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FRIENDSHIP TOWNSHIP MASTER PLAN  
 
 
 
Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Friendship Township has prepared this Master Plan to address the future physical development 
of the community. Through the process of writing this Plan, it became evident that residents are 
keenly interested in maintaining the high quality of life presently available. The quality of life 
in Friendship Township is defined by elements 
such as: the natural beauty of the rural landscape; 
the rolling topography; the Lake Michigan 
shoreline and access to it; the ability to see a dark 
night sky; and peace and quiet. The challenge 
presented is growth: the fact that the Township’s 
population has grown continuously in the past 
three decades and that this growth trend is 
expected to continue. A secondary challenge is 
that land and resource consumption and demand 
for public services are also expected to continue to 
grow as the population increases. 
 
Friendship Township was officially incorporated by its board of supervisors during the winter 
of 1876. The Friendship Township Board of Trustees held its first meeting in April of 1876 in 
accordance with a petition to the board signed by nineteen Township residents.1 The Friendship 
Township Board of Trustees passed a resolution on January 8, 2001 to request that the 
Friendship Township Planning Committee work with the Board to begin to prepare a 
comprehensive or “master” plan for the Township. A second resolution was passed by the 
Friendship Board of Trustees on June 4, 2001 to create a Township Planning Commission 
pursuant to the Michigan Township Planning Act, MCL 125.321, et. seq.  The Friendship 
Township Master Plan was adopted in 2003. 
 
The Master Plan identifies planning goals to direct the future of the Township. Similar to a 
good roadmap, this Master Plan defines a community vision and preferred direction outlining 
what the residents want the Township to be in the future and how to get there. The goals are 
meant to be flexible. There may be more than one route to get to the desired destination. This 
Plan outlines examples of actions that public officials, business owners, landowners, residents, 
and others can take in order to cooperatively fulfill the community’s goals.  
 
This Plan is not designed to promote or prevent growth, but rather to manage growth to protect 
and promote public health, safety, and general welfare. The intent is to provide a way for 
                                                           
1 Original petitioners to the Board of Supervisors of Friendship Township in 1876 included Charles Tanner, I. 
Canley, Oliver Bortmiss, Thomas Hised, Michael Kewog, Lewis Kewog, Marion L. Bibwell, John Stutsman, 
William Clark, John Jackson, Sylvester W. Ingalls, Thomas F. Cook, John M. Coats, J. L. Morrice, George W. 
Peterman, E.A. Harding, Solomon Lewis, F. C. Lamphere, and Lewis Garven. 

Friendship Township Hall, Fall 2001 
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growth to occur while still preserving the quality of life within Friendship Township. 
Individual interests must be balanced with the interests of the community at large when public 
decisions are made. 
 
During public participation sessions conducted for this Plan, residents repeatedly expressed 
their desire for the Township to retain its rural character, and to protect its environmental 
resources and its farms and forests. Reaching these goals is only possible if decisions made by 
the Township Planning Commission and other public bodies respect the ideas stated in this 
Plan. 
 
The Friendship Township Master Plan is meant to be a proactive approach to land use 
planning. It will be used as a guiding tool for decision-makers regarding land use questions. It 
defines the community’s vision of the future and lays the framework for growth, development 
and resource protection for the next 20 years (to be reviewed every five years). This Plan has 
been written with sustainability in mind, so that future generations will have an equal or better 
quality of life than that enjoyed by today’s Township residents. 
 
Legal Basis for the Master Plan 
This Master Plan was prepared from May 2001 to May of 2003. Friendship Township formally 
created a Planning Commission by resolution of the Township Board on June 4, 2001 in 
accordance with the Township Planning Act 168 of 1959, as amended. Previous to that date, 
the Friendship Township Planning Committee operated in an advisory capacity to the 
Friendship Township Board and the Emmet County Planning Commission. With the formation 
of an official Planning Commission, the Township may prepare and adopt a Master Plan. 
  
During the preparation of this Plan, Public Act (P.A.) 168 of 1959 was amended to P.A. 263 of 
2002, the Township Coordinated Planning Act [MCL 125.32, et. seq.]. The Friendship 
Township Planning Commission followed the directives of the Coordinated Planning Act in the 
preparation of this Master Plan. It is with a spirit of cooperation and coordination between 
governmental jurisdictions and interested community groups that this Plan has been prepared. 
 
Planning Process 
The process of writing the Master Plan began in earnest in May of 2001. A consultant from Tip 
of the Mitt Watershed Council was hired to assist the Township. During this process, there 
were many opportunities for residents to provide input. One of the more formal methods used 
was a written survey of all property owners–distributed in summer of 2001. The results 
overwhelmingly indicated that the respondents place a high degree of importance on the 
protection of natural resources, including wetlands, streams, forests, steep slopes/bluffs along 
the Lake Michigan shoreline, and wildlife. Concerning other related natural resources 
questions, the survey results from respondents are similar: 
 

• On the subject of community characteristics, a strong majority of respondents feel that 
rural character, views of farms and forests, and views of Lake Michigan are either very 
important or important to uphold.  
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• Most people indicate that they either strongly agree or agree that Friendship Township 

should address the following issues: driveways on steep slopes; construction on Lake 
Michigan bluffs; limiting tree cutting in the 40-foot setback on Lakeshore Drive (M-
119); and forest and farm preservation. 

 
Please refer to Appendix A for a complete review of the survey results. 
 
A first Town Hall meeting was held September 24, 2001 to clarify information and issues 
derived from the survey.2 Four questions were asked of participants, including: 1) what do you 
like best about Friendship Township; 2) what resources are most important to protect; 3) what 
are the main issues the Master Plan must address; and 4) what projects would you support to 
address Master Plan issues? Each participant provided three answers to each question, and 
answers were summarized by small groups and then presented to the meeting as a whole. 
 
Residents in attendance indicated that they love the beauty of the Township’s natural resources 
and rolling topography. It is evident people live here because of the rural character and to get 
away from the influence of bigger city life. Specific features residents enjoy most are: 
panoramic views, Lake Michigan shoreline, M-119 Heritage Highway, darkness and ability to 
see the night sky, wildlife, peace and quiet, open space, clean water, and history. A full 
summary of responses given at the first Town Hall meeting are located in Appendix B. 
 
A second Town Hall meeting held on January 21, 2002 focused on the four corners of State and 
Stutsmanville Roads. The Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council presented information about the 
history of Stutsmanville as a town of 2,000 people during the lumber era circa 1900.  
 
Existing land uses, land ownership, and the resource base were addressed. Existing zoning, 
Planned Unit Developments, and other uses allowed under the present zoning were also 
discussed. Zoning action requests within the past five years were also reviewed. 
 
The presentation then shifted to the visioning 
activities completed for the Emmet County Master 
Plan and Harbor Area Regional Board of 
Resources, Inc. (HARBOR, Inc.) groups. 
Comments were received regarding what residents 
want to see happen with respect to land use in this 
area. Participants in this meeting did not object to 
efforts being directed toward planning for the 
future of Stutsmanville. A number of people said 
they welcomed the opportunity to be proactive. 
Some ideas for the future included: a need for a gas 
station; the need to make it a pedestrian-oriented, 
walkable community; strengthening the existing 
                                                           
2 Forty-three residents attended this meeting facilitated by Maureen Radke, Land Use Program Director, Tip of the 
Mitt Watershed Council. 

Town Hall Meeting, January 21, 2002 
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commercial uses; and the need for services for people and a variety of housing types. 
 
After background information for the Plan was drafted, a workshop for the Planning 
Commissioners and Township Board was held to identify goals, actions, and recommendations. 
The public was also invited and participated meaningfully in this Master Planning process. 
 
In addition, the Planning Commission met twice monthly from May 2001 to May 2003 to 
prepare the Master Plan, as well as work on current zoning issues. The meetings were 
advertised and the public invited in accordance with the requirements of the Open Meetings 
Act, P.A. 267 of 1976 [MCL 15.261 et, seq.]. 
 
In summary, a wide variety of methods of soliciting community input were utilized in the 
planning process for this Master Plan. Residents were given many opportunities to participate 
and have their ideas and concerns addressed. These results have been incorporated into this 
Plan and referred to throughout the Plan. 
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Chapter 2: COMMUNITY CHARACTER 
 
Introduction 
A description of community character is 
important to document. There must be an 
understanding of what makes a community 
unique, in order to direct future land use patterns 
and/or land use regulation, if any. Factors to 
explore include community description, regional 
setting, and historical/cultural resources. 
 
Community Description 
Friendship Township is rural and striking in its 
natural beauty, with extensive environmental resources including: five miles of Lake Michigan 
frontage; a high ridge running along Lakeshore Drive (M-119) above Lake Michigan; extensive 
upland hardwood and coniferous forests; diverse wildlife habitat; rolling hills and meadows; 
wetlands; and farmland. These environmental resources contribute to a magnificent, mostly 
rural setting for people to live, work, and recreate within the Township.  
 
