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2001 Planning Process  
 
The Cleveland Township Planning Commission be-
gan its Master Planning process in February 2001. A 
Master Plan Steering Committee was formed that 
included several members of the Planning Commis-
sion, representation from the Township Board, and 
many community members at large representing the 
varied interests of Township residents.  
 
A kick-off meeting was held on March 7, 2001. In at-
tendance were approximately 40 Township residents 
and members of the Steering Committee. The meet-
ing began with a background presentation; followed 
by identification of qualities that exemplify the 
Township and that should be considered when de-
veloping a vision statement; the group identified 
problems and opportunities in the Township (some 
of which became topics of Focus Group meetings); 
then the group broke into small working groups, 
each presenting to the full group their own idea of 
how the Township’s future land use pattern should 
look.  
 
Each of the four breakout group’s future land use 
maps identified the National Lakeshore boundaries, 
and segregated the uses in the large area previously 
planned for agricultural use and expanded the resi-
dential plan categories. Two of the groups included 
wetland or preservation plan areas, one identified a 
low income housing area, one a village center within 
the resort commercial area.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Township Vision Identified at Kick-Off  
 
 

• Protect wetlands 
• Low income housing opportunities and areas  
• Preserve natural habitat 
• Avoid patchwork land use pattern 
• Maintain National Lakeshore, clean water 
• Clean lakes and streams  
• Reduce growth 
• Fishing opportunities 
• Protect agricultural land 
• Less growth 
• Protect scenic corridors 
• More National Lakeshore 
• Promote Sugar Loaf 
• Active agricultural land protected from encroach-

ing development 
• Maintain commercial forestry 
• No need for commercial growth 
• Ban jet skis/snowmobiles (noise) 
• Priority – Sugar Loaf 
• No keyholing 
• Existing commercial serves area well 
• In harmony with nature 
• Protect view/vista property 
• Protect pastoral beauty 
• No antennas/towers  
 
Following the kick-off meeting, the Steering Commit-
tee set to work on the community opinion survey 
that was subsequently mailed to Township property 
owners in June.  Responses from approximately 33% 
of Township property owners were received by the 
end of July, 2001.  The survey responses were used 
by the steering committee to offer a perspective of a 
wider group of Township stakeholders when making 
decisions on policies and direction for the Master 
Plan (see Appendix for survey results). 
 
 
 
 

A.  Introduction 
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The Steering Committee then formed two Focus 
Group subcommittees and held a total of three focus 
group meetings on special topics in June and August 
of 2001.  
 
The first Focus Group meeting was held on the topic 
of the future of the Sugar Loaf resort and commercial 
recreation in the Township.  After discussing the is-
sues and hearing from a resort operator in the area, 
the subcommittee recommended a policy direction 
on the topic to the full Planning Commission.  
 
The second and third Focus Group meetings were 
centered on the issue of the future of Agriculture in 
the Township. The group members were made up of 
varied interests including farmers, large landholders, 
and orchard and commercial forestry operators. This 
subcommittee also made a recommendation on the 
policy direction on the topic to the full Planning 
Commission.  
 
The Steering Committee finalized its goals and objec-
tives in November and the Planning Commission 
finalized the text and Future Land Use map in March 
of 2002.  
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on 
the Master Plan on April 10, 2002 and adopted the 
plan on May 1, 2002. The Leelanau County Planning 
Commission took action on the plan at their May 28, 
2002 meeting.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Planning Process for 2009 Update 
 
In 2007 the Planning Commission established an up-
date of the Master Plan as one of its goals for the 
year.  Each member was asked by Chairman Tim Ew-
ing to carefully review the Master Plan and provide 
comments on areas that needed to be changed or up-
dated.  At the August 2007 meeting of the Planning 
Commission these comments were reviewed and the 
Commission decided that the update would require 
relatively minor changes and updating of general 
data within the Community Profile section, while 
more extensive review and revision would be re-
quired for the Comprehensive Plan Section, espe-
cially the Future Land Use Map and related text. 
 
Beginning in early 2008, the Planning Commission 
discussed the Future Land Use Map and made sev-
eral revisions primarily to correct errors and omis-
sions, to reflect decisions on the size and location of 
the planned Low Density Residential/Agriculture 
Area, and to comply with requirements adopted by 
the Michigan Agricultural Preservation Fund Board 
to allow for willing, local farmers to participate in 
available farmland preservation programs. 
 
Building Blocks for the 2009 Update 
 
In the process of updating the Master Plan from 2007
-2009, the Cleveland Township Planning Commis-
sion used information gathered in the original 2002 
focus groups and citizen survey, and reviewed infor-
mation based on events in the intervening years. 
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Focus Groups 
Focus Group recommendations from the 2001 plan-
ning process were accepted as generally sound and 
still valid, especially with reference to the recom-
mended strategies for protecting agricultural lands 
and forested lands within the township (See Appen-
dix 1 ).  In 2001, the focus group outlined potential 
strategies to help contribute to a successful recrea-
tional/resort commercial area.  But 2001’s focus 
group was convened only months after the initial 
closing of Sugar Loaf.  Seven years later the resort is 
still shuttered, and no solutions have as yet emerged.  
Accordingly, while the focus group suggestions are 
still generally valid, new efforts are currently under-
way to engage the wider community in a conversa-
tion and a facilitated planning process that would 
lead to a more comprehensive sub-area plan for the 
Recreational Area. 
 
Surveys 
No new surveys were conducted based on the gen-
eral consistency of responses between surveys in 
Cleveland Township conducted for the original Mas-
ter Plan and the 2002 Master Plan, and also the close 
agreement between the survey results for Cleveland 
Township and more recently conducted County sur-
veys. 

 
Process for Comprehensive Plan Revision 
Planning Commission members were asked to pro-
vide input on potential changes to Goals, the Future 
Land Use Plan and Map, and Implementation Strate-
gies.  Goal Statements were revised primarily for 
clarity and to update accuracy of information.  
Changes made to the Future Land Use Plan and Map 
primarily reflected the need to position the township 
to conform to new requirements imposed for partici-
pation in the State of Michigan’s Farmland Preserva-
tion Program; to clarify language; or to reflect the 
decisions made in the intervening years by the Plan-
ning Commission as it worked to institute a low-
density residential district, as called for in the 2002 
Master Plan.  Changes to the Implementation Strate-
gies section reflect the fact that a number of the items 
to be addressed in the 2002 Master Plan had been ad-
dressed. 
 
In general, the Planning Commission tried to avoid 
making wholesale changes to this section of the Mas-
ter Plan, while reflecting current conditions in the 
township. 
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on 
the Master Plan update on July 1st, 2009 and adopted 
the plan on July 29th, 2009.  The Leelanau County 
Planning Commission took action on the plan at their 
June 23rd, 2009 meeting. 
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Township Background and History  
 
Cleveland Township is located in the southwestern 
portion of Leelanau County, Michigan, and is com-
prised of approximately 20,864 acres of land. Sleep-
ing Bear Dunes National Lakeshore makes up 39% or 
approximately 8,128 acres of Cleveland Township.  
 
The northern boundary of Cleveland Township bor-
ders Good Harbor Bay and there are six (6) inland 
lakes within the Township – Bass Lake, Hidden Lake, 
Lime Lake, Little Traverse Lake, Narada Lake, School 
Lake, and Shell Lake. Near the Township’s eastern 
boundary lies Sugar Loaf Mountain, which has one 
of the highest elevations within Leelanau County at 
approximately 1,105 feet.  
 
Cleveland Township was first settled on November 
1, 1855 by a group made up mostly of Bohemian im-
migrants. A bronze plaque on a boulder at the corner 
of M-22 and Bohemian Road (County Road 669) com-
memorates the first settlement known as North 
Unity.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
The early pioneers built a schoolhouse, sawmill, and 
a store. A gristmill on Shalda Creek at the outlet of 
Little Traverse Lake was built around 1860. The 
Shalda house across from the Cleveland Township 
Hall also served as a grocery store. The first post of-
fice was established in 1859, and continued to oper-
ate until 1905.  
 
Lumbering was North Unity’s principal means of 
livelihood until fire completely destroyed the entire 
community in 1871.  
 
At this time the families moved inland from the wa-
ter’s edge and became more agriculturally oriented.  
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Natural Features and the Environment  
 

� Topography 
 
The Township’s landscape varies in elevation from 
approximately 577 ft. to 1105 ft above sea level. There 
are two valley areas in the Township between ridges 
running north and south (see Topographic Map). 
There are lowlands surrounding the lake areas – in-
cluding Little Traverse Lake, Lime Lake, School Lake 
and Shell Lake – and extending generally from Little 
Traverse Lake northwest toward Lake Michigan. 
  
The dramatic topography found here has resulted in 
the development of a ski hill and resort facilities, has 
made fruit growing possible, and has in part made 
Cleveland Township a desirable place for develop-
ment of vacation homes. Housing development 
along the Township’s ridgelines has been raised as a 
concern and is addressed in the goal section of this 
plan.  
 

� Wetlands  
 
As might be expected, the Township’s primary wet-
land areas are found in the lowlands surrounding the 
lakes. South of both Lime Lake and School Lake, 
large wetland areas extend along both Maple City 
Road and Bohemian Road. Another significant wet-
land area is located in the northwestern portion of 
the Township within the National Lakeshore bor-
ders.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Because the areas around lakes are prime for residen-
tial development, these wetland areas are of concern.  
Protection of wetland areas rated particularly high 
on the community survey. In addition to depending 
on the Michigan Department of Environmental Qual-
ity’s restrictions on development, the policies of this 
plan encourage protection of these areas.  

 
 

� Prime Woodlands  
 
Commercial forestry is an important component of 
Cleveland Township’s agricultural and economic 
base. In addition, the extensive stands of hardwoods 
throughout the Township contribute to its natural 
beauty and appeal to visitors and residents. Northern 
hardwoods are especially predominant in western 
Cleveland Township and on the ridges of the sloped 
lands in the central part of the Township and 
throughout the National Lakeshore land.  
 
