuscarora Township Cheboygan 

County
State of 
Michigan

Number Percent Number Percent Percent

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining 0 0.0 209 2.0 1.3

Construction 29 2.5 1,111 10.9 5.3

Manufacturing 159 13.8 791 7.7 17.6

Wholesale trade 63 5.4 249 2.4 2.8

Retail trade 110 9.5 1,596 15.6 11.6

Transportation warehousing, and utilities 14 1.2 467 4.6 4.2

Information 0 0.0 78 0.8 1.9

Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and leasing 84 7.3 477 4.7 5.7

Professional, scientific, management, administrative, and 
waste management services 85 7.4 599 5.9 8.9 

Educational, health, and social services 340 29.4 2,315 22.6 23.2

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and food 
services 196 17.0 1,364 13.3 9.1

Other services (except public administration) 56 4.8 531 5.2 4.7 

Public administration 20 1.7 446 4.4 3.8

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2006-2010 American Community Survey

As shown by the data above, the highest percentage of the jobs are in the educational, health and 
social services industries at the Township level.  The other main employment industries for the 
Township which each provide more than ten percent of the employment are: arts, entertainment, 
recreation, accommodation and food services (17%) and manufacturing (13.8%).

Education

According to the U.S. Census Bureau 2006- 2010 American Community Survey, of the 2,264
persons in Tuscarora Township over 25 years of age, 92.2 percent have attained an education of 
high school graduate or higher, while 24.9 percent have attained a bachelor's degree or higher.  
This level of educational achievement is somewhat higher than the County as a whole, with 88.2
percent of the County’s population having earned a high school diploma or higher and 17.8
percent a bachelor's degree or higher.  The Township educational levels for high school diplomas 
at 92.2 percent is higher than the State level of 88.0 percent, and the Township’s bachelor’s 
degree levels at 16.8 percent is higher than the State level of 15.5 percent.
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Housing Stock and Property Values

An evaluation of housing stock and property values can be very beneficial in determining 
community characteristics or housing needs.  For example, a large percentage of seasonal 
housing units is indicative of an increased seasonal population, as is the case of Tuscarora
Township.

Statistics from the 2006-2010 American Community Survey show a total of 2,320 housing units for 
Tuscarora Township: 1,990 single-family units, 35 units in duplexes, 77 units in multi-family 
structures, and 218 mobile homes.  Multi-family housing represents just 4.8 percent of the 
housing stock, and mobile homes are about 9.4 percent of the housing stock in Tuscarora
Township.

When compared to the State as a whole, seasonal housing in the Township and County is very 
significant, as shown in Table 2-6. 

Table 2-6: 
Seasonal Housing Characteristics

Tuscarora Township, Cheboygan County and State of Michigan - 2010 

Total Units Seasonal Units %  Seasonal

Tuscarora Township 2,391 846 35.4

Cheboygan County 18,298 5,557 30.4

State of Michigan 4,532,233 263,071 5.8

Source:  U.S. Bureau of Census, 2010 Census

Household Size

Census data from 2010 shows Tuscarora Township has a household size of 2.23 persons per 
household, compared with 2.31 persons per household in both Cheboygan County and 2.49 for 
the State of Michigan as a whole.  These figures are a significant change from prior decades.  
Over the past few decades, many communities across the state have experienced a shrinking 
average household size.  This trend to smaller households is important, because it creates a 
demand for additional housing units, even in the absence of numerical increase in population.

Ownership

In Tuscarora Township, 80.8 percent of the permanently occupied housing units are owner-
occupied, nearly the same as the 81.6 percent at the County level.  The owner occupancy rates 
state-wide are only 72.1 percent. The renter-occupied housing in Tuscarora Township accounts 
for 19.2 percent of the total housing of 723 units (median rent $544), compared with State level of 
27.9 percent and median rent, as reported in the 2010 census and 2006-2010 American 
Community Survey. 
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Housing Value

Another comparative measure for housing is value, as shown in Table 2-7.  The median value of 
owner-occupied year-round housing units is $176,700 for Tuscarora Township compared to 
$114,600 in 2000. Cheboygan County’s median value in 2010 is $123,400 as compared to the 
value of $94,500 in 2000, while Michigan’s 2010 median value owner-occupied housing unit is 
$144,200 ($115,600 in 2000).  This information, while collected by the Census Bureau is 
subjectively provided by the general population regarding what he or she thinks is the value of his 
or her house, therefore this information should be used with caution.  Additionally, it is believed 
that some people may have underestimated the value of their homes due to concerns that 
accurate reporting might raise their taxes.

Table 2-7: 
Value of Specified Owner-Occupied Housing Units

Tuscarora Township - 2010 

Housing Values Percent of Units

Less than $50,000 5.1

$50,000 - 99,999 18.1

$100,000 - 149,999 24.4

$150,000 - 199,999 7.2

$200,000 - 299,999 19.1

$300,000 or more 26.2

Source:  U.S. Bureau of Census 2006-2010 American Community Survey

Property Value

Property values can also be analyzed by reviewing State Equalized Value (SEV) figures.  By law, 
SEV, which constitutes a community's tax base, is equal to approximately one-half of the true 
market value of real property and certain taxable personal properties.   Table 2-8 provides data for 
2006, 2008 and 2010. As shown in Table 2-9, as of 2012, the Township SEV decreased.  The
largest valued nonresidential class of properties continues to be commercial land, which accounts 
for 9.5 percent of the Township’s total SEV.  The pie chart presented in Figure 2-1, presents 
distribution of total SEV by Township within the County, and clearly illustrates that Tuscarora 
Township has the largest SEV of any of the Townships within Cheboygan County, and comprises 
over 16 percent of the total County SEV. 
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Table 2-8: 
State Equalized Valuation by Property Class

Tuscarora Township

Class 2006 SEV 2008 SEV 2010 SEV

Agriculture 628,600 722,200 579,500

Commercial 28,060,300 29,695,500 28,077,000

Industrial 142,500 150,500 97,800

Residential 287,628,550 288,432,080 243,030,950

Timber Cutover 0 0 0

Developmental 0 0 0

Total Real Property 316,359,950 319,000,280 271,785,250

Personal Property 5,345,700 5,373,100 5,396,750

Total SEV 321,705,650 324,373,380 277,182,000

Source:   Cheboygan County Equalization Department.

Table 2-9:
Distribution of the SEV

Tuscarora Township and Cheboygan County - 2012

Real Property:
Tuscarora Township Cheboygan County

Amount Percent Amount Percent

Agricultural 467,400 0.2 35,158,800 2.2

Commercial 25,015,913 9.5 157,280,613 9.7

Industrial 97,800 0.04 5,871,000 0.4

Residential 231,479,700 88.2 1,367,800,619 84.6

Timber Cutover 0 0.0 575,000 0.04

Developmental 0 0.0 3,343,900 0.2

Total Real Property 257,060,813 97.9 1,570,029,932 97.1

Personal Property 5,441,150 2.1 47,319,734 2.9

Total SEV 262,501,963 100.0 1,617,349,666 100.0

Source: Cheboygan County Equalization Department
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Figure 2-1     Source:  Cheboygan County Equalization Reports-2012
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CHAPTER 3 

Natural Resources 

Climate

Tuscarora Township’s position in the interior of northern Lower Michigan means it lacks the climate-
moderating effects of proximity to the Great Lakes.  Due to the inland location, the growing season 
can be as short as 70-80 days as a result.  However, Burt Lake does provide some moderation of 
temperature extremes to the Township. 

County-wide the presence of the Great Lakes tends to keep the temperature near the shoreline 
portions of the county warmer in the winter months and cooler in the summer months than the 
inland areas.  This affects the length of the growing season in the various portions of the county.  
The lakeshore region of the county may have a growing season of as long as 140 days, whereas 
the interior portions of the county are limited to a shorter season of typically 70 to 80 days. 

The average temperature in the summer months as recorded by the Cheboygan weather station is 
65 degrees Fahrenheit, while the winter average is 19 degrees (data from NOAA; 1960 through 
1990).  The overall annual average temperature for Tuscarora Township is 52 degrees, although 
variations occur.  Historical temperature data illustrates the following county temperature extremes. 
 The highest recorded temperature of 104 degrees (8/6/47) and lowest recorded of 38 degrees 
below zero (2/6/95). 

Precipitation is well distributed throughout the year with the growing season, May to October, 
receiving an average of 17.3 inches, 61% of the total annual average.  Snowfall ranges from 120-
130 inches in Tuscarora Township. 

Geology  

Bedrock underlying the county was formed from an ancient sea, which covered the area some 250-
600 million years ago.  The bedrock underlying Tuscarora Township was formed during the Middle 
Devonian ages of the Paleozoic Era.  Beneath the surface is gray, thin bedded limestone and 
shales creating black bituminous limestone filled with heads of coral at the base. 

The primary surface geologic features in Tuscarora Township are moraines, course textured glacial 
till and dune sand.  Moraines, linear hilly ridges, were formed by the deposition of unsorted sand, 
gravel, rock and clay at the margins of a glacier.  A moraine represents the former position of a 
glacier’s edge.  One such landform can be seen in the southern portion of Tuscarora Township and 
spreading into the adjacent Mentor Township.

Some areas in the southern portion of Cheboygan County were subjected to the onslaught of 
rapidly melting waters.  The meltwater carried debris as it spread out in a sheetlike formation away 
from the glaciers.  Evidence of the resulting outwash plains and glacial channels can be seen in two 
prominent sections of Tuscarora Township.  One area is located on southeastern shore of Burt 
Lake, and covers a large part of the township’s northeast corner.  The other, larger area is located 
on the southwestern shore of the lake and spreads into neighboring Emmet County. 
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Topography 

The topography of Tuscarora Township is shown in Figure 3-1, with elevations ranging from 577-
643 feet above sea level along the shore of Burt Lake to gently rolling hills that reach an elevation of 
907-971 feet above sea level.  The higher elevations in the Township appear to directly correspond 
to the areas of outwash plains.

Slope is an important development consideration associated with topographic features.  Steep 
roadway grades, septic field failures, soil erosion and excavation costs are some of the difficulties 
associated with severe grades.  Areas of steep slopes (12 percent and greater) are considered a 
potential constraint for development.  Sleep slope areas are identified on Figure 3-3.

Soils and Farmland

One important determinant of land use is the soil's suitability for development.  Land uses must 
correspond to the capacity of the soils on which they occur, and soil suitability for each use should 
be determined before development occurs. 

There are three predominant soil associations located in Tuscarora Township.  Rubicon-
Grayling, commonly called ‘jack pine plains’, features nearly level to undulating, well-drained 
sandy soils. Rubicon-Graycalm-Montcalm, is typically undulating to hilly, well-drained sandy 
soils.  The Leelanau-Emmet-Kalkaska soil association describes undulating to hilly well-drained 
sandy and loamy soils.  Each of these soil associations are considered to be fair for recreational 
development and fair to good for residential development. 

Approximately 13.1 percent of Tuscarora Township is wetland area, comprised of soils which 
are hydric (wetland) soils or have hydric inclusions, see Figure 3-2.  Soils identified as having 
hydric inclusions are soil types which may have some wetland areas, but can not be determined 
by the soil type alone.  Soils identified as having hydric inclusions must be field checked to 
verify whether or not wetland areas exist.

Soils and topography also determine which areas are classified as prime farmland and locally 
important farmland.  The prime farmland classification indicates soils which are ideally suited for 
agricultural or timber production.  Unique farmland is land other than prime that is used for the 
production of specific high value food and fiber crops.  Locally important farmland includes soils 
which are nearly prime, but are located on slightly steeper grades.  These soils can produce high 
yields when treated and managed according to modern farming methods.  With good management 
these soils may produce yields equal to that of prime soils.  Agricultural soils are an important and 
valuable natural resource within the Township and region.  Areas currently being used for 
agricultural purposes are shown in Figure 4-1. 

Figure 3-3 identifies areas with soil limitations for septic systems.  The limitations identified are 
either related to slope, hydric soils or both.  These limitations do not preclude the development of 
specific sites.  The developer should realize, however, that construction on some soils may be more 
costly in time and money.  A more detailed analysis of the soils by the District Health Department 
will determine suitability for siting a septic system.  Health Department approval is required by State 
law.
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Water Resources 

One of the most valuable natural resources of Tuscarora Township is water.  The Township is 
located within the Cheboygan River watershed, which is sub basin of (Lake Huron) watershed,  
(see Figure 3-2).  The waters of Burt Lake provide for a variety of recreational activities such as 
fishing, boating and swimming.

Major rivers and streams in the township include the Sturgeon River which begins to the south in 
Otsego County and flows north into Burt Lake near Indian River.  The Indian River, which connects 
Burt Lake to Mullet Lake, serves as a focal point of the Inland Water Route.  Encompassing a good 
deal of northern Michigan, the Inland Water Route stretched from Crooked Lake in Emmet County 
to the mouth of the Cheboygan River at Lake Huron.

Both groundwater and surface water are vital resources within Tuscarora Township.  Because there 
is no central water distribution system, residents must rely upon individual wells for drinking water.  
The vulnerability of drinking water aquifers to surface contamination is high in the Township due to 
the highly permeable soils. Surface waters in lakes and creeks of the Township are an important 
resource for scenic, recreational and groundwater recharge amenities.  It is therefore important that 
water resources be protected and managed in a manner which would ensure their quality. 

Groundwater

Important factors in the evaluation of groundwater are the quantity and quality of the water.  The 
geologic and hydrologic features of the Township provide residents with sufficient water quantities.  
Water availability will not likely be a factor in limiting growth.  In Tuscarora Township, water quality 
is more of a limiting factor than water supply.  Water hardeners, iron content, salinity and septic field 
contamination are problems encountered in Tuscarora Township.  While hardness and salinity are 
minor problems, high iron content is common throughout the Township.  A more significant concern 
is the potential contamination of wells by failing septic systems, see Chapter 6 for a detailed 
discussion of this issue.

Surface Water

The major body of water in Tuscarora Township is Burt Lake.  Burt Lake is located in the northern 
half of Tuscarora Township covering over 25 percent of the township.  The surface area of the lake 
is 17,120 acres, with a maximum depth of 73 feet and average depth of 39 feet.  Figure 3-3 shows 
the lakeshore and streams.  The lake and its associated tributary streams and creeks offer scenic 
and recreational amenities to Township residents and visitors. Surface water, including all of the 
township’s lakes and streams, makes up nearly 30 percent of the township’s land use types, over 
7900 acres.  Surface water is the second largest land use for Tuscarora Township.  It is extremely 
important that the quality of these surface waters be protected from the negative impacts of 
development, such as pollution and loss of scenic views to open water. 

The Burt Lake Preservation Association is an active organization of interested citizens and property 
owners concerned with the protection of Burt Lake. 

Lakes, creeks, and wetlands are important for surface drainage, groundwater recharge and wildlife 
habitat.  Alterations to the water features can contribute to flooding, poor water quality, insufficient 
water supply and loss of valuable wildlife habitat. 
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Water quality testing includes dissolved oxygen and temperature profiles, pH levels, Total 
Phosphorus, Nitrate/Nitrite, Conductivity, Chloride, and Water Clarity Secchi Disc readings. 
Dissolved oxygen (D.O.) is an important factor in determining the lake's water quality, since most 
aquatic organisms depend on having an abundant supply of oxygen available.  The pH level is a 
measure of the acidity or alkalinity on a scale from zero to 14.  Low pH indicates acidity, high pH 
indicates alkaline conditions and a pH of 7 is neutral.  Higher than background levels of 
Phosphorous results in excessive growth of algae and aquatic plants.  Phosphorous is considered 
the most important nutrient influencing lake water quality.  Nitrogen is considered the second most 
important nutrient affecting water quality.  Low concentrations of nitrogen indicate good water 
quality.  Conductivity and chloride are usually not water quality problems, but are valuable indicators 
of human influence on water quality.  The Secchi Disc provides a simple and valuable method to 
measure water clarity and assess water quality.  A weighted disc, attached to an incrementally 
marked rope, is lowered into the water until it is no longer visible.

Overall the results of the Tip of the Mitt volunteer lake-monitoring program do not indicate a 
significant change in the water quality of Burt Lake in recent years.  The Trophic Status Index Value 
for Burt Lake has ranged between 32 and 38 between 1992 and 2002.  The most recent, in 2002, 
TSI was 32, which was well within the Oligotrophic range (0-38) and thus Burt Lake is considered to 
have excellent water quality. 

While the current quality of surface waters in Tuscarora Township is good, the threat of potential 
water pollution from non-point sources is a concern.  Proper land use management can help control 
water quality conditions in Tuscarora Township.  Some methods to curb pollution include runoff 
control measures, septic field corrections, proper treatment of sanitary wastes, and fertilizer 
application restrictions. 

Wetlands and Woodlands 

In addition to the scenic characteristics of woodlands, forested areas provide habitat for wildlife, 
protect the soil from erosion, and act as a buffer from noise on heavily traveled highways.  Figures 
3-4 and 4-1 show the distribution of forested land within the Township.  Forested and wetland areas 
occur throughout much of Tuscarora Township.  Some of these lands are under public ownership 
and other of these lands are protected in land trusts or with conservation easements. 

The dominant forest associations, 70 percent, in Tuscarora Township are northern hardwoods 
(sugar and red maple, beech, yellow birch, cherry, basswood, white ash and aspen). Upland 
conifers such as red, jack and scotch pines, white and black spruce, balsam, and douglas fir come 
in second, covering nearly 8 percent of township land, comprising 18 percent of the forests. The 
areas identified central hardwood (also known as oak forest), are typically comprised of red oak, 
white oak, northern pin oak, white pine and aspen.  In the lowland or wetland areas, common 
hardwood species include ash, elm and red maple.  The common coniferous associations are 
cedar, black spruce, white spruce, balsam fir and tamarack in the wetlands. 

Fish and Wildlife

Trout, pike, walleye, perch, bass, and bluegill are the primary species found in Burt Lake, creating 
good recreational fishing opportunities.  Burt Lake fishery management strategy includes stocking
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and periodic surveying to assess the survival and growth of stocked species and status of fish 
populations.  The lake is stocked periodically with lake sturgeon and rainbow trout by the Michigan 
Department of Natural Resources and Environment (DNRE).  Additionally, multiple species of trout 
swim the waters of the Sturgeon River, and the Indian River is a spawning ground for Great Lakes’ 
muskellunge.

Habitat for populations of songbirds, wild turkeys, muskrat, mink, and raccoon is also supplied by 
wetlands within the Township.  Predominant mammal species found throughout Tuscarora 
Township are fox, squirrel, rabbit, raccoons, porcupines, coyotes and deer.  Bear are occasionally 
spotted in the Township.   Additionally, the Michigan Monkey-flower is an endangered species both 
at the state and federal level, and are found in Tuscarora Township.  Also, the bald eagle which is a 
“threatened” species has been sighted in Tuscarora Township.  The red-shouldered hawk and 
common loon are classified “special concern” bird species and are known to nest in Tuscarora 
Township.

Scenic Features

The dynamic, year round views of Burt Lake from along its shoreline are another important asset to 
Tuscarora Township.  Development which occurs along the Burt Lake shoreline area is visible to 
many other property owners and boaters on the lake.  Just as consideration is given to the impact 
of development on water quality, the impact of development on visual quality should be considered. 

In addition to Burt Lake, wooded areas, farmlands, streams and creeks, rolling topography, and 
historical structures are all important attributes found within Tuscarora Township.  Extensive 
panoramic views encompassing these features help create the pleasant rural and scenic character 
appreciated by residents and visitors alike. 

Sites of Environmental Contamination

The Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Environment provides for the identification, 
evaluation and risk assessment of sites of environmental contamination in the State, under part 201 
of PA 451 of 1995. The Environmental Response Division (ERD) of the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources and Environment (DNRE) is charged with administering this law.  A site of 
environmental contamination, as defined by the ERD, is "a location at which contamination of soil, 
ground water, surface water, air or other environmental resource is confirmed, or where there is 
potential for contamination of resources due to site conditions, site use or management practices." 

The agency publishes an annual list of environmentally contaminated sites by county, showing the 
sites by name, Site Assessment Model score, pollutant(s) and site status.  As of May 15, 2009, two 
environmentally contaminated sites were located in Tuscarora Township. 

Surface Water Discharge Permits

All point source discharges into surface waters are required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit which is issued by the Michigan Water Resources Commission 
upon recommendation by DNRE, Surface Water Quality Division.  Permit requirements generally 
address discharge limitations, effluent characteristics, monitoring and reporting requirements, along 
with facility management requirements.  Currently two known point source permit holders are listed 
in Tuscarora Township. 
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Air Quality

Air Quality is monitored by the Air Quality Division of the Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources and Environment.  Standards have been established as acceptable levels of discharge 
for any of the following air pollutants:  particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, ozone, lead, and trace metals.  These pollutants are monitored on a continuing basis at 
selected locations around the state.  Monitoring in recent years has shown the level of pollutants in 
the region to be within the established acceptable standards.

Air discharge permits are required for businesses discharging more than the acceptable level of any 
of the regulated air pollutants.  Within Cheboygan County there is currently one known permit 
holder, which is not located in Tuscarora Township. 

Summary

The review of the natural resources in Tuscarora Township indicate the natural features and 
agricultural resources are currently relatively unimpaired; however, these resources are extremely 
vulnerable to change, see Chapters 6 and 7 regarding potential issues.  The environmental features 
of the Township are an important asset to the community, and need continued protection.
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CHAPTER 4 

Existing Land Use

Pattern of Land Divisions 

As development occurs, larger tracts of land are generally broken down into smaller parcels.  
Therefore, studying the existing pattern of land divisions is one way to analyze the status of land 
use and development.  Land division patterns for Tuscarora Township are discussed below. 

The largest land owner in the Township is the State of Michigan with approximately 3,850 acres.  
The State of Michigan has large areas of contiguous undeveloped land, which are currently being 
maintained for recreation, conservation and educational purposes.

Subdivisions and small tracts are primarily located along the lakefront of Burt Lake, Mullett Lake 
and the rivers.  Other small tract land divisions are occurring as small parcels in the commercial 
area of Indian River and along the roads. In terms of land division patterns, it is worth noting that 
some of the newer residential developments in Tuscarora Township may be created as site 
condominiums rather than traditional subdivisions.  A site condominium does not actually create lots 
by land division.  Therefore, a site condominium project may continue to appear as a large, 
undivided tract when it has already been converted to relatively dense residential use. 

Existing Land Use Statistics and Characteristics 

Of Tuscarora Township’s total 41.7 square miles of area, the land area is 29.5 square miles, 
according to US Census information. 

The map of existing land use, shown as Figure 4-1, illustrates the distribution of land uses and/or 
cover types within the Township.    The existing land use map is a compilation of data provided by 
the previous Master Plan, land use mapping available through Michigan Geographic Information, 
and updating using recent aerial photography and additional field checking. 
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Table  4-1: 
Existing Land Use/Land Cover 

Tuscarora Township 
Land Use Category 2009 Percent of Township 
Upland forests 32.7
Water – lakes and rivers 30.3
Residential 12.8 
Non-forested uplands 6.3
Lowland forest 5.7
Nonforested wetlands 3.6
Institutional/Recreational 3.0
Industrial/Transportation 2.5 
Commercial 1.8 
Agricultural 1.3 
TOTAL 100
Source:  Michigan Resource Information System, Wade-Trim mapping (previous plan), 
Cheboygan County GIS Department, Michigan Center for Geographic Information, and 
MCP&D Map Updating and Field Verification.

Forests and Wetlands

Forests, which include upland hardwoods and conifers, account for 32.7 percent of the Township 
land area in 2009.  Upland forests are the predominant cover type found in the southern and 
western portions as can be seen in Figure 4-1.  Included in the Upland forest area is commercial 
maple syrup operation, which utilizes approximately 240 acres of forest land in the western portion 
of the Township.  A map depicting the all woodland areas, both upland and lowland forests, is 
presented in Chapter 3, Figure 3-4.

Wetlands include land that has sufficient water at, or near, the surface to support wetland or aquatic 
vegetation.  These areas are commonly referred to as swamps, marshes, or bogs.  Wetland areas 
may also include land which supports lowland hardwoods and conifers.  Wetland information was 
not verified by field inspection when these maps were compiled.  Thus, the areas shown as 
wetlands by Michigan Resource Information System may not actually meet State and Federal 
criteria for legally regulated wetlands. 

Wetland and lowland forest areas comprise 9.3 percent of the Township in 2009.  The lowland 
forest category is typically comprised of forested wetland areas. As illustrated in Figure   4-1, the 
most significant portion of the wetlands are located in the northeast portion of the Township mostly 
around the southern portion of Mullett Lake and northern portion of the Indian River.  Wetlands and 
lowland forests are also prevalent south of Indian River along the Sturgeon River and southeast of 
Indian River along Crumley Creek. Additional wetlands and lowland forest are scattered in locations 
throughout the Township which have not been developed.

Water

Surface water accounts for more than 8,000 acres or 30 percent of the Township’s total area, due in 
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large part to portions of Burt Lake, Mullett Lake, the Sturgeon River and other rivers which are 
located in part within Tuscarora Township, see Figure 4-1.

Residential

As can be seen from Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1, the amount of land being used for residential 
purposes was 12.8 percent of the township in 2009.

The pattern of residential development within the Township is shown in Figure 4-1.  Residential use 
has been the predominant land use along the lakefront of Burt Lake.   Small tract land division 
concentrations also surround the commercial center of Indian River and south along old US 27, with 
additional residential areas scattered along the roads throughout the Township.

Nonforested

The nonforested land category consists of upland herbaceous open and shrub land.  As shown in 
Table 4-1, the percent of nonforested land in the Township is 6.3 in 2009.  Nonforested lands are 
well distributed throughout the Township, as shown in Figure 4-1. 

Institutional and Recreation

Recreation and institutional lands currently comprise about 3.0 percent of Tuscarora Township.     
Churches, cemeteries and municipal facilities are included in the institutional portion of this 
category.  The largest land areas in this category include Burt Lake State Park, Indian River Golf 
Course, Camp Al-Gon-Quian (YMCA/YWCA property), Cooperation Park, and the Little Traverse 
Conservancy properties.  The Cheboygan County Road Commission identified public access sites 
are shown in Figure 4-1. 

Industrial/Transportation/Extractive

A major component of this land use category is I-75 and its corresponding right-of-way.  Table 4-1 
shows a combined percent for industrial and extractive uses.  As of 2009 this land category makes 
up 2.5 percent of the Township.  Also included in this category are transportation and utilities, such 
as utility line corridors.

Commercial

Table 4-1 shows that the amount of land developed as commercial in Tuscarora Township is 1.8 
percent.  The locations of the commercially used property are shown in Figure 4-1 and primarily 
concentrate in the Indian River area, the Industrial park east of the I-75 interchange at M-68, and 
along old US 27. 

Agricultural

As shown in Table 4-1, actively used agricultural lands are limited and only occupied 1.3 percent of 
the Township land area in 2009.  As is illustrated in Figure 4-1, most of the active agricultural lands 
occur in the northwestern portion of the Township with a few pockets in other portions of the 
Township.  Fallow fields, those not being actively farmed, are classified as non-forested. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Community Services, Facilities and Transportation 

Water and Sewage Disposal Systems 

Tuscarora Township does not currently have a public drinking water system or a public sewer 
disposal system.  A very limited number of residential developments located around Burt Lake 
have shared septic systems.  A sewer system is currently being planned, and it is hoped that 
phase one, including the downtown and the industrial park, will be constructed within the next 
few years.  Future phases of the sewer system are anticipated to extend into other portions of 
the Township, see Chapter 6 for a more detailed discussion of the sewer issues. Currently, most 
of the Township residents have on-site private wells for domestic drinking water and individual 
septic systems.  Septic systems and wells are regulated by the Cheboygan County Health 
Department.   

Two important determinants for siting a septic system are soil suitability and depth to bedrock.  
Chapter Three – Natural Resources discusses the geology and soils of the Township.

Solid Waste

Private haulers offer residential weekly curbside trash pick-up within Tuscarora Township.  
Additionally, the Township offers residents one annual ‘anytime clean-up’ voucher to be used at 
the Emmet County Drop-off Center on Pleasantview Rd, north of Harbor Springs.   

Cheboygan County is offering a county-level recycling program with six drop-off sites located 
throughout the county, with the closest site located behind Napa Auto on Straits Highway in 
Indian River.  Some Township residents recycle using Emmet County facilities, or utilize the 
weekly household hazardous waste drop off available at Cheboygan County fairgrounds. 

Other Public Utilities 

Tuscarora Township residents receive electric service from Consumers Energy, Great Lakes 
Energy or Presque Isle Electric and Gas Co-operative.  Natural gas is available in portions of 
the Township, primarily along M-68 and Straits Highway.  Residents choose from several 
providers of local and long distance phone service.  Cable service, where available, is provided 
either by Cable Max or by Charter Communications.  High speed internet service (DSL) and 
wireless high speed service is currently available to residents throughout much of the Township. 

Police, Fire, Ambulance 

The Charlevoix, Cheboygan, Emmet (CCE) Central Dispatch Authority communications agency 
provides emergency call receipt and dispatch service for Emmet, Charlevoix and Cheboygan 
Counties.  Enhanced-911 telephone service, computer-aided dispatch and a multi-channel radio 
system are in place, including a system which identifies the actual location from which a cellular 
phone call is made.   
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The Tuscarora Township Police Department, Cheboygan County Sheriff and Michigan State 
Police provide law enforcement services to Tuscarora Township.  Fire protection is provided by 
the Tuscarora Township Fire Department, with a station located in Indian River.  Advanced life 
support (ALS) ambulance service is primarily provided by Cheboygan County Ambulance 
Service, from a location on Old 27 in Tuscarora Township, and a new facility is expected to 
open in the industrial park in 2010.  Township residents have access to three area hospitals, 
Cheboygan Memorial Hospital, Otsego Memorial Hospital in Gaylord, and Northern Michigan 
Regional Hospital in Petoskey. 

Recreation 
The recreation opportunities in the Township are largely of water-related activities (boating, 
fishing, swimming, etc).  There are numerous public access sites, including sixteen sites on the 
Sturgeon and Indian Rivers and six on Burt Lake within the Township that are well utilized both 
in the summer and winter seasons, (see the Township Recreation Plan for more detail).  Green 
Docks and Marina Park are two recently improved public access sites. 

The Township owned Co-operation Park provides a wide variety of active recreation facilities 
including, six baseball fields, a practice field with two diamonds, four tennis courts, a basketball 
court, horse shoe pits, three soccer fields as well as recent additions of a skateboard park, 
ice/roller rink with warming hut and a sledding hill.  The park also hosts a 5,900 square foot 
children’s playstructure within a fence yard, with a perimeter walking track planned for the 
future.

Burt Lake State Park, located in the Township offers a large beach and swim area on Burt Lake, 
boat launch site, a day use/picnic area with a ballfield, and 380 campsites. The area is also 
served by additional public and private campgrounds, and private camps including Camp Al-
Gon-Quian which is owned by the Ann Arbor YMCA/YWCA. 

Additionally the Township hosts an extensive system of well used trails for hiking, skiing, biking, 
ORVS as well as some trails for snowmobiling.  The networks of trails in the Township are 
located on both public and semi-public lands, such as the Burt Lake State Park, State Forest 
land, and the Little Traverse Conservancy properties.    The recently completed non-motorized 
North Central State Trail passes through Tuscarora Township as it runs from Gaylord to 
Mackinaw City.

The region is well served by numerous golf courses, including the Indian River Golf Course 
which is located within the Township and is open to the public. 

Additional local recreational facilities are provided by the Inland Lakes Schools. 

Municipal Facilities 
The Tuscarora Township Municipal Building, located in Indian River, was built in 1994, replacing 
the original municipal building that was built in 1902.  This facility accommodates the Township 
public meetings, Township office space, the Indian River Area Library and the Tuscarora 
Township Police Department.  The facility is located on a parcel approximately one acre in size.  
This facility meets the current Township needs and is expected to do so for the foreseeable 
future.
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Schools and Libraries 
Tuscarora Township residents are served by the Inland Lakes Schools which operates an 
elementary school, a middle school, a high school and an alternative education program, all 
located in Indian River.  In the 2009-2010 academic year, the school district is serving 943 
students in grades Kindergarten through 12th grades. 

Northern Michigan Christian Academy is a private school located on McMichael Road.  This 
school offers a curriculum for grades kindergarten through the twelfth grade, and as of fall 2009 
had an enrollment of approximately 85 students.  Additionally, many students in the area are 
home schooled. 

Post high school education is available locally at North Central Michigan College (NCMC) in 
Petoskey and with some classes available in Cheboygan and the M-TEC in Gaylord.  NCMC 
and M-TEC offer two-year associate’s degrees and some one-year certificate programs.  
Additionally, some bachelor’s and master’s degree programs are offered through agreements 
with other Michigan universities. 

Tuscarora Township is served by the Indian River Area Library located within the Tuscarora 
Township Municipal Building.  Township residents have access to library facilities with a free 
library card.

Child care / Daycare 

The region is served by a variety of day care providers, offering services in either in home-
based daycare or child care centers, many of which are located in Cheboygan, Petoskey or 
Harbor Springs.  The Jubilate Child Care Center is located in Tuscarora Township on W. M-68, 
offering care for children ranging in age from six weeks to 12 years.  While the center leases 
space from the Transfiguration Episcopal Church, the daycare is not religious based, and 
currently serves 50-60 area children.  Additionally, the child care need is served by many 
smaller private providers. 

Private, Civic and Fraternal Organizations 

Typically there are many private, civic and fraternal organizations active in Tuscarora Township 
or in which Tuscarora Township residents are involved that are not specifically affiliated with the 
Township. The organizations either located in Tuscarora Township or quite active in the 
Township include the following: 

 Downtown Development Authority 
 Indian River Chamber of Commerce 
 Burt Lake Preservation Association 
 Kiwanis Club of Indian River 
 Fraternal Order of Eagles 4046 
 Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) 
 Indian River Women’s Club   
 Snowmobile Club  

 An Indian River Christmas 
 Masons (Frat. Org. of Freemasons) 
 Indian River Lions Club 
 Knights of Columbus 
 Friends of Inland Lakes Schools, Inc 
 Bulldog Group, Inc. 
 Inland Lakes Education Foundation 

Other organizations are typically regional organizations which have a larger membership and a 
larger service area than the Township.  A listing of such organizations is available from the 
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Indian River Chamber of Commerce. Many Township residents participate in the organizations 
available throughout the region. 

Churches and Cemeteries 

The churches located in Tuscarora Township include Burt Lake Christian Church, Cross in the 
Woods (Catholic Church), Indian River Baptist Church, Indian River United Methodist Church, 
Northern Michigan Baptist Bible Church and Academy and Transfiguration Episcopal Church. 

There are four cemeteries in the Township, one is associated with Transfiguration Episcopal 
Church, a Baptist cemetery on McMichael, Oakhill Cemetery is located off Chippewa Beach 
Road behind the Indian River Golf Course, located on the east side of Burt Lake and the 
Ohioville Cemetery located off Rogers Road, on the west side of Burt Lake.    

Transportation and Road Maintenance 

The only interstate route through the Township is I-75, which is the dominant north/south route 
through the Township.  This highway is under the jurisdiction of the Michigan Department of 
Transportation.  The total mileage of I-75 passing through Tuscarora Township is approximately 
six miles.  Other State routes passing through the Township include M-68 a main east-west 
route and old 27 a north south route. 

The Cheboygan County Road Commission provides road maintenance and snow removal 
services on all public non-seasonal roads within the Township.  The Cheboygan County Road 
Commission main facility is located on S. Straits Hwy in Tuscarora Township. 

The Straits Area Regional Ride provides an on-call dial-a-ride bus service within a multi-county 
area including the counties of Cheboygan, Emmet, Presque Isle, and Otsego.   

Commercial passenger air service, as well as air cargo service is available at the Pellston 
Regional Airport.  The area is also served by the Calvin Campbell Municipal Airport, located in 
the eastern portion of the Township which provides general aviation services and facilities.   
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CHAPTER 6 

Sewer Related Land Use Issues

Sewer System Status – 2012 

While Tuscarora Township has commissioned various sewer studies over the years, many of 
the past proposed projects included the ‘greater Indian River’ area, and the costs proved to be 
prohibitive for the property owners.  In February 2006, a Tuscarora Township Commercial 
District Sanitary Sewer Study was prepared by Gourdie-Fraser, which provided guidance for the 
renewed efforts to bring a sewer to the Indian River Area.  This study concentrated primarily on 
the business corridor along M-68 east of Straits Highway to (and including) the Industrial Park, 
and the business corridor along Straits Highway south of the Indian River and north of the 
Sturgeon River.

An ad hoc sewer committee has explored in detail the various options, and ultimately 
recommended a gravity collection system, which will limit the required on-going maintenance by 
property owners in the district, and allows the flexibility to incrementally add to the sewer plant if 
the property owners in other areas of the Township wish to become part of the sewer district in 
a later phase.

In 2012, a special assessment sewer district was established based on the petition supporting  
such being signed by approximately 67% of the property owners of the total land area within the 
proposed district. The proposed sewer district for the construction of the sewer collection 
system, the area included in phase I is shown in Figure 6-1.  Construction bids for the collection 
system are expected in October 2012, the construction anticipated to be complete and the 
system operational by August 2013.  The operation and maintenance costs will be charged 
based on usage to those property owners within the district.