The Township’s population for the year 2000 was 844, as reported by the U.S. Census Bureau. 
Out of the sixteen townships in Emmet County, Friendship Township had the tenth highest 

population that year. Also, U.S. Census data 
show that the Township has experienced 
continual population growth over the past 
three decades. Seasonal resorters, visitors to 
private homes and rental cottages, and day 
tourists add significantly to the Township’s 
population and economic base during summer 
months.  
 
There is no incorporated village or city within 
the jurisdictional boundaries of Friendship 
Township. The unincorporated hamlet of 
Stutsmanville, located at the intersection of 

State Road and Stutsmanville Road, is the busiest four corners within the Township. Although 
historically Stutsmanville was a much larger settlement, uses now at the four corners include: 
the Stutsmanville Chapel complex; a restaurant; a historic brick schoolhouse, used as a private 
residence and catering service; an estate sale business; and a site condominium development. A 
non-profit group called Science and Environmental Education North (SEE-North) has a bird of 
prey facility and rehabilitation center located off Terpening Road. There are several nature 
preserves and conservation easements owned or managed by the Little Traverse Conservancy  
located within the Township. 
 

Seven Mile Point 

State and Stutsmanville Roads looking north, 
1996
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The Good Hart General Store is located on Lakeshore Drive (M-119) at Robinson Road, just to 
the north of the Township boundary near the lakeshore. It offers convenience goods, deli items, 
and postal services to locals as well as the passer-by tourist. A rustic furniture shop and antique 
shop are also located here. The nearest retail gasoline supplies are in Cross Village, Harbor 
Springs, Petoskey, and Pellston. There are no central sewer or water systems within the 
Township. 
 
Readmond Township to the north possesses the historic area of Middle Village. Originally a 
large North American Indian settlement, it is located adjacent to the northwestern tip of 
Friendship Township. Middle Village has access from unpaved South Lamkin Road. Today it 
is comprised of the historic St. Ignatius Catholic Church, a North American Indian cemetery, 
and a park known as Middle Village Park. Readmond and Friendship Townships, Little 

Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians, and the Good 
Hart Association jointly manage the beach park. The 
surrounding area is comprised of lakefront homes and 
privately owned historic log cabins known locally as 
“Indian houses.” 
 
Vehicle traffic is carried north and south mainly by 
Lakeshore Drive (M-119) and State Road. Lakeshore 
Drive (M-119) extends along the Lake Michigan 
shoreline from Harbor Springs to Cross Village. It has 
been designated by the State of Michigan as a Heritage 
Highway. It is renowned for its natural scenery, 
panoramic views of Lake Michigan and the Beaver 
Island archipelago, and narrow twists and turns that 
require vehicles to travel at low speeds. The road 
possesses few or no shoulders, and is characterized and 
bounded by a dense hardwood forest that forms a canopy 
over the road often referred to as a “tunnel of trees.”  
 
Included in Friendship Township’s wide resource base 
are substantial amounts of state-owned lands, active 
farmland, commercial forests, and a few preserves 

owned by the Little Traverse Conservancy. These properties contribute to the diverse 
landscape, unspoiled resources, and interesting history that make the Township a unique and 
special place.  
 
Geographic Setting 
Friendship Township is located in Emmet County, in the northwestern portion of the lower 
peninsula in the State of Michigan. Page 6a contains a map showing the location of Friendship 
Township within the Emmet County Political Subdivisions Map, depicting Friendship 
Township’s position within Emmet County as well as jurisdictional boundaries. Townships 
directly adjacent to Friendship are Readmond Township to the north; Center Township to the 
northeast; Pleasantview Township to the east; and West Traverse Township to the south. The 
southern boundary of Friendship Township is approximately five miles north of Harbor 

Lake Shore Drive (M-119) 
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Springs, Michigan. 
Historical/Cultural Resources 
Every township has historic and cultural resources that usually contribute to a sense of pride 
and place, as well as providing definition and direction for the future. Friendship Township’s 
history is intertwined with the rich cultural heritage of neighboring townships. The first 
indigenous people who settled in this area at least 8,000 years ago were the Paleo-Indians. The 
Odawa, Ojibway, and Potawatomi migrated from the North Atlantic coast to the Great Lakes 
area over 1,000 years ago. During the period before European contact in 1650 A.D., they 
settled in the Upper and Lower Peninsulas of Michigan.3 The Odawa are part of the Three Fires 
Confederation, including closely related Ojibwa and Potawatomi peoples calling themselves 
the Anishnabek (the Good People or the Real People) with traditional settlements extending 
along the Great Lakes shoreline from Chicago to Manitoulin Island, Ontario.4 By 1742 the 
Odawa moved their largest settlement from near Fort Michilimackinac to the 
“Wawgawnawkezee” coastline extending from Cross Village (Ah-numa-wau-tink-unmig or the 
Pray Tree Place) to Seven Mile Point, and used the dramatic bluff overlooking Lake Michigan 
as a major pedestrian trail.5 This pedestrian trail is now followed by Lakeshore Drive (M-119). 
Clearing fields and constructing homes, the Indian population at Wawgawnawkezee reached 
between 1,500 and 3,000, and remained the center of Odawa polity even after European settlers 
began to settle the area. Wawgawnawkezee means “it is bent,” referencing an ancient white 
pine tree (Pinus strobus) that bent toward Lake  
 
Michigan and marked the Lake Michigan landing to the town.6 Consequently, the French and 
British applied the name L’Arbre Croche, or Crooked Tree, to the entire coastline between the 
Straits of Mackinac and the southern shore of Little Traverse Bay.  
 
The earliest European settlers in this region included French voyagers, fur trappers, and Jesuit 
missionaries. Large Indian settlements were already established, and were consolidated in part 
around the locations of Jesuit missions. The Lake Michigan coastline of Friendship and 
adjoining townships became the “Heartland of the Northern Michigan Odawa,” with major 
settlements at Seven Mile Point, Middle Village, and Cross Village. This area was described by 
Chief Andrew J. Blackbird in the late 1800s as “a continuous village some fifteen or sixteen 
miles long and extending from what is now called Cross Village to Seven Mile Point.” Other 
accounts estimate that there were upwards of 30,000 Indians living between Petoskey and the 
Mackinaw area before European settlement. 
 
While Indians populated the entire area, it is indisputable that Wawgawnawkezee was a central 
gathering place for Odawa. It is located “below the bluff” on North Lamkin Road, south of 
Good Hart. Given the presence of this well-established community, it is not surprising that 
                                                           
3 Odawa (pronounced O-dow’-a) more accurately reflects the traditional Indian pronunciation of their tribal name 
than does the Anglicized word “Ottawa.”  Respectfully, the older spelling is used throughout this document. 
4 Clifton, James A., George L. Cornell and James M. McClurken, People of the Three Fires: The Ottawa, 
Potawatomi and Ojibwa of Michigan, Michigan Indian Press, Grand Rapids Inter Tribal Council, ISBN-0-
9617707-0-8, 1988. 
5 Bund, Sally, Report on the George and Delilah Cole Farm, from the National Register of Historic Places 
Nomination. 
6 McClurken, James M., Gah-Baeh-Jhagwah-Buk: A Visual Cultural History of the Little Traverse Bay Bands of 
Odawa, Michigan State University Museum, East Lansing, Michigan, 1991, p. 4. 
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early  
 

French missionaries built their first formal 
mission in Wawgawnawkezee in 1741. A 
second church building was erected in 
1833, and dedicated by Father Frederick 
Baraga. This structure was replaced with 
the existing St. Ignatius Church in 1889. 
The church complex was registered as a 
Michigan historical site in 1976. St. 
Ignatius is still used for religious services 
during the summer, but is closed the 
remainder of the year. This significant 
historical site is accessible to Friendship 
Township residents today as the Middle 
Village Park, located  

just north of the Township boundary in  
St. Ignatius Church and Cemetery, Lamkin Road 

 

Readmond Township. Parcels north of the church, including beachfront property behind the 
church adjacent to Lake Michigan, were sold to Readmond and Friendship Townships for 
parkland in 1998. This purchase was made possible through a grant from the Michigan Natural 
Resources Trust Fund.  
 
Readmond and Friendship Townships now own and operate Middle Village Park. While not 
geographically located in Friendship Township, Middle Village Park is mentioned here because 
it is one of the most significant and accessible public beaches on Lake Michigan in this area. 
Technically, Friendship Township has no public beach located within its boundaries. Middle 
Village, with its history of Indian and Jesuit missionary occupation, has long served as a 
spiritual center and community focal point. For members of the Catholic Church, it is an 
important place of worship. For members of the Odawa community 
the area–possessing a cemetery–has spiritual significance and deep 
tribal roots. For other Township residents, St. Ignatius Church is a 
beautiful historic structure that provides a landmark for all who 
travel along M-119.  
 
Missionary settlements eventually made way for waves of European 
settlers during the 1880s. County statistics indicate that in 1875, 
only 150 European immigrants lived in Emmet County. European 
immigrants, primarily German Lutherans, came from southern 
Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, New York, Pennsylvania, New England, 
Canada, England, and Scotland. They came with intentions to own 
and clear the land of timber and rocks, and farm it for potatoes, 
grains, and apples. By 1894 there were 90 European settler farms 
established and working in Friendship Township. 
 