Lowland conifers are found south of Lime Lake. 
Pockets of pine are located throughout the Town-
ship. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B. Community Profile 
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� Prime Farmland   
 
Prime farmland soils are identified on the accompa-
nying soils map below.  The following soils were 
identified in the 1984 Cleveland Township Master 
Plan as prime farmland and are identified in the soils 
map: 

Alcona, 2-6% slope 
Alcona-Richter, 2-6% slope   
Bach Loam, 0-2% slope  
Emmet, 0-6% slope   
Emmet-Leelanau, 0-6% slope   
Emmet-Omena, 0-6% slope  
Hettinger, drained 
Munuscong, drained  
Nester, 0-6% slope 
Richter, 0-6% slope  
Richter-Alcona, 0-6% slope  

 

� Soils  
 
The Kalkaska-Rubicon-Duel soil association found 
in the western parts of the Township is a moderately 
deep to very deep soil association, excessively 
drained in sandy glacial deposits on outwash plains. 
Most of these soils are typically in forest. Some are in 
pasture, cropland or tree plantations. Those areas 
that are farmed are primarily in small grains, hay, 
and potatoes. 
 
The Eastport-East Lake-Deer Park soil association is 
found along the Lake Michigan shoreline extending 
south to the valley areas around the Township’s 
lakes. This association is typified by very deep, exces-
sively drained soils in beach ridges, lake basins, and 
stabilized dunes. Most of this soil association is for-
ested with red oak, aspen, red maple, black cherry, 
paper birch, northern white cedar, balsam fir, Ameri-
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can beech, red pine, and white pine. These soils are 
also often in recreation use and when cultivated, is in 
hay, oats, and potatoes.  
 
The Emmet-Montcalm-Kalkaska soil association is 
found in the central sloped area of the Township and 
in the commercial resort area in the northeastern por-
tion of the Township.  
 
These soils are coarse-loamy or sandy soil, ranging 
from well drained to moderately well drained soils 
on moraines, drumlins and outwash plains. 
  
Where the land is less sloping, this soil association is 
often cropped with corn, hay, oats, and wheat. These 
soils are also favorable for apple and cherry or-
chards. Steeper areas are in permanent pasture or 
forest. 
 
The Blue Lake-Leelanau-Montcalm soil association 
is found in the southern part of the Township. It con-
sists of very deep, well-drained soils formed in deep 
sandy glacial drift deposits on ground and end mo-
raines and outwash plains. When in productive use, 
it is cropped to oats, rye, hay, potatoes, and sweet 
corn. A large amount is in permanent pasture, is idle, 
or in forest. The native vegetation is sugar maple, 
American beech, yellow birch, quaking aspen, east-
ern white pine, eastern hemlock, northern red oak, 
and red pine. 
 
Additional soil information may be found from the 
Leelanau County Soil Survey of 1973, the Leelanau 
Conservation District, and the Leelanau County 
Planning Department. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

� Agricultural Land Use Cover  
 
The following maps demonstrate the changes in the 
agricultural land use cover in Cleveland Township 
between 1978 and 2009. (This data is based on aerial 
photography interpretation from aerials flown in  
1978 and 2006, and 2009 field checks). 
 
The largest loss of agricultural land is seen in the 
northwestern part of the Township that is now part 
of the National Lakeshore. 
 
In 2009, the significant agricultural areas remaining 
in the Township were mostly concentrated along 
County Road 669 in the Bohemian Valley, and along 
W. Ryant Rd.  Smaller agricultural areas also existed 
in the southeast sections of the Township.  Approxi-
mately 62.5% of the existing agricultural land was 
cropland, with orchards and vineyards consisting of 
32.0%.  A general trend of increasing orchard and 
vineyard acreage has occurred from 1978 to 2009. 
 

 
The Land Information Access Association reported 
that between 1990 and 2000, 937 acres committed to 
agricultural land use in the County was converted to 
an urban land use, another 10,815 acres was con-
verted to non-forested open land and 808 acres con-
verted to forested open land. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2009 Agricultural Land Use 

  
Acres 

% of Agricul-
tural Land 

% of Town-
ship Land 

Cropland 922 62.5% 5.2% 

Orchards, Vine-
yards, etc. 

479 32.0% 2.7% 

Permanent Pasture 97 6.5% 0.5% 

TOTAL 1,498 100.0% 8.4% 
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The 1978 & 2000 Agricultural Land Use Charts di-
rectly below are original data from the 2002 Master 
Plan process.  Note, this data does not correlate in 
name with the land uses identified in the updated 
Land Use Coverage Maps and previous charts of this 
section. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

� Brownfield Sites  
 
A priority ranking of contaminated sites in 2008 by 
the County, ranked Sugar Loaf Resort as #1 on the 
priority list.  (Source:  Michigan Department of Environ-
mental Quality, EPA, and Leelanau County Brownfield 
Redevelopment Authority) 
 
No known contamination sites exist in Cleveland 
Township except for within Sugar Loaf Resort where 
petroleum-based contaminants including Perchloro-
ethene, “PCE" (Perchloroethylene, Tetrachloroethyl-
ene) "Lead", "BTEX", (Benzene, Toluene, Ethylben-
zene, and Xylenes), and PNA (Polynuclear Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons) were found.  As of July 2009, three 
sites within Sugar Loaf were listed on the MDEQ 
Open LUST Site list. 
 
Sugar Loaf Resort was opened in 1964 and was de-
clared at the time to be Michigan’s newest and finest 
ski area. At one time the County’s major employer, 
Sugar Loaf closed in 2000 and remains vacant.  The 
Resort has fallen into disrepair, and in 2007 the 
Health Department issued a letter to the owner, stat-
ing the lodge was ‘unfit for human habitation’, and a 
ban was placed on occupancy within Sugar Loaf Re-
sort. 
 
The County has established a Brownfield Redevelop-
ment Authority and a Land Bank Fast Track Author-
ity for acquisition, clean up and redevelopment of 
qualifying properties. 
 
According to information gathered by Leelanau 
County, there are 14 separate Leaking Underground 
Storages Sites (LUST sites) in the County.  In addition 
to these LUST sites, there are 34 sites on the Michigan 
Part 201 list of contaminated sites.  A community 
outreach process resulted in an additional 14 sites 
being nominated as possibly contaminated. 
 

  
Acres 

% of Agricul-
tural Land 

% of Town-
ship Land 

Christmas Tree 
Plantation 

75 5.0% 0.4% 

Cropland 836 55.3% 4.7% 

Orchards, Vine-
yards, etc. 

398 26.3% 2.2% 

Other Agriculture 11 0.7% 0.1% 

Permanent Pasture 192 12.7% 1.1% 

TOTAL 1,512 100.0% 8.5% 

2000 Agricultural Land Use 

  
Acres 

% of Agricul-
tural Land 

% of Town-
ship Land 

Cropland, Rota-
tion & Permanent 
Pasture 

2,403 41.0% 13.5% 

Herbaceous 
Rangeland 

1,780 30.4% 10.0% 

Orchards, Vine-
yards, etc. 

220 3.7% 1.2% 

Other Agriculture 
Land 

16 0.3% 0.1% 

Permanent Pasture 72 1.2 0.4% 

Shrub Rangeland 1,372 23.4% 7.7% 

TOTAL 5,863 100.0% 32.9% 

1978 Agricultural Land Use 
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Scientific Name   Common Name  Federal Status  State Status 
Acris crepitans blanchardi  Blanchard’s Cricket Frog     SC 
Adlumia fungosa   Climbing Fumitory      SC 
Ammodramus savannarum  Grasshopper Sparrow     SC 
Asplenium rhizophyllum  Walking Fern      T 
Asplenium trichomanes-ramosum Green Spleenwort      T 
Berula erecta   Cut-leaved Water-parsnip     T 
Bog    
Boreal Forest    
Botrychium campestre  Prairie Moonwort      T 
Bromus pumpellianus  Pumpelly’s Brome Grass     T 
Calypso bulbosa   Calypso or Fairy-slipper     T 
Carex concinna   Beauty Sedge      SC 
Carex platyphylla   Broad-leaved Sedge     T 
Charadrius melodus  Piping Plover    LE  E 
Cirsium pitcheri   Pitcher’s Thistle    LT  T 
Coregonus artedi   Cisco or Lake Herring     T 
Cypripedium arietinum  Ram’s Head lady’s-slipper     SC 
Dendroica discolor   Prairie Warbler      E 
Falco peregrinus   Peregrine Falcon      E 
Galearis spectabilis   Showy Orchis      T 
Gavia immer   Common Loon      T 
Great Lakes Barrens  Barrens, Upper Midwest Type 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus  Bald Eagle      T 
Huperzia selago   Fir Clubmoss      SC 
Interdunal Wetland   Alkaline Shoredunes Pond/Marsh, Great Lakes Type    
Linum sulcatum   Furrowed Flax      SC 
Mesic Northern Forest           
Microtus pinetorum   Woodland Vole      SC 
Mimulus glabratus var. michiganensis Michigan Monkey-flower    LE  E 
Northern Hardwood Swamp  Flatwoods, Upper Midwest Type 
Notropis anogenus   Pugnose Shiner      SC 
Open Dunes   Beach/shoredunes, Great Lakes Type   
Orobanche fasciculate  Fascicled Broom-rape     T 
Panax quinquefolius  Ginseng       T 
Pterospora andromedea  Pine-drops      T 
Sand and Gravel Beach 
Stagnicola contracta  Deepwater Pondsnail     T 
Tanacetum huronense  Lake Huron Tansy      T 
Terrapene Carolina Carolina  Eastern Box Turtle      SC 
Trimerotropis huroniana  Lake Huron Locust      T 
Triphora trianthophora  Three-birds Orchid      T 

 Wooded Dune and Swale Complex 

 

Federal Status:       State Status: 
LE = listed endangered      E = endangered 
LT = listed threatened       T = threatened 
LELT = partly listed endangered & partly listed threatened  SC = special concern 
PDL = proposed delist 

 
Sources:   
Michigan County Element Lists, Michigan Natural Features Inventory—Current as of 7/17/08 

� Endangered, Threatened & Special Concern Species—Leelanau County 
 
The State of Michigan maintains an inventory by County of all State and Federal endangered, threatened, and 
special concern species and natural communities.  The endangered species in Leelanau County include the pip-
ing plover, prairie warbler, peregrine falcon, bald eagle, and the Michigan monkey flower. 
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Land Use Profile  
 

� Active Land Uses  
 
The following map indicates land use by tax classifi-
cation in 2008.  Active land uses in the Township in-
clude residential, commercial, agricultural, extractive 
and recreational. 
 