The timing of the sewer construction is scheduled to take advantage of a grant and a low 
interest loan made available to Tuscarora Township by the US Department of Agriculture/Rural 
Development.  Additionally, by coordinating the construction with the Downtown Development 
Authority’s Streetscape project, some of the typical costs associated with the excavation and 
site restoration associated with the installation of the sewer pipes will be eliminated, thus 
providing considerable savings for the sewer construction project. 

Background and History  

The discussion of sewers and/or the need for such in Tuscarora Township is nothing new, and 
is documented back to 1947, when then Township supervisor Rollie Dagwell received a letter 
from the Michigan Stream Commission asking to review Indian River’s plans for a sewer 
system.  Since that time, there have been people promoting the idea, citing environmental 
concerns and a chance for the community to grow; as well as people opposing the idea who 
contend a sewer system would invite too much growth and that the expense would bankrupt the 
Township.

Over the years Tuscarora Township has had a number of studies conducted by different 
engineering firms, with the type of sewer system, extent of the district and the associated costs 
varying with the different studies.   The level of opposition typically escalated as the detailed 
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plans and costs were made known, in the early 1980s one such project was never put to a vote 
and the original commitment for grant money withdrawn due to the opposition which even 
included threats of recall for board members.  Another discussion was to have a system with 
Inverness, Burt and Mullett Townships, however before this project gained momentum the 
combined townships withdrew and the concept was dropped.

In the 1990s, there seemed to be overwhelming support for a proposed sanitary sewer district 
and another engineering firm retained to do the final engineering and design.  Once the plans 
were complete, petitions put to the residents with the cost per REU (Residential Equivalency 
Unit) set at $65, and some businesses were advised they would be assessed more than one 
REU.  The public sentiment seemed to have swung, with letters flowing into the Township 
stating “No Sewers”, and the petition drive faltered with only 20% of the district in support.

The fees associated with the various engineering studies and designs, which were originally 
expected to be covered in part by grants and bonds when the sewer project moved forward, 
were considerable and were the Township’s responsibility when the sewer project did not move 
forward.

Over the years the need for a sewer system has only increased.  Demands on septic systems 
have changed significantly since the early sewer discussions, with the typical household water 
usage having increased dramatically due to dishwashers, clothes washers, garbage disposals 
and more frequent bathing.  Businesses that were once operated seasonally, are now operated 
year-round.  The poor soils and high water table often can not handle the increased amount and 
rate of waste water flow.  These factors combined with pending legislation have given rise to 
renewed interest in sewers.  The engineering firm with whom Tuscarora Township has an on-
going working relationship, prepared a Commercial District Sanitary Sewer Study in 2006, which 
was financed by a grant from USDA and funds from the Indian River Chamber of Commerce, 
and the Burt Lake Preservation Association (no Township dollars).  A sewer committee 
continues to work with the engineering firm on the best ways to move forward on this issue. 

Description of Existing Facilities
[source: Tuscarora Township Commercial District Sanitary Sewer Study, prepared by Gourdie-Fraser]

Currently there is no centralized sanitary collection system.  The community has considered a 
transition from public on-site systems to a centralized system for nearly a decade.  However, the 
service areas and systems contemplated have proven too costly for the number of users 
involved.

The homes and businesses in the study area generally are served by on-site septic tanks and 
drain fields for treatment and disposal.  Several properties have on-site mound systems.  Many 
lots in the area are extremely small and the ground water is very close to the surface.  The 
conditions of many of the existing systems are unknown.  New homes are required to install 
systems in compliance with the County Health Codes.  Older homes are obligated to update 
their systems based on the County Health Codes when their systems fail.  Consequently, the 
size, condition and performance of many on-site waste water systems in the downtown area, 
and the older residential areas are generally unknown, as their systems may not have been 
upgraded or changed since installation. 
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Health and Safety Concerns 
[source: Tuscarora Township Commercial District Sanitary Sewer Study, prepared by Gourdie-Fraser]

At present, the residences and businesses utilize individual on-site wells for their potable water 
needs.  At this time, the extent of failing septic systems is not known, but many systems are of 
such an age as to pre-date the time records began being kept in the mid-1970’s.  Some of the 
existing systems may be inadequately sized or not functioning properly.  Health department 
officials have indicated that recent dye tests conducted in the area showed dye present in the 
river after release into a sanitary drain.  No direct discharge point was found, but connection to 
the storm water drainage system was suspected. 

Some limitations have been mandated by the Health Department on food services [and other 
high water uses] within the downtown area.  Isolation distances between sanitary 
discharge/treatment  and private potable water wells is a problem in some areas, as there is not 
currently a municipal water system or sanitary collection system.  Private non-commercial use 
property isolation distance is 50 feet and generally 75 feet for commercial use.  Many properties 
in this study simply do not have the available space to maintain these minimum isolation 
distances.  Should vacant properties sell for development, or uses change to ones which 
generate higher strength waste, it may be questionable for the Health Department to allow on-
site permits.  Understandably, this may affect the long-term economic viability of the subject 
area.

Growth 
[source: Tuscarora Township Commercial District Sanitary Sewer Study, prepared by Gourdie-Fraser]

Residential growth in the overall area is expected, as well as increased commercial operations 
to serve the additional population.  A factor limiting growth in the subject area has been the lack 
of a sewer system and available space.  Construction of a municipal sanitary system would 
potentially release property for commercial use [including high water uses such as restaurants, 
motels, etc.] and may encourage the purchase of property and construction of additional 
businesses.
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CHAPTER 7 

Other Significant Land Use Issues

Shoreline Development Issues

Within Tuscarora Township there is an extensive amount of waterfront property, which includes 
the Indian River spreads, the approximately 12.4 miles of shoreline along Burt Lake, 
approximately 2.6 miles of the Indian River and approximately 3.1 miles of the Sturgeon River 
as well as the Little Sturgeon (the actual frontage amount is at least double the mileage of the 
rivers), within the Township, but varies due to the meandering nature of the river shorelines.  
While the water is a major attraction for both residents and visitors alike, development and 
redevelopment of the waterfront properties presents a number of issues to be addressed.   

Much of the waterfront property was split or platted into lots pre-zoning, creating lots in some 
portions of the Township which are too small to adequately accommodate a septic system, 
drainfield and reserve field as required by the current sanitary code.  Additionally, many of the 
smaller lots were originally developed for occasional vacation use cabins and cottages, which 
may now be being used year-round, have been expanded or replaced, which combined with 
lifestyles which are more water-intensive places additional burden on the aging septic systems.  
The records regarding the older septic systems in the area are limited and due to the costs, 
most systems are typically not replaced or upgraded until required due to a failure.  The septic 
issues are further complicated in some portions of the Township by the high water table and soil 
types. (See Chapter 6 for more history on the septic and sewer issues in the Township).  
Leaking septic systems on waterfront properties can have a major impact on the water quality. 

Over the years it has been well established and documented that manicured (and fertilized) 
lawns down to the water’s edge negatively impact water quality as the nutrients from fertilizers 
runoff into the lake and enhance algae and weed growth.  The establishment and enforcement 
of greenbelt (zoning) provisions along lakeshores and river shorelines, can assist with the 
filtration of the runoff to reduce the quantity of nutrients entering the water body, as well as 
provide shoreline stabilization with the root structures of trees and shrubs maintained or planted 
along the shoreline.  Since waterfront properties are typically more expensive properties, and 
those who own waterfront property are typically concerned about maintaining views of the 
water, consequently educational campaigns are often needed to gain support for greenbelt 
provisions which balance the water quality protection with the rights of the property owners.  
Lake associations typically play an important role in this educational process. 

Tuscarora Township residents and visitors have many opportunities to gain lake access even if 
they do not own waterfront property.  The Cheboygan County Road Commission lists 21 road 
end access sites for pedestrian use, vehicular use or both (shown on Figure 4-1).  Of the 21 
Road Commission identified public access sites, 11 provide access to Burt Lake, seven provide 
access to the Indian River, two provide access to the Sturgeon River and one to Mullett Lake.  
Additionally Tuscarora Township owns and maintains some pubic recreation access sites 
(shown on Figure 4-1 and discussed in Chapter 5).    

Downtown Indian River – Village Center    

The downtown Indian River area is proposed for a compact mixed-use Village Center, which 
promotes a higher density development with retail commercial activities on the street level, and 
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residential and office on the upper floors.  The inclusion of residential in the upper stories of 
retail properties typically provides some more affordable housing, increases the pedestrian 
traffic in the area and provides additional customers to support the downtown businesses.  In 
order to most effectively create an Indian River village center, the area should be served by 
sewer (see Chapter 6) and minimum lot size and setback requirements revised.  Many 
successful mixed use downtown areas have zero-lot line setbacks, i.e. allowing for construction 
up to the property line to create the continuous storefront. 

Tuscarora Township is currently working with Cheboygan County to designate a portion of the 
Indian River area to be re-zoned to the recently established Village Center zoning district with 
some modifications to reduce the potential for new incompatible uses to be established adjacent 
to one another.  The implementation of appropriate planning, zoning and available infrastructure 
to support the development of a compact mixed-use Village Center can stimulate economic 
synergistic development and open grant opportunities to the Township through programs such 
as the Michigan Main Street Program and the Michigan State Housing Authority’s programs 
promoting the development of residential units above commercial retail space. 

Recent improvements and consequently increased use of Marina Park in the heart of downtown 
Indian River is serving as a catalyst for the planning of additional downtown improvement in the 
near future.  Some of the proposed improvements include the replacement of the Straits 
highway bridge over the Indian River, a proposed streetscape project for the downtown area, as 
well as the sewer project.

Industrial Park Development

The Industrial Park is located on the east side of I-75 and with the entrance off M-68, Figures 4-
1 and 7-1 show the general park location and the park layout respectively.  While the park was 
initially designed and lots laid out in 2000 by the Planning Commission, as of December 2009  
natural gas, electric and the road system serving the lots were all in place, but no lots had been 
developed.  Development of the first parcel in the park, (parcel # 6), is planned in 2010 to house 
a new ambulance station for the Cheboygan County Ambulance Service.  In recent years, a 
portable temporary asphalt facility has located within the industrial park during the construction 
season. 

One of the development limitations which has plagued the Industrial Park is the lack of sewer 
service. As discussed in Chapter 6, the industrial park is included in the proposed initial phase 
of the sewer project as currently proposed.  Due to the premier location, at the intersection of I-
75, the primary N/S interstate highway in Michigan and the main E/W route in northeastern 
Michigan (M-68), it is anticipated that having sewer available to lots in the industrial park will 
greatly improve the rate of development of the lots.  The property located south of the Industrial 
Park is state owned land, as shown on Figure 4-1, thus may present opportunities for future 
expansion when needed.   

The Industrial Park building and use restrictions are presented in Figure 7-2. 

Exhibit 129



Chapter 7:  Other Significant Land Use Issues   
Tuscarora Township 2012 Master Plan Update 7-3

Figure 7-1  Industrial Park layout 
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Figure 7-2 
Industrial Park:   Building and Use Restrictions

1. District Health Department No. 4 must approve the proposed use and/or any changes of use prior to 
development on each site. 

2. Disposal of industrial waste is prohibited. 
3. A minimum isolation distance of 75 feet must be maintained between all septic tanks, dosing tanks, discharge 

lines and drainfields to all wells. 
4. Adequate site drainage must be provided on each site. 
5. Proper barricades must be provided to protect the septic tank and drainfield from damage from traffic, parking, 

snow removal, etc. 
6. Snow removal must be accompanied in a manner to prevent damage to the sewage disposal system.  Plowing 

in the drainfield area or plowing snow onto the drainfield is prohibited. 
7. 50 feet submergence of the well screen will be required to provide additional protection to the aquifer. 
8. On-site sewage disposal systems must be located in the areas designated on the site plan. 
9. Water wells must be located in the areas as designated on the site plan. 
10. Permits for the construction of on-site sewage disposal and water systems are required, and are the 

responsibility of each individual owner. 
11. Site plans shall first be reviewed by the Tuscarora Township Commercial Development Committee for 

compliance with deed restrictions prior to submittal to the Cheboygan County Zoning Department. 
12. Tuscarora Township Commerce Park shall consist of 18 individual development lots or parcels. No platted lot 

may be further divided, with the following exception:  A lot may be divided if the property taken from 1 lot is 
added to an adjacent lot.  Parcel means a contiguous area of land under the same ownership.  Lot means a 
measured portion of land described and fixed in the recorded Plat of Tuscarora Township Commerce Park.  All 
resulting parcels shall conform to applicable Zoning Ordinance.  In the event a lot is expanded by adding a 
portion of an adjacent lot or if any adjacent lots are under the same ownership, then all setback requirements 
shall apply to the exterior lot lines of the combined lots. 

13. Minimum Yard Setbacks:  Front  50 feet      Side  20 feet     Rear  20 feet 
14. The side and rear setbacks shall be maintained as greenbelt.  The greenbelt may consist of lawn, septic system, 

storm water management facilities, landscaped or remain in a natural condition. 
15. Drives shall not be located closer than 25 feet to adjoining parcels, unless the drive is common access shared 

by the adjoining parcels or lots. 
16. All drainage originating on the site as a result of development shall be retained on the site.  The 20 foot side 

and rear setbacks may be utilized for management of storm water runoff. 
17. Upon approval of the site plan and zoning department approval, improvements to the site shall be completed 

within 12 months for structures and 18 months for landscaping after commencing structure construction. 
18. Patron parking shall be located in the front or side yards. 
19. All drives shall be hard surfaced from the edge of existing bituminous road to the property line or right of way.  

Drives shall be constructed in accordance with the standard detail for the commercial park. 
20. Onsite lighting is permitted provided the lighting consist of wall packs, low intensity landscape lighting or pole 

mounted lights with fixtures providing 100% horizontal cutoff. 
21. Overhead garage type doors will not be permitted on the roadside elevation of any structure. 
22. Signs:  All signs shall meet the standards and requirements of the DDA (Tuscarora Township Downtown 

Development Authority). 
23. A 10-foot wide landscape buffer is required in the front yard.  The 10-foot landscape buffer will begin at the 

property line (road right of way) and extend 10 feet onto the property.  The minimum requirements for the 
front yard landscape buffer are contained in Article 17.18.4 and Article 17.18.5 of the Cheboygan County 
Zoning Ordinance.   Additional minimum landscaping requirements for the front yard are as follows: 
A. One deciduous tree and two evergreen trees, plus one additional deciduous and evergreen tree for each 100 

feet of road frontage or fraction thereof. 
B. Shrubs at a rate of one per each tree required. 
C. Plantings shall be located so as not to obstruct the vision of drivers entering or leaving the site. 
D. Landscaped areas shall be provided with sufficient water to maintain plants in a healthy condition. 
E. All planting beds shall be mulched with mulch cover at least 3 inches deep to retain moisture around roots. 

24. Unsightly areas as determined by the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance or the Tuscarora Township 
Commercial Development Committee shall be screened with fencing or landscaping. 
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Blight Concerns/Awareness 

As in many rural areas, there are concerns regarding property maintenance and blight both 
downtown and in the more rural portions of the Township.  The Township officials recognize this 
as an area for continued efforts.  Such efforts should include citizen education regarding current 
regulations (i.e. the existing applicable ordinances -zoning and blight); review of the existing 
regulations to determine if modifications are needed; as well as enforcement of the existing 
regulations. 

Retention of Large Parcels 

The large parcels in the Township provide valuable wildlife habitat and significantly contribute to 
the natural character of the Township.  The State of Michigan is one of the owners of many 
large parcels.  Many of the privately owned large parcels are actively used for agriculture, 
forestry/forest management, and/or maple syrup production.  In order to promote the continued 
existence of these large parcels, the Township wishes to work with the County to promote some 
added flexibility in the Zoning Ordinance which would allow for a broader range of allowable 
uses in these areas, including agricultural-tourism activities, value-added agricultural 
businesses and agricultural support businesses. 
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CHAPTER 8 

COMMUNITY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 
 
Introduction
 
Before a community can actively plan for its future growth and development, it must first set 
certain goals and objectives that define the boundaries of its needs and aspirations and, thus, 
establish a basis for Master Plan formulation.  In developing community goals and policies, it is 
important to analyze existing community characteristics, such as:  social and economic 
features, environmental resources, available services and facilities, and existing land use.  In 
addition to examining existing characteristics, another important tool in the development of 
community goals and policies is to identify community assets, problems and other issues to be 
addressed.

The following goals (the ultimate purposes or intent of the plan) and objectives (means of 
attaining community goals) set forth to guide local decision-makers in reviewing future land use 
proposals are the result of input received during the preparation of the Master Plan update. 

Goals and Objectives  
 

Land Use Goal 
 

GOAL: 
Maintain an ecologically sound balance between human activities, economic 

growth and the environment to retain the Township’s scenic and rural character, 
while meeting the needs of the current and future residents. 

 
 
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION STEPS:

1. Pursue the development of a sewer system to enhance development opportunities in 
downtown Indian River, while protecting the water quality. 

2. Review the county Zoning Ordinance as related to the Township Master Plan, and work 
cooperatively to amend the County Ordinance as appropriate.  

3. Pursue the establishing of downtown Indian River as a mixed-use Village Center.  

4. Work with the County to control the location of new development by designating 
appropriate areas for new residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 

5. Encourage growth and development in and immediately around Indian River. 

6. Consistent with smart growth principles and the complete streets initiative, encourage 
the use of access management standards, non-motorized facilities, appropriate setbacks, 
retention of green space, buffer zones between differing land uses, screened parking 
areas, and roadside landscaping; and encourage the retention of open space and scenic 
vistas with PUD's, clustering, and conservation easements.   
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Residential Goal 

 
GOAL: 

 
Promote the development of suitable housing opportunities for the varied 

economic and lifestyle needs of the residents. 
 
 
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION STEPS:

1. Work with the County to ensure areas are designated as appropriate for all types of 
residential development compatible with the surrounding natural environment, including 
single family, multi-family, condominium, low to moderate-income rental complexes, and 
extended care facilities. 

2. Encourage the development of continuous care housing options for the increasing senior 
population in the area. 

3. Encourage participation with Northern Homes and Michigan State Housing Development 
Authority (MSHDA) programs to rehabilitate substandard housing and to provide needed 
moderately priced housing in the Township. 

4. Preserve the integrity of existing residentially zoned areas by protecting from intrusion of 
incompatible uses. 

5. Work with Cheboygan County to address potential zoning incompatibilities, such as 
residential uses from locating in areas zoned for agriculture or industrial uses. 

6. Require a buffer between Residential uses and other more intensive uses. 
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Economic Development 

 
GOALS: 

Strengthen the local economy through the development and retention of 
enterprises, which provide employment opportunities 

 
To provide for a full range of commercial facilities and infrastructure which are 

adequate to serve both the resident and tourist markets. 
 

 
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION STEPS:

1. Encourage the promotion and development of Indian River area as a business center serving 
both the local consumer population and sub-regional market base. 

2. Encourage the expansion of existing establishments and the establishment of new 
commercial uses in downtown Indian River. 

3. Encourage the development of clustered commercial, light industrial and/or office facilities in 
industrial park in close proximity to the I-75 interchange 

4. Encourage the development of new types of industries and those that are economically 
associated with the existing industrial base. 

5. Provide industry at locations that are easily accessible to the existing transportation network 
and in areas likely to be served by public utilities. 

6. Limit commercial thoroughfare frontage developments to Straits Highway for auto-oriented 
type businesses and other business uses that are, too large or are otherwise unsuited to 
location in downtown Indian River. 

7. Encourage the implementation of access management standards, including the use of 
shared driveways and access drives as a means of reducing traffic conflicts along main 
corridors. 

8. Work with the County to ensure appropriate buffers are required to transition between 
commercial and residential areas.  

9. Encourage the development of professional enterprises which offer employment and growth 
opportunities to the Township’s skilled workforce. 

10. Encourage the development of local Main Street program in coordination with or through the 
Downtown Development Authority. 

11. Encourage the establishment of home based businesses, especially those which rely 
primarily on internet based business and/or provide web-based jobs. 

12. Promote the Indian River area as an ALL season recreation destination. 
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Agriculture & Forestry Goal 
 

 
GOAL: 

Acknowledge the importance of agricultural lands and forestry management. 
 
 
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION STEPS:

1. Recognize that the presence of agricultural and forested lands adds to the scenic and rural 
character of the Township. 

2. Work to provide economically feasible options for continued agricultural and forestry use of 
lands with prime farmland and forestland soils. 

3. Allow for and encourage farmland protection, such as through the transfer of development 
rights (when available), purchase of development rights, conservation easements and the 
clustering of non-farm development. 

4. Participate in efforts to educate the community regarding agricultural preservation 

5. Work to retain and manage existing forestland 

6. Promote re-forestation and sound forestry management practices for areas with productive 
forest soils. 

7. Work with County to provide greater zoning flexibility regarding uses of large parcels of land. 
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Recreation Goal 

 
GOAL: 

 
Provide and maintain recreation lands and facilities for safe access and year-

round healthy enjoyment by residents and visitors. 
 
 
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION STEPS:

1. Maintain an up-to-date recreation plan to address the needs (current and anticipated) and 
maintenance plan for all recreation trails, facilities and parklands. 

2. Promote the use of the North Central State Trail, through the establishment of Marina 
Park as a designated trailhead.  

3. Develop or designate bike/pedestrian routes linking downtown Indian River, the 
educational facilities, tourist destinations and recreation areas in the Township, including 
(but not limited to) Inland Lakes Schools and Burt Lake State Park, consistent with a 
Complete Streets policy. 

4. Maintain, improve and expand Township parks and facilities to serve the needs of 
residents and visitors. 

5. Work cooperatively with neighboring townships, Counties and other key stakeholders to 
establish connecting bike trail or routes, such as between the North Central State Trail 
and the [currently unimproved] Petoskey to Mackinaw City trail. 

6. Promote winter tourism for the area, including snowmobiling, x-country skiing, 
snowshoeing, and ice fishing. 

7. Establish a handicap accessible fishing area, such as the proposed Veterans Pier at 
DeVoe Park. 

8. Promote the accessibility of ORV and Snowmobile trails from the Indian River area. 

9. Promote the hunting and fishing opportunities of the area. 

10. Seek grant assistance for trail and park improvement projects. 
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Natural Resource Goal 

 
GOAL: 

 
Protect and preserve groundwater, surface water, woodlands, wetlands, open 

space, wildlife habitat and steep slopes. 
 
 
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION STEPS:

1. Pursue the implementation of a municipal sewer system, to protect the water quality of the 
groundwater and surface water in the area. 

2. Work with Cheboygan County to encourage a land use pattern that is oriented to the natural 
features and water resources of the area by evaluating type and density of proposed 
developments based on soil suitability; slope of land; potential for ground water and surface 
water degradation and contamination; compatibility with adjacent land uses; and impacts to 
sensitive natural areas like wetlands, greenways and wildlife corridors. 

3. Encourage the maintenance of natural vegetation adjacent to lakes, streams, and wetlands. 

4. Support the strengthening of groundwater protection and stormwater management 
regulations in the County’s zoning ordinance, while encouraging the continued natural use of 
wetlands as groundwater recharge, stormwater filtering and stormwater holding areas. 

5. Promote regulations for development on steeply sloped areas and require erosion control 
measures where construction is permitted.  Require slope stabilization and re-vegetation on 
disturbed slopes or in extraction areas. 

6. Encourage planting of native tree and shrub species when properties are developed. 

7. Encourage the retention and management of existing forest lands.  
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Infrastructure & Public Service Goal 

 
GOAL: 

 
Maintain and improve the Township facilities, programs and systems consistent 

with the community needs, and the ability to finance the improvements. 
 

 
OBJECTIVES AND ACTION STEPS:

1. Pursue the implementation of a sewer system in the Indian River area. 

2. Develop, adopt and begin implementation of a Complete Streets policy, to improve 
transportation equity, while encouraging health through physical activity and active 
transportation.

3. Continue to support the local public safety and emergency services including the local Police 
Department and Fire Department . 

4. Continue to work with the County on road improvements consistent with funding ability and 
the Township’s priority list. 

5. Participate in county-wide comprehensive waste management efforts, including emphasis on 
recycling. 

6. Continue to pursue expansion of affordable high-speed communications throughout the 
entire Township. 

7. Monitor and explore the utility expansion needs, as more development occurs.

8. Pursue placement of utilities underground. 

9. Work to create a more pedestrian friendly downtown by providing sidewalks, reducing curb 
cuts and improving parking. 

10. Establish and maintain on-going communication with adjacent Townships regarding planned 
projects in order to facilitate joint projects, such as road improvements where wider shoulders 
could facilitate a cooperative and coordinated bicycle connector route.   
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CHAPTER 9 

Future Land Use Recommendations

Introduction
The Future Land Use Plan is designed to serve as a guide for future development.  If it is to 
serve the needs of the community and function effectively, it must incorporate several important 
characteristics.

The Plan must be general
The Plan, by its very nature, cannot be implemented immediately.  Therefore, only generalized 
locations (not necessarily related to property lines) for various land uses are indicated on the 
Plan.

The Plan should embrace an extended but foreseeable time period
The Plan depicts land uses and community development strategies through the Year 2020. 

The Plan should be comprehensive
The Plan, if it is to serve its function as an important decision-making tool, must give adequate 
consideration to the sensitive relationships which exist between all major land use categories, 
including environmentally sensitive properties.  Development in environmentally sensitive areas 
should be discouraged by Tuscarora Township.  All future development as indicated on the 
Future Land Use (Figure 9-1) shall occur only as environmental conditions permit and must take 
into consideration those environmental restrictions as outlined in the Natural Features element 
of this Plan. 

The Plan should acknowledge regional conditions and trends
Tuscarora Township is an integral part of Cheboygan County and the Northeast Michigan 
Council of Governments, a multi-county regional planning agency; therefore, the Plan should 
acknowledge the Township’s regional context.  Through recognition of regional implications, the 
Township’s Future Land Use Plan will be more realistic and reasonable in terms of guiding the 
future utilization of land resources in the Township. 

The Plan must be updated periodically
The Plan may require periodic revisions to reflect significant changes in local, state, or national 
conditions which cannot be foreseen at this time. 

For example, over the past fifty years, several major innovations in land development have 
occurred.  Included among these are:  the initiation and expansion of the freeway system; 
modifications in shopping facilities; relocation of employment centers from the cities to the 
suburbs; changes in housing preferences; and the declining family size. 

It is, of course impossible to predict the type of changes which may occur over the next decade 
or two.  In compliance with the Michigan Planning Enabling Act, a comprehensive review of the 
Master Plan should be undertaken every five years to provide for an adequate analysis of new 
conditions and trends, and the plan updated as appropriate.  If major re-zoning requests which 
are in conflict with Plan recommendations are deemed desirable, then, the Plan should be 
reviewed and amended as appropriate prior to the re-zoning. 
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Plan Recommendations 

Ten (10) future land use categories plus a category for water are proposed for Tuscarora 
Township.  The various land uses are portrayed on Future Land Use Map, Figure 9-1 and in 
Table 9-1  A discussion of each land use category is presented below. 

Table 9-1 
Future Land Use Acreage 

Land Use Category Area in Acres Percent in Total 
 1.  Agricultural / Forestry 4,843.9 18.0
 2.  Single Family Residential 6,436.2 24.0
 3.  Multi-Family Residential 63.2 0.2
 4.  Village Mixed Use 33.7 0.1
 5.  General Commercial 580.9 2.2
 6.  Industrial 262.4 1.0
 7.  Park/Recreation 508.4 1.9
 8.  Conservation Recreation 5,450.0 20.3
 9.  Public/Semi-Public 279.4 1.0
10. Right-of-Way  (I-75) 334.3 1.2
       Water 8,045.4 30.0
Total 26,837.8 99.9
*Note:  Numbers do not add to 100 due to rounding.

Agricultural/Forestry:  This category is intended to preserve the rural character of the Township. 
 A total 4,844 acres (18%) are devoted to this classification.  Farming and related agricultural 
activities and rural housing are the principal uses.  Central water and sanitary sewer facilities 
are not currently available and are not intended to be available during the planning period. 

The Agricultural/Forestry area is designed to conserve, stabilize, enhance, and develop farming 
and related natural resource based activities; to minimize conflicting uses of parcels, lots, 
buildings, and structures detrimental to, or incompatible with these activities; and to prohibit 
uses of parcels, lots, buildings, and structures which require streets, drainage, and other public 
facilities and services of a different type and quantity than those that currently exist.  The 
district, in preserving area for agricultural use, is also designed to prevent proliferation of 
residential subdivision and urban sprawl. 

Agricultural properties may be used for general and specialized farming, including the raising or 
growing of crops, livestock, poultry, bees, and other farm animals and product.  Buildings or 
structures may be located which are used for the day-to-day operation of such activities.  Any lot 
that is kept as idle cropland should be managed to prevent soil erosion by wind or water and 
should be free of excessive weeds and shrubs. 

Single-family homes that are compatible with the agricultural use and rural character of the 
district are encouraged.  Setting a maximum lot area of one or two acres for each residential 
unit would help preserve the majority of land in the agricultural area for farm and forest use, and 
should be considered.  Clustering of residential units is another recommended technique to 
preserve farmland and open space. 
Within this future land use category, limited use outdoor recreation/event facilities may be 
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compatible when located on parcels 40 acres in size or greater depending on the specific use 
and with site specific conditions required to address potential issues such as site access, traffic, 
noise, lights, etc and provide safeguards to protect the neighboring property owners. Allowing 
for such a use could take the form of a property owner initiated conditional rezoning; a Planned 
Unit Development; or a Special Land Use if allowed for in the Zoning District.  The pursuit of this 
type of use should be explored with the Cheboygan County Department of Planning and Zoning 
(in coordination with Tuscarora Township) in consideration of the Cheboygan County Zoning 
Ordinance.

Single Family Residential:  This future land use category is intended to serve as the principal 
residential area of the Township.  It covers 6,436 acres or 24.2% of the total Township area. 

Relatively high density (lot size less than one acre) homes are encouraged in and around the 
community of Indian River, while low density homes (minimum one-acre lot) are encouraged in 
the outlying areas north of Indian River and areas along the Burt Lake shore.  In the future, the 
Township may wish to consider designating two types of residential development areas: one 
where subdivision or small lot development is anticipated and the other where large-lot or 
“estate residential” development is to be encouraged.  To fully implement this concept, an 
additional “estate residential” zoning classification may be needed at the County level. 

Sanitary sewer facilities should be provided in the Indian River area.  Such services to other 
parts of the district should be extended on an as-needed and cost-effective basis only. 

Multi-Family Residential:  This area (63 acres or 0.2%) encompasses the existing mobile home 
parks, apartments, and condominiums.  No new land is designated for such uses.  However, 
proposals for new multi-family developments should be approved on a case-by-case basis if 
certain conditions are met.   Compatibility with the surrounding uses, land suitability, access, 
and availability of public services are among the factors that should be considered in locating 
multi-family developments. 

Village Mixed-Use:  This plan identifies two distinctly different areas for future commercial 
development: “Village Mixed Use” and “General Commercial”. The Village Mixed Use area 
encompasses the downtown portions of Indian River, generally extending along Straits Highway 
from the Indian River to South Avenue.  As used in this Plan, the term “Village Mixed Use” is not 
intended to refer to Village as a governmental entity, but rather to communicate the idea of a 
small-scale Village-like setting for commercial and community activity.  The Village Mixed Use 
concept anticipates a synergistic mix of commercial, civic, residential and recreational uses in 
close proximity, rather than exclusive commercial use.

Consistent with planning goals developed by the Tuscarora Township Downtown Development 
Authority, commercial development in the Village Mixed Use area is anticipated to be relatively 
small-scale, and oriented to pedestrian as well as vehicular access.  It will serve both the retail 
commercial needs of year-round residents, and provide an attractive, unique shopping 
environment for tourists and seasonal residents.  Desirable commercial uses in this area include 
retail and specialty shops, personal services, commercial and professional offices, restaurants 
and taverns.  Future design features in the Village Mixed Use area ideally will include an 
integrated and coherent system of sidewalks, landscaping, lighting, seating and signs.  Both on 
and off-street parking will be provided.

It is important to note that residential uses exist immediately adjacent to the Village Mixed Use 
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area, both to the east and west of Straits Highway.  The concept of a Village Mixed Use in 
downtown Indian River includes and depends upon maintaining vibrant residential 
neighborhoods within walking distance of downtown.  Therefore, the Village Mixed Use area 
would be suitable for mixed use type of zoning, similar to the Village Center zoning district, 
currently provided in the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance.  Provisions for zero lot line 
(zero setback) should be explored for this area, especially once sewers are available. 

Further, it is acknowledged that the Village Mixed Use area also contains a number of important 
civic uses, such as the Tuscarora Township Hall, Library, Post Office and Chamber of 
Commerce (Tourist Information) office.  Maintaining these civic uses at the heart of downtown is 
also important to the future success of the Village Mixed Use area. 

Because the downtown area is in close proximity to both the Sturgeon and Indian Rivers, and to 
Burt Lake, recreation is an important existing and future use in the Village Mixed Use area.  As 
part of this Plan, the Tuscarora Township Planning Commission recommends and supports 
improved recreational opportunities, both public and private, in the downtown area.  Two 
important future recreational opportunities are mentioned here.  First, it is recommended that 
the Township continue to work with the DNRE to promote the North Central State Trail and 
related recreational uses.  This trail has the potential to bring a positive flow of tourist and 
recreational traffic to and through downtown Indian River.  Second, it is recommended that 
public dockage and water access downtown be maintained and expanded.  At present, the 
Township uses the “Green Dock”, as a waterfront walkway and public fishing area.  This dock is 
located just west of Straits Highway, on the north side of Indian River.  Additionally, efforts are in 
progress to site a new public marina in or near downtown, which could provide transient docking 
for approximately 30 boats.  One location under consideration is at the juncture of the Little 
Sturgeon and the Indian River, just east of Straits Highway. 

General Commercial:  In contrast to the proposed Village Mixed Use area, the General 
Commercial area is envisioned to serve primarily vehicular traffic.  Most of the General 
Commercial area is located along the Old 27 corridor, north of the Indian River and between 
South Avenue and the Sturgeon River.  The remainder of the General Commercial area is 
located on the M-68 corridor, near the I-75 interchange.  Parcels in the General Commercial 
area are generally larger than that available downtown.  Therefore, commercial uses requiring 
proportionately larger scale sites are encouraged to locate in the General Commercial area.  
Examples of existing appropriate large-scale commercial uses in this area include commercial 
nursery and landscape material sales, lumber and hardware stores with large storage and 
inventory areas, and commercial recreation facilities such as miniature golf and boat liveries.  
Additionally, highway oriented uses such as vehicle sales, automobile service stations, motels 
and restaurants are appropriate in the general commercial area.  Design standards in this area 
would ideally include off-street parking, a landscaped setback from the highway, access 
controls to minimize interference with through traffic on the highway, and highway-oriented sign 
regulations.

Within this future land use category, limited use outdoor recreation/event facilities may be 
compatible depending on the specific use and with site specific conditions required to address 
potential issues such as site access, traffic, noise, lights, etc and provide safeguards to protect 
the neighboring property owners. The pursuit of this type of use should be explored with the 
Cheboygan County Department of Planning and Zoning (in coordination with Tuscarora 
Township) in consideration of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance.
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Industrial: The Future Land Use Plan designates one primary location for expanded industrial 
development:  the industrial park area southeast of the I-75 interchange at Indian River.  
Because of good commercial visibility and proximity to I-75, it is recognized that some of the M-
68 frontage property at this location may actually be developed for highway-related commercial 
use.  Therefore, lands adjacent to the existing industrial park have been designated for future 
industrial use to allow additional industrial expansion space behind the M-68 frontage parcels.  
The Cheboygan County Road Commission facility located on Old 27 South is also designated 
Industrial.

Parks & Recreation:  The Tuscarora Township is blessed with a large amount of land devoted 
for recreational purposes.  The existing 508 acres (1.9%) is adequate to serve the recreational 
needs of the current and future population of the Township.  Additionally, three recreation sites 
in the Indian River area which were proposed for improvements in the previous plan, have been 
completed:  a recreational trail on the old rail right-of-way, fishing and waterfront walkway 
improvements at the Green Dock location and public dockage near downtown, and the juncture 
of the Little Sturgeon and Indian Rivers, thus increasing the recreational opportunities. 

Conservation/Recreation:  If Tuscarora Township is to continue to fulfill its role as an attractive 
place to live and visit, it must actively encourage the preservation of its environmentally 
sensitive resources. 

It is necessary for a Township to have lands available for recreational use, but it is also 
necessary to have land remain in its natural state untouched by any type of development.  The 
value to the public of certain open areas of the Township is represented in their natural, 
undeveloped, or unbuilt condition.  It is recognized that the principal use of certain open areas 
is, and ought to be, the preservation, management, and utilization of the natural resource base 
possessed by these areas.

On privately held parcels in this area, very low density residential and recreational use are 
appropriate.  Assets to be protected include woodlands, wetlands, lands containing protected 
species, and scenic areas.  In doing so, the Township may see a reduction of hardships and 
financial burdens imposed upon the community through the destruction of resources, improper 
use of open land or wooded areas, and the periodic flooding of creeks and streams. 