At about the same time the logging industry was beginning to get underway. Many farmers and 
Indians worked their fields in the summer months, and supplemented their income by working 

Middle Village Park 
Sign 



___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Friendship Township Master Plan 2003 Page 9 

in the lumber camps in winter. Others were employed full-time by the lumber industry. It is 
said the hardwoods of northern Michigan helped rebuild Chicago after the fire of 1871. 
Millions of board feet of hardwood, hemlock, and white pine were shipped out of the deep, 
natural harbor at Harbor Springs during the lumbering heyday between 1880 and 1920. Tall 
ships and steamers often utilized the harbors within the Beaver Island archipelago for refuge 
and supplies, including South Manitou Island–the most southerly island in the Beaver group–
before arriving in Chicago. 
 
During the lumbering era, the town of Stutsmanville was born, and given its name by the State 
of Michigan about 1902. Prior to the official naming of Stutsmanville, some locals referred, in 
jest, to the hamlet as “Quakertown” in recognition of the church’s primary principles of 
temperance and nonviolence. The Church of the Brethren was founded at the northwest corner 
of State and Stutsmanville Roads in 1875 by Minister John R. Stutsman.7  
 

Three White brothers, W.H White, 
Tom White, and Bob White built the 
first sawmill at the northwest corner of 
State and Stutsmanville Roads in 
1897. The Whites also owned and 
operated a lumber barge called the 
“Three Brothers,” and the Boyne City, 
Gaylord & Alpena (BCG&A) 
Railroad. According to local 
historians, it was this mill, employing 
about 25 people, who began a  
 

     Stutsman Sawmill & Lumber Stacks East Across State 
Road. 1899 - Stutsmanville, Michigan 

 

community of 2,000 in the valley area. At one time this mill was purported to be the “fastest 
lumber mill” in the State of Michigan. It had a bandsaw on one side, a circular saw on the 
other, and a gang saw in the middle. This sawmill produced two million board feet of lumber 
per year with gross sales of $30,000 per year.8 White pine lumber from this mill was sold to 
markets in Chicago and Detroit through lumber brokers within the Curtis family in Petoskey, 
and hardwood was milled for flooring in Petoskey. Two other sawmills operated in this area, 
including the Stutsman Brothers’ Mill (Joseph, Abraham, and Isaiah) established in 1897 five 
miles north of Harbor Springs, 9 and the Wisconsin Chair Company (a.k.a. Carter’s Mill) 
located one mile west of State Road on what is now known as Fisher Road and near Fisher 
Spring (a.k.a. Morris Spring).  

                                                           
7 Historical account by Stanley W. Stutsman of Deming, New Mexico based on the 1974 letters of his father, 
Rhinard R. Stutsman, January 19, 1995, p. 6.  
8 Id., pp. 5-6. 
9 Id., pp. 5-6. Over the years workers at the Stutsman Brothers’ Mill included Arthur Overholt, Rue Radle, Otto 
Wermer, Albert Kingman, Jesse Noss, William Perry, Bert Hunt, M. Linderman, George Ballou, Chauncey 
Kimball, Charles Pontius, Andrew Snyder, Fred Troup, Charles Radle, Bert Havens, Aaron Bradley, Pearl 
Davidson, Clyde Mountjoy, Walter Spencer, Dave Radle, Homer Havens, Charles Stutsman, Warren Kingman, 
Ezra Whitney, and Lyman Wilcox.  Mill hands in the early 1900s at the Stutsman Mill worked 10-hour days and 
generally made 75 cents per day.  The head sawyer took home $1.25 per day. 
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Jim Campbell built the town’s first store around 1899 at the northwest corner of Stutsmanville 
and State Roads, and the store was purchased about 1902 by Christian Pontius.10 More 
buildings were added. Eventually there were three stores, two additional sawmills, a blacksmith 
shop, a town hall, a church, a chair factory, residences, and a broom handle mill. In 1906 the 
District No. 2, Friendship School, the first brick rural school building in Emmet County, was 
built at the southeast corner of Stutsmanville and State Roads.11 The Stutsmanville School had 
45 students, grades kindergarten through 8th, enrolled in 1906. A pedestrian boardwalk 
connected many of the buildings, but the streets are described as being hardly more than a dirt 
foot trail. Stutsmanville was the heart of the Township’s religious, industrial, commerce, 
education, civic, and social activities. 
 
Logs and forest products were transported to markets in Petoskey, Detroit, and Chicago. Some 
logs were transported by water via a log slide on M-119 one-mile north of Stutsmanville Road 
at Horse Shoe Bend, and shipped across Lake Michigan to Beaver Island. Ephraim Shay laid 
the tracks of a narrow gauge railroad to the mills and the surrounding area. He also took people 
on sightseeing trips throughout the entire area north of Harbor Springs, on Sundays when the 
railroad was not shipping lumber. The railroad stopped running in 1919 due to lack of timber. 
In 1920 most of the narrow gauge tracks were removed forever. The lumbering/railroad era 
ended as fast as it had begun. 
 
The sightseeing trips continued as the only viable element of the previous era. Tourism became 
the dominant economic influence in the early 1900s and remains so today. During those years 
resorters came north by railroad and Great Lakes steamers to find clean air, clean water, rest, 
and relief from the bustling and burgeoning cities of Detroit, Chicago, and St. Louis. They 
started summer homes along the Lake Michigan bluffs and shoreline, and in the numerous 
resort communities along Little Traverse Bay. 
 
Summary of Findings 
When considering the community description, the regional setting, and the cultural/historical 
heritage of Friendship Township, certain land use patterns begin to emerge. The early North 
American Indian history of the Township is directly linked to the settlement of the Lake 
Michigan shoreline and the region’s abundant natural resources including fish, game, fertile 
lands, plants, and forests. Development pressures have continually increased along the 
shoreline through time.  
 
The Stutsmanville area was once a thriving village of 2,000 people. Like many mill towns in 
northern lower Michigan, following the lumbering era Stutsmanville shrank to its present size. 
Only recently, since 1990, has interest in commercial development of the four-corner 
Stutsmanville area revived. 
 

                                                           
10 Id., p. 4. 
11 A time capsule with three local newspapers, coins, stamps, list of students, and brief history of the school was 
uncovered in 1994 when foundation work was being undertaken by the school building’s current owner.  Harbor 
Light, March 23-29, 1994, p. 1. 
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Efforts to preserve historic areas and structures deserve special recognition and support. A list 
of historic preservation sites and structures includes: 1) Middle Village Park; 2) St. Ignatius 
church and cemetery; 3) Stutsmanville schoolhouse; 4) Whitaker schoolhouse; 5) early Indian 
homes; 6) settler farmsteads; and 7) the M-119 Highway Tunnel of Trees. History is important 
because it engenders a sense of identity, and fosters and informs a commitment to the 
community. Although history includes structures, it also encourages us to explore personal 
histories, former settlement centers, patterns of land use, and economic ways of life. 
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Chapter 3: COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
 
Introduction 
It is important to know the demographic composition of the Township when planning for the 
future. Assessed over time, trends emerge and changes become evident that will most likely 
affect future land uses and community services. In the following sections, information is 
reviewed regarding Friendship Township’s population by age groups (including senior 
citizens), employment trends, household size, persons with disabilities, population trends and 
projections, race and ethnic groups, sex, and per capita income. In most discussions, the 2000 
U.S. Census data were used. When that information was unavailable, 1990 U.S. Census data 
were used. If data were not available by township, then Emmet County census data were used. 
 
Age Groups 
Table 1 compares Friendship Township with Emmet County and the State of Michigan. 
Friendship Township has a lower percentage of both preschool and secondary school-aged 
children than Emmet County and the State of Michigan, while it has a slightly higher 
percentage of elementary school-aged children. Friendship Township has nearly the same 
percentage of the family forming age group (aged 20 to 44 years) as Emmet County, and a 
lower percentage than the State of Michigan. The Township has a higher percentage of mature 
family (aged 45 to 64 years) persons at 29.8 percent, but only 9.9 percent of the population is 
age 65 and over (lower than that of Emmet County or the State).  
 
Because Friendship Township has such a low total year-round population number, even a small 
spurt or influx by any age group could significantly alter the Township’s age group 
composition. 
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TABLE 1  

AGE GROUP COMPARISONS 2000 
 
Age Groups 

 
Friendship 
Twp.  

 
Friendship 
Twp. 

 
Emmet 
County 

 
State of 
Michigan  

 
Preschool  
(under 5 years) 

47 5.6% 6.2% 6.8% 

 
Elementary School 
Age (5-14 years) 

134 15.8% 14.5% 15.0% 

 
Secondary School 
Age (15-19 years) 

48 5.7% 7.0% 7.2% 

 
Family Forming 
(20-44 years) 

280 33.2% 32.9% 36.3% 

 
Mature Family 
(45-64 years) 

252 29.8% 25.3% 22.5% 

 
Retirement Age 
(65 years & older) 

83 9.9% 14.4% 12.3% 

 
TOTALS 844 100% 100%* 100%* 
Source: U.S. Census 2000. 
*Figures provided by U.S. Census do not equal exactly 100%. 