In the 1970s, primary residential areas were found 
surrounding Lime Lake and Little Traverse Lake and 
to a lesser extent along the Lake Michigan shoreline, 
Maple City Road north of Maple City, scattered 
along Bohemian Road, and in the Sugar Loaf moun-
tain area. 
 
By the early 21st century, additional residential 
growth was seen along School Lake Road, Hlavka 
Road, Trumbull Road, Sullivan Road and generally 
in the Sugar Loaf resort area – including some multi-
ple-family housing. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Commercial, Business, and other land uses, that are 
not residential nor agricultural, are limited in the 
Township. These land uses include a small commer-
cial area along M-22 near Little Traverse Lake, stor-
age buildings near the intersection of Maple City 
Road and M-22, the inactive Sugar Loaf resort facili-
ties, a warehousing site north of Maple City, an air-
port strip located in Sugar Loaf, and the operations of 
at least 2 excavation companies. 
 
The total acreage in active land uses in 2000 was ap-
proximately 800 or approximately 4.5% of the Town-
ship’s 17,825 acres, exclusive of inland lakes.  Ap-
proximately 39% of Cleveland Township is within 
the authorized boundaries of the Sleeping Bear 
Dunes National Lakeshore. 
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Public Services 

  

� Utilities & Emergency Services  
 
Cleveland Township is served by MichCon for natu-
ral gas and by Consumers Energy for electric ser-
vices. Charter Cable holds a franchise agreement 
with the Township for cable television service.  Sev-
eral companies offer trash pick-up within the Town-
ship, including Waste Management and American 
Waste. Those wishing to recycle newspaper, glass, 
aluminum, cardboard and plastic can drop off mate-
rials at several locations within the County.  The lo-
cation that is most convenient to Township residents 
is at the Cedar boat launch north of Cedar, or at Lee-
lanau School near Glen Arbor.  Recycling services are 
provided by a licensed waste management company 
through a Countywide contract.  There is no public 
water or  public sewer disposal within the Township.  
Multiple vendors offer internet services in the Town-
ship.  
 
Police service is provided by the Leelanau County 
Sheriff’s Department.  The Solon-Centerville fire de-
partment provides standby fire and rescue service to 
the Township.  Through a contract with the fire de-
partment, the Township pays a flat yearly rate for 
standby service and an hourly rate for any fire or res-
cue runs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

� Education 
 
Cleveland Township falls into two different school 
districts within the Traverse Bay Area Intermediate 
School District.  The areas around Little Traverse 
Lake and the northern half of Lime Lake are part of 
the Leland Public School District and the remainder 
of the Township is within the Glen Lake Community 
Schools District (see School District Map).  
 
In the 2008-9 school year, the Glen Lake Community 
School District had 807 students enrolled, and the 
Leland Public School District had 450 enrolled.  As of 
this writing in 2009, Glen Lake community schools 
have opted out of the annual per student state Foun-
dation allowance. 
 
Up to date standardized Michigan testing (MEAP) 
scores for Glen Lake and Leland school districts may 
typically be found at the State of Michigan’s Depart-
ment of Education web site: 
http://www.michigan.gov/mde 
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Lake 



 

Cleveland Township Master Plan   Page 21                                                                                                                             

 
 

� Transportation  
 
The Township has approximately 5 miles of State 
roadway (M-22).  The remainder of the Township 
contains County roads and some private roads.  M-22 
was designated as a State Heritage Route in Spring 
2001. 
 
The Bay Area Transportation Authority (BATA) ser-
vices the Cleveland Township area with bus service. 
Although there are fixed routes in Leelanau County, 
bus service is available on demand. Bus service costs 
a nominal fee for patrons. 
 
In 2004 the Leelanau County Road Commission com-
pleted a significant upgrade of County Road 667 be-
tween Maple City and M-22.  In 2007, a similar up-
grade was completed on County Road 669 through 
Bohemian Valley.  These upgrades constitute major 
improvements to the main North/South arteries in 
the township. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
In addition, the Road Commission and the National 
Park Service have completed upgrades to the road-
end parking area at Lake Michigan Road and Good 
Harbor Bay.  Other future changes are part of the 
General Management Plan/Wilderness Study/
Environmental Impact Statement for the Sleeping 
Bear Dunes National Lakeshore, which was ap-
proved on January 6, 2009 with the signing of the Re-
cord of Decision. 
 
The Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore is con-
sidering a new recreational trail to roughly parallel 
M-22 through the National Lakeshore.  This pro-
posed trail project has received a grant awarded to 
the M-22 Heritage Route Committee to provide engi-
neering and design.  The Leelanau Scenic Heritage 
Route Trailway Plan and Environmental Assessment 
has been revised and is anticipated to be complete in 
2009. 
 
The County Road Commission encourages input 
from the Township and has a policy of funding 50% 
of any requested road improvement projects.  
 
A privately-owned airstrip exists on the property of 
Sugar Loaf Resort.  The asphalt airstrip is 3,519 ft 
long and 50 ft wide.  The airstrip does not have a 
control tower and is unattended. 
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Population & Housing 

 

� Age Profile  
 
In 2000, Cleveland Township had 1,040 permanent 
residents according to the U.S. Census. This was a 
32% increase from 1990, when the Census reported 
783 people in the Township.  The 2007 estimated 
population for Cleveland Township, according to the 
Northwest Michigan Council of Governments, was 
reported as 1,113 as of July 1, a 7% increase from the 
2000 population. 
  
The most striking quality of Cleveland Township’s 
population is its age composition. Cleveland’s popu-
lation (with a median age of 44.3) is generally older 
than the County (42.6) and the State (35.5). In 2000, 
the Township had a higher percentage of its popula-
tion in each of the six age groups over 45 than did the 
state, and (except for the 65 to 74 age group) more 
than the County as well.  
 
Interestingly, the Township also had a higher per-
centage of its population in some of the younger age 
categories (10 to 14 and 15 to 19) than did either the 
County or the State in 2000. Two age categories, 20 to 
24 and 25 to 34, represent a much smaller percentage 
of the population in Cleveland Township than in the 
State overall.  
 
In the Township and the County, the largest age 
group switched from the 35 to 44 year old bracket to 
the 45 to 54 year old age group between 1990 and 
2000. In the State, the largest age group switched 
from 25 to 34 year olds to 35 to 44 year olds during 
this same time period. This is one demonstration of 
the general aging of the population. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
The following charts in Table 3 compare the distribu-
tion of the population among age groups for the 
Township, the County and the State for both 1990 
and 2000. 
 
Another expression of the difference in age composi-
tion between the Township and the County and the 
State is shown in the first chart of Table 4. In this 
chart, the smaller the columns, the closer to the 
State’s population distribution. The big differences 
are seen in the 20 to 24, 25 to 34, and 45 to 54 year old 
age groups.  
 
Not only are the age distribution differences notable, 
but the direction of change between 1990 and 2000 by  
age group. For instance, the 25 to 34 year old age 
group is proportionally smaller in the Township than 
in the County or the State, but this group actually 
expanded in the Township between 1990 and 2000 
and greatly decreased in the County and the State 
during this time period.  
 
In the second chart of Table 4, the Township’s popu-
lation change moved in a different direction than ei-
ther the County or State for almost every age group. 
Generally, it can be said that statewide demographic 
trends and to an extent even countywide trends can-
not be extended to Cleveland Township. The area’s 
reputation as a retirement destination appears to be 
supported by the community’s age profile, however, 
the Township also has a substantial base of families 
with older children at home.  
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Table – 3: Age Group Comparison Charts 1990 & 2000 
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Table – 4: Population Distribution & Change Comparison Charts 
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� Household Composition  
 
Table 5 details the 2000 household profiles for Cleve-
land Township, Leelanau County and the State. Of 
the 436 full time households in the Township, 72% 
were families (families being two or more related 
people), but only 27% of all households were families 
with children under 18 (compared to 30% for the 
County and 33% for the State). In close keeping with 
the County and the State, 10% of the non-family 
households were householders 65 and over. The av-
erage household size and family size were smaller 
than the County or the State. 68% of the owner-
occupied and 76% of the renter-occupied had 1 or 2 
people in the household in Cleveland Township.  
 
Cleveland Township could be characterized as hav-
ing a high concentration of households led by older 
couples without children at home. 

� Housing Units  
 
Of the 778 housing units in the Township in 2000, 
44% were vacant (see Table 6). Most of these were 
seasonal or occasional use homes or rental units. The 
amount of occupied housing units, 56%, was much 
lower than the State’s level of 89% of units that were 
occupied. 
 
The Township’s vacancy rate for owner-occupied 
housing units was only 1.5% in 2000 while the renter-
occupied vacancy rate was 61% (see Table 7). The 
statewide vacancy rate for rentals was only 6.8%. Of 
the Township’s 385 owner-occupied (non-vacant) 
units, the average household size was 2.44 people – 
slightly less than the County (2.47) and less than the 
State (2.67). Of the 51 renter-occupied units, an aver-
age household size of 2.00 people was reported com-
pared to 2.51 in Leelanau County and 2.24 in the  

 Cleveland Township Leelanau County Michigan 

 Number % of all hh’s Number % of all hh’s Number % of all hh’s 

Households 436  8,436  3,785,661  

Family Households 312 72% 6,216 74% 2,575,699 68% 

w/children under 18 117 27% 2,526 30% 1,236,713 33% 

Nonfamily Households 124 28% 2,220 26% 1,209,962 32% 

Householder living alone 105 24% 1,882 22% 993,607 26% 

Household 65 and over 44 10% 744 9% 355,141 9% 

Average Household size 2.39  2.48  2.56  

Average Family Size 2.82  2.89  3.10  

Table— 5: Household Profile, 2000 

 Cleveland Township Leelanau County Michigan 

 Total % of Total Total % of Total Total % of Total 

Total Housing Units 778 100% 13,297 100% 4,234,279 100% 

Occupied Units 436 56% 8,436 63% 3,785,661 89% 

Vacant Housing Units 342 44% 4,861 37% 448,618 11% 

Seasonal/Recreational/
Occasional Use 

241 31% 4,111 31% 233,922 6% 

Occupied Housing Units 436 56% 8,436 63% 3,785,661 89% 

Owner Occupied 385 49% 7,138 54% 2,793,124 66% 

Renter Occupied 51 7% 1,298 10% 992,537 23% 

Table—6: Housing Units, 2000 
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State. Of the 436 households, 39% had at least one 
person 60 years of age or older compared to 29% in 
the State overall.  
 