Conservation/open space areas are of extreme importance to a community.  Not only do they 
meet the increasing opportunities afforded by increasing leisure time and are a source of health 
and pleasure, but also serve as a reminder that people can never put their natural habitat back. 
 A total of 5,450.0 acres (20.3%) are designated for conservation/recreation purposes.  
Mackinaw State Forest covers slightly more than one-half of this acreage; most of the remainder 
being wetlands along the Sturgeon River west of I-75, and along the Indian River and Mullett 
Lake, east of I-75, including the ecologically significant Indian River Spreads. 

Public/Semi-Public:  The Plan designates 279 acres (1.0%) as public/semi-public area.  This 
category includes most of the major existing public or semi-public facilities, such as Campbell 
Landing Field, schools, churches, and government offices. 

Water:  Water bodies account for the largest share of the Tuscarora Township area. A total of 
8,045 acres (30.0%) is classified as water, which includes portions of Burt Lake, Mullett Lake, 
and the Indian River.  The difference between the acreage of water listed in the previous plan 
and this plan are due to changes in available mapping data (with the recent data typically 
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considered more accurate) and mapping techniques. 

Right-of-Way:  The dedicated rights-of-way of the I-75 corridor within the Township account for 
the 334 acres, or 1.2% of the total.  Due to the variation in road rights-of-way from one road to 
another, and the relatively limited width of the rights-of-way for most county roads, the other 
rights-of-way are not separated from the surrounding land uses. 
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CHAPTER 10

Plan Adoption and Implementation

Draft Plan Circulated for Comments

The draft Tuscarora Township 2012 Master Plan Update was transmitted to the Township 
Board for review and comment in September 2012.  The Board authorized distribution of the 
plan to the adjacent Townships and Counties, as required by statute, on October 2, 2012.
Following the Board’s authorization, the draft 2012 Master Plan Update was distributed to the 
adjacent Townships, as well as to the county planning commissions of Cheboygan and Emmet 
Counties on or before October 11, 2012. No written comments were received.  

2010 Master Plan
The draft Tuscarora Township 2010 Master Plan was transmitted to the Township Board for 
review and comment in April 2010.  The Board authorized distribution of the plan to the 
adjacent Townships and Counties, as required by statute, on May 11, 2010.  Following the 
Board’s authorization, the draft 2010 Master Plan was distributed to the adjacent Townships, as 
well as to the county planning commissions of Cheboygan and Emmet Counties on May 17, 
2010.  No written comments were received.

Public Hearing

A public hearing on the proposed 2012 Master Plan Update for Tuscarora Township, as 
required by the Michigan Planning Enabling Act, was held on January 24, 2013.  The legally 
required public hearing notice was published in the Straitsland Resorter newspaper on January 
3, 2013, as well as posted on the Township website.  A copy of the public hearing notice is 
reproduced at the end of this chapter.  During the review period, the draft 2012 Master Plan
Update was available for review on the Township’s website, at the Indian River Public Library or 
by contacting the Township office.

2010 Master Plan
A public hearing on the proposed 2010 Master Plan for Tuscarora Township, as required by the 
Michigan Planning Enabling Act, was held on August 17, 2010.  The legally required public 
hearing notice was published in the Straitsland Resorter newspaper on July 29, 2010, as well 
as posted on the Township website.  A copy of the public hearing notice is reproduced at the 
end of this chapter.  During the review period, the draft 2010 Master Plan was available for 
review on the Township’s website, at the Indian River Public Library or by contacting the 
Township office.

The purpose of the respective public hearings was to present the proposed Master Plan (or 
Update) to accept comments from the public.  In addition to the Planning Commission 
members, twelve other residents of the township attended the public hearing on the 2012 
Master Plan Update.

The public hearings began with brief explanation of the planning process.  Plan development 
and subsequent update included several Planning Commission workshop meetings, and input 
from the Township Board.  During the original plan hearing, maps of existing land use, color 
coded resource, proposed future land use recommendations were presented.  During the 2012 
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Update hearing, the changes were highlighted.  The minutes from the public hearing are
included in this chapter.

Plan Adoption

The Planning Commission formally adopted by resolution, the Tuscarora Township 2012 Master
Plan Update, including all associated maps on January 24, 2013.  The Township Board having 
formally asserted its right to approve or reject the plan on October 2, 2012, formally adopted the 
Tuscarora Township 2012 Master Plan Update on February 5, 2013. 

2010 Master Plan
The Planning Commission formally adopted by resolution, the Tuscarora Township 2010 Master
Plan, including all associated maps on October 28, 2010.  The Township Board having formally 
asserted its right to approve or reject the plan on October 5, 2010, formally adopted the 
Tuscarora Township 2010 Master Plan on November 9, 2010.

Legal Transmittals 

Michigan planning law requires that the adopted Master Plan be transmitted to the Township 
Board, as well as to the adjacent Townships and the County Planning Commission.  Copies of 
these transmittal letters appear at the end of this chapter.

Plan Implementation

A Master Plan is developed to provide a vision of the community's future.  It is designed to 
serve as a tool for decision making on future development proposals.  A Master Plan will also 
act as a guide for future public investment and service decisions, such as the local budget, 
grant applications, road standards development, community group activities, tax incentive 
decisions, and administration of utilities and services.

According to the Michigan Zoning Act, comprehensive planning is the legal basis for the 
development of a zoning ordinance.  The Act states:  "The zoning ordinance shall be based 
upon a plan designed to promote the public health, safety and general welfare, to encourage 
the use of lands in accordance with their character and adaptability,  to limit the improper use of 
land, to conserve natural resources and energy, to meet the needs of the state's residents for 
food, fiber, and other natural resources, places to residence, recreation, industry, trade, service, 
and other uses of land, to insure that uses of the land shall be situated in appropriate locations 
and relationships, to avoid the overcrowding of population, to provide adequate light and air, to 
lessen congestion on the public roads and streets, to reduce hazards to life and property, to 
facilitate adequate provision for a system of transportation, sewage disposal, safe and 
adequate water supply, education, recreation, and other public requirements, and to conserve 
the expenditure of funds for public improvements and services to conform with the most 
advantageous uses of land, resources, and properties."

Zoning

The Zoning Ordinance is the most important tool for implementing the Master Plan.  Zoning is 
the authority to regulate private use of land by creating land use zones and applying 
development standards in various zoning districts.  A zoning ordinance regulating land use 
activities has been in effect in Cheboygan County since 1970.  The initial Ordinance was 
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repealed with the adoption of the current ordinance in 1983, which has since been amended 
numerous times.  For four decades the applicable Zoning Ordinance has regulated the location, 
density and standards for local development.  The County Zoning Ordinance should be re-
reviewed to ensure consistency and compatibility of the Ordinance as it applies to Tuscarora 
Township, especially as related to the goals and the Future Land Use Plan presented in this 
Master Plan.

Grants and Capital Improvement Plan

A Master Plan can also be used as a guide for future public investment and service decisions, 
such as the local budget, grant applications and administration of utilities and services.  Many 
communities find it beneficial to prioritize and budget for capital improvement projects, such as 
infrastructure improvements, park improvements, etc.  A Capital Improvements Program (CIP) 
is one tool which is often used to establish a prioritized schedule for all anticipated capital 
improvement projects in the community.  A CIP includes cost estimates and sources for 
financing for each project, therefore can serve as both a budgetary and policy document to aid 
in the implementation of a community's goals defined in the Master Plan.  The Planning 
Commission may develop a CIP in the near future.

2012 Update, Adoption Documentation  

Public hearing notice
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Copy of Planning Commission Public Hearing minutes
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Board Right to Approve or Reject

Exhibit 129



Chapter 10:  Plan Adoption and Implementation   
Tuscarora Township 2012 Master Plan Update 10-6

Copy of Planning Commission Resolution
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Township Board Minutes – page 1
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Township Board Minutes – page 2

Board Resolution to Approve
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PLANNING CONCEPTS INFORMATION

Principles of Smart Growth 
Complete Streets Vocabulary 
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Source:  Smart Growth Network, smartgrowth.org 

Principles of Smart Growth 

Create Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices 
Providing quality housing for people of all income levels is an integral 
component in any smart growth strategy.

Create Walkable Neighborhoods
Walkable communities are desirable places to live, work, learn, worship 
and play, and therefore a key component of smart growth.  

Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration 
Growth can create great places to live, work and play -- if it responds to a 
community’s own sense of how and where it wants to grow.  

Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of Place
Smart growth encourages communities to craft a vision and set standards 
for development and construction which respond to community values of 
architectural beauty and distinctiveness, as well as expanded choices in 
housing and transportation.  

Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost Effective
For a community to be successful in implementing smart growth, it must 
be embraced by the private sector.

Mix Land Uses
Smart growth supports the integration of mixed land uses into 
communities as a critical component of achieving better places to live.

Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical 
Environmental Areas
Open space preservation supports smart growth goals by bolstering local 
economies, preserving critical environmental areas, improving our 
communities quality of life, and guiding new growth into existing 
communities.  

Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices
Providing people with more choices in housing, shopping, communities, 
and transportation is a key aim of smart growth.  

Strengthen and Direct Development Towards Existing Communities
Smart growth directs development towards existing communities already 
served by infrastructure, seeking to utilize the resources that existing 
neighborhoods offer, and conserve open space and irreplaceable natural 
resources on the urban fringe.  

Take Advantage of Compact Building Design
Smart growth provides a means for communities to incorporate more compact 
building design as an alternative to conventional, land consumptive development.  
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Complete Streets Vocabulary 
The following are generally accepted planning definitions for some common phrases that may come up 
in a Complete Streets conversation.   

Complete Streets: are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users. Pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists and bus riders of all ages and abilities are able to safely move along and across a 
complete street. 

Complete Streets Policy: an official government plan, at any level, that mandates the inclusion of 
complete streets in transportation and other infrastructure planning. 

Non-Motorized Network: the existing infrastructure for non-motorized transportation, including 
sidewalks, bike-lanes, mixed-use paths, public transportation (buses, subways, light-rail), and bike 
routes.

Non-Motorized Network Plan: a plan, generally completed at the local level, that provides a plan of 
action for making the community more friendly to biking and walking. Generally, a non-motorized plan 
will  identifies the transportation system’s existing non-motorized facilities, establishes a future 
conceptual network with a map and list of improvements, and identifies resources to help fund future 
additions to the nonmotorized transportation network. 

Bike Plans are a community’s vision to make bicycling an integral part of daily life. A plan 
recommends projects, programs and policies to encourage use of this practical, non-polluting and 
affordable mode of transportation. 
Two common overall goals of a bicycle plan: 
· To increase bicycle use, so that 5 percent of all trips less than five miles are by bicycle. 
· To reduce the number of bicycle injuries by 50 percent from current levels. 

Context Sensitive Solutions: Context sensitive solutions (CSS) is a collaborative, interdisciplinary 
approach that involves all stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting 
and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and 
mobility. CSS is an approach that considers the total context within which a transportation 
improvement project will exist. 

Mixed Use: An appropriate combination of multiple uses, inside a single structure or place within a 
neighborhood, where a variety of different living activities (live, work, shop, and play) are in close 
proximity (walking distance) to most residents. 
http://ncppp.org/resources/papers/surprenant_development.pdf 

Road Diet: A change in the number of travel lanes, or width of existing lanes, with the addition of 
other elements such as bike lanes or car parking. Enhances safety by reducing traffic conflict points 
and lowering speeds. 

Transit-Oriented Development: Residential and commercial districts designed to maximize access 
by public transit and non-motorized transportation, with good connectivity, mixed-use, parking 
management and other design features that facilitate public transit use and maximize overall 
accessibility. 

Smart Growth: invests time, attention, and resources into restoring community and vitality to center 
cities and older suburbs. New smart growth is more town-centered, is transit and pedestrian oriented, 
and has a greater mix of housing, commercial and retail uses. It also preserves open space and many 
other environmental amenities. 

Greenways are linear corridors of land that connect key resources and open space within a region. 
Open spaces are blocks of land that are generally self-contained with limited connections or linkages 
to other areas. A greenways network includes greenways as well as hubs of specifically identified 
natural resources or open space and manmade features or destinations that influence the 
development of the development of the linear greenway corridor. 
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Deborah Tomlinson

From: Scott McNeil
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2015 2:10 PM
To: Deborah Tomlinson
Subject: FW: Heritage Cove Farm

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Scott McNeil
Community Development Planner
Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning Department
Phone 231 627 8475
Fax 231 627 3646
scott@cheboygancounty.net
www.cheboygancounty.net/planning

From: Erik Thorp [mailto:erikt@vector-corrosion.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 04, 2015 1:51 PM 
To: Scott McNeil 
Subject: Heritage Cove Farm 

Scott,

We want to express our strong disapproval for the above project going forward. There are two key problems with this.

First, in general, other than one marina, Mullett Lake has not had commercial establishments established immediately
on its shores. The existing residents have not purchased properties desiring these sort of facilities and we really don't
see any need to change. The lakeshore has residences only and that is the way we would like it to stay.

Secondly, at 13 acres, the size of the property for this facility is totally inadequate. This sort of facility needs a lot more
room than this small parcel.

As full time residents in Mullett Lake Village, we strongly recommend turning down the approval for this project.

Erik and Carmany Thorp
991 Dodge Point Road
Mullett Lake, MI 49761
231.627.7840
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 4, 2015 AT 7:00 PM
CHEBOYGAN HIGH SCHOOL AUDITORIUM, 801 WEST LINCOLN AVE., CHEBOYGAN, MICHIGAN 49721

Notice is given that the Cheboygan County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on Wednesday, November 4,
2015 at 7:00 P.M. at the Cheboygan High School Auditorium, 801 West Lincoln Ave., Cheboygan Michigan 49721. The 
purpose of this meeting and public hearing is to hear comments about and consider the request of Lawrence Hanson 
and Heritage Cove Farm, Inc. for a special use permit and approval of the submitted site plan to establish a Therapeutic 
Farm for adults with mental disabilities at 625 Grandview Beach Road, Tuscarora Township

Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, Inc.  – Request a Special Use Permit and approval of the submitted site plan.  
A Special Use Permit is requested under the following sections of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200: Section 
9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes, Section 9.3.22. (Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either 
by right or by special use permit, or uses which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to 
this subsection or corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use 
permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the other uses 
allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the 
applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district.), Section 10.3.2. Club, Section 
10.3.3. Cabin colonies, Section 10.3.6. County club, Section 10.3.8. Duplex or multi-family buildings, and Section 10.3.14. 
Restaurant/Bar. The property is located at 625 Grandview Beach Rd., Tuscarora Township, sections 5 and 6 , parcel  #162-
005-300-002-00, #162-006-400-004-00 and #162-006-400-005-00 and are zoned Agriculture and Forestry Management 
District (M-AF) and Lake and Stream Protection District (P-LS).  

Please note: Heritage Cove Farm requests that Cheboygan County make all reasonable and necessary accommodations 
under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 and the Michigan Persons with 
Disabilities Civil Rights Act with respect to the interpretation and application of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200 
such as to approve the Farm in all requested and required respects. 
  

Please visit the Planning and Zoning office or visit our website to see the application and the associated drawings and 
documents.  These documents and staff report may be viewed at www.cheboygancounty.net/planning/.  Comments, 
questions, and correspondence may be sent to planning@cheboygancounty.net or Planning & Zoning Department, PO 
Box 70, 870 South Main St., Rm. 103, Cheboygan, MI 49721, or presented at the meeting.
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Tuscarora Township
Planning Commission Meeting

October 22, 2015 

Meeting called to order at 7:00 p.m. 

Members Present:  Cherveny, Thuston, Schams, Nivelt, Waldron 
Absent:  Ashford, Vizina 

A motion by Craig Waldron, and seconded by Dan Nivelt, to approve the agenda with the addition of 
Reappointment of John Schams and Election of Officers. Motion carried. 

A motion by Dan Nivelt to approve the February, 2015 Special Meeting Minutes as presented. John 
Schams seconded and the motion carried.  

Motion by Francine Thuston and seconded by Craig Waldron to make a recommendation to the 
Township Board to reappoint John Schams to an additional three-year term. Motion carried.

Motion by Craig Waldron and seconded by John Schams to nominate Mike Cherveny as Chair. Motion 
carried with five ayes.

Motion by Craig Waldron and seconded by Dan Nivelt to nominate John Schams as Vice-Chair. Motion 
carried with five ayes.

Public Comment began at 7:04 p.m. Comments were heard from seven persons. Comments ended at 7:29 
p.m. Letter and petitions submitted to the Commission by Pat Monette to be included with the minutes.

The Heritage Farm Special Use Permit Application was reviewed and discussed to determine if it is 
compatible with the Tuscarora Township Master Plan’s Future Land Use.  The plans indicate that the 
majority of the development would be located in an area that is identified on the Future Land Use Map as
single family residential. Craig Waldron noted that the cottages themselves would probably meet the 
density requirements for single family use. What makes this incompatible with the Master Plan is the 
combination of all of the proposed uses of Heritage Cove Farm. 

Motion by Craig Waldron and seconded by Dan Nivelt that the Heritage Cove Farm Plan is not 
compatible with the Tuscarora Township Master Plan future land use map. Motion carried unanimously.  

Craig Waldron moved to adjourn at 7:48 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted,

Sue Fisher
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CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING 870 S. MAIN STREET, PO BOX 70 CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721
PHONE: (231)627-8489 FAX: (231)627-3646
www.cheboygancounty.net/planning/ 

STAFF REPORT

Item: Request for a special use permit and 
request for reasonable accommodation by 
Larry Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove 
Farm for new uses in an Agriculture and 
Forestry Management zoning district and Lake 
Stream Protection zoning District (See 
attached copy of subject public hearing notice.)

Prepared by:
Scott McNeil, Steve Schnell

Date:  
October 29, 2015

Expected Meeting Date:
November 4, 2015

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant:
Larry Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm  

Contact person:
Larry Hanson   

Phone:
231-238-0505 (Please note that the applicant requests an appointment be made for site inspections)

Requested Action: 
See attached notice of public hearing.

INTRODUCTION

Due to the extent of the materials being submitted for this application, findings of fact will be drafted 
following the public hearing in order to ensure all input received is treated fairly and included for 
consideration. It is important at this first meeting and public hearing to gather all necessary information and 
facts from the applicant on their application. Once the public hearing and public record are closed those are 
the only facts which you may use in your final decision(s) on this application.  

This application will require special attention to the uses which are being requested by the applicant. 
Decisions on this application should be separated by use and by zoning district. The Planning Commission 
should make a decision for each of the uses they request approval under and for each zoning district that 
the site is in. This will mean that you either agree or disagree with the applicant as to whether their declared 
uses meet the requirements and definitions of those uses in zoning ordinance. If those uses are not defined 
then common definitions should be used. 

For instance, the applicant has stated that they have a restaurant use on the property. They state that there is 
communal dining. A definition by Merriam-Webster is “a place where you can buy and eat a meal”. The 
Oxford English Dictionary states that a restaurant is: “An eating establishment at which meals are cooked 



and served to customers on the premises; a public eating house. Also: a similar establishment provided esp. 
by an employer for members of staff.” These should be compared with the description by the applicant to 
decide on consistency of the described use of the dining hall with the definition of restaurant. This type of 
review should be applied to all declared uses. More discussion on this follows in this report for each use 
and accessory use. 

It will also be up to the Planning Commission to review each use as well as determining whether the 
proposed “ancillary” or accessory uses are actually accessory or subordinate to the main use. Accessory 
use is defined in our ordinance as: a use naturally and normally incidental and subordinate to, and devoted 
exclusively to the main use of the building or land.

As you review the application materials you will find communication from the applicant referencing 
residential and other uses which only require a zoning permit and would be approved administratively by 
department staff. However, no zoning permit application has been filed with this office even though this 
type of application was explained to the applicant. There has been significant effort by staff to clarify 
which uses the applicant intended to request as allowed under the zoning ordinance. The applicant 
submitted a supplement letter to the application dated September 22, 2015 which has been added to the 
application file as exhibit 99. In this letter the applicant provided specific uses with section numbers from 
the zoning ordinance for which a special use permit is being sought. With receipt of that letter the 
application was deemed complete. The report will provide an overview and evaluation for your review of 
the special use permit application pursuant to the uses requested in the aforementioned letter of September 
22, 2015. 

Project Overview
The subject property is located at 625 South Grand View Beach Road. The site contains a total 33.3 acres 
and 1,606.65 feet on Mullett Lake. The subject property and special use permit request involves the Lake 
and Stream Protection (P-LS) zoning district and the Agriculture and Forestry Management (M-AF) zoning 
district. The portion of the site within the Lake and Stream Protection zoning district contains 
approximately 13.3 acres and the portion of the within the  Agriculture and Forestry Management zoning 
contains approximately 20 acres. The applicant describes Heritage Cove Farm as a therapeutic farm 
community for the purpose of providing a healing environment and home to adults with a mental illness. 
The applicant states that there will be a maximum of 13 staff members and 24 residents at the site on the 
last paragraph of page 2 and first paragraph on page 3 in the letter attachment to the application dated April 
20, 2015 and designated as exhibit 1 in the application file. It is further stated on the third page, first 
paragraph in the exhibit 1 that “The Farm will ensure that its staff and the Farm itself obtain and maintain 
required licenses and accreditations.” The letter in also states in the second paragraph of the third page “It 
is anticipated that all residents voluntarily desire to (and have the capacity to work toward healing and 
living independently. The Farm’s professional personnel will conduct admissions screenings and the Farm 
does not intend to accept residents with a history of physical abuse and/or violence.” 

The applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Agriculture and Forestry 
Management District under section 9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes and under section 9.3.22. Uses 
which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, or uses 
which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use 
permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the 
other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in 
compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this 
zoning district.  

The proposed uses are further described on pages 2 though 6 in the letter attachment to the application 
dated April 20, 2015 and designated as exhibit 1 in the application file. The applicant has also responded to 



the application questions related to the specific findings under section 18.7 and 20.10 beginning on page 6 
of exhibit 1. Floor plans for the cabin colony and community center are included in exhibit 10. 

The applicant has submitted a supplement letter to the application dated September 22, 2015 which is 
designated as exhibit 99. The letter sets forth each proposed use and the corresponding use requested which 
requires a special use permit for each zoning district. The application was deemed complete upon review of 
this supplement letter. These are the uses they believe their project most closely describe their proposed 
project.  

Per the September 22, 2015 letter, the applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site 
within the Lake and Stream Protection District under Section 10.3.2. Club, section 10.3.3. Cabin colonies, 
section 10.3.6. County club, section 10.3.8. Duplex or multi-family buildings, and section 10.3.14. 
Restaurant/Bar and seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Agriculture and Forestry 
Management District under section 9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes, Section 9.3.22. (Uses which 
are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, or uses which 
have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use 
permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the 
other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in 
compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this 
zoning district.)  

The Site Plan
By review of the site plan you will find existing and future buildings within the Agriculture and Forestry 
Management District are proposed for the following uses as listed in the Building Legend: administrative 
building to be used as office for the development, phase 2 cabin colony staff housing and resident housing, 
green house, garage/laundry and barn. Existing sheds are to be removed. The proposed uses are further 
described on pages 2 though 6 in the letter attachment to the application dated April 20, 2015 and 
designated as exhibit 1 in the application file. The applicant has also responded to the specific findings 
beginning of page 6. Floor plans for the phase 2 cabin colony are included in exhibit 10. 

By review of the site plan you will find existing and future buildings within the Lake and Stream Protection 
District are proposed for the following uses as listed in the building legend: Cottages (staff housing, 
resident housing), community lodge to be used as a community center and  dining for the  development, 
cold storage and kitchen pantry and greenhouse.  

Each of the aforementioned structures located on the site plan and their uses as described in the application 
materials will need to be evaluated as to whether they are accessory uses to each of the main uses as 
requested in the September 2, 2015 supplemental letter (exhibit 99). 

Proposed Uses 
The site is within both the Agriculture Forestry Management (M-AF) and Lake and Stream Protection (P-
LS) zoning districts. This application has multiple uses which are being proposed within each of those 
zoning districts. The Planning Commission will be required to review each requested use and accessory 
uses in each zoning district pursuant to each section as they are cited in the public hearing notice. Draft 
findings of fact will be provided which outline this level of detail required of the Planning Commission’s 
review. Following is a staff summary of their proposed uses by zoning district: 

Uses requested within the Lake and Stream Protection (P-LS) District.
As previously stated, the applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Lake 
and Stream Protection District under Section 10.3.2. Club, section 10.3.3. County club, and section 
10.3.14. Restaurant/Bar.  It is noted that the applicant concludes as follows on the 6th page in the first 



paragraph of the letter attached to the application dated April 20, 2105 (exhibit 1); the supplementary group 
counseling component of the Community House is an ancillary use to the dining component, as permitted 
by section 10.3.14 , and the club component as permitted by sections 10.3.2 and 10.3.6. The Planning 
Commission should decide if they agree that the counseling component is an accessory use. 

The applicant is also seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Lake and Stream 
Protection District (P-LS) under section 10.3.8. Duplex or multi-family buildings. In consideration of the 
multi-family use, the lot width requirement must be reviewed. The current lot width of the property is 
estimated at less than 600 feet as measured according to the definition of lot width in the zoning ordinance. 
Section 17.1. provides that  a lot width of 100 feet is required per duplex and per single family dwelling, 
and 50 feet  per dwelling unit within a multi-family use. This would require the subject lot with 24 
dwellings arranged as 12 duplexes and 5 staff houses, as indicated in the application materials to be 1700 
feet. This is calculated as 100’ per duplex and 100’ per dwelling. 

In this case there would be no minimum lot width requirement for the cabin colony use since there are no 
lot width requirements for those uses in those districts. No minimum lot width requirement exists for clubs 
and these proposed cabins do not meet the definition of dwelling since they do not have permanent 
provisions for cooking. 

The Planning Commission should decide if they agree that the other uses proposed are indeed accessory 
uses to cabin colonies. Specifically, staff would direct your attention to the therapy use, which has been 
mentioned as a use to occur in the “administrative building” and the “community house”. Therapy use as 
an accessory use to a cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district may not be consistent with the zoning 
ordinance definition of accessory use. We define accessory use as “naturally or normally incidental and 
subordinate to, and devoted exclusively to the main use of the building or land”.  Whether or not therapy 
use meets this definition relative to cabin colonies is a decision to be made by the Planning Commission. 

Uses requested in the Agriculture and Forestry Management (M-AF) District. 
As noted, the applicant is seeking a special use permit for that part of the site within the Agriculture and 
Forestry Management District (M-AF)under section 9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes, Section 
9.3.22. (Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use 
permit, or uses which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this 
subsection or corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by 
special use permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general 
character as the other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the 
proposed use is in compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive 
Plan for this zoning district.)

In this case there would be no minimum lot width requirement for the convalescent home use since there 
are no lot width requirements for those uses in those districts. No minimum lot width requirement exists for 
clubs and these proposed cabins do not meet the definition of dwelling since they do not have permanent 
provisions for cooking. 

The Planning Commission should decide if they agree that the other uses proposed are indeed accessory 
uses to convalescent homes. Specifically, staff would direct your attention to the therapy use, which has 
been mentioned as a use to occur in the “administrative building”. Therapy as an accessory use to 
convalescent homes could be allowed but only in the same zoning district as the convalescent home (M-
AF). Therapy use as an accessory use to a cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district may not be consistent 
with the zoning ordinance definition of accessory use. We define accessory use as “naturally or normally 
incidental and subordinate to, and devoted exclusively to the main use of the building or land”.  Whether or 
not therapy use meets this definition relative to cabin colonies is a decision to be made by the Planning 
Commission. 



The applicant has also requested that Cheboygan County make all reasonable and necessary 
accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 
1988 and the Michigan Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights Act with respect to the interpretation and 
application of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200 such as to approve the Farm in all requested 
and required respects. The request is mentioned in the aforementioned letter dated April 20, 2015 and 
aforementioned letter dated September 22, 2105 and in the attached public notice.  

The applicant has also submitted a letter dated October 20, 2015 addressed to the Planning Commission. 
You will note the letter references the letter from me dated October 16, 2015 which you can find as exhibit 
107. The letter provides further information from the applicant regarding the accommodations request. 

Community Development Director Steve Schnell has provided a supplemental staff report relative to 
accommodation under the Fair Housing Amendments Act. Our legal counsel will provide information and 
guidance reading the accommodation request relative to each of the federal acts cited in the 
accommodation request.

Surrounding Land Uses: Vacant to the north, Mullett Lake to the south, residential to the east and vacant 
and residential to the west including the North Central State Trail.

Environmentally Sensitive Areas (steep slopes, wetlands, woodlands, stream corridor, floodplain):
The site includes frontage on Mullett Lake. The lot may contain wetland areas along the lake front. No
other environmentally sensitive areas have been identified. See the provided site plan indicating wetland 
areas as well as the map at the end of this staff report showing potential wetlands on or near the site as 
identified by the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality using data that includes the National 
Wetlands Inventory. There appears to be an existing fenced-in area and shed within an area shown to have 
wetlands on the site plan drawing. It is not clear what this fenced-in area will be used for.

Historic buildings/features: There are no historic buildings for features in the subject area.

Traffic Implications: Traffic increase is expected to be minimal to moderate relative to a therapeutic farm 
use. The application material indicates a maximum of 13 employees and 24 residents for the facility. 
Additional service related traffic is also expected. More significant traffic increases can be anticipated for 
Club, Country Club and Restaurant as main uses. Traffic increases are not anticipated for these uses as 
accessory uses. 

Parking: By review of the structures and proposed uses as presented in exhibit 99 relative to Lake and 
Stream Protection District you will find proposed main uses for Cabin colonies, Club, Country Club, 
Duplex  multi-family and  Restaurant/Bar.  Section 17.6. does not provide parking requirements for Cabin 
colonies, Club or Country Club. Section 17.6. provides a requirement for one (1) parking space per three 
(3) persons of seating capacity  for a Restaurant. The Restaurant use is proposed for the community center. 
There are 24 indoor seats and 16 outdoor seats provided on the community center floor plan which is 
included in exhibit 10. Based on seating indicated 14 parking spaces are required for the restaurant use. 
Section 17.6. also requires 2 parking spaces per dwelling for multi-family uses. The site plan indicates 19 
dwellings  which require 36 parking spaces. 50 parking spaces are required for the restaurant and multi-
family use together. 17 parking spaces are identified on the site plan. Based on this analysis the site plan is 
deficient relative to parking for the multi-family use and the restaurant and multi-family use combined. 
Plus 1 space per 2 employees for those uses not already listed in the table (from top of table 17.6). Since 
employees are for therapeutic farm and not restaurant use, should those be included? Perhaps it’s not clear 
which use the employees are associated with.



Uses requested in the Agriculture and Forestry Management zoning district are Convalescent home and 
other uses as provided per section 9.3.22. as stated in the introduction of this report. Section 17.6. does not 
provide parking requirements for these uses. The Planning Commission will need to make an adequate 
parking determination under section 17.4.1. regarding approval of these uses in the Agriculture and
Forestry zoning district.  

Access and street design:  (secondary access, pedestrian access, sidewalks, residential buffer, ROW 
width, access to adjacent properties): Street assess to this site is provided from South Grand View Beach 
Road.

Signs: One freestanding sign of less than 18 square feet of sign surface area and under six (6) feet high is 
indicated in the application and located on the on the site plan in the section of the property zoned 
Agriculture and Forestry Management. The sign surface area and height meet requirements for a 
freestanding sign in this zoning district. The site plans indicates that the sign is to be placed in the South 
Grand View Beach Right of way. A five (5) foot setback is required in this zoning. The setback 
requirement is recommended to be affirmed under the findings as required in section 18.6.f. and section 
20.7.g. You will find proposed findings in this regard for your consideration.

Fence/Hedge/Buffer: No hedge or buffer is proposed.  

Lighting: Solar pathway lighting is indicated on the site plan. The applicant indicates in the application 
that all outdoor lighting will meet standards for approval.  

Stormwater management: Change to stormwater management is proposed. All new construction will
require a permit under the Cheboygan County Stormwater Control and Soil Sedimentation Ordinance.  

Review or permits from other government entities: Review by the Cheboygan County Department of 
Building Safety, District 4 Health Department, and review under the Cheboygan County Soil
Sedimentation and Stormwater Control Ordinance will be requiring. Review by the Michigan Department 
of Licensing and Regulation will also be required.  

Rose Hill Center is a treatment facility which was used as a comparison by the applicant. Staff contacted 
the zoning administrator for the township which has zoning jurisdiction in that area and approved that 
project. The zoning administrator had been asked about the size of the project. She stated that they are 
allowed to have over 100 people under their care. She was asked under what uses that project was approved 
and she stated it was approved as a medical facility by a special use permit but couldn’t remember the exact 
use terminology. She was not on staff when it was initially approved. I asked her if there had been any 
issues with the site and she said no but that public safety had been called a couple of times to find people 
who had left the grounds. 

Public comments received: See application file and exhibit list.    

Recommendations (proposed conditions) 
Review under the Cheboygan County Soil Sedimentation and Stormwater Control Ordinance, by the 
Cheboygan County Department of Building Safety, District 4 Health Department, and review by the 
Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulation.  

Close review of the uses proposed to be accessory uses is recommended, especially close review of the 
therapy use as an accessory use to cabin colonies or perhaps this is a reasonable accommodation that is 
required due to the disability of the clients of the Farm.  



Figure 1 - Source: Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Wetlands Inventory Maps
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MEMO

Date:  October 29, 2015 

To:   Planning Commissioners   

From:  Steve Schnell, Community Development Director

Re: Fair Housing Act and reasonable accommodations 

Fair Housing Amendment Act 
There are many questions you probably have about how Fair Housing Act, referenced many times in 
the application, plays into your review of this application. The application for Heritage Cove Farm 
makes reference to the Fair Housing Act and asks for “reasonable accommodations” under this law. I 
will summarize some basics about Fair Housing and its impact on local zoning which is information 
taken from various sources. The most helpful for you at this time will probably be the Department of 
Justice’s website with specific resources on Fair Housing and local zoning. The web page is:

http://www.justice.gov/crt/joint-statement-department-justice-and-department-housing-and-urban-
development-1

The Fair Housing Act was originally adopted in 1968 to ensure equal access to housing and to 
prohibit discrimination in the sale, rental and financing of dwellings based on race, color, religion, 
sex or national origin. The Fair Housing Act was amended in 1988 by the Fair Housing Amendment 
Act. Changes included expanded coverage of people with disabilities and familial status. This law 
does not pre-empt local zoning laws. However, in situations where local zoning laws are inconsistent 
with federal law then the federal law will prevail. 

Regarding group living situations similar to Heritage Cove Farm, the federal law doesn’t affect the 
local zoning law nor does it change how it should be applied unless the zoning requirements 
discriminate against the residents on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, handicap 
(disability) or familial status (families with minor children). 

If local laws are believed to be discriminating against a person with a handicap (disability) then a 
reasonable accommodation must be granted. The reasonable accommodation only needs to address 
changes or alterations which are necessary based on the individual disability. We currently have 
some of this built into our ordinance in the way we accommodate wheelchair ramps within setbacks 
if they are necessary for the individual disability.  

A disability does not include users of illegal controlled substance, sex offenders, juvenile offenders. 
These are not considered disabled people requiring protection under this Act. However, people with 
addictions and mental illness are considered disabled. The examples provided by the Department of 



Justice of the legal meaning of the term “disabled” include people with conditions such as 
blindness, hearing impairment, mobility impairment, HIV infection, mental retardation, 
alcoholism, drug addiction, chronic fatigue, learning disability, head injury, and mental illness. 
The person has a disability if this condition limits their “seeing, hearing, walking, breathing, 
performing manual tasks, caring for one's self, learning, speaking, or working”.

Evaluating Requests for Reasonable Accommodation, What is “reasonable”? 
This is a very important part of this zoning review so I am going to simply quote from the 
Department of Justice’s website:

Q. What is a reasonable accommodation under the Fair Housing Act?

As a general rule, the Fair Housing Act makes it unlawful to refuse to make "reasonable 
accommodations" (modifications or exceptions) to rules, policies, practices, or services, when 
such accommodations may be necessary to afford persons with disabilities an equal 
opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling.  

Even though a zoning ordinance imposes on group homes the same restrictions it imposes on 
other groups of unrelated people, a local government may be required, in individual cases and 
when requested to do so, to grant a reasonable accommodation to a group home for persons 
with disabilities. For example, it may be a reasonable accommodation to waive a setback 
requirement so that a paved path of travel can be provided to residents who have mobility 
impairments. A similar waiver might not be required for a different type of group home 
where residents do not have difficulty negotiating steps and do not need a setback in order to 
have an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.  

Not all requested modifications of rules or policies are reasonable. Whether a particular 
accommodation is reasonable depends on the facts, and must be decided on a case-by-case 
basis. The determination of what is reasonable depends on the answers to two questions: 
First, does the request impose an undue burden or expense on the local government? Second, 
does the proposed use create a fundamental alteration in the zoning scheme? If the answer to 
either question is "yes," the requested accommodation is unreasonable.  