  
Household Size 
Table 2 below summarizes trends in the size of households from 1960 to 2000. The Township’s 
average number of persons per household has consistently declined since 1980. This appears to 
be consistent with the decreasing average family size experienced by Emmet County and the 
State of Michigan. 
 

TABLE 2 
HOUSEHOLD SIZE 1960-2000 

(Persons Per Household) 
Community 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 
Friendship 
Township 

N/A N/A 3.07 2.96 2.53 

Emmet County 3.33 3.25 2.94 2.58 2.44 
State of Michigan 3.42 3.27 2.84 2.66 2.56 
Source: U.S. Census 2000. 
N/A = Not available.  
 



___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Friendship Township Master Plan 2003 Page 14 

 
Population Trends 
Table 3 tracks population trends over the thirty-year period from 1970 to 2000. It compares 
Friendship Township with Emmet County, the Northwest Region of Michigan (including ten 
counties),12 and the State of Michigan. 

 
TABLE 3 

POPULATION TRENDS 

Community 1970 1980 1990 2000 
1970 to 2000 

Percent 
Increase 

Friendship 
Township 240 467 591 844 151.7% 

Emmet County 18,331 22,992 25,040 31,437 71.5% 
Northwest 
Michigan Region 158,333 208,286 230,962 281,468 77.8% 

State of Michigan 8,880,812 9,262,078 9,295,297 9,938,444 11.9% 
Source: U.S. Census 2000. 

 

Friendship Township’s percent increase was more than twice that of Emmet County and the 
Northwest Region during this thirty-year period, indicating its relatively low population pre-
1970 and its desirability as a place to live, work, and recreate. The State of Michigan increased 
only 11.9% for the same period. 
 
Table 4 represents demographic trends from 1990 to 2000 within Emmet County as a whole. 
All townships within the county are grouped into small geographic subgroups. Petoskey and 
Harbor Springs are listed as area cities as opposed to townships. 
 

                                                           
12 The ten counties included were: Antrim; Benzie; Charlevoix; Cheboygan; Crawford; Emmet; Grand Traverse; 
Kalkaska; Leelanau; and Otsego. 
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TABLE 4 

DEMOGRAPHICS BY COUNTY SUB-AREAS 
EMMET COUNTY 1990-2000 

Population by Unit 1990–2000 Change Proportion of Total 
by Percentage County Sub Area 

Communities 1990 2000 Number Percent 1990 2000 
Southern Emmet County 

 Bear Creek 3,469 5,269 1,800 51.9%   
 Resort 2,068 2,479 411 19.9%   
 Springvale 1,300 1,727 427 32.8%   
 Petoskey 6,056 6,080 24     .4%   

Subtotal 12,893 15,555 2,662 20.6% 51.5% 49.5% 
Lakeshore Communities  

 Cross Village 201 294 93 46.3%   
 Friendship 591 844 253 42.8%   
 Little Traverse 1,805 2,426 621 34.4%   
 Pleasantview 375 943 526 151.5%   
 Readmond 374 493 119 31.8%   
 West Traverse 968 1,448 480 49.6%   
 Harbor Springs 1,540 1,567 27 1.7%   

Subtotal 5,854 8,015 2,161 36.9% 23.3% 25.5% 
US-31 Corridor Townships 

 Center 517 499 (-18) (-3.5%)   
 Littlefield 2,310 2,783 473 20.5%   
 Maple River 743 1,232 489 65.8%   
 McKinley 1,080 1,269 189 17.5%   

Subtotal 4,650 5,783 1,133 24.4% 18.6% 18.4% 
Straits Area Townships 

 Bliss 483 572 89 18.4%   
 Carp Lake 597 807 210 35.2%   
 Wawatam 563 705 142 25.2%   

Subtotal 1,643 2,084 441 26.8% 6.6% 6.6% 
TOTAL COUNTY 25,040 31,437 6,397 25.5% 100% 100% 
Source: Emmet County Office of Planning and Zoning. 
Note: Village populations included in Township total population counts. 

 
Table 4 above shows that the lakeshore townships, including Friendship, (but with the 
exception of Maple River Township) experienced the highest rate of growth between 1990 and 
2000, while the most populated areas are located in the southern Emmet County townships. 
This table also evidences significant residential development during the 1990s within rural 
townships surrounding population centers in Emmet County, including Petoskey and Harbor 
Springs. Pleasantview Township’s dramatic growth in the past decade may be attributed to 
residential development near resorts including Boyne Highlands and Nubs Nob.  
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Population Projections 
Table 5 presents population projections for 2010 and 2020. Pinpointing future population 
numbers helps in planning for community services, recreation, public facilities, and 
conservation needs to adequately serve the additional Township residents while retaining the 
essential community character and natural resources. 
 
After an investigation of three different types of population methods, the Friendship Township 
Planning Commission chose the straight-line projection method. This method produced a mid-
range population projection estimate for Friendship Township. The straight-line arithmetic 
method assumes the population will grow in a linear fashion, based on the past ten years.  
 

       TABLE 5 
        POPULATION PROJECTIONS  

   1990-2000 2010 2020 

Entity 1990 
Census 

2000 
Census Change Projection Projection 

      # %     
Friendship Township        591        844      253  42.8%     1,205      1,721  
Cross Village Township        201        294       93  46.3%      387       480  
Readmond Township        374        493      119  31.8%      612       731  
Pleasantview Township        375        943      568  151.5%     1,511      2,079  
Little Traverse Township      1,805       2,426      621  34.4%     3,047      3,668  
West Traverse Township        968       1,448      480  49.6%     1,928      2,408  
City of Harbor Springs      1,540       1,567       27  1.8%     1,594      1,621  
Emmet County     25,040     31,437   6,397 25.5%    37,834    44,231 

Source: U.S. Census 2000. 
 
If this population method is accurate, then the population for Friendship Township will be 
1,205 in the year 2010 and 1,721 in the year 2020.  
 
There are many factors that influence population growth, although most are not easily 
quantifiable. However, based on the fact that it is five miles north of the popular tourist town of 
Harbor Springs and only about fourteen miles from the City of Petoskey (both of which are 
population/employment centers), it is reasonable to estimate that Friendship Township will 
continue to grow significantly. Mackinaw City is 27 miles to the north from the north edge of 
Friendship Township, and Cheboygan is 30 miles to the northeast. These cities are also 
considered within commuting distance of Friendship Township. 
 
Given these facts and trends, it is likely that Friendship Township will continue to be an 
attractive rural area in which to settle, with a Harbor Springs mailing address, through the year 
2020. Although the Township has no public sewer or water services, it does have numerous 
available future home sites and an abundant number of residential lots two acres and larger. Its 
year-round attraction as a prime recreational area close to ski hills, golf courses, beaches, and 
other recreational features, as well as full-time employment opportunities, add to its 
attractiveness for seasonal and permanent housing. 
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Racial and Ethnic Composition 
Table 6 shows Friendship Township’s racial composition and national origin to be similar to 
Emmet County with 96.2% of the population reported as white, and 4.0% of the population as 
American Indian. The remaining ethnic groups make up less than 1% of the total Township 
population. The State of Michigan has a significantly higher percentage of non-white 
populations. 
     

TABLE 6 
RACE AND NATIONAL ORIGIN 2000 

 
Race/National Origin 

 
Friendship 
Township 
Number 

 
Friendship 
Township 
Percent 

 
Emmet 
County 
Percent 

 
State of 

Michigan 
Percent 

 
White 812 96.2% 95.7% 81.8% 
 
American Indian and Alaskan 
Native 

 
34 4.0% 

 
4.1% 

 
1.3% 

 
Black or African American 3 0.4% 0.6% 14.8% 

Asian 5 0.6% 0.6% 2.1% 
Native Hawaiian 1 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 
 
Other 

 
3 0.4% 0.4% 2.0% 

 
TOTAL 844 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Source: U.S. Census 2000. 
 

Population By Gender 
Table 7 shows population by gender for Friendship Township, Emmet County, and the State of 
Michigan. In 2000 Friendship Township possessed a slightly higher ratio of males to females, 
unlike Emmet County and the State of Michigan, which have a slightly higher percentage of 
females than males. 
 
 

TABLE 7  
POPULATION BY GENDER 2000 

  
% Male 

 
% Female All Persons 

 
Friendship 
Township 

 
53.1% 

 
46.9% 

 
844 

Emmet County 49.2% 50.8% 
 

31,437 
 

State of Michigan 
 

49.0% 
 

51.0% 
 

9,938,444 
   Source: U.S. Census 2000. 
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Seasonal Population Impact 
Table 8 shows the percentage of seasonal housing for three Emmet County townships along the 
Lake Michigan shoreline, as well as Emmet County as a whole and the State of Michigan as a 
whole. All three shoreline townships have high rates of seasonal, occasional, or recreational 
housing use. These homeowners have more than one home and reside in Friendship Township 
temporarily to enjoy seasonal opportunities and/or visit at different times of the year. All three 
townships experience seasonal housing rates greatly in excess of the 5.5% average for the State 
of Michigan. Of Emmet County shoreline communities, Cross Village has the highest 
percentage of seasonal housing at 48.6%, followed by Readmond Township at 46.5%, and 
Friendship Township at 25.6%.  
 