The Township has a unique character of a high per-
centage of seasonally vacant residences, vacation  
residences, and small household sizes as compared 
to the State overall, and even to a lesser extent, all of 
Leelanau County.  
 
In 1990, the median value of owner-occupied hous-
ing units in the Township was $68,400. Approxi-
mately half of all housing units were more than 30 
years old and half were newer than 30 years as re-
ported in the 1990 Census (see Table 8). 

 
Statistics from Leelanau County Construction Codes 
reveal that 33 building permits for new single-family 
homes were issued between 2005 and 2008 in Cleve-
land Township (see Table 9). The annual average 
value of the new construction was $171,198 by 2008 
(this value does not include the land value).  

 
Source: Leelanau Construction Codes Data 2008 & Township Zoning 
Administrator 

 Cleveland  
Township 

Leelanau  
County 

Michigan 

Homeowner vacancy 
rate 

1.5 1.1 1.6 

Rental vacancy rate 61.1 21.8 6.8 

Ave. household size 
Owner occupied unit 

2.44 2.47 2.67 

Ave. household size 
Renter occupied unit 

2.00 2.51 2.24 

Table—7: Housing Data, 2000 

Table—8: Year Housing Units Built 
Cleveland Township 

 Total % of Total 

2000 to 2008 *(< 10 yrs.) 111 12.4% 

1990 to 1999 164 18.3% 

1980 to 1989 160 17.9% 

1970 to 1979 145 16.2% 

1960 to 1969 99 11.1% 

1950 to 1959 40 4.5% 

1940 to 1949 38 4.3% 

1939 or earlier 137 15.3% 

Table—9: Single Family Residential  
Building Permits, 2000-2008 

Cleveland Township 

 Total # 
Of Permits 

Total Value 
Of Permits 

2005 12 $1,945,520 

2006 10 $1,428,799 

2007 8 $1,187,014 

2008 3 $1,088,230 

2004 11  

2003 10  

2002 22  

2001 21  

2000 15  
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Table - 10:  Leelanau County Population Forecast

Population Totals

� Population Projections  
 
In 2000, the State of Michigan projected that by the 
year 2020, Leelanau County will have grown to 
22,200 people. This represents a growth rate of 3-5% 
every five years. Michigan’s population is expected 
to grow at a smaller rate of 2-3% every five years 
during this period. 

The chart to the right details population projections 
for the Township based on three different projection 
methods. Extending the projected growth rate for 
Leelanau County to Cleveland Township, the Town-
ship could expect 1,190 people by 2020. If Cleveland 
Township continued to grow at its average rate of 
growth between 1970 and 2000, then 2,024 people 
could be expected by 2020. 

 
 
The third projection is based on recent building per-
mit activity. Between 1992 and 2000, the Township 
experienced an average of 16 new residential units 
per year. Between 2000 and 2008, the Township ex-
perienced an average of 12 new residential units per 
year.  In 2000, the average number of people per 
household in the Township was 2.39, and on aver-
age, 56% of the housing units were occupied. Apply-
ing these ratios resulted in a projection of 1,324 by 
2020.  

 
Leelanau County population forecast is summarized 
in Table 10 below. 
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Economic Profile 

 

� Labor Market & Employment  
 
The total labor force residing in Leelanau County in 
1997 was 11,075. Of the workers 16 and over in the 
County in 1990, 50.2% worked outside of the County. 
This indicates that Leelanau County was predomi-
nantly a bedroom community in 1990 with limited 
employment opportunities for its residents.  Data 
from the 2000 Census shows little change, with 
nearly 50% of the County’s work force commuting 
outside the county for work. 
 
However, employment within the County between 
1996 and 1999 grew by over 20% from 8,285 to 9,960. 
19 farm jobs were gained during this time period, 
increasing from 706 to 725. The largest number of 
jobs gained was in the service industry, with an in-
crease of 779 jobs in this three-year period.  
 
In 1990, 85% of the County’s population over 25 
years of age had a high school diploma and 24% had 
at least a bachelor’s degree. This does not reflect the 
current graduation rate of local schools, but the over-
all population living in the Township at that time. 
  
In the early 1990’s the Township experienced a high 
level of unemployment reaching as high as 13.4%. By 
2000, the annual average unemployment rate for the 
Township lowered to 5% and the County’s overall 
rate was 3%.  

 
 
 
 
The Township’s unemployment followed the trend 
of the County during this time period but was esti-
mated to be consistently higher than the County.  
 
The jobless rate for Leelanau County in 2007 was 
5.3% as compared to 7.2% for the state.  For Septem-
ber of 2008, Leelanau County had a 5.9% jobless rate 
while the state’s rose to 8.3%.  The highest level re-
corded in Leelanau County for 2008 was 7.0% in  
February.  (Source:  MI Department of Labor & Eco-
nomic Growth, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics) 
 
Of all persons in the County in 2000, 5.4% were liv-
ing in poverty and it increased to 7.0% in 2005 (1,536 
individuals).  Records for 2005 also show the County 
has one of the highest percentages of uninsured citi-
zens for northern Michigan counties, with 22.0% of 
citizens under 65 uninsured, and 23.4% of all citizens 
18-64 years uninsured.  No other county in the area is 
over 20%. (Source:  2005 Health Insurance for All 
counties by Age, presented by NWMCOG, Source:  
Census Bureau) 
 
In 2009, major Leelanau County employers included 
the Grand Traverse Band, Suttons Bay, Glen Lake, 
and Leland School Districts, the National Park Ser-
vice, as well as Triple D Orchards, Inc., Leelanau 
Fruit Co., and Leelanau Redi-Mix. 

 

Quarterly Average Census of Employment and Wages - Leelanau County 

(total # of employees & wage earners) 

Year Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

2001 5,321 6,188 7,016 6,008 

2002 5,264 6,107 6,878 5,821 

2003 5,173 5,767 6,958 5,672 

2004 4,863 5,744 6,822 5,649 

2005 5,286 6,059 7,146 5,939 

2006 5,254 6,196 7,005 5,730 

2007 5,110 5,978 6,912 5,780 

2008 5,020 5,882   

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Data 
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� Taxable Value  
 
Between 1997 and 2001, taxable value in Cleveland 
Township grew from approximately $50 million to 
$64 million.  In absolute terms, most of that growth 
during this period was experienced in the residential 
category (94% of the growth, or $12.8 million). Over-
all taxable value was $63.9 million in the 2001 tax 
year. 
 
The taxable value in 2008 was $98,223,333, and in 
2007 was $92,862,728.  Over a 10 year period from 
1998 to 2008, taxable values nearly doubled in the  
 

 
 
Township from $55 million to nearly $100 million.  
92% of the Township’s tax base is provided by resi-
dential classifications, with agriculture and commer-
cial making up 3% and 5% respectively. 
 
Assessed value of Cleveland Township’s properties 
in 2008 was set at $178,179,900.  Assessed values 
grew rapidly during the early part of the 2000s, but 
are expected to remain almost unchanged for 2008-
2009. 
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Residential Goal 

Provide a mixture of housing opportunities in the 
Township to serve residents while maintaining a 
high quality of life for existing and future residents. 

Objectives:  
� Maintain high standards for residential develop-

ment through zoning and nuisance regulations. 

� Through Township policies and regulations, pro-
vide opportunities for a range of parcel sizes. 

� Plan areas for residential growth and uses, in-
cluding existing pockets of residential uses, the 
Sugar Loaf area, and the area southeast of Lime 
Lake. 

 

Agricultural Goal 

Support the continuation of farming and commercial 
forestry in the Township on land that supports these 
uses. 

Objectives:  

� Zoning should encourage agricultural uses where 
soils, microclimates, and traditional land uses 
support active farming. 

� Efforts should be made by the Township to sup-
port uses and services which increase the profit-
ability of local farming, and which are in keeping 
with the character of the area. 

� Support Township farmers who wish to partici-
pate in local, state, or federal programs which 
strive to preserve farmland, including purchase 
of development rights programs.  The Township 
should make every effort to comply with require-
ments of these programs in order to make sure 
local farmers are eligible. 

� Allow limited residential uses in the agricultural 
area such that agricultural pursuits are not com-
promised but such that reasonable use of the land 

is not denied the property owner. 

� Support continued forestry and best management 
practices for timber management within the Agri-
cultural Area as well as within the Forest Conser-
vation/Agricultural area. 

 

Forest Conservation/Agriculture Goal 

Support sound forestry management for both pro-
duction of forest products and for protection of wild-
life habitat through healthy and diverse forests. 

Objectives: 

� Encourage active forestry management for pro-
duction of timber products, while at the same  
time encouraging preservation and restoration of 
sensitive lands which provide wildlife habitat 
and protection of ground and surface waters. 

� Support home-based occupations and craft in-
dustries that are based on local forest resources. 

� Encourage positive use of wooded areas in new 
residential developments recognizing this as an 
important natural resource. 

 

Open Space Goal 

Protect identified important open spaces to maintain 
the rural character of the Township without limiting 
the rights of property owners or unduly limiting the 
Township’s tax base. 

Objectives:  

� Encourage low density or clustered housing in  
the areas: not planned for concentrated residen-
tial development, not planned for agricultural 
use, containing identified significant natural re-
sources or view sheds. 

� Inventory priority open space areas for protec-
tion. 

C. Comprehensive Plan 
Vision Statement 

Providing opportunity and progress in championing Cleveland Township’s rural features,  
pristine quality, natural forests and their good use for the generations that follow. 
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� Craft open space requirements that balance goals 
of protecting significant resource lands and 
viewsheds with a goal of providing balanced 
growth with no net loss of tax base. 

� In crafting new options for clustered housing,  
provide incentives to link open spaces to facilitate 
protection and allow for wildlife movement. 

 

Public Services and Facilities Goal 

Support quality services to Township residents     
including emergency services, road maintenance, 
utilities, police, education, senior services, and public 
facilities. 

Objectives:  

� Continually monitor services provided by  others 
for quality and efficiency. 

� Enter into multi-jurisdictional service arrange-
ments wherever possible to lower costs and      
improve efficiency. 

�  Pursue grant opportunities when advantageous 
for the provision of services. 

� Encourage policies that will ensure fiscal stability 
allowing the Township to continue to provide an  
appropriate level of services. 