What is "reasonable" in one circumstance may not be "reasonable" in another. For example, 
suppose a local government does not allow groups of four or more unrelated people to live 
together in a single-family neighborhood. A group home for four adults with mental 
retardation would very likely be able to show that it will have no more impact on parking, 
traffic, noise, utility use, and other typical concerns of zoning than an "ordinary family." In 
this circumstance, there would be no undue burden or expense for the local government nor 
would the single-family character of the neighborhood be fundamentally altered. Granting an 
exception or waiver to the group home in this circumstance does not invalidate the ordinance. 
The local government would still be able to keep groups of unrelated persons without 
disabilities from living in single-family neighborhoods.  

By contrast, a fifty-bed nursing home would not ordinarily be considered an appropriate use 
in a single-family neighborhood, for obvious reasons having nothing to do with the 
disabilities of its residents. Such a facility might or might not impose significant burdens and 
expense on the community, but it would likely create a fundamental change in the single-



family character of the neighborhood. On the other hand, a nursing home might not create a 
"fundamental change" in a neighborhood zoned for multi-family housing. The scope and 
magnitude of the modification requested, and the features of the surrounding neighborhood 
are among the factors that will be taken into account in determining whether a requested 
accommodation is reasonable.  

Comparison to other uses in the area 
In the last year, the YMCA camp on Burt Lake proposed a medical clinic which was approved by the 
County as an accessory use to the camp. Similarly, camp counselors are often employed by youth 
camps. There are still some differences in the nature of a YMCA camp and a therapeutic farm, 
namely the type of “campers” (if this is considered a camp) or residents (if this is considered a 
residential use). The applicant has said it is either or both of these uses in their application. The
differences between the YMCA and the therapeutic farm should be evaluated on the basis of how 
they impact land use only.  

What conditions are we prohibited from requiring?
It’s impossible to provide a complete list, but generally it is not permitted for us require that one 
group home or similar use be a minimum distance from another group home (or similar use). For one 
reason, we don’t currently have that as a requirement in our zoning ordinance but also because the 
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Department of Justice, 
and the courts generally have ruled against such restrictions. 

We cannot prohibit a group home or add conditions to an approval based on a perceived safety 
concern. Any safety concerns that might factor into a decision should be based on fact and hard 
evidence only. It would be a violation of the Fair Housing Act to deny a permit based on 
stereotypical fears of a person with a disability. 

Regarding the safety of the facility, it is recommended that discussion again keep to the facts and 
known evidence of safety issues which can be documented. Consideration has to be given to the level 
of oversight, security, and licensing by the state or other agencies. 

State licensing
Please see exhibit 96 for the response to our inquiry of required licensing by a person at the Michigan 
Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs (LARA). The LARA representative stated that they
would need additional information to adequately assess licensure requirements for this facility. The 
applicant has not stated clearly that licensing is required for their specific operation. The applicant 
has only stated that the facility and their staff would obtain any required licensing. Although, the 
applicant has said they are analogous to a convalescent home which by definition in our ordinance is 
a “home, qualified for license under applicable Michigan law”. The applicant is burdened with the 
proof of which licenses are required.  

Heritage Cove Reasonable Accommodations
Heritage Cove Farm’s (HCF) application references many different uses. It was challenging for staff 
to determine which of the uses they were applying for were primary uses and which were being 
requested as accessory uses. Clarification was provided on September 22nd from the applicant’s 
attorneys with the statement that they were asking for approval in the M-AF zoning district for a 
convalescent home and in the P-LS district for cabin colony, multi-family/duplex, country club, club, 
restaurant, cabin colony, and/or multi-family/duplex uses.  



Therapy as reasonable accommodation 
Reasonable accommodations are being requested to allow for therapy use as an accessory uses for the 
cabin colony use as well as the “dining” use under the section 10.3.14 which is for restaurants.  They 
have stated that, due to their disability, the residents will need group therapy services and these 
should be provided as an “ancillary use” (same as “accessory use” in the county zoning ordinance) to 
the residential use of housing of persons with mental disabilities. A cabin is a dwelling as per our 
definition and could be considered residential use of property.  

The applicant is stating that this is a need of their residents in a similar manner as a person in 
wheelchair would need a ramp which may be in a required setback.  

This request for reasonable accommodation would need to be reviewed according to two standards:  

1. Does the request impose an undue burden or expense on the local government?  
2. Does the proposed use create a fundamental alteration in the zoning scheme? 

If therapy is offered to the residents of this cabin colony (or club, or multi-family/duplexes), is this 
posing a burden or expense to local government? Is this going to fundamentally alter the zoning 
scheme for the area? 

The Planning Commission will need to determine whether this is an accessory use (as they are 
requesting as a reasonable accommodation) OR whether you disagree with the applicant in regards to 
this use in the P-LS zoning district and consider this is a primary use of this property. As a primary 
use, this is not permitted in P-LS but could be considered part of a convalescent home which could 
be permitted approximately 100 feet away in the M-AF zoning district portion of the property as part 
of an SUP. 

Comparisons are made by the applicant to other similar uses allowed in the P-LS zoning district such 
as camps, churches, and schools could all be considered to have a therapy or counseling component. 
Determination should be made as to whether the applicants’ request for therapy create a fundamental 
alteration of the County zoning scheme for this district or is it consistent with other uses or accessory 
uses which have been approved in this area. 

Parking as reasonable accommodation 
They state in their September 22nd letter that they want approval as a use that is analogous to a 
restaurant. The use as they describe it does not appear to be a restaurant as would be commonly 
defined. In fact, in their letter of October 20 they now state that it is not a restaurant nor is it multi-
family. With these contradictions, some additional clarity is needed. However, they state that this is 
not a restaurant open to the public and, if so, the parking requirements would not be appropriate for 
this area. No accommodation would probably be needed if they clarify that this is not a restaurant for 
the record. 

Multi-family use, lot width matters 
At various points in their application they state that they are proposing something analogous to multi-
family use. If it is determined that multi-family use is the primary use of this property, the lot width 
requirement must be reviewed as it does not appear to be sufficient. The current lot width of the 
property is estimated as less than 600’ when measured according to standards of the zoning 



ordinance. Lot width is required to be 100’ for each single family residence, 100’ per duplex, and 50’ 
per dwelling unit within a multi-family use, according to Section 17.1. 

If the use is multi-family, the lot width requirement for a lot with 24 dwellings arranged as 12 
duplexes and 5 staff houses would be 1700 feet. This is calculated as 100’ per duplex and 100’ per 
dwelling.

Cabin Colony in P-LS and Convalescent Home in M-AF
It appears most likely that they are applying as a convalescent home in the M-AF zoning district and 
cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district. In this case there would be no minimum lot width 
requirement for those uses since there are no lot width requirements for those uses in those districts. 
No minimum lot width requirement exists for clubs and these proposed cabins do not meet the 
definition of dwelling since they do not have permanent provisions for cooking. 

The Planning Commission should decide if they agree that the other uses proposed are indeed 
accessory uses to convalescent homes and cabin colonies. Specifically, staff would like to direct your 
attention to the therapy use, which has been mentioned as a use to occur in the “administrative 
building” and the “community house”. Therapy as an accessory use to convalescent homes could be 
allowed but only in the same zoning district as the convalescent home (M-AF). Therapy use as an 
accessory use to a cabin colony in the P-LS zoning district may not be consistent with the zoning 
ordinance definition of accessory use. We define accessory use as “naturally or normally incidental 
and subordinate to, and devoted exclusively to the main use of the building or land”.  Whether or not 
therapy use meets this definition relative to cabin colonies is a decision to be made by the Planning 
Commission. 
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CHEBOYGAN COUNTY 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT 

Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, LLC 
Special Use Permit 

Applicant:  Lawrence Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm, LLC 
   625 N. Grandview Beach Road 
   Indian River, MI 49749 

Owners:  Lawrence Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm, LLC 
   625 N. Grandview Beach Road 
   Indian River, MI 49749 

Parcels:  625 N. Grandview Beach Road,  
   Sections 5 and 6, Tuscarora Township  
   Parcel No’s. 162-005-300-002-00, 162-006-400-004-00 and 
   162-006-400-005-00 
      
Hearing Date: Public Hearing on Wednesday, November 4, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at 

the Cheboygan High School Auditorium  
Deliberations on Wednesday, December 2, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the 
Cheboygan High School Auditorium  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

The property of Owners is described more fully as: Situated in the Township of 
Tuscarora, County of Cheboygan and State of Michigan. 

  See attached legal descriptions. 

Hereinafter referred to as the “Property”.  

APPLICATION 

The purpose of this meeting and public hearing is to hear comments about and consider 
the request of Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, Inc. for a special use permit 
and approval of the submitted plan to establish a Therapeutic Farm for adults with 
mental disabilities.  The Applicant is requesting the following: 

A Special Use Permit is requested under the following sections of the Cheboygan 
County Zoning Ordinance #200: Section 9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes, 
Section 9.3.22 (Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, 
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either by right or by special use permit, or uses which have not been previously 
authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning 
district by special use permit if the Planning Commission determines that the 
proposed use is of the same general character as the other uses allowed in this 
zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in 
compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County 
Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district), Section 10.3.2. Club, Section 10.3.3 
Cabin Colonies, Section 10.3.6 Country Club, Section 10.3.8 Duplex or multi-
family buildings, and Section 10.3.14 Restaurant/Bar.  The property is located at 
625 Grandview Beach Rd., Tuscarora Township, sections 5 and 6, parcel #162-
005-300-002-00, #162-006-400-004-00 and #162-006-400-005-00 and are zoned 
Agriculture and Forestry Management District (M-AF) and Lake and Stream 
Protection District (P-LS).   

Please note: Heritage Cove Farm requests that Cheboygan County make all 
reasonable and necessary accommodations under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990, the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 and the 
Michigan Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights Act with respect to the 
interpretation and application of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200 
such as to approve the Farm in all requested and required respects.  

The Planning Commission having considered the Application, the Planning Commission 
having heard the statements of the Applicants/Applicants’ attorney and/or agents, the 
Planning Commission having considered letters submitted by members of the public 
and comments by members of the public and considerable written evidence on the 
record, the Planning Commission having considered 165 Exhibits, and the Planning 
Commission having reached a decision on this matter, states as follows: 

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant’s property contains a total of 
33 (thirty-three) acres with 15.6 acres located in the Agriculture and Forestry 
Management District (hereinafter M-AF) and 17.4 acres located in the Lake and 
Stream Protection District (hereinafter P-LS).  (See exhibits 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
and 154) 

2. The Planning Commission finds that Lawrence P. Hanson and Elizabeth A. 
Hanson, as husband and wife, are owners of the property subject to this request.  
(See exhibits 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) 

3. The Planning Commission finds that LIB, LIB, Inc., is the owner of 162-006-400-
005-00. (See exhibits 6 and 7) 
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4. The Planning Commission finds that the Warranty Deed for the property in 

Benton Township provided by the Applicant is not on the supplied drawing and is 
assumed to be an error in the application.  (See exhibit 8). 

5. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant plans to put into place and 
operate on the property a therapeutic farm community known as Heritage Cove 
Farm to be operated under Heritage Cove Farm, LLC, a non-profit 501(c)(3) 
corporation which currently exists and, according to State records, is in good 
standing.  (See exhibits 113 and 141) 

  
6. The Planning Commission finds that the purpose of the proposed land use is to 

serve as a therapeutic farm community to both adult men and women with 
mental illnesses, anticipating that such mentally ill persons occupying the farm 
may have diagnoses of depression, schizophrenia, bi-polar disorder, mental 
illnesses related to closed head injuries, and/or dual diagnoses.  (See exhibit 1) 

7. The Planning Commission finds that all anticipated activities related to Heritage 
Cove Farms are specifically listed in the Applicant’s materials, specifically the 
letter and associated tables in the Applicant’s letter dated September 22, 2015 
and in the presentation by Applicant on November 4, 2015 and on Applicant’s 
Special Land Use Permit Application dated 4/16/2015.  (See exhibits 2 and 157) 

8. The Planning Commission finds that residents who will be occupying the property 
will do so in cabins as depicted on the site plan of which 12 (twelve) of such 
cabins are located in the P-LS District and 12 (twelve) are located in M-AF 
District.  (See exhibits 2, 9, 10, 12 and 154) 

9. The Planning Commission finds that “cabin” is defined under the Cheboygan 
County Zoning Ordinance as “Any building, tent or similar structure which is 
maintained, offered or used for dwelling or sleeping quarters for transients, or for 
temporary residence, but shall not include what are commonly designated as 
hotels, lodges, houses or tourist homes.”  (See exhibit 154) 

10 The Planning Commission finds that “convalescent or nursing home” is defined 
under the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance as “A home, qualified for license 
under applicable Michigan Law, for the care of children, aged, or infirm and 
providing facilities for four or more patients.”  (See exhibit 154) 

11 The Planning Commission finds that in the M-AF Zoning District, nursing and 
convalescent homes are allowed by special use under subsection 9.3.14. (See 
exhibit 154) 

12. The Planning Commission finds that subsection 9.3.22, under uses requiring 
special land use permits in the M-AF District, allows for the following:  
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Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by 
right or by special use permit, or uses which have not been previously 
authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this 
zoning district by special use permit if the Planning Commission 
determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the 
other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use 
permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the applicable 
requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this 
zoning district. (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75).  

(See exhibit 154) 

13. The Planning Commission finds that subsection 10.3.8 in the P-LS District allows 
via special land use, duplexes, multi-family buildings and further, that subsection 
10.3.3 allows for cabin colonies.  The Planning Commission further finds that 
restaurants are allowed by special use under 10.3.14. (See exhibit 154) 

14. The Planning Commission finds that the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance 
does not define “restaurant,” but that common definitions include the following: 

A business establishment where meals or refreshments may be 
purchased. (See exhibit 161).    

 or 
  A place or business where people can choose a meal to be prepared and 

served to them at a table, and for which they pay, usually after eating. 
(See exhibit 162).   

15. The Planning Commission finds that “cafeteria” is also not defined in the 
Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance, but is commonly defined as follows: 

A restaurant where you choose to pay for your meal at a counter and carry 
it to a table.  Cafeterias are often found in factories, colleges, hospitals, 
etc. ( See exhibit 163).   

 or 
An informal restaurant in places such as a college or hospital where you 
take the food to the table yourself. (See exhibit 164). 

16. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant requests that the county make 
all reasonable accommodations as stated above in the notice for the request for 
a special use permit. (See exhibit 159)   

17 The Planning Commission finds that  



5

18 The Planning Commission finds that  

19. The Planning Commission finds that  

SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER 18.7 OF THE 
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE 

The Planning Commission makes the following findings of fact as required by Section 
18.7 of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance with respect to each of the following 
standards:   

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL LAND USE APPROVAL  
The Planning Commission shall approve, or approve with conditions, an application for 
a special land use permit only upon a finding that the proposed special land use 
complies with the following standards: 

18.7.a. The property subject to the application is located in a zoning district in 
which the proposed special land use is allowed. 

        
 FINDINGS THAT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the definition of infirm includes people who 
not mentally strong or are weak of mind, will, or character, not solid or stable. 
(See exhibits 161-165) 

2. The Planning Commission finds that convalescent homes are allowed by special 
use in the M-AF District, and that Heritage Cove Farm (hereinafter “HCF”) plans 
to provide services which meet in part or in whole the uses listed by HCF. (See 
exhibits 2 and 154) 

3. The Planning Commission finds that convalescent homes as defined in section 
2.2 of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance (hereinafter “CCZO”) matches 
the main function of what Applicant proposes to conduct on the portion of the 
property zoned M-AF, in that Applicant’s HCF proposes to take care of and 
provide therapy as an accessory use to the mentally infirm. (See exhibits 2, 12, 
99 and 154)  
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4. The Planning Commission finds that cabins for residents of HCF as proposed 

meet the definition of cabin contained in Article 2 of the CCZO. (See exhibits 2, 
12, 99 and 154) 

5. The Planning Commission finds that the CCZO does not restrict the number of 
structures which are part of a convalescent home, a use allowed by special use 
in the M-AF District.  (See exhibit 154) 

6. The Planning Commission finds that cabin colonies are allowed in the P-LS 
District by special use and that the CCZO does not require a specific purpose for 
the establishment of a cabin colony in the P-LS District other than that such cabin 
colonies must meet the special use and site plan criteria under the CCZO.  (See 
exhibit 154) 

7. The Planning Commission finds that restaurant/cafeteria uses are analogous, if 
not synonymous, as stated in the general findings of fact and that the same is 
allowed in the P-LS District so long as such restaurant/cafeteria meets the 
special use and site plan criteria under the CCZO.  (See exhibit 154).  

8. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant makes the analogy to camps 
and churches providing therapy uses, which are uses allowed in the P-LS Zoning 
District. (See exhibits 2 and 154) 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that cabin colonies and cabins of the type 
being proposed by the Applicant are not allowed as either a use by right or 
by special use in the M-AF District.  The Planning Commission further 
finds that due to the fact that cabin colonies are expressly authorized in 
the P-LS District and that Applicant’s property is divided in half by the 
zoning districts, subsection 9.3.22 is not applicable and this use is not 
allowed in the M-AF District.  (See exhibit 154) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant represents that licensing 
will generally not be required for HCF for the activity Applicant proposes to 
engage in on the property.  As such, based upon Applicant’s 
representations, what Applicant proposes does not meet the definition of 
convalescent home under the CCZO.  The Planning Commission further 
finds that under Michigan law, convalescent homes exist for the purpose 
of caring for the infirm.  Finally, the Planning Commission finds that the 
word “infirm” with respect to convalescent homes has been defined under 
Michigan law as “A person who is feeble or weak in body or health 
(especially) because of age.”  (See exhibits 154, 165 and exhibit 129 - 
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Bridget Brown Powers’s [hereinafter “BBP”] report, page 13 with legal 
citations).   

3. The Planning Commission finds that therapy is traditionally part of an 
activity engaged in by a convalescent home and meets the definition of 
accessory use, and as such, convalescent home and associated therapy 
accessory use is allowed in the M-AF District, but is not allowed in the P-
LS District where convalescent homes are not allowed. (See exhibit 154) 

  
 4. The Planning Commission finds that therapy meets the definition of 

accessory use in relation to the convalescent home use, which is listed as 
a permitted use by special use permit in the M-AF Zoning District.  The 
Planning Commission further finds that convalescent home use is 
excluded from the P-LS Zoning District as an allowable use by right and 
by special use permit.  It is thus also excluded as a use in the P-LS 
Zoning District.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that since 
therapy use is an accessory use to convalescent home use and 
convalescent home use is allowed in the M-AF Zoning District, subsection 
9.3.22 is not applicable to what the Applicant is proposing.   (See exhibit 
154) 

 5. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant is proposing uses which 
are consistent with a convalescent home for the entire subject property.  
The Planning Commission further finds that the Applicant has not 
adequately shown that the convalescent home use and accessory uses 
thereof, including but not limited to therapy, are not happening within the 
P-LS Zoning District portion of the property where such use is not allowed.  
(See exhibits 2 and 154) 

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  

18.7.b. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes, 
materials, or equipment that will create a substantially negative impact on the 
natural resources of the County or the natural environment as a whole.  

 FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that based upon the site plan no 
construction will be conducted within the areas designated as wetlands on 
the property other than a path to access the lake and a dock, a use which 
is otherwise allowed in the P-LS District.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that the uses allowed both in the M-AF 
District as well as the P-LS District under the CCZO include more 
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intensive uses.  By example, the Planning Commission finds that in the P-
LS District campgrounds, retail stores and shops, boat liveries, marinas, 
launching ramps, motels, hotels and golf courses are allowed by special 
land use.  (See exhibit 154 - section 10).  With respect to the M-AF 
District, the Planning Commission finds that more intensive uses include 
such things as automobile repair, service and gas stations, entertainment 
and eating establishments, commercial hunting and fishing cabins, golf 
courses, country clubs and sportsmen’s associations or clubs, grocery or 
party stores, resorts, hotels, motor inns, slaughterhouses, meat packing 
and other uses by special land use.  (See exhibit 154 - section 9). 

3. The Planning Commission finds that   

 FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

18.7.c. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes, 
materials, or equipment, or hours of operation that will create a substantially 
negative impact on other conforming properties in the area by reason of traffic, 
noise, smoke, fumes, glare, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can 
be seen from any public or private highway or seen from any adjoining land 
owned by another person.  

       
 FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the special land use request for a 
therapeutic farm with therapy accessory use located in the M-AF District 
along with farming and residential cabins will not involve uses, activities, 
processes, materials, or equipment, or hours of operation that will create a 
substantially negative impact on other conforming properties in the area 
by reason of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glares, odors, or the 
accumulation of scrap material that can be seen from any public or private 
highway or seen from any adjoining land owned by another person, given 
the setbacks from the proposed cabin areas and residual open space left 
in the M-AF District. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154).  

 2. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use in the 
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P-LS District, to wit; cabin colonies and the cafeteria/restaurant, are 
adequately set back from surrounding properties and are not located in 
any delineated wetland or steep slopes area, such that the residential and 
eating facilities will not result in any additional traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, 
glare, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can be seen from 
any public or private highway. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 

 3. The Planning Commission finds that with respect to the property in both 
the M-AF and the P-LS Districts, that there will be little in the way of traffic, 
even after phase 2 of the cabins have been completed, in that the 
residents of the therapeutic farm and cabin colony will not have 
automobiles and that the only automobiles will be those of HCF staff 
personnel.  The Planning Commission further finds that the activity is not 
of the type that will generate any smoke, fumes, glares, odors, or 
accumulation of scrap material given the nature of the operation other 
than those associated with farming, which are protected under Michigan’s 
Right to Farm Act.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 

 4. The Planning Commission finds that  

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that due to 24 hour staffing and 
operations, that there will always be some traffic during the change of 
shifts of employees and noise related to that traffic as well as noise of 
traffic related to the delivery of supplies to HCF.  (See exhibit 129 - BBP 
report) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that  

 3. The Planning Commission finds that 

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

18.7.d. The proposed special land use will be designed, constructed, operated, 
and maintained so as not to diminish the opportunity for surrounding properties to 
be used and developed as zoned.  
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 FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  
  
 1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use of 

HCF leaves a substantial portion of the property in both zoning districts 
vacant allowing for substantial setbacks, both from the waters edge as 
well as from properties located off of Grandview Beach Road to the north 
of the service drive.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that there 
will be very little in the way of impacts which would prevent or diminish the 
opportunity for surrounding properties to be used and developed as 
zoned.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that with respect to properties to the west 
and south of the proposed service drive of HCF, that the setbacks for the 
residential and cafeteria area are substantial and buffered by pasture land 
wholly located within the M-AF District with the southerly and 
southwesterly exposure of the property being largely vacant due to steep 
topography and wetlands going down to the Indian River spreads such 
that the farming activity, residential and the service of meals, along with 
any treatment on site in the M-AF District would not result in an activity 
that would diminish the opportunity for surrounding properties to be used 
and developed as zoned.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)   

 3. The Planning Commission finds that 

 FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

18.7.e. The proposed special land use will not place demands on fire, police, or 
other public resources in excess of current capacity nor increase hazards from 
fire or other dangers to the subject property or adjacent properties. 

 FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposal of HCF for a therapeutic 
treatment center for the mentally ill is of a density and intensity which 
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would not place any additional significant demands on fire, police, or 
public resources.  The Planning Commission further finds that this is 
particularly true given that a lot of the land will remain undeveloped forest 
land or pasture land and that the wetlands will not be disturbed. (See 
exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that given the uses both by right and 
particularly by special use in both the M-AF and P-LS Districts, that the 
proposed special land use would place less in the way of demands on fire, 
police or other public resources and would not increase hazards from fire 
or other dangers to the subject or adjacent property compared to other 
potential uses as listed. The Planning Commission further finds that the 
service drives and interconnection of internal roads provide adequate 
spacing and access for fire and emergency vehicles.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 
99 and 154, BBP exhibit 129-tab B) 

 3. The Planning Commission finds that 

   

 FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

18.7.f. The proposed special land use shall not increase traffic hazards or cause 
congestion on the public or private highways and streets of the area in excess of 
current capacity.  Adequate access to the site shall be furnished either by 
existing roads or highways or proposed roads and highways.  Minor residential 
streets shall not be used to serve as access to uses having larger area-wide 
patronage.  Sign, buildings, plantings or other elements of the proposed project 
shall not interfere with driver visibility or safe vehicle operation.  Entrance drives 
to the use and to off-street parking areas shall be no less than 25 feet from a 
street intersection (measured from the road right-of-way) or from the boundary of 
a different zoning district.  

 FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use is 
adequately served by Grandview Beach Road, a paved county local road, 
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and that the internal design of the service entrance and interconnectivity of 
roads within HCF provide adequate access without increasing traffic 
hazards and much in the way of additional congestion.  The Planning 
Commission further finds that this is particularly true given the more 
intensive uses which parcels in the M-AF and P-LS Districts can be used 
for under special land uses in each district. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 
154) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that the property is not served by minor 
residential streets to access the property.  The Planning Commission 
further finds that given the fact that the residents will not be allowed to 
have automobiles on the property as represented by the Applicant, that 
the amount of traffic and vehicles would be less than would otherwise 
normally occur in any given cabin colony, hotel, motel or other more 
intensive uses allowed by special land use in both the M-AF and P-LS 
Districts.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)  

 3. The Planning Commission finds that signs, buildings, plantings, and other 
elements of the project shall not interfere with driver visibility on 
Grandview Beach Road and that the entrance drives and parking areas 
are more than twenty-five (25') feet from any street intersection as 
measured from the road right-of-way.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 

 4. The Planning Commission finds that internally the entrance drive and off 
street parking, particularly in the delivery area and proposed parking on 
the northeast portion of the property, does result in off street parking areas 
that are not only less than 25' from the boundary of a different zoning 
district, but actually bisects the zoning district.  However, the Planning 
Commission finds that the purpose behind this regulation was meant to 
apply to parcels that are separate from an applicant’s parcel wherein a 
parcel boundary line is in the next zoning district.  The Planning 
Commission further finds that it was not the intent of this portion of the 
CCZO to regulate and require off street parking areas to be more than 25' 
from the boundary of a different zoning district when the boundary is  
located on the same parcel.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154). 

 5. The Planning Commission finds that  

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  
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 2. The Planning Commission finds that  

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

18.7.g. The proposed special land use will be adequately served by water and 
sewer facilities, and refuse collection and disposal services.  

 FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the drainfield servicing the property is 
adequate in size and is located well away from the wetlands and Indian 
River spreads on the portion of the property zoned M-AF.  The Planning 
Commission further finds that the existing drainfield is also located well 
away from the Indian River spreads and the wetlands areas of the 
property and is also in the portion of the property zoned M-AF. As such, 
the Planning Commission finds that there are adequate sewer and septic 
disposal facilities on site.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that the property is currently served by 
two existing wells and that the plan also calls for proposed additional wells 
on the property.  The Planning Commission further finds that the siting of 
such wells and adequacy of the same is determined by the Cheboygan 
County Health Department and absent any problems with receiving 
permits from the Health Department, the Planning Commission finds that 
there are adequate water facilities to service the property. (See exhibits 2, 
12 and 99)  

 3. The Planning Commission finds that the use is not as intensive as many of 
the other special land uses allowed within both the M-AF and P-LS Zoning 
Districts and that given the size of the property and the proposed number 
of residents on it, the property is adequately served by water, sewer as 
well as refuse collection and disposal services as available in the zoning 
districts and the County. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 

 4. The Planning Commission finds that animal grazing and pasture areas are 
located in the M-AF District and that under Michigan’s Right to Farm Act 
as well as the uses allowed in the M-AF District permit the raising of farm 
animals and farming in general.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 
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 5. The Planning Commission finds that  

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that 

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

18.7.h. The proposed special land use will comply with all specific standards 
required under this Ordinance applicable to it.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that this is not a standard, but a 
requirement under the CCZO that a party seeking and obtaining a special 
land use permit must comply with the CCZO in its entirety.  (See exhibit 
154, Article 18) 

PROPOSED CONDITIONS IF SPECIAL LAND USE IS APPROVED 

1. Obtain all building code and health department permits for construction and file 
the same with Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning staff.  

2. Obtain all licenses required for the operation of Heritage Cove Farm from the 
State of Michigan and/or the federal government and either provide copies of the 
licenses to Planning and Zoning staff or provide letters or other written 
documentation from state and federal agencies that license facilities caring for 
the mentally ill or infirm that Heritage Cove Farm’s proposed use does not 
require a license or licenses normally issued to facilities that care for the mentally 
ill and/or infirm.  

3. All agricultural practices will follow Generally Accepted Agricultural Management 
Practices (GAAMPS) with GAAMPS certification through the Michigan State 
University Agricultural Extension being supplied to Planning and Zoning staff for 
all farming activities on the property prior to the commencement of farming 
activities.  

4. 
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5.  
  

SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER SECTION 20.10 OF THE 
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE 

STANDARDS FOR GRANTING SITE PLAN APPROVAL
The Planning Commission shall approve, or approve with conditions, an application for 
a site plan only upon a finding that the proposed site plan complies with all applicable 
provisions of this Ordinance and the standards listed below, unless the Planning 
Commission waives a particular standard upon a finding that the standard is not 
applicable to the proposed development under consideration and the waiver of that 
standard will not be significantly detrimental to surrounding property or the intent of the 
Ordinance.  The Planning Commission’s decision shall be in writing and shall include 
findings of fact, based on evidence presented on each standard.  

20.10.a. The site plan shall be designed so that there is a limited amount of change 
in the overall natural contours of the site and shall minimize reshaping in favor of 
designing the project to respect existing features of the site in relation to 
topography, the size and type of the lot, the character of adjoining property and 
the type and size of buildings.  The site shall be developed so as not to impede 
the normal and orderly development or improvement of surrounding property for 
uses permitted in this Ordinance.  

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that all proposed construction whether in 
the M-AF or P-LS District is located in the area with the least amount of 
slope and grade steepness with a substantial portion of the property to the 
north and northwest being reserved as woodland area and with the 
wetlands located in the P-LS District having no construction other than a 
pathway to access a dock on the lake, as with other similar properties 
within the area.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that given the 
nature of the proposed project there are no substantial changes being 
proposed to elevation on the site.  The Planning Commission further finds 
that the development as proposed preserves to the extent possible the 
existing topography and maintains a character similar to adjoining 
property, inclusive of size and type of buildings such that HCF is designed 
in a manner minimizing site disturbances for the proposed therapeutic 
farm.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99)  

 2. The Planning Commission finds that the setbacks of all structures and the 
lack of construction on steep slopes or in the wetlands area of the property 



16
does not impede the normal and orderly development or improvement of 
surrounding property for permitted uses of the land under the CCZO. (See 
exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 

 3. The Planning Commission finds that  

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the density of the development is 
concentrated on the western and southwestern section of the property 
wherein more of the development could be placed further upland and in 
the M-AF Zoning District which would not have a significant impact on 
slopes while providing additional buffer to surrounding properties with 
respect to noise and traffic generated by the facility. (See exhibits 2, 12, 
129 and 154)  

 2. The Planning Commission finds that 

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

20.10.b. The landscape shall be preserved in its natural state, insofar as practical, 
by minimizing tree and soil removal, and by topographic modifications which 
result in smooth natural appearing slopes as opposed to abrupt changes in grade 
between the project and adjacent areas.  

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the development as proposed leaves 
largely undisturbed, other than a pathway to a dock, all wetlands and 
steep slope areas going down to the Indian River spreads within the 
portion of the property zoned P-LS.  In addition, the Planning Commission 
finds that the upland area of the property in the M-AF District, particularly 
in the north and northwest portion of the property, will be left undisturbed 
as a wooded area with walking trails.  As such, the Planning Commission 
finds that given the nature of the proposed development, it is to be built in 
a manner which minimizes tree and soil removal and preserves many 
topographic features of the property, even after both phases have been 



17
built.  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 99 and BBP exhibit 129-tab B) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that  

 3. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that 

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

20.10.c. Special attention shall be given to proper site drainage so that removal of 
storm waters will not adversely affect neighboring properties.  

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the site is properly drained and that 
there is no evidence that storm water would adversely affect any 
neighboring property given the setbacks established for the proposed 
project and the distance of structures and impervious surfaces from the 
neighboring properties. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and BPP exhibit 129-tab B) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that  

 3. The Planning Commission finds that 

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

20.10.d. The site plan shall provide reasonable, visual and sound privacy for all 
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dwelling units located therein.  Fences, walls, barriers and landscaping shall be 
used, as appropriate, for the protection and enhancement of property and for the 
privacy of its occupants.  

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that all structures and parking areas on 
the property are set back in an adequate manner and otherwise buffered 
by pasture, orchard or landscape features such that there is appropriate 
screening as well as adequate privacy for both the proposed occupants of 
the property and neighboring properties as well. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 
and BPP exhibit 129-tab B) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that  

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that 

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

20.10.e. All buildings or groups of buildings should be so arranged as to permit 
emergency vehicle access by some practical means.  

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the service drive adequately 
connects to all internal drives running along the proposed cabins and 
other buildings, either proposed or existing, with internal drives connecting 
the service drive with the entrance on the southern portion of the property.  
The Planning Commission finds that this design allows for emergency 
vehicles to loop through all proposed developed portions of HCF.  As 
such, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed groups of 
buildings are arranged in a manner as to properly permit easy emergency 
vehicle access to all proposed and existing structures on the property.  
(See exhibits 2, 12 and BBP exhibit 129) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that  
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 FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  
 1. The Planning Commission finds that 

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

20.10.f. Every structure or dwelling unit shall have access to a public street, 
walkway or other area dedicated to common use.  

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the property has two entrances, 
including the service drive, which has adequate parking and internal drives 
that are connected and provide access from all structures out to 
Grandview Beach Road, a paved county local road. (See exhibits 2, 12 
and BBP exhibit 129-tab B) 

 2. The Planning Commission finds that the property has walking trails in the 
wooded area to the north and pastures located on the southwestern 
portion of the property such that in both districts these areas can be used 
by those occupying the property. (See exhibits 2, 12 and BPP exhibit 129-
tab B) 

 3. The Planning Commission finds that 

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.  

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

20.10.g. For subdivision plats and subdivision condominiums, there shall be a 
pedestrian circulation system as approved by the Planning Commission.  
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 1. The Planning Commission finds that this standard is not applicable 

because the request is not a subdivision plat or a subdivision 
condominium.  

20.10.h. Exterior lighting shall be arranged as follows: 

 a. It is deflected away from adjacent properties.  

  1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in 
large part to the internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and 
shall be constructed as to deflect light away from adjacent property, 
avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview Beach Road as well 
as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives 
within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission 
further finds that the outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not 
unnecessarily illuminate the night sky (THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING PROPOSED 
THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A 
CONDITION IF THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2, 
12 and 99) 

  2. The Planning Commission finds that 

  3. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been 
met. 

 b. It does not impede the vision of traffic along adjacent streets.  

  1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in 
large part to the internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and 
shall be constructed as to deflect light away from adjacent property, 
avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview Beach Road as well 
as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives 
within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission 
further finds that the outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not 
unnecessarily illuminate the night sky (THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING PROPOSED 
THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A 
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CONDITION IF THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2, 
12 and 99) 

  2. The Planning Commission finds that 

  
  3. The Planning Commission finds that 

   The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not  
  been met. 

 c. It does not necessarily illuminate night skies. 

  1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in 
large part to the internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and 
shall be constructed as to deflect light away from adjacent property, 
avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview Beach Road as well 
as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives 
within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission 
further finds that the outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not 
unnecessarily illuminate the night sky (THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING PROPOSED 
THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING 
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A 
CONDITION IF THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2, 
12 and 99) 

  2. The Planning Commission finds that 

          

  3. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been 
met. 

20.10.i. The arrangement of public or common ways for vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation shall respect the pattern of existing or planned streets and pedestrian 
or bicycle pathways in the area.  Streets and drives which are part of an existing 
or planned street pattern which serves adjacent development shall be of a width 
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appropriate to the traffic volume they will carry and have a dedicated right-of-way 
equal to that specified in the Master Plan.  

 FINDINGS WHICH WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the internal roads as well as the two 
drives accessing the property as proposed are planned, designed and 
constructed to be accessible to all legal users and will not result in 
excessive traffic which interferes with travel along Grandview Beach Road 
such that it meets the goals of the Master Plan with respect to roadways. 
(See exhibits 2, 12 and 155 - page 17)     

 2. The Planning Commission finds that given the type of developments which 
could be proposed and allowed under special land uses in the CCZO, the 
internal road system as proposed for HCF and the fact that the residents, 
other than employees, will not have automobiles, lessens the amount of 
traffic volume in the vicinity which otherwise could occur under more 
intensive and allowed forms of development in both the M-AF and P-LS 
Districts. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 154) 

 3. The Planning Commission finds that 

  
FINDINGS WHICH WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  

  The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

20.10.j. Site plans shall conform to all applicable requirements of state and federal 
statutes and the Cheboygan County Master Plan, and approval may be 
conditioned on the applicant receiving necessary state and federal permits.  

             

 1. The Planning Commission finds that this standard is a requirement for all 
developments that must obtain a site plan under the Cheboygan County 
Zoning Ordinance and shall be adhered to by the Applicant and 
subsequent owners of Heritage Cove Farms. (See exhibit 154) 
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ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION 

UNDER THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA), 
THE FEDERAL FAIR HOUSING ACT (FFHA), AND 

THE PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 

a. Does the person or persons, whether the applicant or those occupying the 
property, have a disability?  