TABLE 8 
SEASONAL POPULATION 2000 

Governmental Jurisdiction % Seasonal Housing 
Friendship Township 25.6% 
Readmond Township 46.5% 
Cross Village Township 48.6% 
Emmet County 27.2% 
State of Michigan 5.5% 
Source: U.S. Census 2000. 

 
In 1996 the Northwest Michigan Council of Governments published a report called Northwest 
Michigan Seasonal Population Model. This report documented seasonal populations of Emmet 
County and nine other counties, finding on the average that 21% of the population of Emmet 
County each month is a visitor, tourist, or summer home occupant (7,101 persons). Averaging 
just the months of July, August, and September, the number increases to 14,400 persons/month. 
The month of July, at least in 1996, had the highest single month count at 19,600 actual 
persons. 
 
There are several variables to consider when discussing seasonal population. Much depends on 
how persons completing U.S. Census surveys interpret the words “occupied” and “vacant,” 
particularly when they reside in two or more different locations at different times of the year. 
However, it is assumed that the information provided by the U.S. Census above are useful for 
Township planning purposes. While Friendship Township has no tourist-oriented overnight 
accommodations, it does possess plenty of seasonal housing and the natural resource base to 
attract seasonal visitors. It is a fair assumption that the Lake Michigan shoreline will continue 
to be a major attraction for the residents and visitors alike, and that the demand for seasonal 
dwellings will continue to increase. 
 
Employment Trends 
The following employment trends information in Table 9 is for Emmet County, and is 
compared with the State of Michigan. 
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The unemployment rate for Emmet County decreased 6.6 percentage points in the period from 
1990 to 2000. During this time, the overall workforce for Emmet County increased by 6.4 
percentage points. Unemployment in Emmet County in 1990 was 11.5%, which compared to 
9.2% for the State of Michigan and 5.6% nationally at that time. Table 9 lists the Civilian 
Employment change for the period 1990 to 2000. Table 9 shows a 2000 unemployment rate for 
Emmet County at 4.9% and the State of Michigan at 3.7%. Overall, employment trends 
indicate a strong drop in unemployment in Emmet County and in the State of Michigan as a 
whole from 1990 to 2000. Emmet County, although having a higher unemployment rate in 
1990 than the State of Michigan, mirrored fairly closely the decrease in the state unemployment 
rate. 
  

TABLE 9 
EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE 1990-2000 
 
  

Emmet 
County 1990 

 
Emmet County 

2000 

 
State of 

Michigan 
1990 

 
State of 

Michigan 2000 
 

Total Population 
 

15,363 
 

16,411 
 

4,543,000 
 

4,922,453 
 

Percent Change 
1990-2000 

 
----- 

 
+6.4% 

 
---- 

 
+7.7% 

Total 
Unemployment 1,761 1,202 418,000 284,992 

Unemployment 
Rate 11.5% 4.9% 9.2% 3.7% 

Source: U.S. Census 2000. 
 
Employment trends in Emmet County indicate the increased availability of employment within 
the County from 1990 to 2000. U.S. Census data in Table 10 also indicate an increase in 
median household (35%) and median family (36%) incomes in Emmet County from 1989 to 
1999. During the same period Emmet County families living below the poverty line decreased 
from 6.3% to 4.5%, or 1.8 percentage points. These trends suggest an overall improvement of 
the economic climate within Emmet County during the last decade. 
 

TABLE 10 
INCOME STATUS 1989-1999 

EMMET COUNTY 
 1989 1999 

Median Household Income $26,015 $40,222
Median Family Income $30,657 $48,140
Families Below Poverty 
Level 

6.3% 4.5% 
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 Source: U.S. Census 2000. 

 
 
Summary of Findings 
This section of the Master Plan provides a description of the community by analyzing and 
summarizing the demographic composition of Friendship Township. The fastest growing age 
groups in the Township between 1989 and 1999 are the Family-Forming (ages 20 to 44 years), 
followed by the Mature Family (ages 45 to 64 years). Household size at 2.53 continues to 
decrease, while population (examined from 1970 until 2000) continues to increase. Lakeshore 
townships in Emmet County – including Friendship Township–experienced the highest rate of 
growth in the County (with the exception of Maple River Township). Population in Friendship 
Township is expected to increase by a total of 877 people, representing a 104% increase from 
the 2000 population by 2020. 
 
The racial composition of Friendship Township is predominantly white, with North American 
Indian as the only other race present at greater than 1% of the Township’s population. 
Friendship Township has a significant proportion of households indicated as seasonal at 25.6%, 
but not as many as its neighboring lakeshore townships to the north. Perhaps this is because of 
its location only five miles from Harbor Springs. With the onset and continuation of the 
retirement of the baby boomer population, Friendship Township will likely see an increased 
conversion of seasonal to permanent housing and residences in future years. 
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Chapter 4: LAND USE/LAND COVER 
 
Introduction  
The following discussion addresses changes in land use and land cover in Friendship 
Township. A land use is the type of human activity that takes place on a developed parcel such 
as: residential, multiple family, commercial, agricultural, industrial, or other. Land cover refers 
mostly to the type of vegetation as documented from interpretation of aerial photographs. Some 
land cover categories include: agriculture (active), upland forest, upland field (inactive 
agricultural land), open water, wetland, barren, and urban (typically residential, but also 
consisting of the lack of other land cover categories). 

 
Generally speaking, land use characterizes human activities, while land cover provides a 
general picture of the effect of human activities on the land, along with resources and 
vegetation. It is recognized that sometimes there is overlap between the two when examining 
changes over time. When planning for the future, each land use and/or natural resource requires 
unique public services and special considerations. As an example: removal of trees and 
vegetation for a golf course or housing development will require storm water protection 
techniques. The cumulative effect of land use/land cover changes can be tracked and analyzed 
to project future needs. 

 
Changes in Land Cover Between 1978 and 1998 
A breakdown of land cover by category and acreage within the Township is identified in Table 
11. 1978 land cover information is from the Michigan Department of Natural Resources’ 
Michigan Resource Inventory System (MIRIS), and 1998 information is from a land cover 
study performed by Grand Valley State University for the U.S. Department of Army, Corps of 
Engineers. Both land cover studies relied upon the interpretation of aerial photographs. The 
1978 Land Cover Map for Friendship Township on page 21a, and Friendship Township, Land 
Cover, 1998 Map on page 21b illustrate these data. 
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*“Urban” land cover as defined by the MIRIS database includes residential development from 
previous land cover including upland forest, upland field, agriculture, or barren lands. 

 
Table 11 provides interesting information for discussion as it appears that the highest increase 
in both the number and percent of acres over the twenty-year time period from 1978 to 1998 is 
in the “Urban/Built-up” category, reflecting primarily increased residential development. The 
Urban/Built-up land cover category, however, also includes mineral extraction, commercial 
services, industry, transportation, and communication. Conversely, those categories that lost 
acreage were Agriculture and Upland Forest. Refer to Friendship Township Land Cover 
Change, 1978–1998 Map on page 21c. 

 
Change in Land Use Between 1968 and 1998 
The following discussion refers to two maps: Friendship Township Land Use 1968 and 
Friendship Township Land Use 1998 provided on pages 22a and 22b. The information source 
is the Emmet County Office of Planning and Zoning. County personnel traveled Friendship 
Township roads and noted land uses in both 1968 and 1998. The information for 1998 was 
checked with aerial photographs and verified by township officials. Information for both years 
was then digitized for use with a Geographic Information System (GIS). Particular attention 
was given to uses that occur as a result of human impact on the landscape. The categories used 
for comparison purposes are seasonal-residential, residential, quasi-public, public, duplex, and 
commercial. 
 
 

                                                           
13 Inaccuracy was deemed to exist within the 1978 MIRIS land cover category of Wetland. The 1978 MIRIS data 
reported 71 acres of wetlands, while the 1998 data reported 410 acres, resulting in a reported net increase of +339 
wetland acres in Friendship Township. As there has been little change in wetland land cover in the Township, 
these data were adjusted to add 300 acres (Stutsmanville Bog alone is approximately 122 acres) to wetland land 
cover in 1978 and subtract 300 acres from 1978 agricultural land cover. This error may have been due to a 
difference in resolution of aerial photography, the fact that wetlands can be included in more than one category, or 
human error in photo interpretation. It is not clear how the error in the wetlands category affects other categories, 
but MIRIS data remains one of the best sources of 1979 Michigan land cover available.   
 