� Participate with the Leelanau County Road Com-
mission and Michigan Department of Transporta-
tion in needed road improvements. 

� Discourage densities that would require public 
water and sewer service; however, permit       
community water or septic systems where        
appropriate. 

� Allow wireless communications and related    
facilities in a limited number of high elevation 
locations in the Township that will provide full 
service to the Township without excessive visual 
nuisance. 

� Support recycling programs organized by Lee-
lanau County 

 

 

Recreational/Resort Commercial Goal 

Encourage the continuation and sensible expansion  
of existing resort facilities in the Township. 

Objectives:  

� Support through zoning and Township policies 
the re-opening and expansion of existing resort 
facilities, particularly at Sugar Loaf Resort. 

� Allow an advantageous mixture of uses within 
the designated recreational/commercial resort 
area. 

� Maintain significant recreational opportunities 
and a high level of environmental quality attract-
ing visitors to the area. 

 
� Support efforts by private ownership to secure 

public monies for infrastructure improvements 
within the recreation/commercial resort area. 

 

Commercial Services Goal 

Provide an appropriate level of commercial uses in 
the Township to serve the needs of residents and 
visitors. 

Objectives:  

� Identify limited areas where business uses will 
benefit residents and visitors, and support contin-
ued use of current business areas. 

� Craft regulations that will limit the size and com-
mercial uses permitted in these identified areas. 

� Permit commercial services only at a scale, char-
acter and location that will not take away from 
the residential quality and character of the area. 

 

Public Recreation Goal 

Provide adequate recreational opportunities for 
Township residents through public and private facili-
ties and programs. 

Objectives:  

� Maintain current recreational facilities and coop-
erate with state and federal entities in providing 
additional recreational uses. 
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� Work cooperatively with partner organizations, 
including but not limited to the M-22 Heritage 
Route, the County Road Commission, and the 
National Park Service to create a system of bike 
lanes in the community to enhance the safety and 
opportunities for area bikers. 

� Work cooperatively with the National Park Ser-
vice to maintain access points to the National 
Lakeshore. 

 

Environmental Goal 

Protect important natural resources including 
ground water, wetlands, water bodies, native vegeta-
tion, wildlife, dunes, and shorelines through Town-
ship policies and requirements. Protect the Town-
ship’s dark skies and air quality and protect residents 
from noise pollution. 

Objectives:  

� Incorporate standards into local regulations that 
adequately address the environmental goals of 
the community including light pollution regula-
tions, shoreline protection regulations, and use 
standards for non-residential uses related to 
noise, vibrations, hours of operation and air emis-
sions. 

� Assure that the regulations and policies of associ-
ated agencies are upheld in the Township includ-
ing the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Soil Erosion Control, and the County Building 
Department. 

� Work cooperatively with lake associations to   
devise restrictions to enhance environmental 
quality of lakes, limit over use of the lakes and 
noise. 

� Support a long-term strategy to improve sanitary 
facilities for private lake front properties. 

� Support regulations that encourage limiting the 
removal of vegetation, use of fertilizers and pesti-
cides and disturbance of shorelines and other  
environmentally fragile areas. 

� Limit visual pollution generated by billboards, 
dumping, and non-maintained properties. 

 
 

 

Economic Goal 

Recognize the importance of balancing the fiscal  
impacts of limiting development with providing an 
appropriate level of service to Township residents; 
and provide reasonable economic opportunity and 
return to Township residents when making land use 
decisions. 

Objectives:  

� Maintain the economic health of the region by 
supporting the successful redevelopment of 
Sugar Loaf resort. 

� Allow for the reasonable expansion of commer-
cial uses to support the visitor-related uses 
(including resort facilities and vacation rentals) in 
the Township. 

� Avoid unduly diminishing the financial invest-
ments made in the Township through down zon-
ing or restrictive regulations. 

� Support continued successful agricultural opera-
tions in the Township through local policies and 
regulations. 

� Balance land use decisions with the fiscal health 
of the Township government and its ability to 
provide an appropriate level of services. 
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The maps in this document are based on data from 
several sources.  Every attempt has been made to as-
sure that the maps reflect the most current and accu-
rate information available at the time of adoption. 
Any inaccurate data shall not negate the basic direc-
tion, findings or goals and objectives of this docu-
ment. The document will be routinely reviewed and 
when appropriate, updated, in response to changing 
conditions and in the light of new information. 
 
 

Agricultural Preservation Area 

The Agricultural Preservation Area is designed to 
include areas of the Township now being farmed, 
existing orchards, areas with prime or unique soils 
particularly well suited to agriculture and other areas 
in active agricultural use.  These areas have been de-
signed in “blocks” to provide for contiguous agricul-
tural areas and to allow a buffer from residential ar-
eas.  The Agricultural Preservation Area is located in 
the south central part of the Township surrounding 
County Rd. 669 and a smaller area in eastern por-
tions of sections 24 and 25. 
 

A unique combination of soils, topography and cli-
mate make much of Leelanau County’s agricultural 
lands ideally suited to growing fruit.  While orchards 
comprise about 1/3 of the county’s total agricultural 
area, Cleveland Township’s topography limits or-
chard sites to high elevations in parts of Sections 22, 
27, 34, 24, and 25.  Most of the remainder of agricul-
tural land is in cropland and pastureland that also 
provides economic benefits and at the same time con-
tributes appreciably to the rural character and scenic 
quality that is particularly valued by township resi-
dents and visitors. 
 
Lands selected for inclusion in the Agricultural Pres-
ervation Area were those determined to be the most 
important to maintaining the viability of agriculture 
in Cleveland Township into the future.  The Future 
Land Use Map shows the selected lands.  Factors 
considered included the presence of working farms, 
large ownerships of 40 acres or more with at least 20 
acres in agricultural use, and the presence of prime 

or unique soils.   Some blocks of land within the Ag-
ricultural Preservation Area may be largely forested 
land, but these parcels are generally surrounded by 
actively farmed land or are woodlots that are associ-
ated with active farms.  Similarly, areas outside the 
Agricultural Preservation Area may include small 
parcels that are actively farmed, and may include 
some prime or unique agricultural soils, but these 
small farmed parcels are located within broad areas 
that are primarily forested or residential in character. 
 

The preservation designation means that these lands 
should be prioritized for preservation as opportuni-
ties arise and that they should, to the extent possible, 
be protected from development that is detrimental to 
farming. 
 
Strategies to be followed to achieve preservation 
goals for this area include: 

� Support farmers who voluntarily wish to partici-
pate in preservation programs that are available 
through state, federal, and non-profit agencies. 

� Provide for buffers where appropriate between 
agricultural and residential areas. 

 
� Residential uses in the Agricultural District 

should be limited to a density of 1 unit per 10 
acres. 

� Other uses not related to agricultural pursuits are 
not encouraged in this area.  However, limited 
agricultural processing, “agri-tourism,” and road-
side stands are encouraged in this plan area. 

 
 

Forest Conservation/Agriculture 

The Forest Conservation/Agricultural Area includes 
areas that are presently zoned for Agriculture, but 
are not well suited for active agriculture because soils 
and slopes are generally not conducive to farming.   
Much of this area is steeply sloped, some serves as a 
transition between the active agricultural uses and 
higher density residential uses; and the remainder 
generally includes wetlands and environmentally 

Future Land Use 
Plan and Map 
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sensitive lands not well suited for more intensive de-
velopment.  Relatively small agricultural areas are 
located on suitable sites within this area, and these 
uses should be encouraged to continue and/or ex-
pand through appropriate zoning. 

 
The 10 acre density for residential uses shall continue 
in this area, however, it is intended that planned resi-
dential development in higher densities will also be 
permitted in this area. 
 
Strategies to be followed to achieve goals for this area 
include: 

� Encourage forestry management that includes   
commercial timber harvest compatible with 
sound  forestry practice that maintains a diverse 
and    healthy forest. 

� Support land uses which protect significant wild-
life habitat, wetlands and groundwater recharge 
areas, and contribute to the scenic quality and 
rural character of the township. 

� Continue 10 acre-density zoning for residential 
uses in this area, however, it is intended that 
planned residential development in higher densi-
ties will also be permitted in this district.   
Planned development will be encouraged to in-
clude the following, at a minimum: 

• Clustering of residential units and perma-      
nent preservation of contiguous open 
space. 

• Low number of curb cuts on County 
roads; 

• Lessen visual impact from County roads 
and adjacent residential areas; 

• Reduce potential negative impact on ridge 
tops and within viewsheds; 

• Reduce potential impact on important 
habitats and groundwater recharge areas. 

� Additional uses here shall be limited to public 
and semi-public recreational uses and uses acces-
sory to and related to low-density residential 
land use pattern. 

Residential Areas 

Low Density Residential 

The low density residential area is planned for the 
land between Lime and Little Traverse Lakes, and 
mixed use areas both west and east of Lime Lake.   
These are important watershed areas effecting water 
quality in surrounding lakes and groundwater.  Ad-
ditionally, areas along steep wooded slopes on the 
east and west sides of Lime Lake form a buffer be-
tween forest conservation or agricultural uses, and 
higher density residential uses.   Single-family resi-
dential uses at a maximum density of approximately 
1 unit per 3 acres are planned for this area.  Any ex-
isting agricultural uses here are encouraged to con-
tinue. 

Clustering of residential uses, at the owners discre-
tion, would be encouraged in this planned area.  In 
exchange for development that is more sensitive to 
the natural environment, limited density bonuses 
may be considered. 

Strategies to be employed to achieve goals for this 
area should be centered on planned development 
which includes the following features: 

� Clustering of residential units and permanent 
preservation of open space 

� Low number of curb cuts on County roads 

� Lessen visual impact on ridgetops and within 
viewsheds 

� Protect and enhance important habitats, wet-
lands, and groundwater recharge areas 

� Collective sewage and water systems may serve 
multiple homes 

 

Medium Density Residential  

This planned area is found surrounding much of Lit-
tle Traverse Lake and Lime Lake, generally where 
soils and separation from the water table allow for 
single family residences with on-site water and septic 
systems.   This plan area shall be developed at resi-
dential densities of one unit per approximately ¾ 
acre.  Supporting uses such as schools and parks are 
encouraged within this plan area. 
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Higher Density Residential and Commercial Resort 

Small areas of Cleveland Township are zoned for ei-
ther multi-family residential or commercial resort 
uses.  These uses shall continue where soils and site 
conditions allow for use of appropriate septic sys-
tems.   Commercial resort uses at present are limited 
to three relatively small clusters of cottages.   Consid-
eration should be given to removing from commer-
cial resort designation parcels that are primarily wet-
lands or otherwise unsuited to large-scale develop-
ment, and to eliminating potential uses that are not 
in keeping with the generally residential character of 
adjoining districts. 