 FINDING 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant and the Applicant’s 
corporate officers do not have a disability.  However, the Planning 
Commission finds that HCF proposes to have individuals who have a 
mental illness occupy the property who would be considered disabled 
under the ADA, FFHA and the Persons With Disabilities Civil Rights Act.  
(See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 
99, 109, 113 and BBP exhibit 129 - page 40) 

 ALTERNATIVE FINDING 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that  

b. Is there a modification being requested from the standards and requirements 
contained in the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance based upon a disability?  

 FINDING 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant claims it is making a 
request for modifications of the standards and requirements contained in 
the CCZO based upon the disability.  In that the Planning Commission 
finds that the proposed use or uses in the P-LS District do not constitute a 
cabin colony nor cafeteria proposed in the P-LS District and the proposed 
use is consistent with a convalescent home and is, therefore, not an 
allowed use or is simply accessory to the convalescent home use 
contained in the M-AF District, then the Planning Commission finds that 
the Applicant is requesting a modification of the provisions of the CCZO to 
allow for the proposed use or uses in the P-LS District.  (See exhibits 1, 
2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109 and 
113) 

 ALTERNATIVE FINDING 
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1. The Planning Commission finds that although a modification is requested, 
it is not reasonable or necessary under any circumstance to accommodate 
such a disability because cabin colonies and cafeteria restaurants are an 
allowed use by special land use in the P-LS District, the proposed activity 
meets the zoning requirements for these uses and that the balance of 
HCF’s request for a special land use is allowed in the M-AF District.  As 
such, the Planning Commission finds that the Applicant’s request for a 
special land use sufficiently meets the needs of what the Applicant is 
requesting without having to consider the disabilities of those who would 
eventually reside on the property.  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 
68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and 154) 

c. To the extent that a modification is requested, is it reasonably necessary to 
accommodate that disability?  

       
 FINDING 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that the requested modification is 
reasonable and necessary with respect to the uses proposed in the P-LS 
District attributable to the proposed development as a whole.  The 
Planning Commission finds that if an owner of property in the P-LS District 
proposed a cafeteria, cabin colony, church or other use otherwise allowed 
by special land use, and met the standards contained under the CCZO for 
special land uses and site plan review, such a use would be approved.  In 
this case, the Applicant’s requested uses in the P-LS District are part of  
HCF in its entirety.  Thus, under the CCZO uses such as the cabin colony 
or cafeteria/restaurant are not stand alone uses under the facts as 
presented by Applicant.  However, because the sole reason for not 
allowing the uses presented as stand alone uses is directly related to the 
disabilities of the future residents of HCF, a modification of the zoning 
standards is reasonable and necessary to accommodate the disability of 
the proposed residents of HCF.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 154) 

 ALTERNATIVE FINDING 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that although a modification is requested, 
it is not reasonable or necessary under any circumstance to accommodate 
such a disability because cabin colonies and cafeteria restaurants are an 
allowed use by special land use in the P-LS District and that the balance 
of HCF’s request for a special land use is allowed in the M-AF District.  
As such, the Planning Commission finds that the Applicant’s request for a 
special land use sufficiently meets the needs of what the Applicant is 
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requesting without having to consider the disabilities of those who would 
eventually reside on the property.  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 
68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and 154) 

  
d. Are such accommodations necessary to allow persons with disabilities an equal 

opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling?  
        
 FINDING 

 1. Because the Planning Commission has found that the cabin colony and 
cafeteria restaurant in the P-LS District is not an allowed use for reasons 
already stated in these findings of fact, the Planning Commission finds 
that it is necessary to accommodate the disability of those who would 
reside at HCF.  The reason the Planning Commission makes this finding 
is that if a person or group of persons proposed a cabin colony and/or 
restaurant/cafeteria as stand alone uses in the P-LS District, then such a 
use would be allowed if all of the zoning requirements for a special land 
use and site plan had been met.  As such, the Planning Commission finds 
that the only reason for denying the cabin colony and the 
cafeteria/restaurant is because such uses are related and directly 
connected to the HCF therapeutic use that is on the portion of the property 
zoned M-AF.  As such, a denial based upon the zoning standards for the 
cabin colony and cafeteria use in the P-LS District is solely related to the 
disability of the residents who will occupy the cabin colonies and use the 
cafeteria/restaurant.  As such, it is necessary to accommodate the 
residents who will be disabled on the property and allow for the cabin 
colony and cafeteria regardless of whether it is accessory to the 
therapeutic use allowed in the M-AF District. (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 
16, 45-66, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113) 

 ALTERNATIVE FINDING 

 1. The Planning Commission finds that 

e. Would the requested accommodations impose an undue financial or 
administrative burden upon the County, and will it fundamentally alter the 
Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance?  

 FINDING 
 1. The Planning Commission finds that the requested accommodations are 

not necessary as the uses as proposed by HCF are allowed on the M-AF 
zoned portion of the property, which is bifurcated by the M-AF and P-LS 
Zoning Districts.  The Planning Commission finds that the only use that is 
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prohibited is the convalescent home’s accessory use of therapy in the P-
LS District.  However, the Planning Commission finds that an 
accommodation is not required with respect to the therapy accessory use 
because the Applicant has adequate property located in the M-AF District 
to allow for therapy accessory uses to the convalescent home which 
would otherwise not interfere with the cabin colony and 
cafeteria/restaurant uses in the P-LS District.  Other uses in both districts 
constitute farming activities allowed under the CCZO and under 
Michigan’s Right to Farm Act and, overall, the special land uses do not 
impose an undue financial or administrative burden on the County .  (See 
exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 45-66, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 
86, 99, 109, 113 and 154) 

 ALTERNATIVE FINDING 

2. The Planning Commission finds that based upon the general findings of 
fact and the specific findings of fact for both the special land use as well 
as the site plan standards, that  the requested reasonable 
accommodations would not impose an undue financial or administrative 
burden upon the County.  The Planning Commission further finds that a 
reasonable accommodation does not fundamentally alter the CCZO 
because approval of the therapy accessory use in the P-LS District, albeit 
said use not matching what is required under the CCZO, would still look 
and appear on the land as a cabin colony along with a 
cafeteria/restaurant.  Other allowed uses within the P-LS zoning district, 
such as churches, schools, and camps would provide similar accessory 
uses. As such, the Planning Commission finds that the use of the therapy 
accessory use to cabin colony and cafeteria/restaurant in the P-LS District 
which the Planning Commission is allowed as a reasonable 
accommodation under the ADA, FFHA and the Persons With Disabilities 
Civil Rights Act will not result in a material change on how properties in 
the area are zoned or, for that matter, look after development.  This 
includes HCF as built out and represented by Applicant in its application.  
(See  See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 45-66, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 
83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113) 

  

Motion made by                                       , supported by                                 
that based upon the general findings of fact and the rezoning factors that the applicant’s 
request for a special use permit is hereby recommended to be 
denied/approved/approved with conditions.  
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Ayes:                                                      

Nays:                                                      

  
DATE DECISION AND ORDER ADOPTED 

                                     
Date   

              
                Chair   

             

              
                Secretary  



 YOUNG, GRAHAM, ELSENHEIMER & WENDLING, P.C.
Attorneys at Law

104 E. Forest Home Avenue, P.O. Box 398
Bellaire, Michigan 49615

Bryan E. Graham (231) 533-8635
Peter R. Wendling Facsimile (231) 533-6225
Eugene W. Smith pwendling@upnorthlaw.com James G. Young, Of Counsel

M E M O R A N D U M
Sent via email

TO: Scott McNeil, Community Development Planner
Steve Schnell, Community Development Director
Planning Commission Members
Cheboygan County

FROM: Peter R. Wendling

DATE: December 14, 2015

SUBJECT: Further research and answer to questions posed at the December 2nd

Planning Commission meeting, Heritage Cove Farm

One of the main issues we discussed at the last Planning Commission meeting involved
Heritage Cove Farm’s request for separate uses in the P-LS and M-AF Districts.  The
issue which the planning commission wanted further review of involved the position that
the uses proposed particularly in the P-LS District, are stand alone uses regardless of
the fact that they may assist in the service and overall function of Heritage Cove Farm
in both zoning districts.  This position is based upon what has been presented on the
application to the planning commission for approval, to wit; cabin colony and 
restaurant, and community hall in the P-LS District.  While there is some discussion of
whether the facility as proposed as being a restaurant is, in fact, a restaurant or rather a
cafeteria, I do believe that the planning commission may consider a cafeteria with a
cabin colony as an accessory to the cabin colony use.  

The main case that addresses a single property divided in separate zoning districts and
the various uses allowed is Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co v City of Dearborn, 342 Mich
361 (1955).  In that case, the plaintif f, a corporation, was engaged in the business of
manufacturing and installing conveyor systems for a variety of industries.  It purchased
property in the City of Dearborn which included an initial manufacturing building.  Before
further construction or permits were obtained, the zoning classification of the property
changed from Business C and Industrial A to Business  C, Industrial A and Industrial B,
resulting in three classifications on the same parcel.  The classification divided the
building in which the company conducted its manufacturing operations into 75%
Industrial A and 25% Industrial B.  Nonconforming use issues aside, after the zoning
classification was changed, the property owner applied for a certificate of compliance
and a building permit to construct a storage building north of and adjacent to the
building on site and to erect a drafting office which would constitute a second story on
another building on the property.  This permit was denied.  During the trial and appeal,
the plaintiff acknowledged the three zoning districts on the property and stated that in
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each of these different zoning districts different operations pertaining to the plant were
carried on.  The heavy manufacturing operations were carried on in the area of the
property zoned Industrial B and were largely, if not entirely, conforming with the
requirements of that zoning district.  During the trial, the City Zoning Administrator was
questioned regarding the denials of the building permits.  The following testimony was
elicited:  

Q. Why did your department deny the building permit?
A. Steel fabrication was not a permitted use in the Industrial A district. 
The Court: How about a drafting room added over another building?
A. It would still be part of a steel fabrication building.  

The Court noted that in of themselves, such operations were permissible within the
areas in which such contemplated structures were to be placed. 

Q. Would you deny a permit to anybody who wanted to put a separate
drafting room on, say, the business C portion of this property, where there
was somebody other than Anchor Steel & Conveyor, would they be
granted a permit for a draft room?

A. For a drafting room in business C district? 
Q. Yes. 
A. Provided they had the necessary off-street parking. 
Q. As such, the drafting room would not be objectionable?
A. Under different circumstances, it wouldn’t be. 
Q. How about a steel-storage room on business C property?
A. Steel storage is permitted in the business C district. 
Q. And, being permitted in a business C area, it would also be permitted in

industrial A?
A. Yes. 

In reviewing this testimony, the Michigan Supreme Court stated as follows:

In the situation with which we are confronted, the structures which plaintiff
contemplates erecting involve uses permissible in the absence of an ordinance
and admittedly conforming with the ordinance itself.  That is to say, in and of
themselves, the business operations conducted in the storage room and in the
drafting room would be in conformity with the present zoning restrictions.  They
do, however, contribute to the furtherance of an overall enterprise, some parts of
which could not (assuming the validity of the ordinance) be conducted in the
zones in question.  Are the structures, then, violative of the ordinance?  Neither
diligence of counsel nor fruits of our own research disclose Michigan authority
squarely on point.   (342 Mich 368).  

The Michigan Supreme Court then reviewed an out of jurisdiction case wherein the
Pennsylvania Supreme Court stated as follows:



It is appellant’s contention that the use of  the driveway to take supplies into the
yard of the brick manufactory and to haul bricks out is accessory to the industry
of brick making and, as such, constitutes a violation of the existing ordinance. 
With this contention, we cannot agree.  The driveway is used merely for ingress
and egress and for no other purposes.  No part of the manufacturing process is
carried out on the driveway or on any portion thereof located within the appellant
borough.  (342 Mich 368, quoting Prospect Park Borough v McClaskey, 151 Pa
Super 467, 470 (30 A2d 179). 

The Michigan Supreme Court in Anchor Steel adopted this reasoning stating that, 

The result and the reasoning commend themselves to us. It is both
unreasonable and arbitrary to deny plaintiff the use of its property in each zone
to the full extent of its capabilities because such use either facilitates or hampers
the operations in still another zone.  Moreover, it does not follow that, because
the product of the drafting room is to be used in connection with plaintiff’s
manufacturing operations, such operations will be likewise performed in the
drafting room or that the storage of steel in an adjacent building, to be used for
storage only, will constitute fabrication of conveyors.  In this instance, plaintiff
seeks merely to use his property for a use consistent with the restrictions
imposed on each of the particular areas of that property by the zoning ordinance.
The plaintiff had a clear legal right to have permits issued for such uses. 
Defendants’ action in withholding the granting of said permits was an arbitrary
act.  We so hold.  (342 Mich 368-369)

As such, it is clear under Michigan law that regardless of the fact that the cabin colony
and accessory cafeteria uses will be used as part of the whole operation of Heritage
Cove Farm, including the uses in the M-AF District, a request for a cabin colony,
regardless of its relationship to the Farm as a whole, as allowed.  Such use, applied for
separately, must be considered and if it meets the requirements under the Cheboygan
County Zoning Ordinance, must be approved.  A copy of the Anchor Steel case is
attached for your review in preparation for Wednesday’s meeting.   It would appear that
the Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. case is almost identical factually to the matter at hand
before the Cheboygan County Planning Commission. 

Even if assuming the law were different than already described, the second question is
would the county be required to provide for a reasonable accommodation under the
Federal Fair Housing Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act with respect to the
uses in either of the zoning districts as proposed?  As already discussed, mental illness
is recognized as a handicap and disability provided that it substantially limits one or
more life activities. (28 CFR § 41.31(b)(1)(ii); 45 CFR § 84.3(j)(2)(I); 24 CFG §
100.201(a)(2)).  For example, in the P-LS District cabin colonies are a permitted use by
a special use permit as is a restaurant, community hall and in M-AF, a country club . 
Under the law, assuming that the mentally ill residents of Heritage Cove Farm meet the
definition of having a disability that substantially limits one or more life activities, then
reasonable accommodations must be granted provided that a non-disabled person
would otherwise be granted the permit.  



Generally, reasonable accommodations are very fact specific.  Factually, municipalities
must change, waive, or make exceptions to their zoning ordinances to afford people
with disabilities the same opportunity as those without disabilities (see Hovsons, Inc. v
Township of Brick, 89 F.3rd 1096, 1104 (CA 3 1996)).  To establish that an
accommodation is not reasonable, a municipality must prove that it could not have
granted the accommodation without undue financial and administrative burdens takne
on by the municipality (see Hovsons, Inc. v Township of Brick, etc.).  The Hovsons case
involved a situation wherein the plaintiff requested a variance to build a nursing home in
the township’s R-R-2 Residential Zoning District.  The court ordered the township to
allow it, finding that the variance did not impose any undue financial or administrative
burdens, nor did it fundamentally undermine the zoning scheme.  

In the case of Barry v Town of Rollinsford, an unpublished per curium opinion of the
United States District Court for the District of New Hampshire issued October 6, 2003
(Civil No.02-147-M), the court ruled that the requested waiver of the requirement that
the lot be subdivided and a waiver of the ZBA’s limited review of the project, plans,
findings, and parking scheme, were not required because neither of these waivers were
necessary.  This is because the plaintiff’s reluctance to subdivide their property did not
establish that an assisted living facility of the type that plaintiffs wanted to build could
not be built without the waiver of the subdivision requirement.  In other words, the
project could be built either way and the regulation did not impact the ability to do so. 
Thus, no reasonable accommodation was needed.  

In our case, Heritage Cove Farm wants a land use that is authorized under the zoning
district in each of the zoning districts as proposed.  There does not appear to be any
evidence that Heritage Cove Farm’s use would fundamentally undermine the zoning
scheme given the land uses allowed and the facts that the residents of the Farm will
have mental illnesses.  Thus, given the Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. case, the uses
requested in the P-LS District are uses that would otherwise be granted regardless of
the fact that the residents in the P-LS District would utilize the property, including the
therapy and convalescent use, in the M-AF zone portion.  Thus if the Planning
Commission were to rule that regardless of the Anchor Steel & Conveyor Co. case that
the cabin colony and accessory uses such as a cafeteria were not allowed, the
Planning Commission would have to provide reasonable accommodation because the
only reason it is forbidden is because of the overall use of the property to service the
mentally disabled residents. 

/tac

cc: Haider Kazim (w/enclosure)
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CHEBOYGAN COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION

DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT

Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, LLC
Special Use Permit

Applicant: Lawrence Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm, LLC
625 N. Grandview Beach Road
Indian River, MI 49749

Owners: Lawrence Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm, LLC
625 N. Grandview Beach Road
Indian River, MI 49749

Parcels: 625 N. Grandview Beach Road, 
Sections 5 and 6, Tuscarora Township
Parcel No’s. 162-005-300-002-00, 162-006-400-004-00 and
162-006-400-005-00

Hearing Date: Public Hearing on Wednesday, November 4, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at
the Cheboygan High School Auditorium 
Deliberations on Wednesday, December 2, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at
the Cheboygan High School Auditorium 
Deliberations on Wednesday December 16, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at
the Cheboygan County Building 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The property of Owners is described more fully as: Situated in the Township of
Tuscarora, County of Cheboygan and State of Michigan.

See attached legal descriptions.

Hereinafter referred to as the “Property”. 

APPLICATION

The purpose of this meeting and public hearing is to hear comments about and
consider the request of Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, Inc. for a special
use permit and approval of the submitted plan to establish a Therapeutic Farm for
adults with mental disabilities.  The Applicant is requesting the following:

A Special Use Permit is requested under the following sections of the
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Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200: Section 9.3.14., Nursing or
convalescent homes, Section 9.3.22 (Uses which are not expressly authorized in
any zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, or uses which have
not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this
subsection or corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed
in this zoning district by special use permit if the Planning Commission
determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the other
uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and
the proposed use is in compliance with the applicable requirements of the
Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district), Section 10.3.2.
Club, Section 10.3.3 Cabin Colonies, Section 10.3.6 Country  Club, Section
10.3.8 Duplex or multi-family buildings, and Section 10.3.14 Restaurant/Bar. 
The property is located at 625 Grandview Beach Rd., Tuscarora Township,
sections 5 and 6, parcel #162-005-300-002-00, #162-006-400-004-00 and #162-
006-400-005-00 and are zoned Agriculture and Forestry Management District
(M-AF) and Lake and Stream Protection District (P-LS).  

Please note: Heritage Cove Farm requests that Cheboygan County make all
reasonable and necessary accommodations under the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990, the Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 and the
Michigan Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights Act with respect to the
interpretation and application of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance #200
such as to approve the Farm in all requested and required respects. 

The Planning Commission having considered the Application, the Planning Commission
having heard the statements of the Applicants/Applicants’ attorney and/or agents, the
Planning Commission having considered letters submitted by members of the public
and comments by members of the public and considerable written evidence on the
record, the Planning Commission having considered 165 Exhibits, and the Planning
Commission having reached a decision on this matter, states as follows:

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant’s property contains a total of
33 (thirty-three) acres with 15.6 acres located in the Agriculture and Forestry
Management District (hereinafter M-AF) and 17.4 acres located in the Lake and
Stream Protection District (hereinafter P-LS).  (See exhibits 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
and 154)

2. The Planning Commission finds that Lawrence P. Hanson and Elizabeth A.
Hanson, as husband and wife, are owners of the property subject to this request. 
(See exhibits 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8)

3. The Planning Commission finds that LIB, LIB, Inc., is the owner of 162-006-400-
005-00. (See exhibits 6 and 7)
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4. The Planning Commission finds that the Warranty Deed for the property in
Benton Township provided by the Applicant is not on the supplied drawing and is
assumed to be an error in the application.  (See exhibit 8).

5. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant plans to put into place and
operate on the property a therapeutic farm community known as Heritage Cove
Farm to be operated under Heritage Cove Farm, LLC, a non-profit 501(c)(3)
corporation which currently exists and, according to State records, is in good
standing.  (See exhibits 113 and 141)

 
6. The Planning Commission finds that the purpose of the proposed land use is to

serve as a therapeutic farm community to both adult men and women with
mental illnesses, anticipating that such mentally ill persons occupying the farm
may have diagnoses of depression, schizophrenia, bi-polar disorder, mental
illnesses related to closed head injuries, and/or dual diagnoses.  (See exhibit 1)

7. The Planning Commission finds that all anticipated activities related to Heritage
Cove Farms are specifically listed in the Applicant’s materials, specifically the
letter and associated tables in the Applicant’s letter dated Septem ber 22, 2015
and in the presentation by Applicant on November 4, 2015 and on Applicant’s
Special Land Use Permit Application dated 4/16/2015.  (See exhibits 2 and 157)

8. The Planning Commission finds that residents who will be occupying the
property will do so in cabins as depicted on the site plan of  which 12 (twelve) of
such cabins are located in the P-LS District and 12 (twelve) are located in M-AF
District.  (See exhibits 2, 9, 10, 12 and 154)

9. The Planning Commission finds that “cabin” is defined under the Cheboygan
County Zoning Ordinance as “Any building, tent or similar structure which is
maintained, offered or used for dwelling or sleeping quarters for transients, or for
temporary residence, but shall not include what are commonly designated as
hotels, lodges, houses or tourist homes.”  (See exhibit 154)

10 The Planning Commission finds that “convalescent or nursing home” is defined
under the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance as “A home, qualified for license
under applicable Michigan Law, for the care of children, aged, or infirm and
providing facilities for four or more patients.”  (See exhibit 154)

11 The Planning Commission finds that in the M-AF Zoning District, nursing and
convalescent homes are allowed by special use under subsection 9.3.14. (See
exhibit 154)

12. The Planning Commission finds that subsection 9.3.22, under uses requiring
special land use permits in the M-AF District, allows for the following: 

Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by
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right or by special use permit, or uses which have not been previously
authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or
corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this
zoning district by special use permit if the Planning Commission
determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the
other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use
permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the applicable
requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this
zoning district. (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment #75). 

(See exhibit 154)

13. The Planning Commission finds that subsection 10.3.8 in the P-LS District allows
via special land use, duplexes, multi-family buildings and further, that subsection
10.3.3 allows for cabin colonies.  The Planning Commission further finds that
restaurants are allowed by special use under 10.3.14. (See exhibit 154)

14. The Planning Commission finds that the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance
does not define “restaurant,” but that common definitions include the following:

A business establishment where meals or refreshments may be
purchased. (See exhibit 161).  

or
A place or business where people can choose a meal to be prepared and
served to them at a table, and for which they pay, usually after eating.
(See exhibit 162).  

15. The Planning Commission finds that “cafeteria” is also not defined in the
Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance, but is commonly defined as follows:

A restaurant where you choose to pay for your meal at a counter and
carry it to a table.  Cafeterias are often found in factories, colleges,
hospitals, etc. ( See exhibit 163).  

or
An informal restaurant in places such as a college or hospital where you
take the food to the table yourself. (See exhibit 164).

16. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant requests that the county make
all reasonable accommodations as stated above in the notice for the request for
a special use permit. (See exhibit 159)  

17 The Planning Commission finds that a majority of the public, both at the public
hearing, at the December 2, 2015 meeting, and in writing, oppose the
development as presented for a variety of reasons as stated in the
correspondence as well as preserved by a court reporter at the December 2,
2015 public hearing.  (See exhibits 18 through 66, 129 and 158)
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18 The Planning Commission finds that 

19. The Planning Commission finds that 

SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER 18.7 OF THE 
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE

The Planning Commission makes the following findings of fact as required by Section
18.7 of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance with respect to each of the following
standards:  

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL LAND USE APPROVAL 
The Planning Commission shall approve, or approve with conditions, an application for
a special land use permit only upon a finding that the proposed special land use
complies with the following standards:

a. The property subject to the application is located in a zoning district in which the
proposed special land use is allowed.

FINDINGS THAT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD

1. The Planning Commission finds that convalescent homes are allowed by
special use in the M-AF District, and that Heritage Cove Farm (hereinafter
“HCF”) plans to provide services which meet in part or in whole the uses
listed by HCF. (See exhibits 2 and 154)

2. The Planning Commission finds that convalescent homes as defined in
section 2.2 of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance (hereinafter
“CCZO”) matches the main function of what Applicant proposes to
conduct on the portion of the property zoned M-AF, in that Applicant’s
HCF proposes to take care of and provide therapy as an accessory use to
the mentally infirm. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 

3. The Planning Commission finds that cabins for residents of HCF as
proposed meet the definition of cabin contained in Article 2 of the CCZO.
(See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

4. The Planning Commission finds that the CCZO does not restrict the
number of structures which are part of a convalescent home, a use
allowed by special use in the M-AF District.  (See exhibit 154)
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5. The Planning Commission finds that cabin colonies are allowed in the P-
LS District by special use and that the CCZO does not require a specific
purpose for the establishment of a cabin colony in the P-LS District other
than that such cabin colonies must meet the special use and site plan
criteria under the CCZO.  (See exhibit 154)

6. The Planning Commission finds that restaurant/cafeteria uses are
analogous, if not synonymous, as stated in the general findings of fact
and that the same is allowed in the P-LS District so long as such
restaurant/cafeteria meets the special use and site plan criteria under the
CCZO.  (See exhibit 154).

7. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant makes the analogy to
camps and churches providing therapy uses, which are uses allowed in
the P-LS Zoning District. (See exhibits 2 and 154)

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD

1. The Planning Commission finds that cabin colonies and cabins of the type
being proposed by the Applicant are not allowed as either a use by right
or by special use in the M-AF District.  The Planning Commission further
finds that due to the fact that cabin colonies are expressly authorized in
the P-LS District and that Applicant’s property is divided in half by the
zoning districts, subsection 9.3.22 is not applicable and this use is not
allowed in the M-AF District.  (See exhibit 154)

2. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant represents that licensing
will generally not be required for HCF for the activity Applicant proposes to
engage in on the property.  As such, based upon Applicant’s
representations, what Applicant proposes does not meet the definition of
convalescent home under the CCZO.  The Planning Commission further
finds that under Michigan law, convalescent homes exist for the purpose
of caring for the infirm.  Finally, the Planning Commission finds that the
word “infirm” with respect to convalescent homes has been defined under
Michigan law as “A person who is feeble or weak in body or health
(especially) because of age.”  (See exhibits 154, 165 and exhibit 129 -
Bridget Brown Powers’s [hereinafter “BBP”] report, page 13 with legal
citations).  

3. The Planning Commission finds that therapy is traditionally part of an
activity engaged in by a convalescent home and meets the definition of
accessory use, and as such, convalescent home and associated therapy
accessory use is allowed in the M-AF District, but is not allowed in the P-
LS District where convalescent homes are not allowed. (See exhibit 154)

4. The Planning Commission finds that therapy meets the definition of
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accessory use in relation to the convalescent home use, which is listed as
a permitted use by special use permit in the M-AF Zoning District.  The
Planning Commission further finds that convalescent home use is
excluded from the P-LS Zoning District as an allowable use by right and
by special use permit.  It is thus also excluded as a use in the P-LS
Zoning District.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that since
therapy use is an accessory use to convalescent home use and
convalescent home use is allowed in the M-AF Zoning District, subsection
9.3.22 is not applicable to what the Applicant is proposing.   (See exhibit
154)

5. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant is proposing uses
which are consistent with a convalescent home for the entire subject
property.  The Planning Commission further finds that the Applicant has
not adequately shown that the convalescent home use and accessory
uses thereof, including but not limited to therapy, are not happening within
the P-LS Zoning District portion of the property where such use is not
allowed.  (See exhibits 2 and 154)

6. The Planning Commissions finds that the Applicant’s proposal for a
country club use under 10.3.6 is not part what is being proposed as an
operation either in the M-AF Zoning District, but rather a use being
proposed in the M-AF District is for a convalescent home.  (See exhibits 2,
99 and 154)

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 

b. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes,
materials, or equipment that will create a substantially negative impact on the
natural resources of the County or the natural environment as a whole. 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that based upon the site plan no
construction will be conducted within the areas designated as wetlands on
the property other than a path to access the lake and a dock, a use which
is otherwise allowed in the P-LS District.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

2. The Planning Commission finds that the uses allowed both in the M-AF
District as well as the P-LS District under the CCZO include more
intensive uses.  By example, the Planning Commission finds that in the P-
LS District campgrounds, retail stores and shops, boat liveries, marinas,
launching ramps, motels, hotels and golf courses are allowed by special
land use.  (See exhibit 154 - section 10).  With respect to the M-AF
District, the Planning Commission finds that more intensive uses include
such things as automobile repair, service and gas stations, entertainment
and eating establishments, commercial hunting and fishing cabins, golf
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courses, country clubs and sportsmen’s associations or clubs, grocery or
party stores, resorts, hotels, motor inns, slaughterhouses, meat packing
and other uses by special land use.  (See exhibit 154 - section 9).

3. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

c. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes,
materials, or equipment, or hours of operation that will create a substantially
negative impact on other conforming properties in the area by reason of traffic,
noise, smoke, fumes, glare, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can
be seen from any public or private highway or seen from any adjoining land
owned by another person. 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the special land use request for a
therapeutic farm with therapy accessory use located in the M-AF District
along with farming and residential cabins will not involve uses, activities,
processes, materials, or equipment, or hours of operation that will create a
substantially negative impact on other conforming properties in the area
by reason of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glares, odors, or the
accumulation of scrap material that can be seen from any public or private
highway or seen from any adjoining land owned by another person, given
the setbacks from the proposed cabin areas and residual open space lef t
in the M-AF District. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154). 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use in the
P-LS District, to wit; cabin colonies and the cafeteria/restaurant, are
adequately set back from surrounding properties and are not located in
any delineated wetland or steep slopes area, such that the residential and
eating facilities will not result in any additional traffic, noise, smoke, fumes,
glare, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can be seen from
any public or private highway. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

3. The Planning Commission finds that with respect to the property in both
the M-AF and the P-LS Districts, that there will be little in the way of traffic,
even after phase 2 of the cabins have been completed, in that the
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residents of the therapeutic farm and cabin colony will not have
automobiles and that the only automobiles will be those of HCF staff
personnel.  The Planning Commission further finds that the activity is not
of the type that will generate any smoke, fumes, glares, odors, or
accumulation of scrap material given the nature of the operation other
than those associated with farming, which are protected under Michigan’s
Right to Farm Act.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

4. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that due to 24 hour staffing and
operations, that there will always be some traffic during the change of
shifts of employees and noise related to that traffic as well as noise of
traffic related to the delivery of supplies to HCF.  (See exhibit 129 - BBP
report)

2. The Planning Commission finds that 

3. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

d. The proposed special land use will be designed, constructed, operated, and
maintained so as not to diminish the opportunity for surrounding properties to be
used and developed as zoned. 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use of
HCF leaves a substantial portion of the property in both zoning districts
vacant allowing for substantial setbacks, both from the waters edge as
well as from properties located off of Grandview Beach Road to the north
of the service drive.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that there
will be very little in the way of impacts which would prevent or diminish the
opportunity for surrounding properties to be used and developed as
zoned.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

2. The Planning Commission finds that with respect to properties to the west
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and south of the proposed service drive of HCF, that the setbacks for the
residential and cafeteria area are substantial and buffered by pasture land
wholly located within the M-AF District with the southerly and
southwesterly exposure of the property being largely vacant due to steep
topography and wetlands going down to the Indian River spreads such
that the farming activity, residential and the service of meals, along with
any treatment on site in the M-AF District would not result in an activity
that would diminish the opportunity for surrounding properties to be used
and developed as zoned.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

3. The Planning Commission finds that

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

e. The proposed special land use will not place demands on fire, police, or other
public resources in excess of current capacity nor increase hazards from fire or
other dangers to the subject property or adjacent properties.

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposal of HCF for a therapeutic
treatment center for the mentally ill is of a density and intensity which
would not place any additional significant demands on fire, police, or
public resources.  The Planning Commission further finds that this is
particularly true given that a lot of the land will remain undeveloped forest
land or pasture land and that the wetlands will not be disturbed. (See
exhibits 2, 12 and 99)

2. The Planning Commission finds that given the uses both by right and
particularly by special use in both the M-AF and P-LS Districts, that the
proposed special land use would place less in the way of demands on fire,
police or other public resources and would not increase hazards from fire
or other dangers to the subject or adjacent property compared to other
potential uses as listed. The Planning Commission further finds that the
service drives and interconnection of internal roads provide adequate
spacing and access for fire and emergency vehicles.  (See exhibits 2, 12,
99 and 154, BBP exhibit 129-tab B)
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3. The Planning Commission finds that

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

f. The proposed special land use shall not increase traf fic hazards or cause
congestion on the public or private highways and streets of the area in excess of
current capacity.  Adequate access to the site shall be furnished either by
existing roads or highways or proposed roads and highways.  Minor residential
streets shall not be used to serve as access to uses having larger area-wide
patronage.  Sign, buildings, plantings or other elements of the proposed project
shall not interfere with driver visibility or safe vehicle operation.  Entrance drives
to the use and to off-street parking areas shall be no less than 25 feet from a
street intersection (measured from the road right-of-way) or from the boundary of
a different zoning district. 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use is
adequately served by Grandview Beach Road, a paved county local road,
and that the internal design of the service entrance and interconnectivity
of roads within HCF provide adequate access without increasing traffic
hazards and much in the way of additional congestion.  The Planning
Commission further finds that this is particularly true given the more
intensive uses which parcels in the M-AF and P-LS Districts can be used
for under special land uses in each district. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and
154)

2. The Planning Commission finds that the property is not served by minor
residential streets to access the property.  The Planning Commission
further finds that given the fact that the residents will not be allowed to
have automobiles on the property as represented by the Applicant, that
the amount of traffic and vehicles would be less than would otherwise
normally occur in any given cabin colony, hotel, motel or other more
intensive uses allowed by special land use in both the M-AF and P-LS
Districts.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 

3. The Planning Commission finds that signs, buildings, plantings, and other
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elements of the project shall not interfere with driver visibility on
Grandview Beach Road and that the entrance drives and parking areas
are more than twenty-five (25') feet from any street intersection as
measured from the road right-of-way.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99)

4. The Planning Commission finds that internally the entrance drive and off
street parking, particularly in the delivery area and proposed parking on
the northeast portion of the property, does result in off street parking
areas that are not only less than 25' from the boundary of a different
zoning district, but actually bisects the zoning district.  However, the
Planning Commission finds that the purpose behind this regulation was
meant to apply to parcels that are separate from an applicant’s parcel
wherein a parcel boundary line is in the next zoning district.  The Planning
Commission further finds that it was not the intent of this portion of the
CCZO to regulate and require off street parking areas to be more than 25'
from the boundary of a different zoning district when the boundary is 
located on the same parcel.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154).

5. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

g. The proposed special land use will be adequately served by water and sewer
facilities, and refuse collection and disposal services. 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the drainfield servicing the property is
adequate in size and is located well away from the wetlands and Indian
River spreads on the portion of the property zoned M-AF.  The Planning
Commission further finds that the existing drainfield is also located well
away from the Indian River spreads and the wetlands areas of the
property and is also in the portion of the property zoned M-AF. As such,
the Planning Commission finds that there are adequate sewer and septic
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disposal facilities on site.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99)

2. The Planning Commission finds that the property is currently served by
two existing wells and that the plan also calls for proposed additional wells
on the property.  The Planning Commission further finds that the siting of
such wells and adequacy of the same is determined by the Cheboygan
County Health Department and absent any problems with receiving
permits from the Health Department, the Planning Commission finds that
there are adequate water facilities to service the property. (See exhibits 2,
12 and 99) 

3. The Planning Commission finds that the use is not as intensive as many
of the other special land uses allowed within both the M-AF and P-LS
Zoning Districts and that given the size of the property and the proposed
number of residents on it, the property is adequately served by water,
sewer as well as refuse collection and disposal services as available in
the zoning districts and the County. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99)

4. The Planning Commission finds that animal grazing and pasture areas are
located in the M-AF District and that under Michigan’s Right to Farm Act
as well as the uses allowed in the M-AF District permit the raising of farm
animals and farming in general.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

5. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

h. The proposed special land use will comply with all specific standards required
under this Ordinance applicable to it. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that this is not a standard, but a
requirement under the CCZO that a party seeking and obtaining a special
land use permit must comply with the CCZO in its entirety.  (See exhibit
154, Article 18)

PROPOSED CONDITIONS IF SPECIAL LAND USE IS APPROVED

1. Obtain all building code and health department permits for construction and file

13



the same with Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning staff. 

2. Obtain all licenses required for the operation of Heritage Cove Farm from the
State of Michigan and/or the federal government and either provide copies of the
licenses to Planning and Zoning staff or provide letters or other written
documentation from state and federal agencies that license facilities caring for
the mentally ill or infirm that Heritage Cove Farm’s proposed use does not
require a license or licenses normally issued to facilities that care for the mentally
ill and/or infirm. 

3. All agricultural practices will follow Generally Accepted Agricultural Management
Practices (GAAMPS) with GAAMPS certification through the Michigan State
University Agricultural Extension being supplied to Planning and Zoning staff for
all farming activities on the property prior to the commencement of farming
activities. 

4.

5.

SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER SECTION 20.10 OF THE
CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE

STANDARDS FOR GRANTING SITE PLAN APPROVAL
The Planning Commission shall approve, or approve with conditions, an application for
a site plan only upon a finding that the proposed site plan complies with all applicable
provisions of this Ordinance and the standards listed below, unless the Planning
Commission waives a particular standard upon a finding that the standard is not
applicable to the proposed development under consideration and the waiver of that
standard will not be significantly detrimental to surrounding property or the intent of the
Ordinance.  The Planning Commission’s decision shall be in writing and shall include
findings of fact, based on evidence presented on each standard. 

a. The site plan shall be designed so that there is a limited amount of change in the
overall natural contours of the site and shall minimize reshaping in favor of
designing the project to respect existing features of the site in relation to
topography, the size and type of the lot, the character of adjoining property and
the type and size of buildings.  The site shall be developed so as not to impede
the normal and orderly development or improvement of surrounding property for
uses permitted in this Ordinance. 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 
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1. The Planning Commission finds that all proposed construction whether in
the M-AF or P-LS District is located in the area with the least amount of
slope and grade steepness with a substantial portion of the property to the
north and northwest being reserved as woodland area and with the
wetlands located in the P-LS District having no construction other than a
pathway to access a dock on the lake, as with other similar properties
within the area.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that given the
nature of the proposed project there are no substantial changes being
proposed to elevation on the site.  The Planning Commission further finds
that the development as proposed preserves to the extent possible the
existing topography and maintains a character similar to adjoining
property, inclusive of size and type of buildings such that HCF is designed
in a manner minimizing site disturbances for the proposed therapeutic
farm.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the setbacks of all structures and the
lack of construction on steep slopes or in the wetlands area of the
property does not impede the normal and orderly development or
improvement of surrounding property for permitted uses of the land under
the CCZO. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154)

3. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD.

1. The Planning Commission finds that the density of the development is
concentrated on the western and southwestern section of the property
wherein more of the development could be placed further upland and in
the M-AF Zoning District which would not have a significant impact on
slopes while providing additional buffer to surrounding properties with
respect to noise and traffic generated by the facility. (See exhibits 2, 12,
129 and 154) 

2. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

b. The landscape shall be preserved in its natural state, insofar as practical, by
minimizing tree and soil removal, and by topographic modifications which result
in smooth natural appearing slopes as opposed to abrupt changes in grade
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between the project and adjacent areas. 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the development as proposed leaves
largely undisturbed, other than a pathway to a dock, all wetlands and
steep slope areas going down to the Indian River spreads within the
portion of the property zoned P-LS.  In addition, the Planning Commission
finds that the upland area of the property in the M-AF District, particularly
in the north and northwest portion of the property, will be left undisturbed
as a wooded area with walking trails.  As such, the Planning Commission
finds that given the nature of the proposed development, it is to be built in
a manner which minimizes tree and soil removal and preserves many
topographic features of the property, even after both phases have been
built.  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 99 and BBP exhibit 129-tab B)

2. The Planning Commission finds that 

3. The Planning Commission finds that

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

c. Special attention shall be given to proper site drainage so that removal of storm
waters will not adversely affect neighboring properties. 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the site is properly drained and that
there is no evidence that storm water would adversely affect any
neighboring property given the setbacks established for the proposed
project and the distance of structures and impervious surfaces from the
neighboring properties. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and BPP exhibit 129-tab B)

2. The Planning Commission finds that 

3. The Planning Commission finds that
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FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

d. The site plan shall provide reasonable, visual and sound privacy for all dwelling
units located therein.  Fences, walls, barriers and landscaping shall be used, as
appropriate, for the protection and enhancement of property and for the privacy
of its occupants. 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that all structures and parking areas on
the property are set back in an adequate manner and otherwise buffered
by pasture, orchard or landscape features such that there is appropriate
screening as well as adequate privacy for both the proposed occupants of
the property and neighboring properties as well. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99
and BPP exhibit 129-tab B)

2. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

e. All buildings or groups of buildings should be so arranged as to permit
emergency vehicle access by some practical means. 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the service drive adequately
connects to all internal drives running along the proposed cabins and
other buildings, either proposed or existing, with internal drives connecting
the service drive with the entrance on the southern portion of  the property. 
The Planning Commission finds that this design allows for emergency
vehicles to loop through all proposed developed portions of HCF.  As
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such, the Planning Commission finds that the proposed groups of
buildings are arranged in a manner as to properly permit easy emergency
vehicle access to all proposed and existing structures on the property. 
(See exhibits 2, 12 and BBP exhibit 129)

2. The Planning Commission finds that 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

f. Every structure or dwelling unit shall have access to a public street, walkway or
other area dedicated to common use. 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the property has two entrances,
including the service drive, which has adequate parking and internal
drives that are connected and provide access from all structures out to
Grandview Beach Road, a paved county local road. (See exhibits 2, 12
and BBP exhibit 129-tab B)

2. The Planning Commission finds that the property has walking trails in the
wooded area to the north and pastures located on the southwestern
portion of the property such that in both districts these areas can be used
by those occupying the property. (See exhibits 2, 12 and BPP exhibit 129-
tab B)

3. The Planning Commission finds that

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that 
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The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

g. For subdivision plats and subdivision condominiums, there shall be a pedestrian
circulation system as approved by the Planning Commission. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that this standard is not applicable
because the request is not a subdivision plat or a subdivision
condominium. 

h. Exterior lighting shall be arranged as follows:

a. It is deflected away from adjacent properties. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in
large part to the internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and
shall be constructed as to deflect light away from adjacent property,
avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview Beach Road as well
as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives
within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission
further finds that the outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not
unnecessarily illuminate the night sky (THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING PROPOSED
THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A
CONDITION IF THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2,
12 and 99)

2. The Planning Commission finds that

3. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not
been met.

b. It does not impede the vision of traffic along adjacent streets. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in
large part to the internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and
shall be constructed as to deflect light away from adjacent property,
avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview Beach Road as well
as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives
within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission
further finds that the outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not
unnecessarily illuminate the night sky (THE PLANNING
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COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING PROPOSED
THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A
CONDITION IF THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2,
12 and 99)

2. The Planning Commission finds that

3. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not 
been met.

c. It does not necessarily illuminate night skies.

1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in
large part to the internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and
shall be constructed as to deflect light away from adjacent property,
avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview Beach Road as well
as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives
within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission
further finds that the outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not
unnecessarily illuminate the night sky (THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING PROPOSED
THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING
COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A
CONDITION IF THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2,
12 and 99)

2. The Planning Commission finds that

3. The Planning Commission finds that

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not
been met.

i. The arrangement of public or common ways for vehicular and pedestrian
circulation shall respect the pattern of existing or planned streets and pedestrian
or bicycle pathways in the area.  Streets and drives which are part of an existing
or planned street pattern which serves adjacent development shall be of a width
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appropriate to the traffic volume they will carry and have a dedicated right-of-way
equal to that specified in the Master Plan. 

FINDINGS WHICH WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD

1. The Planning Commission finds that the internal roads as well as the two
drives accessing the property as proposed are planned, designed and
constructed to be accessible to all legal users and will not result in
excessive traffic which interferes with travel along Grandview Beach Road
such that it meets the goals of the Master Plan with respect to roadways.
(See exhibits 2, 12 and 155 - page 17) 

2. The Planning Commission finds that given the type of developments
which could be proposed and allowed under special land uses in the
CCZO, the internal road system as proposed for HCF and the fact that the
residents, other than employees, will not have automobiles, lessens the
amount of traffic volume in the vicinity which otherwise could occur under
more intensive and allowed forms of development in both the M-AF and
P-LS Districts. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 154)

3. The Planning Commission finds that

FINDINGS WHICH WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD

1. The Planning Commission finds that 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.

j. Site plans shall conform to all applicable requirements of state and federal
statutes and the Cheboygan County Master Plan, and approval may be
conditioned on the applicant receiving necessary state and federal permits. 

1. The Planning Commission finds that this standard is a requirement for all
developments that must obtain a site plan under the Cheboygan County
Zoning Ordinance and shall be adhered to by the Applicant and
subsequent owners of Heritage Cove Farms. (See exhibit 154)

ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION
UNDER THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA),
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THE FEDERAL FAIR HOUSING ACT (FFHA), AND
THE PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES CIVIL RIGHTS ACT

a. Does the person or persons, whether the applicant or those occupying the
property, have a disability? 

FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant and the Applicant’s
corporate officers do not have a disability.  However, the Planning
Commission finds that HCF proposes to have individuals who have a
mental illness occupy the property who would be considered disabled
under the ADA, FFHA and the Persons With Disabilities Civil Rights Act. 
(See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86,
99, 109, 113 and BBP exhibit 129 - page 40)

ALTERNATIVE FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that 

b. Is there a modification being requested from the standards and requirements
contained in the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance based upon a disability? 

FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant claims it is making a
request for modifications of the standards and requirements contained in
the CCZO based upon the disability.  In that the Planning Commission
finds that the housing in the P-LS District does not constitute a cabin
colony and that the cafeteria proposed in the P-LS District is not an
allowed use or is simply accessory to the convalescent home use
contained in the M-AF District, then the Planning Commission finds that
the Applicant is requesting a modification of the provisions of the CCZO to
allow for the cabins and the cafeteria in the P-LS District.  (See exhibits 1,
2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109 and
113)

ALTERNATIVE FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that although a modification is requested,
it is not reasonable or necessary under any circumstance to
accommodate such a disability because cabin colonies and cafeteria
restaurants are an allowed use by special land use in the P-LS District
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and that the balance of HCF’s request for a special land use is allowed in
the M-AF District.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that the
Applicant’s request for a special land use sufficiently meets the needs of
what the Applicant is requesting without having to consider the disabilities
of those who would eventually reside on the property.  (See exhibits 1, 2,
12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and
154)

c. To the extent that a modification is requested, is it reasonably necessary to
accommodate that disability? 

FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that the requested modification is
reasonable and necessary with respect to the uses proposed in the P-LS
District attributable to the proposed development as a whole.  The
Planning Commission finds that if an owner of property in the P-LS District
proposed a cafeteria, cabin colony, church or other use otherwise allowed
by special land use, and met the standards contained under the CCZO for
special land uses and site plan review, such a use would be approved.  In
this case, the Applicant’s requested uses in the P-LS District are part of 
HCF in its entirety.  Thus, under the CCZO uses such as the cabin colony
or cafeteria/restaurant are not stand alone uses under the facts as
presented by Applicant.  However, because the sole reason for not
allowing the uses presented as stand alone uses is directly related to the
disabilities of the future residents of HCF, a modification of the zoning
standards is reasonable and necessary to accommodate the disability of
the proposed residents of HCF.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 154)

ALTERNATIVE FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that although a modification is requested,
it is not reasonable or necessary under any circumstance to
accommodate such a disability because cabin colonies and cafeteria
restaurants are an allowed use by special land use in the P-LS District
and that the balance of HCF’s request for a special land use is allowed in
the M-AF District.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that the
Applicant’s request for a special land use sufficiently meets the needs of
what the Applicant is requesting without having to consider the disabilities
of those who would eventually reside on the property.  (See exhibits 1, 2,
12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and
154)

d. Are such accommodations necessary to allow persons with disabilities an equal
opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling? 
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FINDING

1. Because the Planning Commission has found that the cabin colony and
cafeteria restaurant in the P-LS District is not an allowed use for reasons
already stated in these findings of fact, the Planning Commission finds
that it is necessary to accommodate the disability of those who would
reside at HCF.  The reason the Planning Commission makes this finding
is that if a person or group of persons proposed a cabin colony and/or
restaurant/cafeteria as stand alone uses in the P-LS District, then such a
use would be allowed if all of the zoning requirements for a special land
use and site plan had been met.  As such, the Planning Commission finds
that the only reason for denying the cabin colony and the
cafeteria/restaurant is because such uses are related and directly
connected to the HCF therapeutic use that is on the portion of  the
property zoned M-AF.  As such, a denial based upon the zoning
standards for the cabin colony and cafeteria use in the P-LS District is
solely related to the disability of the residents who will occupy the cabin
colonies and use the cafeteria/restaurant.  As such, it is necessary to
accommodate the residents who will be disabled on the property and
allow for the cabin colony and cafeteria regardless of whether it is
accessory to the therapeutic use allowed in the M-AF District. (See
exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 45-66, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85,
86, 99, 109, 113)

ALTERNATIVE FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that

e. Would the requested accommodations impose an undue financial or

administrative burden upon the County, and will it fundamentally alter the
Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance? 

FINDING

1. The Planning Commission finds that the requested accommodations are
not necessary as the uses as proposed by HCF are allowed on the
property which is bifurcated by the M-AF and P-LS Zoning Districts.  The
Planning Commission finds that the only use that is prohibited is the
convalescent home’s accessory use of therapy in the P-LS District. 
However, the Planning Commission finds that an accommodation is not
required with respect to the therapy accessory use because the Applicant
has adequate property located in the M-AF District to allow for therapy
accessory uses to the convalescent home which would otherwise not
interfere with the cabin colony and cafeteria/restaurant uses in the P-LS
District.  Other uses in both districts constitute farming activities allowed
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under the CCZO and under Michigan’s Right to Farm Act and, overall, the
special land uses do not impose an undue financial or administrative
burden on the County .  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 45-66, 67, 68,
76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and 154)

ALTERNATIVE FINDING

2. The Planning Commission finds that based upon the general findings of
fact and the specific findings of fact for both the special land use as well
as the site plan standards, that approval of the project would not impose
an undue financial or administrative burden upon the County.  The
Planning Commission further finds that a reasonable accommodation
does not fundamentally alter the CCZO because approval of the cabin
colony and cafeteria/restaurant in the P-LS District, albeit said use not
matching what is required under the CCZO, would still look and appear on
the land as a cabin colony along with a cafeteria/restaurant.  As such, the
Planning Commission finds that the use of the cabin colony and
cafeteria/restaurant in the P-LS District which the Planning Commission is
allowed as a reasonable accommodation under the ADA, FFHA and the
Persons With Disabilities Civil Rights Act will not result in a material
change on how properties in the area are zoned or, for that matter, look
after development.  This includes HCF as built out and represented by
Applicant in its application.  (See  See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 45-66,
67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113)

Motion made by                                       , supported by                                                  
that based upon the general findings of fact and the rezoning factors that the
applicant’s request for a special use permit is hereby recommended to be
denied/approved/approved with conditions. 

Ayes:                                                     

Nays:                                                     

DATE DECISION AND ORDER ADOPTED

                                    
Date

25



                                                       
         Chair  

                                                       
         Secretary 

26





















































CHEBOYGAN COUNTY  

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT  

CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BUILDING � 870 S. MAIN STREET, PO BOX 70 � CHEBOYGAN, MI 49721 

PHONE: (231)627-8489 � FAX: (231)627-3646 

www.cheboygancounty.net/planning/ 

 

MEMO 

 

Date:  December 23, 2015 

 

To:   Planning Commissioners   

 

From:  Steve Schnell, Community Development Director 

 

Re: Heritage Cove Farm 

 

The various draft findings of fact have been combined and revised as requested by the Planning 

Commission at the December 16
th

, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. Also, some revisions 

were made to the staff/legal counsel draft findings in light of the Anchor Steel court case which 

supports the review of the requested uses in the P-LS district separately from the convalescent 

home in the M-AF portion of the property. 

 

Please re-read previous staff reports and be very familiar with the details of what the applicant is 

requesting. Also, if you have questions, please contact me at any time in the next two weeks 

prior to the meeting. My cell phone number is 231-445-2599.  

 

The law must be followed and it is imperative that you make sure you are familiar with the 

information regarding the Fair Housing Amendments Act especially. It is not easy and we 

recognize this. The application is complex given the many uses requested and the bifurcation of 

the property into two zoning districts. The Anchor Steel case was provided to you and supports 

reviewing each of the uses as they requested separately in each zoning district.  

 

Receiving reasonable accommodation requests is not a familiar process for probably any 

planning commission. Any aspect of the application that is denied based on zoning compliance 

will need to be reviewed according to their reasonable accommodations request.  
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CHEBOYGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  1 

DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT 2 

 3 

Please note: Although this document includes findings provided by County Planning Staff and 4 

County Legal Counsel these findings also, by request, include other draft findings not provided 5 

by County Staff or County Legal Counsel. 6 

 7 

Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, LLC Special Use 8 

Permit 9 

 10 

Applicant: Lawrence Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm, LLC 11 

625 N. Grandview Beach Road 12 

Indian River, MI 49749 13 

 14 

Owners: Lawrence Hanson on behalf of Heritage Cove Farm, LLC 15 

625 N. Grandview Beach Road 16 

Indian River, MI 49749 17 

 18 

Parcels: 625 N. Grandview Beach Road, Sections 5 and 6, 19 

Tuscarora Township 20 

Parcel No’s. 162-005-300-002-00, 162-006-400-004-00 and 21 

162-006-400-005-00 22 

 23 

Hearing Date: Public Hearing on Wednesday, November 4, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the 24 

Cheboygan High School Auditorium 25 

Deliberations on Wednesday, December 2, 2015 at 7:00 p.m.  at the 26 

Cheboygan High School Auditorium 27 

Deliberations on Wednesday, December 16, 2015 at 7:00 p.m. at the 28 

Cheboygan County Building 29 

Deliberations on Wednesday, January 6, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. at the Cheboygan 30 

County Building 31 

 32 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 33 

 34 

The property of Owners is described more fully as: Situated in the Township of  Tuscarora, County of 35 

Cheboygan and State of Michigan. 36 

 37 

See attached legal descriptions. 38 

 39 

Hereinafter referred to as the “Property”. 40 

 41 

APPLICATION 42 

 43 

The purpose of this meeting and public hearing is to hear comments about and consider the request of 44 
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Lawrence Hanson and Heritage Cove Farm, Inc. for a special use permit and approval of the 45 

submitted plan to establish a Therapeutic Farm for adults with mental disabilities.  The Applicant is 46 

requesting the following: 47 

 48 

A Special Use Permit is requested under the following sections of the Cheboygan County 49 

Zoning Ordinance #200: Section 9.3.14., Nursing or convalescent homes, Section 9.3.22 (Uses 50 

which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use 51 

permit, or uses which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission 52 

pursuant to this subsection or corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be 53 

allowed in this zoning district by special use permit if the Planning Commission determines that 54 

the proposed use is of the same general character as the other uses allowed in this zoning 55 

district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the 56 

applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district), 57 

Section 10.3.2. Club, Section 10.3.3 Cabin Colonies, Section 10.3.6 Country Club, Section 58 

10.3.8 Duplex or multi-family buildings, and Section 10.3.14 Restaurant/Bar. The property is 59 

located at 625 Grandview Beach Rd., Tuscarora Township, sections 5 and 6, parcel #162-005-60 

300-002-00, #162-006-400-004-00 and #162-006-400-005-00 and are zoned Agriculture and 61 

Forestry Management District (M-AF) and Lake and Stream Protection District (P-LS). 62 

 63 

Please note: Heritage Cove Farm requests that Cheboygan County make all reasonable and 64 

necessary accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, the Fair 65 

Housing Amendments Act of 1988 and the Michigan Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights 66 

Act with respect to the interpretation and application of the Cheboygan County Zoning 67 

Ordinance #200 such as to approve the Farm in all requested and required respects. 68 

 69 

The Planning Commission having considered the Application, the Planning Commission having heard 70 

the statements of the Applicants/Applicants’ attorney and/or agents, the Planning Commission having 71 

considered letters submitted by members of the public and comments by members of the public and 72 

considerable written evidence on the record, the Planning Commission having considered 165 73 

Exhibits, and the Planning Commission having reached a decision on this matter, states as follows: 74 

 75 

 76 

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT 

 77 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant’s property contains a total of 33 (thirty-three) 78 

acres with 15.6 acres located in the Agriculture and Forestry Management District (hereinafter M-79 

AF) and 17.4 acres located in the Lake and Stream Protection District (hereinafter P-LS).  (See 80 

exhibits 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 154) 81 

 82 

2. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant’s property contains a total of 33 acres (more or less) 83 

with approximately 15.6 acres of same located within the Agriculture and Forestry Management 84 

District (the “M-AF District”) and approximately 17.4 acres located within the Lake and Stream 85 

Protection District (the “P-LS District”) (hereinafter collectively, “the Property”).  (See Exhibits 2-8 86 
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and 154.)  According to Applicant’s site plan, the Property is bound by both the Indian River 87 

Spreads and Mullett Lake, and more than one-half of the Property that is located within the P-LS 88 

District is composed of wetlands.  (See Exhibit 9)  With regard to these two zoning districts, the 89 

Planning Commission further finds the following: 90 

 91 

Section 9.1 of the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance (the “Ordinance”) provides the purpose 92 

of the M-AF District:  “Agriculture and Forest Management Districts are those areas where 93 

farming, dairying, forestry operations and other such rural-type activities exist and should be 94 

preserved or encouraged.  They include areas, which, although not currently so used, have a 95 

potential for agriculture and forestry.  Large vacant areas, fallow land and wooded areas may 96 

also be included.  Although the demand for other uses in these districts may ultimately outweigh 97 

their use as zoned, any such zoning changes should be made cautiously with the realization that 98 

inadequate food supply and timber resources are essential to the health and welfare of the county, 99 

state and nation.” 100 

 101 

Section 10.1 of the Ordinance sets forth the purpose of the P-LS District:  “Cheboygan County 102 

has the distinction of having more water surface than any other county in the State of Michigan.  103 

77.3 square miles (9.69% of its area) are inland waters.  The county has 344 inland lakes and 420 104 

miles of streams.  When 32 miles of Lake Huron shoreline are added, it becomes apparent that 105 

there is considerable pressure for development of waterfront property for homes, tourism and 106 

recreation.  It is vital to the orderly future development of the county that these waters and 107 

natural resources be protected and that environmental control be exercised.  The purpose of the 108 

conditions and requirements to be met in this district is to: 109 

§10.1.1.1  Avoid excessive structural encroachment on the waters and waterways 110 

except for uses traditionally depending upon direct water access. 111 

§10.1.1.2  Promote higher water quality by encouraging natural vegetation strips 112 

along waterfronts to filter out nutrients and sediment from surface run-off, keep 113 

them from entering the waters, prevent erosion and help maintain cool water 114 

temperatures through shading. 115 

§10.1.1.3 Protect the natural environment of streams and lakes for wild life habitat 116 

purposes and to preserve, to the extent possible, the natural image of landscapes. 117 

§10.1.1.4 Promote the general welfare of the county by protecting water quality, 118 

ground water resources, public health, property values, recreational values, 119 

riparian rights and erecting safeguards against flooding. 120 

The Planning Commission finds that Applicant has not asserted, nor does the record otherwise 121 

reflect any evidence that the uses proposed by Applicant are “uses traditionally depending upon 122 

direct water access.”  (§10.1.1.1) 123 

 124 

3. The Planning Commission finds that Lawrence P. Hanson and Elizabeth A. Hanson, as husband and 125 

wife, are owners of the property subject to this request. (See exhibits 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8) 126 
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 127 

4. The Planning Commission finds that LIB, LIB, Inc., is the owner of 162-006-400-005-00. (See 128 

exhibits 6 and 7) 129 

 130 

5. The Planning Commission finds that the Warranty Deed for the property in Benton Township 131 

provided by the Applicant is not on the supplied drawing and is assumed to be an error in the 132 

application.  (See exhibit 8). 133 

 134 

6. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant plans to put into place and operate on the 135 

property a therapeutic farm community known as Heritage Cove Farm to be operated under 136 

Heritage Cove Farm, LLC, a non-profit 501(c)(3) corporation which currently exists and, according 137 

to State records, is in good standing. (See exhibits 113 and 141) 138 

 139 

7. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant proposes to use the Property as a “private-pay 140 

facility” identified as a “therapeutic farm community” known as “Heritage Cove Farm,” to be 141 

operated by Heritage Cove Farm, LLC, a Michigan nonprofit limited liability company and 142 

501(c)(3) charitable organization.  According to the State of Michigan, Department of Licensing 143 

and Regulatory Affairs, said company exists and is in good standing.  (See Exhibits 113 and 141)  144 

The Planning Commission finds that the Ordinance does not define a “therapeutic farm 145 

community,” nor could a definition be found in a dictionary.  However, the Planning Commission 146 

finds that uses in other communities that are identified as “therapeutic farm communities” include 147 

Rose Hill Center, located in Holly, Michigan, which sits on 412 isolated acres of land; Hopewell, 148 

located in Mesopotamia, Ohio, which is located on 300 acres of land; and Gould Farm, located in 149 

Monterey, Massachusetts, on 630 acres of land, more than 500 of which is forest land.  (See Exhibit 150 

129, BBP’s Report) 151 

 152 

8. The Planning Commission finds that the purpose of the proposed land use is to serve as a 153 

therapeutic farm community to both adult men and women with mental illnesses, anticipating that 154 

such mentally ill persons occupying the farm may have diagnoses of depression, schizophrenia, bi-155 

polar disorder, mental illnesses related to closed head injuries, and/or dual diagnoses.  (See exhibit 156 

1) 157 

 158 

9. The Planning Commission finds that all anticipated activities related to Heritage Cove Farms are 159 

specifically listed in the Applicant’s materials, specifically the letter and associated tables in the 160 

Applicant’s letter dated Septem ber 22, 2015 and in the presentation by Applicant on November 4, 161 

2015 and on Applicant’s Special Land Use Permit Application dated 4/16/2015.  (See exhibits 2 and 162 

157) 163 

 164 

10. The Planning Commission finds that all of the uses proposed by Applicant are specifically listed in 165 

Applicant’s materials, specifically the Application of April 16, 2015, the September 22, 2015, letter, 166 

and Applicant’s November 4, 2015, presentation at the Planning Commission hearing.  (See 167 

Exhibits 2 and 157)  The Planning Commission further finds that Applicant does not distinguish its 168 

proposed uses as principal or accessory uses. 169 
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 170 
11. The Planning Commission finds that residents who will be occupying the property will do so in 171 

cabins as depicted on the site plan of which 12 (twelve) of such cabins are located in the P-LS 172 

District and 12 (twelve) are located in M-AF District. (See exhibits 2, 9, 10, 12 and 154) 173 

 174 

12. The Planning Commission finds that individuals who will be treated at the proposed Farm will 175 

occupy “four clusters” of what Applicant has labeled “cabin colonies” on the site plan.  Applicant 176 

proposes two such “clusters” of “cabin colonies” of four-to-six “cabins” each on that portion of the 177 

Property located within the P-LS District and another two of such “cabin colonies” on that portion 178 

of the Property located within the M-AF District, again each such “cabin colony” having four-to-six 179 

“cabins” each.  The Planning Commission further finds that, according to Applicant’s materials, the 180 

“cabins” will be utilized by patients roughly four-to-12 months at a time.  (See exhibits 2, 9, 10, 12, 181 

and 154)  The Planning Commission finds that, according to the drawings of Rhadigan & Sons, 182 

Inc., Indian River, submitted with Applicant’s application materials, the “cabins” will not have 183 

kitchen, dining, living, laundry, and other facilities, but rather would have a bedroom with sitting 184 

area and one bathroom.  The Planning Commission also finds that Applicant plans to have 185 

“professional support of individual clinical care and 24-hour on site staffing.” (Exhibit 1, 186 

Applicant’s April 20, 2015, letter at page 2.)  The Planning Commission further finds that that 187 

Applicant proposes 13 staff members over the course of two phases, two of whom would stay at the 188 

site overnight.  Id at 3.  Three of the staff members along with their families would stay at the site 189 

indefinitely.  In addition, “affiliations with the state universities and colleges for programs and 190 

internship opportunities” are anticipated by Applicant to take place on site.  Id at 3.  In exchange for 191 

a fee that is either privately paid, paid by insurance companies or other authorized third-party 192 

payers, or Medicaid, the “Farm” would provide the following services to participants:  193 

“[P]articipation in most onsite activities, one efficiency furnished ‘cottage,’ three meals a day, 194 

laundry services, medication reminders, treatment plans with onsite clinical staff, individual and 195 

group therapy, access to video conferencing, transportation off-site within a certain mile radius, and 196 

internet access.”  (Letter at page 3.) 197 

 198 

13. The Planning Commission finds that “cabin” is defined under the Cheboygan County Zoning 199 

Ordinance as “Any building, tent or similar structure which is maintained, offered or used for 200 

dwelling or sleeping quarters for transients, or for temporary residence, but shall not include what 201 

are commonly designated as hotels, lodges, houses or tourist homes.”  (See exhibit 154) 202 

 203 

STAFF COMMENT: The applicant has provided information on uses which are 

being proposed both as primary uses and as accessory uses. Although they use the 

word “ancillary” it has the same meaning as accessory. For instance, the Applicant 

stated that, in the P-LS zoning district, they are proposing therapy use as 

accessory to “the housing and feeding of persons”, more specifically “an ancillary 

use to the dining component, as permitted by Section 10.3.14 and the club 

component, as permitted by Section 10.3.2 and Section 10.3.6.” (See exhibit 1, 

pages 4 and 6) 
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14. The Planning Commission finds that “convalescent or nursing home” is defined under the 204 

Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance as “A home, qualified for license under applicable Michigan 205 

Law, for the care of children, aged, or infirm and providing facilities for four or more patients.”  206 

(See exhibit 154) 207 

 208 

15. The Planning Commission finds that acceptable definitions of “infirm” include: 209 

American Heritage Dictionary 210 

o Weak in body or mind, especially from old age or 211 

disease 212 

o Not strong or stable; shaky 213 

Merriam-Webster 214 

o Of poor or deteriorated vitality; especially: feeble from 215 

age 216 

o Weak of mind, will, or character 217 

o Not solid or stable 218 

Oxford Dictionaries 219 

o Not physically or mentally strong, especially through age or illness 220 

 221 

16. The Planning Commission finds that “convalescent or nursing home” is defined under the 222 

Cheboygan County Ordinance as “[a] home, qualified for license under applicable Michigan law, 223 

for the care of children, aged, or infirm and providing facilities for four or more patients.”  (See 224 

Exhibit 154.)  The Planning Commission further finds that, pursuant to Applicant’s materials, 225 

Applicant is not proposing that “children” or the “aged” will participate on the proposed Farm.  226 

The Planning Commission also finds that the Ordinance does not define the term, “infirm.”   227 

 228 

17. The Planning Commission finds that in the M-AF Zoning District, nursing and convalescent 229 

homes are allowed by special use under subsection 9.3.14. (See exhibit 154) 230 

 231 

18. The Planning Commission finds that, within the M-AF District, “nursing and convalescent homes” 232 

are allowed by special use under subsection 9.3.4.  (See Exhibit 154).  The Planning Commission 233 

also finds that “nursing and convalescent homes” are not allowed in the P-LS by right or by special 234 

land-use permit.  (See Exhibit 154.) 235 

 236 

19. The Planning Commission finds that subsection 9.3.22, under uses requiring special land use 237 

permits in the M-AF District, allows for the following:  238 

 239 

Uses which are not expressly authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use 240 

permit, or uses which have not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant 241 

to this subsection or corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this 242 

zoning district by special use permit if the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use 243 

is of the same general character as the other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or 244 

by special use permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the applicable requirements of 245 

the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district. (Rev. 04/26/08, Amendment 246 

#75).  (See exhibit 154) 247 

STAFF COMMENT: 

This was inserted as 

per the discussion by 

the Planning 

Commission on 

12/16/15. 
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 248 

20. The Planning Commission finds that the Ordinance does not provide that uses may be permitted if 249 

analogous to permitted uses.  Rather, in the M-AF District, the only other uses that are allowed if 250 

not specifically permitted by right or by special land use are uses by special land use under the 251 

Section 9.3.22 “catch all” provision, which provides:  “Uses which are not authorized in any 252 

zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, or uses which have not been previously 253 

authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or corresponding subsections 254 

in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by special use permit of the Planning 255 

Commission determines that the proposed use is of the same general character as the other uses 256 

allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, and the proposed use is in 257 

compliance with the applicable requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for 258 

this zoning district.”  The Planning Commission further finds the following: 259 

 260 
A. The Cheboygan County Master Plan, adopted by the Planning Commission on January 24, 261 

2013, and by the County Board of Commissioners on February 5, 2013, provides that, “[b]ecause 262 

Tuscarora Township has undertaken its own master plan, it is recommended that the Tuscarora 263 

Township Master Plan be utilized by Cheboygan County for developing land[-]use and zoning 264 

recommending for that community.  The most recently [-]adopted Township future land[-]use map 265 

should take the place of more general recommendations for the County as a whole.”  (Page 20-21 266 

of Master Plan at Exhibit 155.) 267 

 268 

B.  That by letter dated October 26, 2015, from the Tuscarora Township Planning Commission 269 

Chair, Michael Cherveny, to the Planning Commission concerning this matter, the Tuscarora 270 

Township Planning Commission advised the County Planning Commission as follows:  “At the 271 

October 22, 2015, regular meeting of the Tuscarora Planning Commission the Heritage Cove Farm 272 

Special Use Permit Request was reviewed to determine if the submitted plan was compatible with 273 

our future land use map.  After review of the 2012 Master Plan, Mr. Craig Waldron made a motion 274 

that the Heritage Cover [sic.] Farm Plan is not compatible with our future land use map.  This 275 

motion was seconded by Mr. Dan Nivelt and it carried unanimously.  Thank you in advance for 276 

your consideration of the Tuscarora Township Planning Commission’s determination.”  (See 277 

Exhibit 160.)   278 

STAFF COMMENT: It is the Planning Commission’s duty to decide whether an applicant’s 

described activity meets the ordinance requirements and definition of their requested use. 

Every site plan or SUP you review you are essentially deciding if what they propose falls 

under the specific use category as permitted in that zoning district. Although for most of 

the applications you review it is often more cut-and-dry. For instance, there are a wide 

variety of outdoor commercial recreation activities as permitted under Section 6.3.7. and 

you have reviewed similar but slightly different proposals under this one use category. 

Also, Zoning district requirements are not contained in the Master (Comprehensive) Plan. 

As we discussed at the last meeting, master plan or comprehensive plans are used to set 

goals and priorities and are to be referenced when amending the zoning ordinance. 
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 279 

21. The Planning Commission finds that subsection 10.3.8 in the P-LS District allow s via special land 280 

use, duplexes, multi-family buildings and further, that subsection 10.3.3 allows for cabin colonies.  281 

The Planning Commission further finds that restaurants are allowed by special use under 10.3.14. 282 

(See exhibit 154) 283 

 284 

22. The Planning Commission finds that Section 10 of the Ordinance allows “cabin colonies” under 285 

Section 10.3.3, “duplexes” and “multi-family” buildings under Section 10.3.8, and “restaurant/bar” 286 

under 10.3.14, within the P-LS District by special land-use permit.  (See Exhibit 154.)  The 287 

Planning Commission further finds that neither “cabins” nor “cabin colonies” are permitted by 288 

right or by special land-use permit within the M-AF District.  The Planning Commission finds that 289 

Article 2 of the Ordinance defines multi-family dwellings as “[a] building, or portion thereof, 290 

containing three (3) or more dwellings.  The Planning Commission finds that Article 2 of the 291 

Ordinance defines “dwelling” as “[a] single unit building, or portion thereof, providing complete 292 

independent living facilities for one (1) family for residential purposes, including permanent 293 

provisions for living, sleeping, heating, cooking, and sanitation.” (Exhibit 154)  The Planning 294 

Commission further finds that Applicant’s September 22, 2015 letter also proposes a “garden” and 295 

“greenhouse” on that portion lying within the P-LS District, but fails to provide the provision(s) of 296 

the Ordinance in support of these proposed uses; however, these uses are permitted in the 297 

ordinance under section 10.2.2 and supported by the Right to Farm Act and Applicant does seek a 298 

reasonable accommodation for same.  The Planning Commission finds that the P-LS District does 299 

not allow uses by special land use permit under a “catch all” provision, nor does the Ordinance 300 

provide that uses may be permitted within the P-LS District if analogous to other permitted uses 301 

within the P-LS District. 302 

 303 
23. The Planning Commission finds that the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance does not define 304 

“restaurant,” but that common definitions include the following: A business establishment where 305 

meals or refreshments may be purchased. (See exhibit 161).or A place or business where people 306 

can choose a meal to be prepared and served to them at a table, and for which they pay, usually 307 

after eating. (See exhibit 162). 308 

 309 

24. The Planning Commission finds that, although the Ordinance defines the word, “cabin,” as above 310 

quoted, it does not define the words, “cabin colony.”  The Planning Commission further finds that 311 

the Ordinance does not define “restaurant,” “restaurant/bar,” or “bar.”  However, common 312 

STAFF COMMENT: Gardens and greenhouses are listed in the application as uses to be 

conducted on the property. As with any zoning application, if it is not proposed as a primary 

use it is likely that the applicant is proposing this as an accessory use.  

For example, retail site plan applications often include a store manager’s office on the plans. 

This has not been reviewed separately as office use because it is not proposed as a primary 

use. It is typically proposed and assumed to be accessory use to the retail operations. 