TABLE 11 
FRIENDSHIP TOWNSHIP 

MIRIS LAND COVER 
1978 1998 Land Cover 

Type Number 
Acres 

Percent 
Acres 

Number 
Acres 

Percent 
Acres 

Percent Change  
(Net Acres)  
1978-1998 

Upland Forest 15,660 77.80% 15,381 76.60%  - 1.8% (-279) 
Upland Field 1,864 9.30% 1,962 9.79% +5.3% (+98) 
Agriculture 2,041 10.15% 1,687 8.40%  -17.3% (-354) 
*Urban/Built-up 137 .70% 602 3.00%  + 339.4% (+465) 
Barren 41 .20% 46 .20% + 12% (+5) 
Wetland 37113 1.84% 410 2.00% +10.5% (+39) 
Open Water 3 .01% 3 .01% 0% (0) 
TOTAL 20,117 100% 20,091 100%  
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It is interesting to note the changes that have occurred within the thirty-year period. As one 
might expect, there were many fewer structures in 1968. Structures of all kinds seemed to be 
clustered in three areas: 1) along the lakeshore; 2) to a lesser extent along Stutsmanville Road, 
west of the Township Hall; and 3) at the corner of State and Stutsmanville Roads. Residences 
along the lakeshore generally tended to be seasonal. 

 
In 1998 there are more structures, and there is more diversity in the types of structures. The 
largest cluster of residential development appears to take place in an almost continuous line 
along the lakeshore. This cluster is comprised of a mixture of seasonal and residential 
structures.  

 
Low-density residential uses were observed along nearly every county road in Friendship 
Township in 1998. Nearly all structures were located close to the road both east and west of 
State on Stutsmanville Road, north and south along State, West Townline, Terpening, Five 
Mile Creek, Lacount, Lightfoot, Fisher, Hurd, and Wressel Roads. There are a few scattered 
seasonal homes located inland, but most tend to be clustered along the Lake Michigan 
shoreline. 

 
Four commercial structures are documented on the 1998 map clustered near the intersection of 
State and Stutsmanville Roads, while none are on the 1968 map. In 1998 one commercial use is 
noted on Hurd Road, and one on Welsheimer Road. Another new use indicated on the 1998 
map is duplexes, four of which are located at the northwest corner of State and Stutsmanville 
Roads. 

 
The same number of public structures existed in 1968 and 1998. There is no net change noted 
in the number of “quasi-public uses.” Comparison of these two maps demonstrates the increase 
and location of development within Friendship Township from 1968 to 1998.  

 
Summary of Findings 
In comparing the land use map from 1968 with 1998, a few patterns emerge. The tendency for 
increased shoreline development is apparent, along with an increase in both seasonal and 
residential structures. 

 
Low-density residential structures appear to be spreading out along nearly every inland county 
road in Friendship Township, with the highest increases in the Stutsmanville area, along 
Terpening, West Townline, Hurd, Fisher, and Five Mile Creek Roads. As the Township’s 
population grows, it is expected there will be a greater demand for land for residential 
development along these county roads, resulting in a loss of farm, forest, and shoreline 
resources.  

 
Commercial uses, as well as residential duplexes, are located at the intersection of State and 
Stutsmanville Roads. Public uses are found in the vicinity of Stutsmanville Road, east of State 
Road.  
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LAND VALUATION/PARCEL ANALYSIS 
 
Introduction  
This section looks at building permit activity, state equalized value, parcel counts, and parcel 
sizes in Friendship Township, as compared with neighboring townships and Emmet County. 

 
State Equalized Value 
State Equalized Value or “SEV” is a measure of the dollar value of land. The SEV figure 
represents one-half fair market value at a given time. It can be used to compare the degree to 
which communities are developing, and for tracking land values and taxation rates as properties 
are improved, bought, and sold. 

 
TABLE 12 

SEV TREND ANALYSIS 
EMMET COUNTY LAKESHORE TOWNSHIPS 

       

  Equalized Value By Year 
Entity 1999   2000   2001   

  Total SEV 1998-1999
% Change Total SEV 1999-2000 

% Change Total SEV 2000-2001
% Change

Friendship Twp 51,670,779 6.95% 55,173,623 6.78% 66,065,598 +19.74% 
Cross Village Twp 33,618,500 7.01% 35,759,700 6.37% 41,468,500 +15.96% 
Readmond Twp 52,635,576 9.98% 57,446,600 9.14% 66,719,950 +16.14% 
West Traverse Twp 200,954,250 4.73% 213,308,900 6.15% 213,308,900 +18.84% 
Emmet County 1,795,821,455 15.64% 2,028,543,012 12.96% 2,331,215,558 +14.92% 
 Source: Emmet County Equalization Department. 
 

 
 

          

TABLE 13 
PERCENT SEV YEARLY CHANGE 1999 to 2001
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   Source: Emmet County Equalization Department. 
 



___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Friendship Township Master Plan 2003 Page 25 

Tables 12 and 13 indicate several trends. From 1998 to 1999, the SEV increases for Friendship 
Township, as well as Cross Village, Readmond, and West Traverse Townships, all stayed under 
10%. However, the SEV for Emmet County as a whole increased by 15.64%. From the year 
1999 to 2000, Readmond Township’s total SEV grew 9%, while Friendship, Cross Village, and 
West Traverse Townships each grew only around 6%. The SEV for Emmet County grew 13%. 
It is documented that during the years 1999 and 2000, significant residential, commercial, and 
resort investment occurred within Emmet County, including the Bay Harbor complex located in 
Resort Township. Bay Harbor may be a main factor contributing to the steep increase in SEV 
for both Resort Township and Emmet County for those years.14 
  
Importantly, in the year 2000-2001, another trend began to appear, with Friendship Township 
and adjacent townships exceeding the percent increase of Emmet County as a whole. Friendship 
Township’s percent change in SEV was the highest of all the studied communities at 19.74%, 
more than double the percent change of the previous year. Emmet County’s SEV as a whole 
grew the slowest at 14.92%. Construction activity in Bay Harbor slowed dramatically during 
2000-2001, leveling out the percent change of Resort Township and the rest of Emmet County. 
 
These trends in SEV mirror the previously noted population increase, with the greatest 
percentage of population in Emmet County locating in the lakeshore townships. 

                                                           
14 Emmet County determines SEV based on a ratio of assessed values to land sale prices from one to three years 
past.  Years 2001 and 2002 saw large increases in sale prices (likely primarily due to Bay Harbor and lakeshore 
residential development) as compared to land values or a low assessed value to sale ratio.  Consequently, SEVs 
rose 20% in 2001 and 30% during 2002. 
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Parcel Counts 
“Parcelization” is a process by which large land parcels are gradually divided and/or developed 
into smaller parcels by lawful decisions made by landowners pursuant to land division, platting, 
site condominium development, etc. The comparison of existing parcels over time within 
townships can be dramatic and instructive regarding the trend of breaking up commonly-held 
parcels into small land areas and the eventual residential development of former farm and 
forestlands. 
 
Table 14 indicates the change in total number of real properties, and Table 15 addresses the 
change in the number of parcels from 1990 to 2002. The number of parcels in Friendship 
Township has experienced a steady increase in the number of parcels, with 275 properties in 
1990, increasing to a total of 944 parcels in 2002. The largest single increase in number of real 
parcels was 96, occurring from 2001 to 2002. 
 
The term “personal” property is used here synonymously with “business.” As summarized in 
Table 15, Township assessment records indicate that in 2002, four of the properties recorded as 
personal were actually businesses, while the remaining eight were utilities, including gas, 
telephone, electric, or radio. The number of personal properties has fluctuated between 1990 and 
2002, with the highest recorded number of 16 in 1996 and the lowest number of 6 in 1990. The 
average number of personal properties in the twelve-year time period is 14. 
   

         

Table  14 
Parcel Count for Friendship Township
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Table 15
Personal Property Count for Friendship Township
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   Source: Emmet County Equalization Department. 

 
Parcel Size 

Parcel information has been digitally recorded for Friendship Township since 1996. Table 16 
compares the size of parcels in 1996 with parcel sizes in 2001. Data from 1996 to 2001 show 
that an additional 185 parcels were created within Friendship Township from “parent” parcels. 
The number of smaller parcels (0.0 to 19.99 acres) grew most significantly, while the number of 
larger parcels (40.0 acres and greater) decreased in number. The number of medium-sized 
parcels (20.0 to 39.99 acres) remained the same. 
 

TABLE 16 
PARCEL SIZE ANALYSIS 

Parcel Size Range in 
Acres Year 1996 Year 2001 Number 

Change 
0.0 to 1.0 acre 108 151 +43 

1.0 to 4.99 acres 203 296 +93 
5.0 to 9.99 acres 144 181 +37 

10.0 to 19.99 acres 77 97 +20 
20.0 to 39.99 acres 82 82 0 
40.0 to 79.99 acres 78 71 -7 

80.0 + acres 41 40 -1 
Total Number of Parcels 733 918 +185 

  Source: Emmet County Equalization Department. 