 

Business Areas 

There are three sizable (40 acres or more) business 
districts currently in Cleveland Township along with 
three additional lots that are zoned for business but 
that provide no room for expansion of the current 
usage.  Expansion of any existing or new business 
uses should be located within the larger areas: near 
the intersection of M-22 and Maple City Road, at the 
intersection of Century Road and Maple City Road, 
and at South Stachnik Road and East Sullivan Woods 
Road.  These areas are identified on the Future Land 
Use map. 

 
Zoning regulations shall limit the two southerly dis-
tricts to non-retail uses, such as light manufacturing 
and offices.   It is intended that all retail and service 
uses within the Township should primarily serve 
nearby residences in small-scale buildings with foot-
prints under 15,000 square feet.  It is intended that 
commercial buildings shall be designed to seamlessly 
blend into the residential and resort nature of these 
areas in the following respects: 
 

� Building design 

� Minimal impervious surfaces and lighting 

� Not characterized by chain retailers 

� Landscaping and tree plantings shall be encour-
aged to shield business uses from nearby residen-
tial and from transportation corridors 

 

Any newly developed businesses within the Business 
Area shall, to the extent possible have a single en-
trance access located off county road.  Shared ac-
cesses to reduce curb cuts shall be encouraged wher-
ever practicable. 
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Recreational Area 

The Recreational Area is planned for most of Section 
13 and a part of Section 24 near Mountain Road.  This 
area was developed as a ski resort, golf courses, and 
a resort residential community including single fam-
ily and multiple family units.   In recent years much 
of the former Sugar Loaf Ski Resort has gone through 
a succession of ownership and financial difficulties, 
resulting in total closure of the ski facility and related 
accommodations in 2001.  The closure of Sugar Loaf 
represents a huge loss of jobs for local residents, a 
loss of recreational opportunities for the general pub-
lic, and a loss of tax base for the community. 

 Residential densities averaging 30,000 square feet 
are planned for the area and it is intended that the 
housing types in this district be flexible.  Planned 
unit developments in this area may include multiple 
uses and must be planned for a minimum of 80 acres. 

Strategies employed to achieve goals for this area 
should be centered on flexible approaches and coop-
eration to restore this area to active recreational use 
and business related to that purpose.  Accordingly, 
uses acceptable for this area include resort related 
retail, conference centers, hotels, restaurants, banquet 
facilities, and businesses such as limited convenience 
stores that serve the resort area.  Any commercial use 
must be planned to serve recreational purposes.   To 
help achieve these goals the Township should: 

 

� Cooperate in any appropriate way with existing 
and new owners to achieve development and re-
development in this area. 

� Encourage a mix of uses related to outdoor rec-
reation 

� Provide for a variety of housing and lodging 
types compatible with surrounding residential 
uses. 

� Encourage the preservation of open space and 
viewsheds to the extent practicable, primarily on 
the western and southern portions of the prop-
erty, and on the highest elevations within the 
area. 

� Encourage development of a village style mixed-
use commercial and residential area within the 
southeastern quarter of Section 13. 

 

National Lakeshore 

The Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore 
boundaries extend across the northern part of the 
Township, including areas around Bass Lake and 
School Lake.   The Township does not have control 
over uses within the Lakeshore boundary, however 
this recreational and scenic resource is valued by 
residents, and the Township should cooperate with 
Lakeshore managers to enhance the habitat and sce-
nic values protected by the Lakeshore, while at the 
same time improving access for recreational use by 
Township residents. 



 

Cleveland Township Master Plan   Page 37                                                                                                                             

National Park 
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� Update the ordinance to respond to changes 
in state and federal laws related to land use. 

� Review regulations for compatibility with 
trends in the resort industry. 

� Review keyholing and boat regulations to 
limit the impact of lake access lots and exces-
sive boats on the Township’s lakes. 

� Consider implementing additional zoning 
regulation updates to protect groundwater, 
surface waters and wetlands. 

Updates to Township Ordinances 
 

� Impose nuisance regulations to control trash, 
dumping, and otherwise non-maintained 
properties in the Township. 

� Support regulations requiring periodic in-
spection of septic tanks, if reduced lake and 
ground water quality dictates. 

 Recommended Township 
Policies Relating to Planning 

 

� Regularly monitor the maintenance and con-
dition of county and state roads in the Town-
ship. Coordinate with the road agencies to 
program needed improvements and budget 
for local matches. 

� Participate in any agricultural preservation 
programs in conformance with the objectives 
of this plan. 

� Maintain an up-to-date Recreation Master 
Plan. Budget for and pursue matching grants 
to upgrade recreational facilities as appropri-
ate. 

Implementation Strategies 

  
Zoning Ordinance Updates 

 

Long Term Updates (To be Completed by 2012)  
 

� Update the zoning districts to reflect the 
Master Plan land use districts, planned uses 
and densities. 

� Provide for a residential clustering option in 
the Forest Conservation/Agriculture and 
the Low Density Residential planned areas. 

� These clustering options may be different 
for these two districts; with different den-
sity bonuses offered and varied require-
ments including minimum percentage of 
open space and maximum lot sizes, to re-
flect the character of each district. 

� Support a means of permanently setting 
aside dedicated open space. 

Short Term Updates (To be Completed by 2010)  
 

� Update the zoning ordinance to include 
regulations to limit light pollution and pre-
serve the dark night skies. 

� Adopt by reference selected guidelines 
found in the New Designs for Growth 
Guidelines, especially those related to clus-
tering and sensitive ridge top development. 

� Review and consider changes to the regula-
tions for roadside stands related to home 
sales of products produced locally. 

 On-Going Updates  

�  Review Commercial Resort district and al-
lowable uses in this district 

� Consider rezoning applications in light of 
the policies of the Master Plan. 

� Review the zoning ordinance and Township 
policies to encourage the preservation and 
protection of important natural features. 
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� Focus Group Topics & Process  
 
The Steering Committee formed two focus groups 
centered on the topics of the future of Sugar Loaf (the 
commercial resort area of the Township) and policies 
related to agriculture in the Township. 
 
During the preparation of this Master Plan, the fu-
ture of the commercial resort area of the Township 
has been in question due to changes in ownership 
and temporary closings of the ski resort. The impact 
on related commercial uses throughout the County 
and the loss of a recreation use for local residents and 
visitors were all factors of serious concern to the 
Township. 
 
The focus group meeting on this topic included par-
ticipation by an experienced resort operator in a 
neighboring county, employees of the resort, a local 
grass roots coordinator for potential public owner-
ship of the ski hill, skiers, real estate agents, and 
other concerned citizens.  
 
Much of the discussion involved the short-term is-
sues at hand and operational issues beyond the reach 
of the Township. However, the general strategies for 
success at the resort that were identified by this 
group included a recommended land use policy ap-
proach. The full Steering Committee reviewed the 
strategies of the focus group and devised a goal 
statement based on their recommendations. The agri-
cultural focus group meetings included large land-
owners, farmers, landowners involved in commercial 
forestry and other concerned citizens. Because of the 
varied interests of the participants, limited points of 
consensus were reached. However, all participants 
supported the recommendations that did come out of  
the group. Again, the Steering Committee took these 
recommendations as a basis in devising related goal 
statements.  
 
 
 

APPENDIX 1—FOCUS GROUPS 

� Focus Group Recommendations  
 
The following are the recommendations of the two 
focus groups:  
 
In some combination, the following potential strate-
gies could all contribute to a successful Sugar Loaf 
(recreational/resort commercial area).  
 
• Lowering the cost to an operator by seeking pub-

lic monies, grants, and tax abatements. Finding 
and administrating these opportunities may re-
quire Township and/or county cooperation.  

 
• Finding a competitive mix of uses at the resort; 

expanding the amenities offered; potentially 
bringing the resort and all uses (including golf) 
under single ownership; making significant im-
provements and updates; and making the resort a 
destination draw. These are private business de-
cisions to be made by the owner/operator, but 
this is a strategy that should be supported in any 
way possible by the Township. 

 
• Community based or community-owned opera-

tion could be very viable in the short term. This 
strategy should also be supported by the Town-
ship. 

 
• Restoring trust and a long-term commitment to 

the community is important for the community 
to support a renewed operation. This may require 
that a “name brand” operator get involved. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Appendix 1 is the Focus Group Section (pages 30-31) from the Master Plan  
adopted May 1, 2002, and has not been edited or revised during the 2008-2009 review. 
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The following are recommended strategies for agri-
cultural uses in the Township: 
 
• Separate Agricultural plan district into open 

space/farming (working)/orchards/forestry/
wetlands  

 
• Reasonable options for development must be of-

fered to property owners. 
 
• Preservation/development tools should be used 

where possible.  
 
• Separate Agricultural plan district into an active 

agricultural block area (Area 1) and the area now 
zoned Agricultural but not part of the active agri-
cultural block area (Area 2)  

 
• Allow continuation of the 10 acre minimum acre-

age in Area 2 but allow density bonuses with a 
clustered residential development  

 
• Within Area 2, encourage development that does 

not negatively impact important natural features, 
especially ridgetops.  
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Of the 972 surveys mailed out, 23 were returned for 
incorrect addresses and 322 were completed and re-
turned for compilation. The return rate was approxi-
mately 33% of the total mailed. 
 
58% of the respondents reported that they were 
Township residents, 50% were registered to vote in 
the Township and of those reporting to be a part-
time or full-time resident, the average number of 
years living in the Township was 19.8 and 17.7 years, 
respectively. The large majority of respondents were 
36 years old and over; a third were between 51-65 
and 28% were over 65. Of those responding, their 
average household size in Cleveland Township was 
2.5 people.  
 
Over half of the respondents own property in either 
the Little Traverse Lake area or the Lime Lake area 
(26% and 28%) and 20% own property in the Sugar 
Loaf area. A total of 68% of the respondents own less 
than a 10-acre parcel; only 7% own more than 60 
acres.  
 