On December 16
th

 the Planning Commission recognized the applicability of the right to farm 

act in this case also. 
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definitions of “restaurant” include the following:   “A business establishment where meals or 313 

refreshments may be purchased.”  (See Exhibit 161.) “A place or business where people can 314 

choose a meal to be prepared and served to them at a table, and for which they pay, usually after 315 

eating.”  (See Exhibit 162.)  “[A]n establishment where meals are served to customers.”  (Exhibit 316 

129, BBP’s Report.) 317 

 318 

25. The Planning Commission further finds that Section 10.3.14 is the only section in the Ordinance 319 

that specifically provides for a “restaurant/bar” combination.  A “restaurant” is identified under 320 

Sections 5.3.8, 13.2.11, 13A.2.13, 13B.2.8, 13C.2.12, and 13D.2.5.  “Bars and Taverns” are 321 

referenced under Sections 6.2.3, 13.2.2, 13A.2.4, 13B.2.2, 13C.2.4, and 13D.2.1.  (Exhibit 154.)  322 

 323 

26. The Planning Commission finds that “cafeteria” is also not defined in the Cheboygan County 324 

Zoning Ordinance, but is commonly defined as follows: A restaurant where you choose to pay 325 

for your meal at a counter and carry it to a table. Cafeterias are often found in factories, colleges, 326 

hospitals, etc. ( See exhibit 163).or An informal restaurant in places such as a college or hospital 327 

where you take the food to the table yourself. (See exhibit 164). 328 

 329 

27. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant requests that the county make all reasonable 330 

accommodations as stated above in the notice for the request for a special use permit. (See 331 

exhibit 159)   332 

 333 

28. The Planning Commission finds that a majority of the public, both at the public hearing, at the 334 

December 2, 2015 meeting, and in writing, oppose the development as presented for a variety of 335 

reasons as stated in the correspondence as well as preserved by a court reporter at the December 336 

2,2015 public hearing. (See exhibits 18 through 66, 129 and 158) 337 

 338 

29. The Planning Commission finds that the Ordinance does not define “duplex.”  The Planning further 339 

finds that Merriam Webster Dictionary defines “duplex” as “a building that is divided into two 340 

separate homes.” 341 

 342 

30. The Planning Commission finds that the Ordinance defines “club” as a “nonprofit organization of 343 

persons for special purposes or for the conducting of social, athletic, scientific, artistic, political, or 344 

other similar endeavors.”  (See Exhibits 161-165 for dictionary definitions.) 345 

 346 

31. The Planning Commission finds that the Ordinance does not define “country club.”  However, a 347 

dictionary definition of a “country club” is “a club, usually in a suburban district, with a clubhouse 348 

and grounds, offering various social activities and generally having facilities for tennis, golf, 349 

swimming, etc.” (See BBP’s Report at 28.) 350 

 351 

32. The Planning Commission finds that the Ordinance does not permit uses within a zoning district on 352 

STAFF COMMENT: This section 5.3.8 along 

with entire article 5 has been repealed.  
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the basis of being “less intrusive,” “less invasive,” or “less intense” than uses that are specifically 353 

permitted by right or by special land-use permit within that zoning district.  354 

 355 

33. Special land uses allowed under the Ordinance are those that are “recognized as possessing 356 

characteristics of such unique and special nature (relative to condition, design, size, public utilities 357 

needs, and other similar characteristics) as necessitating individual standards and conditions in order 358 

to safeguard the general health, safety and welfare of the community.”  (§ 3.15)  (Exhibit 154.) 359 

 360 

34. The use being proposed by the applicant is the most closely described by Convalescent home as 361 

permitted in section 9.3.14 and if not that section than it is adequately described in Section 9.3.22 362 

 363 

35. The Lake and Stream Protection district is not a residential zoning district, it is a protection district. 364 

There are residential uses that are permitted but the zoning district is not described in the ordinance 365 

nor in the zoning district’s purpose statement as a residential zoning district. It does not encourage 366 

dense residential development as evidenced by the larger lot width compared with residential zoning 367 

districts. 368 

  369 

STAFF COMMENT: Correction: “…relative to location…” is the exact wording 

of the zoning ordinance. 
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SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER SECTION 18.7  370 

OF THE  CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE 371 

 372 

The Planning Commission makes the following findings of fact as required by Section 18.7 of the 373 

Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance with respect to each of the following standards: 374 

 375 

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL LAND USE APPROVAL 376 

The Planning Commission shall approve, or approve with conditions, an application f or a 377 

special land use permit only upon a finding that the proposed special land use complies with the 378 

following standards: 379 

 380 

18.7. a. The property subject to the application is located in a zoning district in which the 

proposed special land use is allowed. 

 381 

FINDINGS THAT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 382 

 383 

1. The Planning Commission finds that convalescent homes are allowed by special use in the M-AF 384 

District, and that Heritage Cove Farm (hereinafter “HCF”) plans to provide services which meet in 385 

part or in whole the uses listed by HCF. (See exhibits 2 and 154) 386 

 387 

2. The Planning Commission finds that convalescent homes as defined in section 2.2 of the 388 

Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance (hereinafter “CCZO”) matches the main function of 389 

what Applicant proposes to conduct on the portion of the property zoned M-AF, in that 390 

Applicant’s HCF proposes to take care of and provide therapy as an accessory use to the 391 

mentally infirm. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 392 

 393 

3. The Planning Commission finds that cabins for residents of HCF as proposed meet the 394 

definition of cabin contained in Article 2 of the CCZO. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 395 

 396 

4. The Planning Commission finds that the CCZO does not restrict the number of structures which 397 

are part of a convalescent home, a use allowed by special use in the M-AF District.  (See 398 

exhibit 154) 399 

 400 

5. The Planning Commission finds that cabin colonies are allowed in the P- LS District by special 401 

use and that the CCZO does not require a specific purpose for the establishment of a cabin 402 

colony in the P-LS District other than that such cabin colonies must meet the special use and site 403 

plan criteria under the CCZO.  (See exhibit 154) 404 

 405 

6. The Planning Commission finds that restaurant/cafeteria uses are analogous, if not synonymous, 406 

as stated in the general findings of fact and that the same is allowed in the P-LS District so long 407 

as such restaurant/cafeteria meets the special use and site plan criteria under the CCZO. (See 408 
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exhibit 154). 409 

 410 

7. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant makes the analogy to camps and churches 411 

providing therapy uses, which are uses allowed in the P-LS Zoning District. (See exhibits 2 and 412 

154) 413 

 414 

8. The Property is located in zoning districts in which the Farm is allowed by way of special land 415 

use pursuant to M-AF §9.3 and P-LS § 10.3 as discussed in parts Ill(A)(l) and III(A)(2) of the 416 

applicants letter dated April 20, 2015 (see Exhibit 1). 417 

 418 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 419 

 420 

1. The Planning Commission finds that cabin colonies and cabins of the type being proposed by the 421 

Applicant are not allowed as either a use by right or by special use in the M-AF District.  The 422 

Planning Commission further finds that due to the fact that cabin colonies are expressly authorized 423 

in the P-LS District and that Applicant’s property is divided in half by the zoning districts, 424 

subsection 9.3.22 is not applicable an d this use is not allowed in the M-AF District.  (See exhibit 425 

154) 426 

 427 

2. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant represents that licensing will generally not be 428 

required for HCF for the activity Applicant proposes to engage in on the property.  As such, based 429 

upon Applicant’s representations, what Applicant proposes does not meet the definition of 430 

convalescent home under the CCZO.  The Planning Commission further finds that under Michigan 431 

law, convalescent homes exist for the purpose of caring for the infirm. Finally, the Planning 432 

Commission finds that the word “infirm” with respect to convalescent homes has been defined under 433 

Michigan law as “A person who is feeble or weak in body or health (especially) because of age.”  434 

(See exhibits 154, 165 and exhibit 129 - Bridget Brown Powers’s [hereinafter “BBP”] report, page 435 

13 with legal citations). 436 

 437 

3. The Planning Commission finds that therapy is traditionally part of an activity engaged in by a 438 

convalescent home and meets the definition of accessory use, and as such, convalescent home and 439 

associated therapy accessory use is allowed in the M-AF District, but is not allowed in the P- LS 440 

District where convalescent homes are not allowed. (See exhibit 154) 441 

 442 

4. The Planning Commission finds that therapy meets the definition of accessory use in relation to the 443 

convalescent home use, which is listed as a permitted use by special use permit in the M-AF 444 

Zoning District.  The Planning Commission further finds that convalescent home use is excluded 445 

from the P-LS Zoning District as an allowable use by right and by special use permit. It is thus 446 

also excluded as a use in the P-LS Zoning District. As such, the Planning Commission finds that 447 

since therapy use is an accessory use to convalescent home use and convalescent home use is 448 

allowed in the M-AF Zoning District, subsection 9.3.22 is not applicable to what the Applicant is 449 

proposing. (See exhibit 154) 450 

 451 

5. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant is proposing uses which are consistent with a 452 
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convalescent home for the entire subject property. The Planning Commission further finds that the 453 

Applicant has not adequately shown that the convalescent home use and accessory uses thereof, 454 

including but not limited to therapy, are not happening within the P-LS Zoning District portion of 455 

the property where such use is not allowed. (See exhibits 2 and 154) 456 

 457 

6. The Planning Commissions finds that the Applicant’s proposal f or a country club use under 10.3.6 is 458 

not a part of what is being proposed as an operation in the M-AF Zoning District, but rather is a use 459 

being proposed in the M-AF District as a convalescent home.  (See exhibits 2, 99 and 154) 460 

 461 

7. Uses Requested in the P-LS District: Applicant sets forth the proposed uses requested by chart in 462 

his September 22, 2015, letter.  For uses in the M-AF District, Applicant requests that the “housing 463 

and cottages,” “garage and laundry,” and “administrative building” be allowed as special land uses 464 

as being “analogous to §9.3.22 Convalescent home (detached) or under § 9.3.22” catch-all provision 465 

and by reasonable accommodation under federal and state law.  Applicant also requests that his uses 466 

identified as “animal pasture area,” “barn,” “workshop,” and “greenhouse” be permitted by special 467 

land use under the §9.3.22 catch-all provision or by reasonable accommodation.  (Exhibit 99)  After 468 

careful review of Applicant’s materials and comments made at the November 4 public hearing, the 469 

voluminous materials submitted and made a part of this record by members of the public, County 470 

staff, and legal counsel, and after careful review and a familiarity with the Ordinance, the Planning 471 

Commission finds that the uses requested by Applicant are not allowed within the M-AF Zoning 472 

District for the following reasons: 473 

 474 

A. Applicant seeks approval for what appears to be the principal use as “analogous to” 475 

“convalescent homes.”  Although the Ordinance has a “catch-all” provision that allows 476 

certain uses by special land-use permit within the M-AF District, the Ordinance is devoid of 477 

any provision that allows the Planning Commission to grant special land-use approval upon a 478 

finding that a proposed use is analogous to a specifically-permitted use by special land-use 479 

permit.  As such, the Planning Commission is without the authority to approve an application 480 

on that basis. 481 

STAFF COMMENT: We urge careful consideration of the statement that these uses 

are not allowed at all in the M-AF zoning district. Stating that a barn, workshop, 

animal pasture area and greenhouse wouldn’t be permitted in an agricultural area 

might be difficult to defend.  

Although they aren’t listed specifically as permitted uses by special use permit, they 

could be considered as accessory uses according to both the definition of accessory 

use and Section 3.10 ACCESSORY USES ASSUMED. This section states that “it shall 

be assumed that customary buildings and uses which are incidental to any principal 

uses or uses allowed by special use permit are permissible as part of the main use.” 
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 482 

B. Although convalescent homes are allowed by special land-use permit within the M-AF 483 

District, the uses proposed and described by Applicant, whether individually or collectively, 484 

do not satisfy the definition of “convalescent home” under the Ordinance.  A convalescent 485 

home is “a home, qualified for license under applicable Michigan law, for the care of 486 

children, aged, or infirm and providing facilities for four or more patients.”  The patients 487 

being proposed by Applicant are not the aged nor are they children.  Because the Ordinance 488 

does not define the word, “infirm,” the Planning Commission follows the definition cited by 489 

our Michigan Supreme Court in the 2013 People v. Duncan case and finds that “infirm” 490 

means “feeble or weak in body or health because of age.”  (Exhibit 129)  The Planning 491 

Commission believes that the definition cited by the High Court provides that “age is 492 

specifically designated as a factor that may give rise to an infirmity.”  According to 493 

Applicant, the patients would be engaging in activities that would include yoga, dance, 494 

fitness, gardening, landscaping, meal preparation, caring for animals, woodworking, biking, 495 

hiking, fishing, boating, cross-country skiing, working, and studying, in addition to other 496 

activities.  (Exhibit 1)  The Planning Commission finds that participation in these types of 497 

activities is not consistent with patients who are “feeble or weak in body or health.”  The 498 

Planning Commission further finds that, even if “infirm” did not apply to the “aged,” the 499 

activities being proposed would not be conducive to those who were weak or feeble at any 500 

age.  The planning further finds that the patients who would participate on the Farm are not 501 

weak and feeble merely because of their diagnoses.  The Planning Commission finds that 502 

there exists no evidence in this record to indicate that these persons would be weak or feeble.  503 

Indeed, Applicant has stated that these individuals would participate in a plethora of activities 504 

that negate any such finding. 505 

 506 

C. Applicant has stated that none of the uses being proposed by Applicant would require state or 507 

federal licensing.  Accordingly, for this additional reason, the uses fail to satisfy the 508 

Ordinance’s definition of “convalescent home.”  (Exhibit 154) 509 

 510 

STAFF COMMENT: As part of every permit application reviewed by the Planning 

Commission, the activity proposed is reviewed as to whether or not it meets the 

definition and requirements of an allowed use or uses within that zoning district.  

This review is conducted by the Planning Commission every time. It may not be 

discussed because it may be more straight forward in most cases but this review is 

part of all your decisions on SUP’s or site plans when considering new uses. 

STAFF  COMMENT: This is not consistent with the 

applicant’s statements about their licensing. 
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D. Convalescent homes are not multiple-building facilities, nor do they have many of the types 511 

of accessory uses being proposed by Applicant. 512 

 513 

E. Applicant also seeks approval for the above-stated uses within the M-AF District under the 514 

Ordinance’s Section 9.3.22 “catch-all provision, which provides:  “Uses which are not 515 

authorized in any zoning district, either by right or by special use permit, or uses which have 516 

not been previously authorized by the Planning Commission pursuant to this subsection or 517 

corresponding subsections in other zoning districts may be allowed in this zoning district by 518 

special use permit of the Planning Commission determines that the proposed use is of the 519 

same general character as the other uses allowed in this zoning district, either by right or by 520 

special use permit, and the proposed use is in compliance with the applicable requirements  521 

of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district.”  (Exhibit 154) 522 

 523 

F. The uses being proposed by Applicant are allowed in other zoning districts, are not of the 524 

same general character as the other uses allowed within the M-AF District, and the proposed 525 

uses do not comply with the Cheboygan County Master Plan or the Tuscarora Township 526 

Master Plan.  (Exhibits 154, 155 and 156)  The following uses are permitted as of right in the 527 

M-AF District: 528 

 529 

Single-family dwellings and two-family dwellings; 530 

Commercial farm buildings; 531 

Commercial farms; 532 

Greenhouses and nurseries; 533 

Markets for the sale of products grown or produced upon the premises; 534 

Home occupations; 535 

Private aircraft landing strips; 536 

Temporary mobile homes and travel trailers;  537 

Tree farms, forest-production and forest-harvesting operations, including portable 538 

sawmills, log-storage yards, and related activities; 539 

Hunting grounds, fishing sites, and wildlife preserves;  540 

Private hunting and fishing cabins; 541 

Private storage buildings, private storage/workshop buildings and agricultural/private 542 

storage/workshop buildings; 543 

Hobby farm buildings; and 544 

Hobby farms. 545 

 546 

Uses that are permitted by special land-use permits within the M-AF zoning district are 547 

STAFF COMMENT: There are no standards in the ordinance that 

require convalescent homes to be in one building. There were 

three separate buildings approved for The Brook’s special use 

permit in the M-AF zoning district. 
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the following: 548 

 549 

Automobile repair and service and gasoline stations; 550 

Churches and parish houses, schools and educational institutions and municipal 551 

buildings, structures and uses; 552 

Community buildings, public parks and recreational areas, playgrounds and 553 

campgrounds; 554 

Entertainment and eating establishments; 555 

Commercial Hunting and fishing cabins; 556 

Golf courses, country clubs and sportsmen’s associations and clubs; 557 

Resorts, resort hotels, recreation farms, vacation lodges, motor inns, motels and other 558 

tourist lodging facilities; 559 

Slaughter houses and meat packing plants; 560 

Travel trailer courts, tenting areas and general camping grounds; 561 

Public airports and landing fields, with appurtenant facilities; 562 

Non-essential public utility and service buildings; 563 

Nursing or convalescent homes; 564 

Animal feedlots or piggeries; 565 

Earth removal, quarrying, gravel processing, mining and related mineral extraction 566 

businesses; 567 

Commercial kennels, pet shops, and veterinary hospital; 568 

Junk yards, salvage yards and waste disposal sites;  569 

Commercial composting; 570 

Contractor’s yards; 571 

Public and private wind generation and anemometer towers; 572 

Child care institutions; and 573 

Indoor storage facilities. 574 

 575 

G. None of the permitted uses are of the same general character as the uses proposed by 576 

Applicant.  The uses proposed by Applicant are more akin to a healthcare treatment facility 577 

or medical clinic, which are permitted in other zoning districts within the County.  In 578 

addition, Applicant’s proposed uses do not comply with the County’s Master Plan or 579 

Tuscarora Township’s Master Plan as Section 9.3.22 requires as a condition for approval.  580 

Our Master Plan provides:  “According to Michigan Statute, zoning must be based on a plan 581 

in order to be legally valid.  Because Tuscarora Township has undertaken its own master 582 

plan, it is recommended that the Tuscarora Township Master Plan be utilized by Cheboygan 583 

County for developing land[-]use and zoning recommendations for that community.  The 584 

most recently[-]adopted Township future land[-]use map should take the place of more 585 

general recommendations for the County as a whole.”  ( Exhibit 155) According to the 586 

Township’s Master Plan, the following are the stated goals: 587 



 

 

Black Text – draft findings by Cheboygan County legal counsel/staff 
Red Text – draft findings submitted by Bridget Brown Powers 
Blue Text – provided by applicant in Heritage Cove Farm application  

Page 17 

 588 
i. Land Use Goal: 589 

Goal: Maintain an ecologically sound balance between human 590 

economic growth and the environment to retain the Township’s scenic 591 

and rural character, while meeting the needs of the current and future 592 

residents.  Work with the County to control the location of new 593 

development by designating appropriate areas for new residential, 594 

commercial, and industrial land uses.  Consistent with smart growth 595 

principles and the complete streets initiative, encourage the use of 596 

access management standards, non-motorized facilities, appropriate 597 

setbacks, retention of green space, buffer zones between differing land 598 

uses, screened parking areas, and roadside landscaping; and encourage 599 

the retention of open space and scenic vistas with PUD's, clustering, 600 

and conservation easements. 601 

 602 

ii. Agriculture and Forestry Goal: 603 

Goal: Acknowledge the importance of agricultural lands and forestry management.  604 

Recognize that the presence of agricultural and forested lands adds to the scenic and 605 

rural character of the Township. Participate in efforts to educate the community 606 

regarding agricultural preservation. Promote re-forestation and sound forestry 607 

management practices for areas with productive forest soils.  Work with County to 608 

provide greater zoning flexibility regarding uses of large parcels of land.  Work with 609 

County to provide greater zoning flexibility regarding uses of large parcels of land. 610 

 611 

iii. Recreation Goal: 612 

Goal: Provide and maintain recreation lands and facilities for safe access and year-613 

round healthy enjoyment by residents and visitors.  Promote the use of the Northern 614 

Central State Trail, through the establishment of Marina Park as a designated trailhead. 615 

 616 

iv. Natural Resource Goal 617 

Protect and preserve groundwater, surface water, woodlands, wetlands, open space, 618 

wildlife habitat and steep slopes. 619 

See copy of the Township Master Plan at Exhibit 156 at Exhibit D to BBP Report at Exhibit 129. 620 

 621 

H. The Tuscarora Township Planning Commission has reviewed Applicant’s application 622 

materials and has determined that the proposed uses do not comply with the Township’s 623 

STAFF  COMMENT: This section 9.3.22 requires “compliance with the applicable 

requirements of the Cheboygan County Comprehensive Plan for this zoning district.” 

The current Master (or Comprehensive) Plan, adopted in 2014, does not have 

requirements specific to the M-AF zoning district. 
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Master Plan.  (Exhibit 160)  After our independent review of both the County and the 624 

Township’s Master Plans, we find that the proposed uses fail to comply with both Plans. 625 

 626 

I. As further support for our determination that the proposed uses are not allowed within the M-627 

AF District as a “convalescent home” or under the catch-all provision, we find the following: 628 

 629 

i. The uses being proposed are multiple buildings.  (Exhibits 1, 2, 9, 10, 11) 630 

 631 
ii. Applicant proposes the property will have 24 patients, 13 employees, and the family 632 

members of three employees.  In addition, the Applicant “anticipates creating 633 

affiliations with the state universities and colleges for programs and internship 634 

opportunities.”  Thus, the site would have a minimum of 37 persons at all times, in 635 

addition to the family members of Farm employees, which could bring that number 636 

up to 50 persons or more.  (Exhibit 1) 637 

 638 

iii. Farm animals will be on the property.  (Exhibit 1,2,9,10,11) 639 

 640 

iv. Applicant proposes that the facility will be open 24-hours per day, every day of the 641 

year.  (Exhibit 1) 642 

 643 

v. Patients will receive professional medical treatment and therapy on the property.  644 

(Exhibit 1) 645 

 646 
vi. The property abuts the Indian River Spreads and Mullett Lake, and the majority of the 647 

property located within the P-LS Districts is composed of wetlands.  (Exhibit 9, 117, 648 

129) 649 

 650 

vii. Bald Eagles and other wild animals live in and around the Indian River Spreads.  651 

(Exhibit 129) 652 

 653 

viii. The activities proposed by Applicant will generate noise. 654 

 655 

ix. The persons and animals proposed by Applicant will generate some waste.  656 

 657 

STAFF COMMENT: As stated earlier, there is no ordinance requirement 

that restricts convalescent homes from operating out of multiple 

buildings. 

STAFF COMMENT: There are no standards which restrict convalescent 

homes from having these accessory uses. Indeed, treatment and 24/7 

operation might be considered normal or natural for a convalescent 

home. 
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x.  Although no studies have been presented by Applicant or anyone else, a potential 658 

exists for noise, waste, and/or light from the foregoing to disrupt the natural wildlife 659 

habitat in the immediate area as well as adversely impact water quality.  See Dr. 660 

Grenetta Thomasey’s letter to Planning Commission in the record.  (Exhibit 117) 661 

Allowing even a potential to exist would run contra to the stated goal of preserving 662 

and protecting groundwater, surface water, woodlands, wetlands, open space, and 663 

wildlife habitat. 664 

 665 

J. Neither “cabins” nor “cabin colonies” are allowed in the M-AF District by right or by special 666 

land-use permit.  (Exhibit 154) 667 

 668 

K. Because the principal use is being proposed as analogous to a convalescent home, and 669 

because the proposed collective uses do not meet the definitional standard, nor are they of the 670 

same general character as a convalescent home, all of Applicant’s proposed accessories 671 

cannot be approved; a use cannot be permitted as an accessory to a principal use that is not 672 

permitted. 673 

 674 

8. Uses Requested in the P-LS District: 675 

 676 

The Planning Commission finds that the uses proposed for that portion of the property lying within the 677 

P-LS District are not allowed within said District based upon the following findings: 678 

 679 

A. The P-LS District does not contain a provision that allows approval for a use that is 680 

“analogous to” or “ancillary to” other specifically-permitted uses within the P-LS District 681 

either by right or by special land-use permit.  (Exhibit 154) 682 

 683 
B. The P-LS District does not have a “catch-all” provision allowing uses not specifically 684 

permitted.  (Exhibit 154) 685 

C. Applicant is proposing a use that Applicant believes is “analogous to” a “convalescent 686 

home,” with components of same in multiple buildings located on property within the M-AF 687 

and P-LS Districts.  Convalescent homes are not allowed by right or by special land-use 688 

permit within the P-LS District.  If convalescent homes are not allowed within the P-LS 689 

District, accessory uses, including but not limited to professional medical treatment and 690 

therapy, to convalescent homes are equally not allowed within the P-LS District. 691 

D. Schools, churches, and camps do not and cannot provide professional, medical treatment and 692 

therapy to students, parishioners, and campers. 693 

E. None of the uses being proposed within the P-LS District satisfy the definition of 694 

“restaurant.” 695 

F. None of the uses being proposed within the P-LS District constitute a “restaurant/bar” 696 

combination. 697 

G. None of the uses being proposed within the P-LS District constitute a “club.” 698 

H. None of the uses being proposed within the P-LS District constitute a “country club.” 699 

Please see the previous staff 

comment on this matter. 
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I. None of the uses being proposed within the P-LS District constitute a “multi-family” 700 

building or “duplex.” 701 

J. None of the uses being proposed within the P-LS District constitute any form of “dwelling.” 702 

 703 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  704 

 705 

18.7.b. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, 

or equipment that will create a substantially negative impact on the natural 

resources of the County or the natural environment as a whole. 

 706 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 707 

 708 

1. The Planning Commission finds that based upon the site plan no construction will be conducted 709 

within the areas designated as wetlands on the property other than a path to access the lake and 710 

a dock, a use which is otherwise allowed in the P-LS District.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 711 

 712 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the uses allowed both in the M-AF District as well as 713 

the P-LS District under the CCZO include more intensive uses. By example, the Planning 714 

Commission finds that in the P- LS District campgrounds, retail stores and shops, boat 715 

liveries, marinas, launching ramps, motels, hotels and golf courses are allowed by special 716 

land use. (See exhibit 154 - section 10).  With respect to the M-AF District, the Planning 717 

Commission finds that more intensive uses include such things as automobile repair, service 718 

and gas stations, entertainment and eating establishments, commercial hunting and fishing 719 

cabins, golf courses, country clubs and sportsmen’s associations or clubs, grocery or party 720 

stores, resorts, hotels, motor inns, slaughterhouses, meat packing and other uses by special 721 

land use.  (See exhibit 154 - section 9). 722 

 723 

3. The Farm does not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, or equipment that will create a 724 

substantially negative impact on the natural resources of the County or the natural environment 725 

as a whole. Rather, it is clear that the uses and activities of the Farm are harmonious with the 726 

natural and agricultural surroundings of the Property, and will have a beneficial, rather than 727 

negative impact on the natural resource of the County as discussed in greater detailed in parts I 728 

and II of the applicants letter dated April 20, 2015 (see Exhibit 1). 729 

 730 

4. The Planning Commission finds that 731 

 732 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 733 

 734 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use would involve uses, 735 

activities, processes, materials, and/or equipment that would, if allowed, create 736 
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substantially negative impacts on the County’s natural resources or the natural 737 

environment as a whole, for the following reasons: 738 

 739 

A. The Planning Commission finds that, given the amount of wetlands as depicted on 740 

Applicant’s site plan, and the number of persons who are being proposed to be on the 741 

property, including 24 residents, 13 employees, the families of three employees, as well 742 

as the “Farm” animals, the proposed uses will create a greater density than the uses 743 

generally found within the M-AF and the P-LS Districts, as well as the neighboring 744 

properties. 745 

 746 

B. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed uses will create noise, waste, and/or 747 

nighttime light or glare from persons and/or animals that would, if allowed, create a 748 

substantially negative impact on the natural wildlife habitats and ecosystems along, 749 

around, and within the Indian River Spreads, the wetlands areas of the property adjacent 750 

to the Indian River Spreads and Mullett Lake, as stated by Dr. Grenetta Thomassey of 751 

the Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council. 752 

 753 

C. The Planning Commission finds that Bald Eagles, a federally-protected species of bird, 754 

maintain nesting grounds in and around the Indian River Spreads that are likely to be 755 

disturbed by the uses proposed by Applicant.  The Planning Commission makes this 756 

finding based on the general knowledge that the Bald Eagles nest in that area, the 757 

reporting of same by the Indian River Chamber of Commerce, the BBP Report (at 758 

Exhibit 129), and the effects of the proposed uses on natural wildlife habitat as reviewed 759 

and evaluated by Dr. Thomassey. (Exhibit 117) 760 

 761 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  762 

 763 

 764 

18.7.c. The proposed special land use will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, 

or equipment, or hours of operation that will create a substantially negative 

impact on other conforming properties in the area by reason of traffic, noise, 

smoke, fumes, glare, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can be seen 

from any public or private highway or seen from any adjoining land owned by 

another person. 

 765 

 766 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 767 

 768 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the special land use request for a therapeutic farm with therapy 769 

accessory use located in the M-AF District along with farming and residential cabins will not 770 

involve uses, activities, processes, materials, or equipment, or hours of operation that will create a 771 

substantially negative impact on other conforming properties in the area by reason of traffic, noise, 772 

smoke, fumes, glares, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can be seen from any public 773 

or private highway or seen from any adjoining land owned by another person, given the setbacks 774 
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from the proposed cabin areas and residual open space left in the M-AF District. (See exhibits 2, 12, 775 

99 and 154). 776 

 777 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use in the P-LS District, to wit; cabin 778 

colonies and the cafeteria/restaurant, are adequately set back from surrounding properties and are 779 

not located in any delineated wetland or steep slopes area, such that the residential and eating 780 

facilities will not result in any additional traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, odors, or the 781 

accumulation of scrap material that can be seen from any public or private highway. (See exhibits 2, 782 

12, 99 and 154) 783 

 784 

3. The Planning Commission finds that with respect to the property in both the M-AF and the P-LS 785 

Districts, that there will be little in the way of traffic, even after phase 2 of the cabins have been 786 

completed, in that the residents of the therapeutic farm and cabin colony will not have automobiles 787 

and that the only automobiles will be those of HCF staff personnel. The Planning Commission 788 

further finds that the activity is not of the type that will generate any smoke, fumes, glares, odors, or 789 

accumulation of scrap material given the nature of the operation other than those associated with 790 

farming, which are protected under Michigan’s Right to Farm Act. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 791 

 792 

4. The Farm will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, or equipment, or hours of operation 793 

that will create a substantially negative impact on other conforming properties in the area by reason 794 

of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, odors, or the accumulation of scrap material that can be seen 795 

from any public or private highway or seen from any adjoining land owned by another person. In 796 

fact, the Farm is an extremely quiet use with little or no impact on its immediate neighbors or the 797 

County in general. The Farm's uses will not involve fumes, glare, odors, or the accumulation of 798 

scrap material and minimal smoke, traffic or noise. (See detailed discussion of use in parts I and II 799 

of the applicants letter dated April 20, 2015 (see Exhibit 1).  800 

 801 

5. The Planning Commission finds that 802 

 803 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 804 

 805 

1. The Planning Commission finds that due to 24 hour staffing and operations, that there will always 806 

be some traffic during the change of shifts of employees and noise related to that traffic as well as 807 

noise of traffic related to the delivery of supplies to HCF.  (See exhibit 129 - BBP report) 808 

 809 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use will involve uses, activities, 810 

processes, materials, or equipment, or hours of operation that will create a substantially negative 811 

impact on other conforming properties in the area by reason of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, 812 

and/or odors based upon the following: 813 

a. The proposed “Farm” will be open 24-per hours a day, every day of the year.  Thus 814 

traffic would come at all hours for employees, family members, staff family members, 815 

delivery persons, contractors, and the like.  In addition, nighttime lighting would be 816 

required that would not otherwise be present in a residential area. 817 

b. The nature of the uses and activities of the proposed “Farm” is not residential as are 818 

the surrounding lakefront single-family residential properties.  Although the Farm is 819 
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proposed as a nonprofit business, it is nonetheless commercial in nature. 820 

c. Although it is unclear from the record to what extent traffic would increase in the area, 821 

because of the numbers of persons and the fact that this is commercial in nature, some 822 

increase in traffic would result in an otherwise quiet neighborhood. 823 

d. Based on the activities that would take place on the property and that the “Farm” 824 

would be open 24 hours, noise would be generated in an otherwise quiet 825 

neighborhood. 826 

e. Because the proposed use is of a business or commercial nature in an otherwise quiet, 827 

lakefront, single-family residential neighborhood, property values to surrounding 828 

properties would likely decrease. 829 

 830 
f. Residential and nonresidential uses differ with respect to degree of noise, parking, 831 

traffic, tax revenue generated, properties values, and the like. 832 

  833 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  834 

 835 

 836 

18.7.d. The proposed special land use will be designed, constructed, operated, and 

maintained so as not to diminish the opportunity for surrounding properties to be used and 

developed as zoned. 

 837 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 838 

 839 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use of HCF leaves a substantial 840 

portion of the property in both zoning districts vacant allowing for substantial setbacks, both from 841 

the water’s edge as well as from properties located off of Grandview Beach Road to the north of the 842 

service drive. As such, the Planning Commission finds that there will be very little in the way of 843 

impacts which would prevent or diminish the opportunity for surrounding properties to be used and 844 

developed as zoned. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 845 

 846 

2. The Planning Commission finds that with respect to properties to the west and south of the proposed 847 

service drive of HCF, that the setbacks for the residential and cafeteria area are substantial and 848 

buffered by pasture land wholly located within the M-AF District with the southerly and 849 

 850 

3. southwesterly exposure of the property being largely vacant due to steep topography and wetlands 851 

going down to the Indian River spreads such that the farming activity, residential and the service 852 

of meals, along with any treatment on site in the M-AF District would not result in an activity that 853 

would diminish the opportunity for surrounding properties to be used and developed as zoned.  854 

(See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 855 

STAFF COMMENT: Evidence to this effect should be cited. Without 

citations to factual studies, this should not be included in findings 

of fact. 
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 856 

4. The Farm will be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so as not to diminish the 857 

opportunity for surrounding properties to be used and developed as zoned. The Farm will maintain 858 

the quiet and rural character of the use of the existing property subject to the modification of the 859 

structures to better meet the needs of the Farm, and the construction and operation of other aspects of 860 

the Farm which are aesthetically pleasing and noninvasive. (See detailed discussion in parts I and II 861 

of the applicants letter dated April 20, 2015, Exhibit 1) 862 

 863 

5. The Planning Commission finds that 864 

 865 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 866 

 867 

1. The Planning Commission incorporates by reference its findings under Section 18.7c. 868 

 869 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 870 

 871 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  872 
 873 
 874 
 875 

18.7.e. The proposed special land use will not place demands on fire, police, or other 
public resources in excess of current capacity nor increase hazards from fire or 
other dangers to the subject property or adjacent properties. 

 876 

 877 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 878 

 879 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposal of HCF for a therapeutic treatment center for 880 

the mentally ill is of a density and intensity which would not place any additional significant 881 

demands on fire, police, or public resources. The Planning Commission further finds that this is 882 

particularly true given that a lot of the land will remain undeveloped forest land or pasture land 883 

and that the wetlands will not be disturbed. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 884 

 885 

2. The Planning Commission finds that given the uses both by right and particularly by special use 886 

in both the M-AF and P-LS Districts, that the proposed special land use would place less in the 887 

way of demands on fire, police or other public resources and would not increase hazards from 888 

fire or other dangers to the subject or adjacent property compared to other potential uses as 889 

listed. The Planning Commission further finds that the service drives and interconnection of 890 

internal roads provide adequate spacing and access for fire and emergency vehicles.  (See 891 

exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154, BBP exhibit 129-tab B) 892 

 893 

3. The Farm will not place demands on fire, police, or other public resources in excess of current 894 
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capacity nor increase hazards from fire or other dangers to the subject property or adjacent 895 

properties. Representatives from the Farm met with both the Fire Chief and the Police Chief with 896 

respect to the Farm. The Farm does not cause a required increase in fire, police or other public 897 

resources. 898 

 899 

4. The Planning Commission finds that 900 

 901 
 902 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 903 

 904 

1. The Planning Commission finds that it has not received reports from law enforcement, 905 

ambulance, or fire personnel, under whose jurisdictions the subject site would fall. The 906 

Planning Commission notes that a 2012 study was referenced in the record from the 907 

Emergency Medicine International Journal cited by the Washington Post, “psychiatric 908 

patients make up 7 to 10 percent of emergency room visits[.]”  ( Khazan, Olga, 909 

www.washingtonpost.com, Jan 22, 2013.)  (Exhibit 129)  The Planning Commission 910 

finds that, if a special land-use permit were to be granted, such approval should be 911 

conditioned on the results of a police, fire, and ambulance impact study to determine 912 

whether this standard has been met by Applicant. 913 

 914 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 915 

 916 

 917 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  918 

 919 
 920 

18.7.f. The proposed special land use shall not increase traffic hazards or cause congestion 

on the public or private highways and streets of the area in excess of current capacity. 

Adequate access to the site shall be furnished either by existing roads or highways or 

proposed roads and highways.  Minor residential streets shall not be used to serve as 

access to uses having larger area-wide patronage. Sign, buildings, plantings or other 

elements of the proposed project shall not interfere with driver visibility or safe 

vehicle operation.  Entrance drives to the use and to off-street parking areas shall be 

no less than 25 feet from a street intersection (measured from the road right-of-way) 

or from the boundary of a different zoning district. 