 
Building Permit Activity 
These data suggest the majority of parcelization within Friendship Township is being driven 
from the division of 40 to 80 acre parcels into lots less than 10 acres in size. These trends 
typically suggest parcel subdivision pursuant to platting and/or compliance with underlying 
zoning through the Michigan Land Division Act, P.A. 288 of 1967, as amended, MCL 560.120, 
et. seq. (formerly the Michigan Subdivision Control Act). Table 17 shows the number of 
building permits issued between the years 1996 and 2001. Building permits are required for 
new construction, additions, alterations, and foundations. According to the information in the 
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table, the number of building permits issued annually in the Township stayed the same or 
increased from 1996 to 1999. The years 2000 and 2001 both had fewer building permits issued 
than in 1999. Low interest rates during 2002 may suggest a successive increase in new home 
starts and/or additions. The approval of a 74-unit site condominium and 18-hole golf course 
within Friendship Township during 2002 could increase these figures, but as of December 2008 
only one residential permit has been issued for this development.15 

 
TABLE 17 

FRIENDSHIP TOWNSHIP 
BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED  

Year Number of Permits 
1996 24 
1997 24 
1998 42 
1999 49 
2000 35 
2001 41 
2002 34 
2003 54 
2004 39 
2005 36 
2006 26 

Source: Emmet County Building Department. 
 

Summary of Findings 
From the above analysis, it is concluded that residential development pressure is beginning to 
be felt within Friendship Township. Building permits, as a measure of growth, indicate that 
permits issued annually by the Emmet County Building Inspection Department have nearly 
doubled since 1997 and remained relatively steady. SEVs also indicate a significant recent rise 
in land values within Friendship Township and nearby shoreline townships. This trend is 
interpreted to be primarily due to increased residential/seasonal home development along the 
Lake Michigan shoreline. Parcel counts and parcel sizes also support these findings by showing 
an increase in the creation of small parcels within the Township from the splitting and 
development of larger parent parcels.  

                                                           
15 January 2009 status added in Master Plan update of 2008. 
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Chapter 5: NATURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY 
 
General Characteristics 
Friendship Township is 31.3 square miles in size, and generally rectangular in shape. Its natural 
resource base is comprised of beautiful hardwood and coniferous forests, rolling hillsides, 
wetlands, intermittent streams/springs and seeps, Lake Michigan shoreline with its steep bluff, 
and farmland. This natural resource base is central to the definition of community within 
Friendship Township. People are naturally attracted to these areas, yet development inherently 
erodes and may degrade this resource base.  
 
Historically, these forests were used for 
timber production, and land was cleared 
for farming. Lake Michigan served as the 
primary source of transportation, food, 
spiritual renewal, and recreational needs. 
Areas related to the natural resources still 
hold this attraction today.  
 
 
 
Nationally, the population of cities is decreasing and rural areas are growing, at least partly 
because people want to be “closer to nature.” Some argue that we are consequently “loving 
rural communities to death” in some parts of the nation and the State of Michigan. Population 
migration in  
Emmet County is no different, with the fast-est growing townships being located on the Lake 
Michigan shoreline north of Harbor Springs, according to the 2000 Census. As population 

grows, conflicts between people 
and the issues surrounding the 
subsequent deterioration of 
Friendship Township’s 
environment are likely to increase. 
These trends, in turn, threaten 
Friendship Township’s primary 
natural resource base, including its 
rural character and, so far, 
unspoiled natural resources such as 
rolling farmland, woodlands, water 
resources, and spectacular views 
and vistas. 
 

Friendship Township conducted a survey of property owners to gather ideas to inform the 
process of master plan development. Results overwhelmingly indicate that Township 
respondents place a high degree of importance on the protection of natural resources including: 
steep slopes/bluffs along the Lake Michigan shoreline, wetlands, streams, forests, and wildlife. 
Concerning other related natural resource questions, survey results from respondents were 
typified by: 
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• A strong majority of respondents feel that rural character, views of farms and forests, 
and views of Lake Michigan are either very important or important to uphold.  

• Most either strongly agree or agree that Friendship Township should address the 
following issues: driveways on steep slopes; construction on Lake Michigan bluffs; 
limiting tree cutting in the 40-foot setback on Lakeshore Drive (M-119); and forest and 
farm preservation. 

 

The natural resource base of Friendship Township is discussed below to document location, 
quality, and uniqueness. A summary of perceived threats to Friendship Township’s resource 
base is provided for each category. 
 
Natural areas not only provide us with scenic views, serenity, and inspiration, but they are also 

home to fish, wildlife, and a wide variety of flora (plants, 
shrubs, trees). These areas also provide us with clean air to 
breathe and pure water to drink. They provide leisure 
enjoyment through recreational opportunities and thereby are 
important economic resources within Friendship Township. 
Specifically, natural areas are used for economic pursuits such 
as farming, forestry, and tourism. Retention of an intact 
resource base within Friendship Township is not only 
necessary for aesthetic considerations, but for the protection of 
the public health, safety, and general welfare. Future 
development of the landscape should not be conducted at the 
expense of the Township’s natural resource base identified in 
this chapter. This plan identifies: 1) features that should be 
protected; 2) areas that exhibit limitations for development; 
and 3) land that is or may be appropriate for guided 
development.  

 

Surface Water Resources 
Friendship Township’s most impressive surface water resource is Lake Michigan. Lake 
Michigan forms the Township’s 
western boundary. The Township 
has five miles of frontage on Lake 
Michigan, even though most of it 
is difficult to access due to the 
steep bluffs. There are no inland 
lakes nor major streams or rivers, 
but there are numerous intermittent 
streams and seeps located 
throughout the Township. The 
Lake Michigan frontage is valued 
for its scenic beauty, panoramic 
views, location for home sites, and 
recreational opportunities. 
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Threats to Surface Water Resources 
Steep bluffs located along Lake Michigan are inherently unstable (evidenced by numerous 
historic slumps) and critically sensitive to development pressures. These slopes are comprised 
of a wave-cut combination of glacial till, clay, and sandy strata. Ground water seepage from the 
side of the slope and its steep grade contribute to the ecological balance of this sensitive 
environment. Any disturbance of trees or other vegetation accelerates the potential to erode soil 
and debris into Lake Michigan. The flora and fauna present build their homes in a complex 
natural food chain, producing specialized ecosystems. The surface water source and shoreline 
aquatic beds can easily be degraded by: 1) soil and vegetation deposition from erosion; 2) algae 
growth enhanced by nutrients from leaching septic systems and/or from over application of 
fertilizers and pesticides; and 3) increased impervious or sealed surfaces, roof tops, driveways, 
parking areas, and/or manipulated landscapes.  
 
Historically there have been few homes constructed on the Lake Michigan shoreline side of 
Lakeshore Drive (M-119) in Friendship Township. There are few parcels of land with enough 
level space on the lakeside to accommodate the footprint of a house. A recent trend on the 
shoreline is to locate home sites perched on the side of the steep bluff leading to the water. 
Homes being built today are much larger than the seasonal cottages once common in the area. 
Further, in order to access such homes, ambitious driveways with several switchbacks down 
steep slopes have been built. Homes that have been constructed in this manner have not been 
properly engineered and/or constructed to protect the delicate resource base over the long term.  
 
The property owners in these instances have lawfully obtained all required construction and 
other permits. Yet the result has been erosion and loss of soil into Lake Michigan, denuding 
steep slopes, cracking of the paved roadway along M-119, destruction of fish and wildlife 
habitat, property damage, and a land use that outraged many citizens. Construction of this type 

can be categorized as a significant threat to Lake 
Michigan waters, beaches, and shoreline seeps. 
Major slumps have occurred which further emphasized 
the need to protect the Lake Michigan bluff.  
 
Geologic and Topographic Setting 
Topography refers to the elevations, relief features, and 
surface conditions of a geographic area. For the purpose 
of this chapter, steep slopes refer to the Lake Michigan 
bluff. Subsurface “hydrogeology” is defined as the 
science of how water is distributed throughout the soil 
and rocks under the Earth’s surface. The dynamics of 
these natural forces working together form a particularly 
unique and sensitive natural system along the Lake 
Michigan shoreline within Friendship Township. 
 
Lake Michigan forms the entire five-mile western 
boundary of Friendship Township. Perhaps nowhere else 
in Emmet County is the shoreline as dramatic as it is in 
Friendship Township (as well as contiguous portions of 
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Readmond and Cross Village Townships). The bluffs exist up to 160 feet above Lake 
Michigan’s ordinary high water mark of approximately 580 feet above mean sea level, and in 
some instances the bluffs are located within just a few feet of the lake. The bluffs make access 
to the shoreline difficult at best in most locations/ within Friendship Township. There is very 
little sand dune formation within Friendship Township, unlike other areas of Emmet.  
 
The top of the bluff along Lakeshore Drive (M-119) provides panoramic views of lake 
Michigan and the Beaver Island archipelago. Until recently the view to the lake was mostly 
unimpeded by built structures, as most of the homes in this five-mile stretch of scenic highway 
were located on the landward side of M-119 and opposite the lakeshore. It can accurately be 
said that this shoreline bluff is one of Friendship Township’s most sensitive environmental 
features, due to the steep slope, the sub-surface hydrogeology (underground movement of 
ground water), the soil composition, and the potential for erosion. Extreme care must be taken 
when disturbance of any kind occurs in this area because of these natural features.  
 