More than a third (37%) of those responding are re-
tired, 23% are self-employed and 39% work for some-
one else. 6% of the respondents reported that they 
earn income from their Cleveland Township land 
through forestry or farming, 9% earn income from a 
resort cottage or rental in the Township, and the ma-
jority, 84%, do not earn income from their Cleveland 
Township property.  
 
There were several questions that were worded 
slightly differently but indicated whether the respon-
dent lives in the Township. It was clear that some 
respondents were part-time residents (not full-time  
or “homestead” residents), and therefore identified 
themselves as non-residents in Question #1, but an-
swered some of the questions as residents (#3, #4, #6, 
and #9).  
 
Secondly, where questions did not apply to non-
resident property owners, the question was usually 

left blank by non-resident property owners and by 
some part-time residents. The full report of responses 
is expressed in percentage of those answering the 
individual question, not a percentage of the 322 re-
turned surveys. 
 
Because of these two factors, some of the responses 
appear incongruous or conflicting with responses to 
other questions. The purpose of the first 12 questions 
was to allow cross-tabulations of responses and to 
provide a general profile of the pool of respondents 
and their perceptions of themselves, therefore the 
Steering Committee felt that the responses are valid 
and meaningful despite the inconsistent interpreta-
tion of “resident” on the part of the respondents. 
 
A full detail of the survey responses is found in Ap-
pendix 3. 
 
 

� Township Description Today & the Future  
 
Question #13 asked “In your opinion, which two of 
the following best describe Cleveland Township to-
day? Then, how would you like to see Cleveland 
Township in 20 years?”  
 
The responses of all those answering is shown in the 
table below:  

 
 
 

Generally, it can be said the responses indicate that 
most of the respondents would like to see a continua-
tion of today’s character of the Township. It should 

 

APPENDIX 2—OPINION SURVERY RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

 Township 
Today 

Township In 
20 Years 

Rural Area 76% 71% 

Agricultural Area 36% 36% 

Resort Area 23% 20% 

Recreational Area 38% 38% 

Suburban/Residential Area 7% 8% 

Potential Urban Area 2% 1% 

This Appendix 2 is the Opinion Survey Results and Analysis Section (pages 4-9) from the Master Plan  
adopted May 1, 2002, and has not been edited or revised during the 2008-2009 review. 
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be noted that not all respondents answered twice for 
each “Township Today” and “Township in 20 
years”. 
 
All classes of respondents did not support the status 
quo, however. The following chart shows the re-
sponses of five different crosstabulations of respon-
dents. Group 1 is Township residents, Group 2 is 
made up of those earning income on Township land 
from farming or forestry, Group 3 is part-time resi-
dents, Group 4 is land owners with 60 or more acres 
in the Township, and Group 5 is made up of lake-
front (or lake area) property owners.  
Part-time residents and lakefront owners see the 
Township more as a recreational area; those who are 
farming or involved in commercial forestry see the 

Township as more rural.  
 
 

� Public Services 
 
Overall, the public services available in the Township 
rated well in the survey. Many services including 
fire, police, rescue, education and cable are services 
not used by approximately half of the respondents. 
The highest rated services included snow plowing, 
utilities, road maintenance and recreational facilities. 
Cable TV, Township government and Township 
planning and zoning received the lowest ratings. 
 
 
 
 
 

� Residential Growth and Housing Issues  
 
Approximately half of the respondents feel that the 
Township is growing too quickly. However, only a 
small percentage (17%) of respondents felt that resi-
dential densities in the Township are too high.  
The respondents did not express strong opinions re-
garding the adequacy of the housing available in the 
Township or whether additional housing should be 
encouraged. The exceptions were multiple family 
housing, 75% did not believe that more should be 
encouraged; 58% did not believe that more clustered 
housing should be encouraged; and only 12% be-
lieved that more of all types of housing should be 
encouraged.  
 
There was no clear consensus on whether more sen-
ior or assisted housing should be provided in the 
Township. There was not a strong belief that more 
affordable housing is needed in the Township.  
 
Generally, the respondents believed that the Town-
ship has adequate area zoned for residential growth 
(only 12% did not agree with this statement). There 
was a slight majority supporting additional growth 
to occur in the Sugar Loaf resort/recreational area 
and to a lesser extent in the southern part of the 
Township around Maple City Road (County Road 
667). More than half did not believe that new resi-
dential development should be located along M-22, 
near National Lakeshore borders, agricultural areas, 
or in forested areas. There was very little support for 
allowing new residential growth to occur “almost 
anywhere in the Township” (13%).  
 
 

� Commercial & Business Development  
 
Few respondents felt that new commercial develop-
ment should be encouraged (14%), even fewer sup-
ported additional manufacturing or light manufac-
turing (6% and 11%, respectively). 44% of the respon-
dents did not agree that more convenience commer-
cial services should be provided. However, there was 
marginal support (35%) for expansion of employ-
ment opportunities in the Township and 57% of the 
respondents agree that there should be expansion 
and support of the local economy.  
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� Agriculture and Forestry  
 
A majority, 65%, of the respondents believed that the 
Township is experiencing a loss of agricultural land 
and orchards. An even larger percentage of the re-
spondents, 74%, believe that the Township should 
make efforts to preserve farmland and 79% believe 
that the Master Plan should be designed to maintain 
existing agricultural land uses.  
 
As a means of preserving farmland, the most support 
was expressed for taxing farmland on its agricultural 
value rather than its highest and best use (84%); fol-
lowed by reducing property tax for farmers who 
agree not to develop their land (74%); then by fairly 
compensating farmers if they agree never to develop 
their land (71%); while only 52% of those responding 
believed that not allowing lots smaller than 20 acres 
in agricultural areas was an acceptable approach to 
farmland preservation. Respondents totaling 44% 
answered that they would pay higher taxes to fund a 
program to purchase important open spaces or de-
velopment rights (36% would not support higher 
taxes). A majority (59%) disagreed that the land con-
servancies and the state should be primarily de-
pended on for open space and farmland preservation 
and an even greater percentage of respondents (72%) 
disagreed that the market should dictate whether 
agricultural and open space areas should be devel-
oped.  
 
As the following breakdown charts demonstrate, 
(again, Group 1 is Township residents, Group 2 is made 
up of those earning income on Township land from farm-
ing or forestry, Group 3 is part-time residents, Group 4 is 
land owners with 60 or more acres in the Township, and 
Group 5 is made up of lakefront property owners) the 
cross-tabulation group of those earning income from 
farming or forestry in the Township (Group #2) most  
strongly supported tax adjustments for agricultural 
parcels and offered the least support for limiting par-
cel sizes to no less than 20 acres in the agricultural 
area.  
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The part-time residents cross-tabulation group 
(Group #3) and the owners of parcels over 60 acres 
(Group #4) least supported tax adjustments for agri-
cultural parcels and supported the limit of minimum 
lot size of 20 acres in the agricultural district the most 
of the five cross-tabulation groups.  
 
 

� Recreational Opportunities  
 
The expansion of recreational land and opportunities 
did not appear to be a significant issue to those an-
swering the survey. Only 34% of the respondents felt 
that recreation should be expanded in the Township. 
40% of the respondents felt that more recreational 
facilities should be developed and 33% disagreed 
with this statement.  
 
 

� Scenic and Natural Resource Protection  
 
Almost all respondents (96%) felt that the Master 
Plan should be designed to maintain scenic qualities. 
87% believe the Master Plan should protect wetlands 
from development and 95% felt that natural re-
sources should be protected through Master Plan 
policies. Slightly lower support (80%) was registered 
for protection of view areas and 85% support Town-
ship policies that would limit pollution.  

 

� Resort and Commercial Recreation  
 
Support of the expansion of the commercial resort 
area of the Township, currently the Sugar Loaf ski 
hill and resort, and nearby golf courses, was mixed. 
31% supported and 43% did not support expansion 
of residential land uses in the existing resort area. 
41% supported and 38% did not support the expan-
sion of recreational and commercial land uses in the 
existing resort area. A small percentage (17%) would 
support policies encouraging new commercial resort 
operations in the Township.  
 
 

� Traffic and Circulation  
Only a small percentage of survey respondents felt 
that traffic volumes and congestion is a problem in 
the Township (11%). A slightly larger percentage 
(29%) agreed that some roads in the Township 
should be improved to accommodate more traffic.  
 
Question #20 asked respondents to rate identified 
corridors for road maintenance and traffic circula-
tion. Respondents marked as many factors as ap-
plied. M-22 was reported to experience excessive 
speeds and to a lesser extent excessive traffic. Both 
Maple City Road (County Road 667) and Bohemian 
Road (County Road 669) were identified as roadways 
in need of surface improvements.  
 

 
Location 

Excessive 
Traffic 

Excessive 
Speeds 

Dangerous 
Blind curves 

Road surface 
Needs Improvment 

No serious 
Problem 

Seasonal 
Problem only 

M-22 13% 27% 10% 7% 33% 26% 

Maple City 
Road 

5% 16% 10% 27% 36% 7% 

Bohemian 
Road 

2% 7% 4% 13% 42% 8% 
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� Zoning  
 
Only 15% of the respondents felt that zoning is too 
restrictive in the Township. Question #19 asked if 
zoning standards required enhanced enforcement or 
regulation in several areas. No more than 20% of the 
respondents felt that the questioned topics required 
additional regulation or enforcement. 20% of the re-
spondents felt that light pollution should be better 
regulated, 19% felt that communication/cellular tow-
ers should have enhanced regulation; and 16% felt 
that keyholing required additional regulation. It 
should be noted that those not answering a question 
were tabulated for this question. The other survey 
questions were tabulated as a percentage of those 
answering the question, not the percentage of all 
those who returned a survey. This question was 
tabulated differently because a more substantial por-
tion of respondents did not answer all or parts of 
Question #19. Most notably, 33% did not answer the 
question regarding keyholing.  
 
By this, it is apparent that the meaning of 
“keyholing” was unclear to many respondents. 
(“Keyholing” refers to the action of utilizing limited 
lake frontage to service non-lakefront properties, i.e., 
50 feet of lakefront property is used to service five 
lots across the road from the lake).  
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APPENDIX 3—CLEVELAND TOWNSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE 

This Appendix 3 is the Appendix from the Master Plan adopted May 1, 2002, and has only been reformatted.  
No information was edited or revised during the 2008-2009 review. 