 921 

 922 

FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 923 

 924 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the proposed special land use is adequately served by 925 

Grandview Beach Road, a paved county local road, and that the internal design of the service 926 

entrance and interconnectivity of roads within HCF provide adequate access without increasing 927 

traffic hazards and much in the way of additional congestion.  The Planning Commission 928 

further finds that this is particularly true given the more intensive uses which parcels in the M-929 

AF and P-LS Districts can be used for under special land uses in each district. (See exhibits 2, 930 
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12, 99 and 154) 931 

 932 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the property is not served by minor residential streets to 933 

access the property.  The Planning Commission further finds that given the fact that the 934 

residents will not be allowed to have automobiles on the property as represented by the 935 

Applicant, that the amount of traffic and vehicles would be less than would otherwise normally 936 

occur in any given cabin colony, hotel, motel or other more intensive uses allowed by special 937 

land use in both the M-AF and P-LS Districts. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 938 

 939 

3. The Planning Commission finds that signs, buildings, plantings and other elements of the 940 

project shall not interfere with driver visibility on Grandview Beach Road and that the entrance 941 

drives and parking areas are more than twenty-five (25') feet from any street intersection as 942 

measured from the road right-of-way.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 943 

 944 

4. The Planning Commission finds that internally the entrance drive and off street parking, 945 

particularly in the delivery area and proposed parking on the northeast portion of the property, 946 

does result in off street parking areas that are not only less than 25' from the boundary of a 947 

different zoning district, but actually bisects the zoning district.  However, the Planning 948 

Commission finds that the purpose behind this regulation was meant to apply to parcels that are 949 

separate from an applicant’s parcel wherein a parcel boundary line is in the next zoning district.  950 

The Planning Commission further finds that it was not the intent of this portion of the CCZO to 951 

regulate and require off street parking areas to be more than 25' from the boundary of a 952 

different zoning district when the boundary is located on the same parcel.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 953 

99 and 154). 954 

 955 

5. The Farm will not increase traffic hazards or cause congestion on the public or private highways 956 

and streets of the area in excess of current capacity as residents are prohibited from having 957 

vehicles at the Property. Adequate access to the Property is furnished by existing roads. The 958 

Farm does not have a large area-wide patronage and the residents will not have transportation 959 

except for Farm Vehicles. The Farm's modest 30" x 50" entrance sign and all buildings, 960 

plantings, and other elements of the Farm will not interfere with driver visibility or safe vehicle 961 

operation as no such items are near a road. The entrance drives to Farm are not less than 25 feet 962 

from a street intersection. 963 

 964 

6. The Planning Commission finds that 965 

 966 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 967 

 968 

1. The Planning Commission finds that there are conflicting statements in the record and/or the 969 

record contains insufficient information to determine whether this standard has been met.  As 970 

such, if the conditional land-use permit were to be approved, such approval must be conditioned 971 

on the results of a completed traffic impact study to ascertain whether Applicant meets this 972 

standard.  This study should also include the impact of the adjacent public bike/snowmobile 973 
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trail. 974 

 975 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 976 

 977 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  978 

 979 

 980 

18.7.g. The proposed special land use will be adequately served by water and sewer 

facilities, and refuse Collection and disposal services. 

 FINDINGS THAT WILL SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 981 

 982 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the drainfield servicing the property is adequate in size 983 

and is located well away from the wetlands and Indian River spreads on the portion of the 984 

property zoned M-AF.  The Planning Commission further finds that the existing drainfield is 985 

also located well away from the Indian River spreads and the wetlands areas of the property 986 

and is also in the portion of the property zoned M-AF. As such, the Planning Commission finds 987 

that there are adequate sewer and septic disposal facilities on site.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 988 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the property is currently served by two existing wells and 989 

that the plan also calls f or proposed additional wells on the property. The Planning 990 

Commission further finds that the siting of such wells and adequacy of the same is determined 991 

by the Cheboygan County Health Department and absent any problems with receiving permits 992 

from the Health Department; the Planning Commission finds that there are adequate water 993 

facilities to service the property. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 994 

 995 

3. The Planning Commission finds that the use is not as intensive as many of the other special 996 

land uses allowed within both the M-AF and P-LS Zoning Districts and that given the size of 997 

the property and the proposed number of residents on it, the property is adequately served by 998 

water, sewer as well as refuse collection and disposal services as available in the zoning 999 

districts and the County. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 1000 

 1001 

4. The Planning Commission finds that animal grazing and pasture areas are located in the M-AF 1002 

District and that under Michigan’s Right to Farm Act as well as the uses allowed in the M-AF 1003 

District permit the raising of farm animals and farming in general.  (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 1004 

154) 1005 

 1006 

5. Pursuant to meetings between the Farm's engineers and representatives from the health 1007 

department, the Farm will be adequately served by the public streets, private on-site water and 1008 

wastewater facilities, and private refuse collection and disposal services in accordance with 1009 

Health Department requirements. 1010 

 1011 
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6. The Planning Commission finds that 1012 

 1013 

7. The Planning Commission finds that 1014 

 1015 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1016 
 1017 

1. The Planning Commission finds that there are conflicting statements in the record and/or the 1018 

record contains insufficient information to determine whether this standard has been met.  As 1019 

such, if the conditional land-use permit were to be approved, such approval must be conditioned 1020 

on the results of a completed water/sewer/refuse and environmental impact study to ascertain 1021 

whether Applicant meets this standard, which should also incorporate the recommendations 1022 

made by Dr. Grenetta Thomassey of the Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council, Petoskey, 1023 

Michigan.  (Exhibit 117) 1024 

 1025 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1026 

 1027 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  1028 

 1029 

 1030 

18.7.h. The proposed special land use will comply with all specific standards required 

under this Ordinance applicable to it. 

 1031 

1. The Planning Commission finds that this is not a standard, but a requirement under the CCZO 1032 

that a party seeking and obtaining a special land use permit must comply with the CCZO in its 1033 

entirety.  (See exhibit 154, Article 18) 1034 

 1035 

2. The Farm will comply with all specific standards required under the Ordinance applicable to it, 1036 

accept as to those in which an accommodation is required, if any. 1037 

 1038 

FINDINGS THAT WILL NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1039 

 1040 

1. For all of the findings above set forth, the Planning Commission finds that the special land use 1041 

proposed would not comply with all of the specific standards required under the Ordinance 1042 

applicable to it. 1043 

 1044 

 1045 

PROPOSED CONDITIONS IF SPECIAL LAND USE IS APPROVED 1046 

 1047 

1. Obtain all building code and health department permits for construction and file the same with 1048 

Cheboygan County Planning and Zoning staff. 1049 

 1050 

2. Obtain all licenses required for the operation of Heritage Cove Farm from the State of Michigan 1051 
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and/or the federal government and either provide copies of the licenses to Planning and Zoning 1052 

staff or provide letters or other written documentation from state and federal agencies that 1053 

license facilities caring for the mentally ill or infirm that Heritage Cove Farm’s proposed use 1054 

does not require a license or licenses normally issued to facilities that care for the mentally ill 1055 

and/or infirm. 1056 

 1057 

3. All agricultural practices will follow Generally Accepted Agricultural Management Practices 1058 

(GAAMPS) with GAAMPS certification through the Michigan State University Agricultural 1059 

Extension being supplied to Planning and Zoning staff for all farming activities on the property 1060 

prior to the commencement of farming activities. 1061 

 1062 

4. Obtain updated survey of subject property. 1063 

 1064 

5. Obtain police/fire/ambulance impact study. 1065 

 1066 

6. Obtain environmental impact study. 1067 

 1068 

7. Obtain water/septic/refuse impact study. 1069 

 1070 

8. Obtain traffic impact study, including impact of adjacent bike/snowmobile trail. 1071 

 1072 

9. Obtain Bald Eagle disturbance study and/or Bald Eagle Takings Permit. 1073 

 1074 

10. Implementation of Stormwater management plan, inclusive of BMPs. 1075 

 1076 

11. Require parcels of property to be joined and held under common ownership. 1077 

 1078 

12.   1079 

 1080 

13.    1081 

 1082 

14.  1083 

 1084 

SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT UNDER SECTION 20.10 OF THE 1085 

CHEBOYGAN COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE 1086 

 1087 

STANDARDS FOR GRANTING SITE PLAN APPROVAL 1088 

The Planning Commission shall approve, or approve with conditions, an application f or a site plan 1089 

only upon a finding that the proposed site plan com plies with all applicable provisions of this 1090 

Ordinance and the standards listed below , unless the Planning Commission waives a particular 1091 

standard upon a finding that the standard is not applicable to the proposed development under 1092 

consideration and the waiver of that standard will not be significantly detrimental to surrounding 1093 

property or the intent of the Ordinance. The Planning Commission’s decision shall be in writing and 1094 

shall include findings of fact, based on evidence presented on each standard. 1095 
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 1096 

20.10.a. The site plan shall be designed so that there is a limited amount of change in the 
overall natural contours of the site and shall minimize reshaping in favor of 
designing the project to respect existing features of the site in relation to 
topography, the size and type of the lot, the character of adjoining property and the 
type and size of buildings.  The site shall be developed so as not to impede the 
normal and orderly development or improvement of surrounding property for uses 
permitted in this Ordinance. 

 1097 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1098 

 1099 

1. The Planning Commission finds that all proposed construction whether in the M-AF or P-LS 1100 

District is located in the area with the least amount of slope and grade steepness with a 1101 

substantial portion of the property to the north and northwest being reserved as woodland area 1102 

and with the wetlands located in the P-LS District having no construction other than a pathway 1103 

to access a dock on the lake, as with other similar properties within the area. As such, the 1104 

Planning Commission finds that given the nature of the proposed project there are no 1105 

substantial changes being proposed to elevation on the site.  The Planning Commission further 1106 

finds that the development as proposed preserves to the extent possible the existing topography 1107 

and maintains a character similar to adjoining property, inclusive of size and type of buildings 1108 

such that HCF is designed in a manner minimizing site disturbances for the proposed 1109 

therapeutic farm. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 1110 

 1111 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the setbacks of all structures and the lack of construction 1112 

on steep slopes or in the wetlands area of the property does not impede the normal and orderly 1113 

development or improvement of surrounding property for permitted uses of the land under the 1114 

CCZO. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and 154) 1115 

 1116 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1117 

 1118 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1119 

 1120 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the density of the development is concentrated on the 1121 

western and southwestern section of the property wherein more of the development could be 1122 

placed further upland and in the M-AF Zoning District which would not have a significant 1123 

impact on slopes while providing additional buffer to surrounding properties with respect to 1124 

noise and traffic generated by the facility. (See exhibits 2, 12, 129 and 154) 1125 

 1126 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1127 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  1128 
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20.10.b.The landscape shall be preserved in its natural state, insofar as 

practical, by minimizing tree and soil removal, and by 

topographic modifications which result in smooth natural 

appearing slopes as opposed to abrupt changes in grade between 

the project and adjacent areas. 

 1129 

 1130 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1131 

 1132 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the development as proposed leaves largely undisturbed, 1133 

other than a pathway to a dock, all wetlands and steep slope areas going down to the Indian 1134 

River spreads within the portion of the property zoned P-LS.  In addition, the Planning 1135 

Commission finds that the upland area of the property in the M-AF District, particularly in the 1136 

north and northwest portion of the property, will be left undisturbed as a wooded area with 1137 

walking trails.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that given the nature of the proposed 1138 

development, it is to be built in a manner which minimizes tree and soil removal and preserves 1139 

many topographic features of the property, even after both phases have been built. (See 1140 

exhibits 1, 2, 12, 99 and BBP exhibit 129-tab B) 1141 

 1142 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1143 

 1144 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1145 

 1146 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1147 

 1148 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the survey submitted by Applicant is outdated. 1149 

 1150 

 1151 
 1152 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  1153 

 1154 

 1155 

20.10.c. Special attention shall be given to proper site drainage so that removal of storm 

waters will not adversely affect neighboring properties.  

 1156 

 FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1157 

 1158 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the site is properly drained and that there is no evidence 1159 

that storm water would adversely affect any neighboring property given the setbacks established 1160 

STAFF COMMENT: Elements which would cause the survey 

(site plan?) to be outdated should be cited. 
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f or the proposed project and the distance of structures and impervious surfaces from the 1161 

neighboring properties. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and BBP exhibit 129-tab B) 1162 

 1163 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1164 

 1165 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1166 

 1167 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1168 

 1169 

1. See proposed conditions above.  The Planning Commission finds that it is without sufficient 1170 

information upon which to determine whether this standard could be met. 1171 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  1172 

 1173 

 1174 

20.10.d.   The site plan shall provide reasonable, visual and sound privacy for all 

dwelling units located therein. Fences, walls, barriers and landscaping shall 

be used, as appropriate, for the protection and enhancement of property and 

for the privacy of its occupants. 

 1175 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1176 

 1177 

1. The Planning Commission finds that all structures and parking areas on the property are set 1178 

back in an adequate manner and otherwise buffered by pasture, orchard or landscape features 1179 

such that there is appropriate screening as well as adequate privacy for both the proposed 1180 

occupants of the property and neighboring properties as well. (See exhibits 2, 12, 99 and BBP 1181 

exhibit 129-tab B) 1182 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1183 

 1184 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1185 

 1186 

1. Applicant is not proposing the implementation of any barriers to adjacent parcels. 1187 

 The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  1188 

 1189 

20.10.e. All buildings or groups of buildings should be so arranged as to permit 

emergency vehicle access by some practical means.  

 1190 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1191 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the service drive adequately connects to all internal 1192 

drives running along the proposed cabins and other buildings, either proposed or existing, 1193 

with internal drives connecting the service drive with the entrance on the southern portion 1194 
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of the property. The Planning Commission finds that this design allows for emergency 1195 

vehicles to loop through all proposed developed portions of HCF.  As such, the Planning 1196 

Commission finds that the proposed groups of buildings are arranged in a manner as to 1197 

properly permit easy emergency vehicle access to all proposed and existing structures on 1198 

the property. (See exhibits 2, 12 and BBP exhibit 129) 1199 

 1200 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1201 

 1202 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1203 

 1204 

1. A traffic-impact study has not been prepared to make a determination. 1205 

 1206 

 1207 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met.  1208 

 1209 

20.10.f. Every structure or dwelling unit shall have access to a public 

street, walkway or other area dedicated to common use. 

 1210 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1211 

 1212 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the property has two entrances, including the service 1213 

drive, which has adequate parking and internal drives that are connected and provide access 1214 

from all structures out to Grandview Beach Road, a paved county local road. (See exhibits 2, 1215 

12 and BBP exhibit 129-tab B) 1216 

 1217 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the property has walking trails in the wooded area to the 1218 

north and pastures located on the southwestern portion of the property such that in both districts 1219 

these areas can be used by those occupying the property. (See exhibits 2, 12 and BPP exhibit 1220 

129- tab B) 1221 

 1222 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1223 

 1224 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1225 

 1226 

1.   See above. 1227 

 1228 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 1229 

 1230 
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20.10.g. For subdivision plats and subdivision condominiums, there shall be a pedestrian 

circulation system as approved by the Planning Commission. 

 1231 

1. The Planning Commission finds that this standard is not applicable because the 1232 

request is not a subdivision plat or a subdivision condominium. 1233 

 1234 

20.10.h. Exterior lighting shall be arranged as follows: 

a. It is deflected away from adjacent properties. 

 1235 

1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in large part to the 1236 

internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and shall be constructed as to deflect 1237 

light away from adjacent property, avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview 1238 

Beach Road as well as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives 1239 

within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission further finds that the 1240 

outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not unnecessarily illuminate the night sky 1241 

(THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING 1242 

PROPOSED THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING 1243 

COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A CONDITION IF 1244 

THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 1245 

 1246 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1247 

 1248 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1249 

 1250 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1251 

 1252 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the special lighting requirements of the P-LS 1253 

District have not been met by Applicant. 1254 

 1255 

 1256 
 1257 

 1258 

 1259 

20.10.h. Exterior lighting shall be arranged as follows: 

b. It does not impede the vision of traffic along adjacent streets. 

STAFF COMMENT: Specific section of the ordinance should be cited. 

Section 3.7.1. requires outdoor lighting “be shielded to prevent glare”. 
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 1260 

1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in large part to the 1261 

internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and shall be constructed as to def lect light 1262 

away from adjacent property, avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview Beach Road 1263 

as well as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives within the 1264 

proposed development.  The Planning Commission further finds that the outdoor 1265 

lighting shall be directed so as to not unnecessarily illuminate the night sky (THE 1266 

PLANNING COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING PROPOSED 1267 

THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY 1268 

WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A CONDITION IF THE PROJECT IS 1269 

APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 1270 

 1271 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1272 

 1273 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1274 

 1275 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1276 

 1277 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the special lighting requirements of the P-LS 1278 

District have not been met by Applicant. 1279 

 1280 
 1281 

 1282 

20.10.h. Exterior lighting shall be arranged as follows: 

c. It does not necessarily illuminate night skies. 

 1283 

 1284 

1. The Planning Commission finds that exterior lighting is limited in large part to the 1285 

internal drives accessing the proposed cabins and shall be constructed as to deflect 1286 

light away from adjacent property, avoid the impediment of vision on Grandview 1287 

Beach Road as well as the internal service entrance drive and other internal drives 1288 

within the proposed development.  The Planning Commission further finds that the 1289 

outdoor lighting shall be directed so as to not unnecessarily illuminate the night sky 1290 

(THE PLANNING COMMISSION MAY WISH TO ADDRESS LIGHTING 1291 

PROPOSED THE WALKWAY TO THE DOCK AREA - THE PLANNING 1292 

COMMISSION MAY WISH TO MAKE THIS PROVISION A CONDITION IF 1293 

THE PROJECT IS APPROVED).  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 99) 1294 

 1295 

2. The Planning Commission finds that 1296 

STAFF COMMENT: Same as previous comment, which sections of 

the ordinance have not been met? 
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 1297 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1298 

 1299 

FINDINGS THAT WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD. 1300 

 1301 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the special lighting requirements of the P-1302 

LS District have not been met by Applicant. 1303 

 1304 
The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met. 1305 

 1306 

20.10.i. The arrangement of public or common ways for vehicular and pedestrian 

circulation shall respect the pattern of existing or planned streets and pedestrian 

or bicycle pathways in the area.  Streets and drives which are part of an existing 

or planned street pattern which serves adjacent development shall be of a width 

appropriate to the traffic volume they will carry and have a dedicated right-of-

way equal to that specified in the Master Plan. 

 1307 

FINDINGS WHICH WOULD SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 1308 

 1309 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the internal roads as well as the two drives 1310 

accessing the property as proposed are planned, designed and constructed to be 1311 

accessible to all legal users and will not result in excessive traffic which interferes with 1312 

travel along Grandview Beach Road such that it meets the goals of the Master Plan 1313 

with respect to roadways. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 155 - page 17) 1314 

 1315 

2. The Planning Commission finds that given the type of developments which could be 1316 

proposed and allowed under special land uses in the CCZO, the internal road system as 1317 

proposed for HCF and the fact that the residents, other than employees, will not have 1318 

automobiles, lessens the amount of traffic volume in the vicinity which otherwise could 1319 

occur under more intensive and allowed forms of development in both the M-AF and P-1320 

LS Districts. (See exhibits 2, 12 and 154) 1321 

 1322 

3. The Planning Commission finds that 1323 
 1324 
 1325 
 1326 

FINDINGS WHICH WOULD NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD 1327 
 1328 

1. This determination cannot be made until the traffic-impact study has been completed. 1329 

The Planning Commission finds that this standard has/has not been met 1330 

STAFF COMMENT: Same as previous. 
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 1331 

20.10.j. Site plans shall conform to all applicable requirements of state and federal 

statutes and the Cheboygan County Master Plan, and approval may be 

conditioned on the applicant receiving necessary state and federal permits. 

 1332 
 1333 

1. The Planning Commission finds that this standard is a requirement for all 1334 

developments that must obtain a site plan under the Cheboygan County Zoning 1335 

Ordinance and shall be adhered to by the Applicant and subsequent owners of 1336 

Heritage Cove Farms. (See exhibit 154) 1337 
 1338 

FINDINGS THAT DO NOT SUPPORT THIS STANDARD: 1339 

 1340 

1. The survey is noncompliant because it is not current.   1341 
 1342 

 1343 
 1344 

  1345 

STAFF COMMENT: Surveys are not a required 

element of an SUP or site plan application. 
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ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION 1346 

UNDER THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA), 1347 

THE FEDERAL FAIR HOUSING ACT (FFHA), AND 1348 

THE PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES CIVIL RIGHTS ACT 1349 

 1350 

a. Does the person or persons, whether the applicant or those occupying the property, 

have a disability? 

 1351 

FINDING 1352 

 1353 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant and the Applicant’s corporate officers 1354 

do not have a disability.  However, the Planning Commission finds that HCF proposes to 1355 

have individuals who have a mental illness occupy the property who would be considered 1356 

disabled under the ADA, FFHA and the Persons With Disabilities Civil Rights Act. (See 1357 

exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76,79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and BBP 1358 

exhibit 129 - page 40)  1359 

 1360 

 ALTERNATIVE FINDING 1361 

 1362 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant is not disabled, nor does he claim to be 1363 

disabled. 1364 

 1365 

 1366 

2. The Planning Commission finds that, at present, the Farm is not in operation and, therefore, 1367 

no disabled persons could exist. 1368 

 1369 

3. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant has not claimed that the 13 employees or the 1370 

family members of the employees would be disabled persons within the meaning of the 1371 

federal and state laws under which Applicant seeks an accommodation. 1372 

 1373 

4. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant has not provided any evidence or indication 1374 

that the individuals who would be on the “Farm” (the “Farm Participants”) would suffer 1375 

from a physical or mental impairment that would substantially limit one or more of their 1376 

major life activities. 1377 

 1378 

STAFF COMMENT: Reasonable accommodation requests can be made by 

facility operators. Reasonable accommodation claims are not restricted to 

disabled people. 
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5. The Planning Commission finds that each Farm Participant would be provided 1379 

unsupervised, private sleeping and toilet/bathing quarters and there is no indication from 1380 

Applicant that Farm Participants would need assistance with sleeping, toileting, bathing, 1381 

dressing, grooming, and the like. 1382 

 1383 

6. The Planning Commission finds that Farm Participants would not have any physical 1384 

handicaps. 1385 

 1386 

7. The Planning Commission finds that the farm would not require licensing oversight 1387 

authority for treatment of the Farm Participants. 1388 

 1389 

8. The Planning Commission finds that, according to the application materials submitted by 1390 

Applicant, Farm Participants would engage in the following activities: Yoga, meditation, 1391 

music, dance, visual arts, individual and group therapy programs, life-skills teaching, 1392 

fitness, health and wellness training, CPR training, first-aid training, gardening, landscaping, 1393 

food and meal preparation, maintenance and care of farm animals, build kayaks, canoes, 1394 

and/or fishing boats, crafts, biking, hiking, fishing, boating, cross-country skiing, etc. 1395 

(Exhibit 1) 1396 

 1397 

9. The Planning Commission finds that, in addition to the activities described above, Farm 1398 

Participants also would – off site – “sell farm products at a farmer’s market, participate in 1399 

college or tech-programs and/or partake in other work, study, or employment.” 1400 

 1401 

10. The Planning Commission finds that the Farm will not have on-site security. 1402 

Based on the foregoing, the Planning Commission finds that neither the Applicant, nor the Farm 1403 

employees or the Farm Participants would be disabled persons within the meaning of applicable 1404 

federal and state law. 1405 

 1406 

STAFF COMMENT: Reasonable accommodation requests can be made by facility 

operators. Reasonable accommodation claims are not restricted to disabled 

people. Disabilities of the future residents are stated in the application. 

STAFF COMMENT:  The planning commission is not a licensing agency and there is 

no evidence provided that determines the applicant’s licensing requirements. 
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b. Is there a modification being requested from the standards and requirements 

contained in the Cheboygan County Zoning Ordinance based upon a disability? 

 1407 

FINDING 1408 

 1409 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the Applicant is making a request for reasonable 1410 

accommodations and modifications of the standards and requirements contained in the 1411 

CCZO based upon the disability.  In that the Planning Commission finds that the 1412 

therapy accessory use in the P-LS District does not meet the definition of accessory use, 1413 

then the Planning Commission finds that the Applicant is requesting a modification of 1414 

the provisions of the CCZO to allow for therapy as an accessory use in the P-LS 1415 

District.  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 1416 

109 and 113) 1417 
 1418 

 1419 
 1420 

ALTERNATIVE FINDING 1421 

 1422 

1. The Planning Commission finds that, although a modification is requested, it is not 1423 

reasonable or necessary to accommodate such a disability because the therapy use can 1424 

be accommodated on the same property within the M-AF zoning district and 1425 

approximately 100 feet away from the proposed location and on property controlled by 1426 

the applicant. As such, the Planning Commission finds that the Applicant’s request for 1427 

a special land use sufficiently meets the needs of what the Applicant is requesting 1428 

without having to consider the disabilities of those who would eventually reside on the 1429 

property (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 1430 

109, 113 and 154) 1431 

 1432 

2. The Planning Commission finds that although a modification is requested, it is not 1433 

reasonable or necessary under any circumstance to accommodate such a disability 1434 

because cabin colonies and cafeteria restaurants are an allowed use by special land use 1435 

in the P-LS District and that the balance of HCF’s request for a special land use is 1436 

allowed in the M-AF District. As such, the Planning Commission finds that the 1437 

Applicant’s request for a special land use sufficiently meets the needs of what the 1438 

Applicant is requesting without having to consider the disabilities of those who would 1439 

eventually reside on the property.  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76, 79, 80, 1440 

81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and 154) 1441 

STAFF COMMENT: In light of the Anchor Steel case, the application can be 

reviewed as cabin colonies/clubs/restaurants in the P-LS while the convalescent 

home is reviewed in the M-AF. Therefore, this finding was modified to address the 

therapy accessory use proposed by the applicant. 
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 1442 

 1443 

c. To the extent that a modification is requested, is it reasonably necessary to 

accommodate that disability? 

 1444 

FINDING 1445 

 1446 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the requested modification is reasonable and 1447 

necessary with respect to the uses proposed in the P-LS District attributable to the proposed 1448 

development as a whole.  The Planning Commission finds that if an owner of property in 1449 

the P-LS District proposed a cafeteria, cabin colony, church or other use otherwise allowed 1450 

by special land use, and met the standards contained under the CCZO f or special land uses 1451 

and site plan review, such a use would be approved.  In this case, the Applicant’s requested 1452 

uses in the P-LS District are part of HCF in its entirety. Therapy is a use proposed to be 1453 

provided within the P-LS zoning and is determined to be necessary for the future residents 1454 

of HCF because of their federally protected disability. However, because the sole reason f or 1455 

not allowing therapy accessory use presented is directly related to the disabilities of the 1456 

future residents of HCF, a modification of the zoning standards is reasonable and necessary 1457 

to accommodate the disability of the proposed residents of HCF.  (See exhibits 2, 12 and 1458 

154) 1459 

 1460 
 1461 

1.2.Therapy use is similar to other accessory uses that would be typical of other permitted uses 1462 

in the P-LS zoning district such as camps, churches, and clubs. Therefore, allowing therapy 1463 

use is determined to be a reasonable accommodation as it would not pose an undue 1464 

hardship on the County to permit this use for those with a disability who are residents of 1465 

HCF.  1466 

 1467 

ALTERNATIVE FINDING 1468 

 1469 

1. The Planning Commission finds that although a modification is requested, it is not 1470 

reasonable or necessary under any circumstance to accommodate such a disability because 1471 

cabin colonies and cafeteria restaurants are an allowed use by special land use in the P-LS 1472 

District and that the balance of HCF’s request for a special land use is allowed in the M-1473 

AF District. As such, the Planning Commission finds that the Applicant’s request for a 1474 

STAFF COMMENT:  This finding was modified in light of the Anchor Steel case 

which clarifies that the uses applied for by the applicant in the P-LS zoning 

district can be reviewed separately from the convalescent home and reviewed 

on their own merits. 

This finding focuses on the therapy accessory use. 
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special land use sufficiently meets the needs of what the Applicant is requesting without 1475 

having to consider the disabilities of those who would eventually reside on the property.  1476 

(See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 67, 68, 76, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113 and 1477 

154) 1478 

 1479 

SUPPLEMENTAL ALTERNATE FINDING: 1480 

1. The Planning Commission incorporates by reference all of its general and specific findings of 1481 

fact above as if again fully restated herein. 1482 

2. The Planning Commission finds that the farm Participants do not need the requested 1483 

accommodation for a reason related to their claimed disabilities. 1484 

3. The Planning Commission finds that the uses requested by Applicant are not within the scope of 1485 

uses  1486 

4. The Planning Commission finds that the Farm is not a “dwelling,” “residence,” “home,” or 1487 

“group home” as defined by the Ordinance and by the federal and state laws under which 1488 

Applicant seeks an accommodation, thereby rendering those laws inapplicable to Applicant’s 1489 

application for special land-use approval. 1490 

5. The Planning Commission finds that Farm Participants stay on the Farm roughly four months up 1491 

to one year, a temporary basis, which negates the notion of affording a disabled person with an 1492 

equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling. 1493 

 1494 

 1495 

6. The Planning Commission finds that the requested accommodation is not necessary for Farm 1496 

Participants to have an equal opportunity to enjoy a dwelling. 1497 

7. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant has not demonstrated an identifiable relationship 1498 

or nexus between the claimed disabilities of Farm Participants and the accommodation 1499 

requested. 1500 

8. The Planning Commission finds that the requested accommodation is not reasonable because it 1501 

would impose an undue administrative burden on the County and would fundamentally alter the 1502 

nature of the County’s Ordinance and both the County and Tuscarora Township’s Master Plans. 1503 

9. The Planning Commission finds that granting the requested accommodation would not only alter 1504 

and frustrate the essential nature of the County’s Ordinance, but would specifically alter and 1505 

completely frustrate the above-quoted stated goals and purposes for the M-AF District, which is 1506 

a management district, and the P-LS District, which is a protection district. 1507 

10. The Planning Commission finds that allowing a multiple-building development with upward of 1508 

50 people on site on property straddling two zoning districts with a significant amount of 1509 

wetland area and abutting open water on two sides would completely alter the very essence of 1510 

STAFF COMMENT: The length of stay alone is not what determines 

applicability of the Fair Housing Amendments Act. 
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the M-AF and P-LS Districts, the Ordinance as a whole, the County’s Master Plan, and the 1511 

Tuscarora Master Plan. 1512 

11. The Planning Commission finds that the requested accommodation is not necessary to cure or 1513 

lessen the limitation of the claimed disabilities (as to each individual). 1514 

12. The Planning Commission finds that granting the requested accommodation would change the 1515 

character of the neighborhood. 1516 

13. The Planning Commission finds that granting the requested accommodation would not afford 1517 

Farm Participants with the same opportunity to obtain housing as persons without disabilities, 1518 

but rather would, instead, provide Farm Participants with more or greater opportunity than their 1519 

non-disabled counterparts. 1520 

14. The Planning Commission finds that the requested accommodation is not necessary because, if 1521 

but for the accommodation, the Farm Participants would not be denied an equal opportunity to 1522 

enjoy housing of their choice because the Farm is not “housing” within the meaning of 1523 

applicable law and because non-disabled persons would not be treated in a more favorable 1524 

manner than would Farm Participants. 1525 

15. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant is not being denied housing opportunities 1526 

available to nondisabled persons. 1527 

16. The Planning Commission finds that Applicant’s proposed uses are inconsistent with the 1528 

Ordinance and the Master Plans, which would not trigger a right to an accommodation under 1529 

applicable law. 1530 

17. The Planning Commission finds that the provisions of the Ordinance applicable to Applicant’s 1531 

special land-use application do not disparately impact people with disabilities. 1532 

18. The Planning Commission finds that there exists within the County alternative locations that 1533 

would allow Applicant’s proposed uses.  1534 

For all of the reasons contained herein, the Planning Commission finds that the requested 1535 

accommodation is not reasonably necessary to accommodate the disabilities claimed, is not 1536 

necessary to allow Farm Participants with claimed disabilities an equal opportunity to use or enjoy a 1537 

dwelling, and the requested accommodation, if granted, would impose an undue administrative 1538 

burden upon the County and alter the County’s Ordinance and Master Plan as well as the Tuscarora 1539 

Township Master Plan. 1540 

d. Are such accommodations necessary to allow persons with disabilities an 

equal opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling? 

 1541 
 1542 
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FINDING 1543 

 1544 

1. Because the Planning Commission has found that the therapy use in the P-LS district does 1545 

not meet the definition of accessory use to any of the uses proposed in the P-LS zoning 1546 

district by HCF for reasons already stated in these findings of fact, the Planning 1547 

Commission finds that it is necessary to accommodate the disability of those who would 1548 

reside at the HCF and allow therapy use as an accessory use as a reasonable 1549 

accommodation under the Fair Housing Amendments Act. The reason the Planning 1550 

Commission makes this finding is that churches or camps are permitted by special use 1551 

permit in the P-LS zoning district and it is determined that this proposed therapy use is 1552 

similar enough in nature to activities conducted within a typical church or camp. 1553 

Examples of such similar uses are counseling provided by a religious institution whether 1554 

individually or in a group setting, individual growth learning activities, physical activities 1555 

provided by a club, or medical attention provided at a camp clinic. (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 1556 

14, 15, 16, 45-66, 67, 68, 76, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 113, 154) 1557 

 1558 

 1559 
 1560 

ALTERNATIVE FINDING 1561 

 1562 

1. The Planning Commission hereby adopts by reference its findings in the preceding 1563 

subsection c as if again fully restated.   1564 

 1565 

2. For the reasons stated herein above, the Planning Commission finds that the requested 1566 

accommodation is not necessary to allow Farm Participants with claimed disabilities an 1567 

equal opportunity to use or enjoy a dwelling. 1568 

 1569 

 1570 

e. Would the requested accommodations impose an undue financial or administrative 

burden upon the County, and will it fundamentally alter the Cheboygan County 

Zoning Ordinance? 

 1571 

FINDING 1572 

 1573 

1. The Planning Commission finds that based upon the general findings of fact and the 1574 

specific findings of fact for both the special land use as well as the site plan standards, 1575 

that approval of the project would not impose an undue financial or administrative 1576 

STAFF REPORT:  In light of the Anchor Steel case, the application can be 

reviewed as cabin colonies/clubs/restaurants in the P-LS while the convalescent 

home can be reviewed separately in the M-AF. Therefore, this finding was 

modified to address the therapy accessory use proposed by the applicant. 
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burden upon the County.  The Planning Commission further finds that a reasonable 1577 

accommodation does not fundamentally alter the CCZO because approval of the 1578 

therapy accessory use in the P-LS District, albeit said use not matching what is required 1579 

under the CCZO, would still look and appear on the land as a cabin colony along with a 1580 

cafeteria/restaurant.  As such, the Planning Commission finds that the therapy 1581 

accessory use in the P-LS District is a reasonable accommodation under the ADA, 1582 

FFHA and the Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights Act and will not result in a 1583 

material change on how properties in the area are zoned or, for that matter, look after 1584 

development. This includes HCF as built out and represented by Applicant in its 1585 

application.  (See exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 45-66, 67, 68, 76, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 1586 

85, 86, 99, 109, 113)  1587 

 1588 

ALTERNATIVE FINDING 1589 

 1590 

1. The Planning Commission finds that the requested accommodations are not necessary as 1591 

the uses as proposed by HCF are allowed on the property which is bifurcated by the M-1592 

AF and P-LS Zoning Districts.  The Planning Commission finds that the only use that is 1593 

prohibited is the convalescent home’s accessory use of therapy in the P-LS District. 1594 

However, the Planning Commission finds that an accommodation is not required with 1595 

respect to the therapy accessory use because the Applicant has adequate property located 1596 

in the M-AF District to allow for therapy accessory uses to the convalescent home 1597 

which would otherwise not interfere with the cabin colony and cafeteria/restaurant uses 1598 

in the P-LS District. Other uses in both districts constitute farming activities allowed 1599 

under the CCZO and under Michigan’s Right to Farm Act and, overall, the special land 1600 

uses do not impose an undue financial or administrative burden on the County.  (See 1601 

exhibits 1, 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 45-66, 67, 68, 76, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 99, 109, 1602 

113 and 154) 1603 

 1604 

 1605 

SUPPLEMENTAL ALTERNATE FINDING: 1606 

 1607 

1. The Planning Commission hereby adopts by reference its findings in the subsection (c) 1608 

as if again fully restated. 1609 

 1610 

2. For the reasons stated herein above, the Planning Commission finds that the requested 1611 

accommodation would impose an undue burden on the County and further would 1612 

fundamentally alter the Ordinance as well as run afoul of and completely frustrate and 1613 

alter the purpose, plan, and stated goals within the County and Tuscarora Township’s 1614 

Master Plans.  1615 
 1616 

Motion made by   , supported by    that based upon the general 1617 

findings of fact and the rezoning factors that the applicant’s request for a special use permit is hereby 1618 

recommended to be denied/approved/approved with conditions. 1619 
 1620 

Ayes:    1621 
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 1622 

Nays:    1623 

 1624 

DATE DECISION AND ORDER ADOPTED 1625 

_____________________________ 1626 

Date 1627 

 1628 

_____________________________ 1629 

Chair 1630 

 1631 

_____________________________ 1632 

Secretary 1633 
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