Ques-
tion # 

 
Answer 

 
Full question text 

1  Do you live in Cleveland Township? 

 58% Yes, I’m a Cleveland Township Resident 

 42% No, I own property in Cleveland Township, 
but do not reside in Cleveland Township 

2  Do you consider yourself a part-time or full-
time resident of Cleveland Township? 

 43% Part-time 

 57% Full-time 

2a 9.5 If you answered “yes” question 1, how many 
months of the year do you reside in Cleve-
land Township? 

2b  If you are full time resident: were you a part-
time resident or vacationer in the area before 
you became a full time resident? 

 51% Yes 

 49% No 

3  How many years total have you been a part-
time or full-time resident of Cleveland Town-
ship? 

 17.7 Number of years as a full-time resident 

 19.8 Number of years as a part-time resident 

 18% I’m not a resident of Cleveland Township 

4  Are you registered to vote in Cleveland 
Township? 

 50% Yes 

 50% No 

5  What is your age group? 

 0% Under 18 

 1% 18-25 

 3% 26-35 

 35% 36-50 

 33% 51-65 

 28% Over 65 

Ques-
tion # 

 
Answer 

 
Full question text 

6  What is your housing Status? 

 78% Own a home in Cleveland Township 

 1% Rent a home in Cleveland Township 

 1% Living with friends or relatives in Cleveland 
Township 

 21% Do not reside in Cleveland Township 

7  In what part of the Township do you live/
own land? 

 26% Little Traverse Lake Area 

 20% Sugar Loaf Area 

 28% Lime Lake Area 

 8% Bohemian Valley Area 

 5% Maple City Area (Southeastern Part of Town-
ship 

 10% Wheeler Road Area 

 3% Other  _____________ 

8  What size parcel do you live on/own in 
Cleveland Township? 

 42% 1.9 acres of less 

 26% 2—9.9 acres 

 15% 10—24.9 acres 

 6% 25—59.9 acres 

 7% More than 60 acres 

 2% Own a Non-residential parcel in Cleveland 
Township 

9  How many total people reside in your home 
in Cleveland Township 

 2.5 People 

 30% I do not live in Cleveland Township 
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Ques-
tion # 

 
Answer 

 
Full question text 

10  Do you earn any income from your land in 
Cleveland Township 

 6% Yes, I earn income from farming or forestry 

 9% Yes, I earn income from a resort cottage/
rental 

 1% Yes, Other _______ 

 84% No, I do not earn any income from my Cleve-
land Township land. 

11  What is your employment status? 

 38% Work for someone else 

 23% Self-employed 

 2% Homemaker 

 0% Student 

 0% Unemployed (if checked go to 13) 

 37% Retired 

12  Where is your place of work located? 

 13% Cleveland Township 

 19% Other areas in the county 

 18% Traverse City area 

 50% Elsewhere __________ 

13 

 Rural area 75% 70% 

 Agricultural area 33% 33% 

 Resort area 29% 28% 

 Recreational area 42% 46% 

 Suburban/Residential area 7% 10% 

 Potential Urban area 1% 2% 

In your opinion, which two of the following best de-
scribe Cleveland Township today?  Then, how would 
you like to see Cleveland Township in 20 Years? 

  Township 
Today 

 
20 Years 

14 

 Utilities 65% 18% 

 Fire Protection 30% 13% 

 Police Services 33% 17% 

 Rescue Services 34% 11% 

 Road Maintenance 58% 31% 

 Snow Plowing 70% 17% 

How would you rate the following public services in Cleve-
land Township? 

  Good Fair Poor Never 
Used 

2% 15% 

3% 54% 

2% 48% 

2% 52% 

6% 5% 

2% 11% 

 Recreational Facili-
ties 

58% 25% 6% 11% 

 Educational 38% 12% 3% 47% 

 Cable TV 10% 21% 28% 41% 

 Township Govern-
ment 

41% 35% 6% 18% 

 Twp. Planning/
Zoning 

35% 30% 13% 21% 
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15 

  Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly  
Disagree 

 Cleveland Township is growing too quickly 21% 32% 31% 14% 2% 

 There are too many resort accommodations in Cleveland Township 4% 11% 45% 35% 5% 

 There are not enough commercial services in the Township 4% 13% 30% 38% 16% 

 Residential density is too dense in Cleveland Township 3% 14% 41% 34% 7% 

 We are experiencing a loss of agricultural land/orchards 29% 36% 20% 11% 3% 

 Recreational land and opportunities should be expanded in the area 11% 23% 20% 35% 11% 

 Zoning in the Township is too restrictive 5% 10% 34% 34% 17% 

 The housing opportunities/stock meets the needs of the community’s 
residents 

6% 32% 43% 15% 3% 

 More affordable housing is needed in Cleveland Township 7% 16% 32% 30% 15% 

 Senior/Assisted housing is needed in Cleveland Township 7% 21% 45% 17% 10% 

 The Township should make efforts to preserve farmland 39% 35% 16% 7% 3% 

 Residential land uses at Sugar Loaf should be expanded 5% 26% 27% 26% 17% 

 Recreational and commercial land use at Sugar Loaf should be ex-
panded 

10% 31% 20% 21% 17% 

 Traffic volume/congestion is a problem in the Township 3% 8% 32% 46% 11% 

 Some roads in the Township should be improved to accommodate 
more traffic 

9% 20% 20% 39% 11% 

Listed below are statements about the community.  Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 
(Please circle one answer for each)  
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16 

  
The Cleveland Township Master Plan should be designed to …. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly  
Disagree 

 … encourage new commercial development 2% 12% 13% 41% 31% 

 … encourage new commercial resort operations 4% 13% 23% 34% 26% 

 … maintain existing agricultural land uses 38% 41% 14% 5% 3% 

 … encourage more single family housing 6% 23% 44% 21% 7% 

 … encourage more of all types of housing 4% 8% 30% 40% 17% 

 … encourage more clustered housing 7% 22% 13% 32% 26% 

 … encourage more multiple family housing 3% 5% 17% 42% 33% 

 … encourage manufacturing uses 2% 4% 11% 33% 51% 

 … encourage light manufacturing uses 2% 9% 16% 32% 42% 

 … develop more recreational facilities 11% 29% 28% 18% 15% 

 … maintain scenic qualities 72% 24% 3% 1% 1% 

 … protect wetlands from development 62% 25% 8% 2% 2% 

 … protect view areas from development 58% 22% 10% 8% 1% 

 … protect natural resources 68% 27% 4% 1% 0% 

 … expand employment opportunities in the Township 7% 28% 44% 14% 8% 

To what degree do you agree with the following statements? (Please circle one number for each item) 

 … expand and support the local economy 15% 42% 32% 7% 4% 

 … provide more convenience commercial services 4% 18% 35% 31% 13% 

 … improve public services 7% 33% 46% 11% 3% 

 … limit pollution through Township policies 49% 36% 10% 4% 2% 

17 In your opinion, where should future growth & development occur?  How much do you agree with the following statements? 
(Please circle one number for each item) 

  
New residential development in Cleveland Township should be …. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly  
Disagree 

 … located along M-22 3% 15% 27% 33% 22% 

 … located along major roads such as Co Rd 667 & Co Rd 669 5% 26% 32% 19% 18% 

 … located at or near major intersections 3% 20% 35% 26% 15% 

 … permitted near national lakeshore borders 5% 20% 20% 29% 26% 

 … located in the southern part of the Township around Co. Rd 667 5% 35% 38% 10% 12% 

 … permitted in agricultural areas 4% 16% 22% 29% 30% 

 … permitted in forested areas 4% 16% 22% 27% 32% 

 … concentrated in the Sugar Loaf area 14% 28% 24% 17% 16% 

 … encouraged almost anywhere in the Township 4% 9% 19% 33% 35% 

 … encouraged almost anywhere in the Township provided that clus-
tering is mandated so open space is set aside 

8% 25% 24% 21% 23% 

 Cleveland Township has adequate areas zoned for residential pur-
poses 

13% 39% 36% 8% 4% 

 Business Development should be located in compact areas similar to 
business parks 

17% 56% 16% 4% 7% 

 Residential and Business Development should be located near similar 
land uses 

13% 50% 21% 10% 6% 
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18 In your opinion, should Cleveland Township have a policy of preserving farmland and open space?  How much do you favor or 
oppose the following approaches?  (Please circle one number for each item) 

  Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly  
Disagree 

 Not allow lots smaller that 20 acres in agricultural areas 24% 28% 17% 16% 14% 

 Reduce property taxes for famers who agree not to develop their land 39% 35% 14% 8% 5% 

 Fairly compensate farmers if they agree never to develop their land 38% 33% 15% 8% 6% 

 Tax farmland on its agricultural value rather than its highest and best 
use 

47% 37% 11% 3% 2% 

 I would pay higher taxes to fund a program to purchase important 
open spaces or their development rights 

19% 25% 21% 20% 16% 

 We should depend only on the land conservancies and State to pre-
serve important open space and farmland 

6% 15% 20% 40% 19% 

 We should let the market dictate whether agricultural and open spaces 
are developed 

6% 9% 13% 34% 38% 

19 

 13% 70% 16% 

 19% 63% 17% 

 2% 83% 16% 

 3% 79% 17% 

 9% 71% 20% 

 5% 76% 18% 

In your opinion, is there a problem with regulations or enforcement of regulations 
for any of the following in Cleveland Township? 

 Yes No No Answer  

Commercial signs 

Communications/Cellular towers 

Farm stands 

Fences 

Keeping of animals on small parcels 

Home occupations 

 16% 52% 33% Keyholing 

 11% 72% 16% Public lake accesses 

 11% 67% 21% Add’l driveway cuts on main roads 

 6% 75% 19% Private roads 

 5% 78% 17% Garage sales 

 14% 67% 19% Parking recreational vehicles 

 20% 61% 19% Light pollution 

20 

 
Location 

Excessive 
Traffic 

Excessive 
Speeds 

Dangerous 
Blind curves 

Road surface 
Needs Improvment 

No serious 
Problem 

Seasonal 
Problem only 

M-22 13% 27% 10% 7% 33% 26% 

Maple City 
Road 

5% 16% 10% 27% 36% 7% 

Bohemian 
Road 

2% 7% 4% 13% 42% 8% 

Please rate the following corridors for road maintenance/traffic/circulation 
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