The subsurface of a considerable portion of the bluff face in Friendship/Readmond Townships 
is composed of thick glacial deposits consisting of pinkish-brown “glacial till.” Till consists of 
unsorted clay, silts, and sands deposited directly by glacial ice. Embedded within this till are 
thick alternating layers of clay, sand, and gravel. Sand and gravel sequences contain significant 
amounts of ground water, resulting in the gradual removal of the bluff surface by seeping 
ground water along bluff faces.16  
 
These bluffs were formed by the work of ice and water 
during the last glacial age–the Wisconsinan–
approximately 14,000 years ago. During glacial 
advances “till” was laid down beneath and along ice 
fronts. Clays settled out in relatively still 
melt/backwaters, and thick sands were sorted by 
prevailing strong winds off of ice margins in nearshore 
environments and glacial outwash plains. Consequently, 
these bluffs formed as alternating sequences of till and 
“lacustrine” or lake clays, sands and gravels. During the 
waning of this glacial period, ice up to two miles in 
thickness periodically blocked Lake Michigan’s 
discharge through the Straits of Mackinac while 
contributing huge amounts of melt water into the lake, 
forcing the cutting of new discharge outlets through 
Chicago and North Bay, Ontario. Importantly, with 
advancing and receding glaciers during this period, 
Lake Michigan’s level varied dramatically (up to 60 feet 
higher and 15 feet lower than today’s average Lake  

                                                           
16 Schaetzl, Randall, Ph.D., Final Report: Geomorphological Aspects of Bluff Stability along a part of the Lake 
Michigan Coast in Emmet County, Department of Geography, Michigan State University, August 2, 2002. 
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Michigan level) over geologically short time periods. At higher lake levels, the bluffs were 
periodically wave-cut, resulting in the undermining of the bluff face and formation of 
extremely steep–and eventually forested–slope faces. Table 18 summarizes ancient levels of 
Lake Michigan during the Wisconsin glacial age. 
 
 

  TABLE 18   
ANCIENT LAKE LEVELS OF LAKE MICHIGAN 
DURING THE MOST RECENT GLACIAL AGE 

Years Before 
Present 

Lake Michigan 
 Stage 

Lake Level  
(above mean sea 

level in feet) 

Comparison to 
Modern Lake 

Michigan (~580 feet) 

Comments 

3,500 Algoma 595 feet +15 feet Present discharge 
outlets 

3,500 – 4,500 Nipissing 605 feet +25 feet Outlets at Chicago and 
North Bay, Ontario 

9,500 Chippewa 230 feet -350 feet Outlet down cut at 
North Bay, Ontario 

10,000 – 11,500 Algonquin 605 feet +25 feet Valders ice  
re-advance, outlet at 

Chicago 
11,850 Keweenaw/Kirkfield 565 feet -15 feet Outlet at North Bay, 

Ontario 
12,000 Early Algonquin 605 feet +25 feet Outlets at Chicago and 

North Bay, Ontario 
12,250 Calumet 620 feet +40 feet Outlet through Chicago 

13,000 – 13,500 Glenwood I & II 640 feet +60 feet Outlet through Chicago 
Pt. Huron moraine 

formed. 
Source: Dorr, John A., Jr. and Donald F. Eschman, Geology of Michigan, The University of Michigan Press, Ann 
Arbor, 2001 reprint.  
 
To demonstrate the degree of slope present on the bluff in Friendship Township, fifteen bluff 
face measurements of the slope were taken in the area where Stutsmanville Road intersects 
with M-119. Topography within Friendship Township is represented on the Friendship 
Township Topography (5-Foot Intervals) Map on page 33a. The average of fifteen (15) bluff 
slope measurements within Friendship Township was 69% or 34.6º.17  
 
Another important consideration of this sensitive shoreline feature is ground water (or the sub-
surface hydrology). As a result of the highly porous and highly permeable surface soils in the 
area, most portions of Friendship and Readmond Townships are devoid of any permanent 
surface water features such as lakes or rivers. The primary transport route for rainwater and 
snowmelt is downward by means of infiltration through the soil into the water table or ground 
water. There are numerous intermittent streams within Friendship Township that are known to 
sustain flow under certain conditions or at certain times of the year. In some locations, 
perennial streams exist that then disappear below the land’s surface. A good example of such a 
                                                           
17 Slope is a measurement of rise over run, or change in relative height divided by length or distance.  Slope is 
often referred to as “grade.”  It is noted that 45○ represents a 100% slope, 50%  represents a 26.6○ slope, 25% 
represents a 14○ slope, and 18% represents a 10.2○ slope, etc. These measurements were shot with a handheld 
clinometer (a tool used for measuring slope) by Tip of the Mitt staff from the top of the bluff to the slope toe. 
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“disappearing” stream is the stream in the West Townline Road/Boynton Road area that 
vanishes before reaching West Townline Road. This example is important because it 
dramatically illustrates the connection between surface and ground water as a single resource in 
the area. This is especially true when spring snowmelt and high precipitation events increase 
ground water discharge along the lake bluff, adding weight and/or lubrication between clay, 
till, and sandy strata (called inter-grain contacts). These factors combine to contribute to slope 
instability and occasionally result in bluff failure or slumps.18 
 
Another factor for assessing slope instability is human history. In the early 1900s the bluff face 
less than one mile north of Stutsmanville Road was used as a log slide, sending commercial 
logs down the bluff to be floated in Lake Michigan to markets and mills to the south. Today the 
vegetation along this bluff has yet to fully recover, demonstrating the difficulty of growing on 
unstable steep slopes.  
 
The map–Friendship Township Environmentally Sensitive Areas–on page 33b, illustrates a 
number of important environmentally sensitive areas relating to Township topography, soils, 
Lake Michigan shoreline, and wetlands. Blue lines on this map represent both intermittent and 
perennial streams, many of which sink into the ground and “disappear.” As featured on the 
map, there are a number of such “disappearing streams” in close proximity to M-119, which 
ultimately discharge along the bluff face or at the beach. The behavior of these streams 
summarizes the general hydrology of the area: there is a tremendous volume of water moving 
through the subsurface of the area that is invisible to the eye, and this water discharges along 
the bluff face in the form of seeps, seep faces, and springs. These porous lenses backed by 
substantial hydraulic pressure create inherently unstable conditions, even without human 
intervention. This is due in large part to the geologic composition of the bluff face. Blue 
hatching represents areas with steep slopes of 18% (10.2°) to 25% (14°), and red hatching 
represents areas with very steep slopes of 25% (14°) to 60% (31°). Light green areas are large 
wetlands, and the yellow zone represents a shoreline buffer of 50 feet in width along Lake 
Michigan. 
 

                                                           
18 Schaetzl, op. cit. 
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Threats to the Lake Michigan Bluff 
The following factors create the potential for bluff erosion and sedimentation into Lake 
Michigan: slumps and mass wastage along bluff faces; an inability of soils to provide 
substantial infiltration; and increased stormwater runoff and flooding. Also the removal of 
forest cover, shrubs, and or groundcover can greatly accelerate the potential for erosion. 
Additionally, erosion and sedimentation can degrade the quality of the surface water, if not 
controlled or stopped. 

To better understand the threats to steep 
slopes and to guide the development of 
County regulations on slope 
development, the Emmet County 
Planning Commission, Emmet County 
Board of Commissioners, and Emmet 
County Planning Department staff 
worked during 2002 with a Bluffs 
Planning Ad Hoc Committee comprised 
of representatives from township 
governments and the public, and 
retained Dr. Randall Schaetzl, 
Geography Department, Michigan State 
University, to research the 

geomorphology (or geology, hydrology, and geologic history) of bluffs along Lake Michigan 
and to make recommendations for the prevention of future slumps. In August of 2002, Dr. 
Schaetzl reported his findings to Emmet County.  
Please refer to Appendix C. 
 
The Emmet County Planning Commission accepted the 
above proposals in October of 2002. After numerous 
public hearings and drafts, Section 2209 – Shoreline 
Bluff Protection was adopted and added to the Emmet 
County Ordinance. 19 
 
The Friendship Township Planning Commission also 
supports expanding bluff and bluff buffer set-back areas 
to exclude other “structures” including but not limited 
to septic tanks and drain fields, site storm water runoff, 
drains, and drain pipes of any kind, any impervious 
surface, irrigation water supply lines, etc. 
 
Construction of homes and structures in the bluff area 
pose threats to other resources as well. Public 
infrastructure can be adversely impacted when 
roadways cave and greenbelts within the road rights-of-way are destroyed. Additional demands 
are placed on emergency services such as police, fire, and ambulances that may require 
                                                           
19 This section updated in 2008 update. 
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specialized equipment in order to reach residents in need of services. Emergency services 
personnel may be called upon to risk their lives to assist those in need of help in homes on bluff 
faces. The potential impact and additional demand on public infrastructure and personnel must 
be considered. 
 
Other Topographic Township Features 
Friendship Township also has noteworthy topographic features present in the non-lakeshore 
areas. For example, anyone riding down Stutsmanville Road has experienced the exhilaration 
of the rolling landscape in Friendship Township. These hillsides contribute to the striking 
rolling rural character, gorgeous scenic views, and a multitude of recreational opportunities. 
They are also environmentally sensitive features that can be damaged by development, unless 
good planning principles are undertaken and adhered to. 
 
A Topographic Map of the Township is provided on page 33a. Lake Michigan’s approximate 
mean elevation is 580 feet above sea level. The Township’s highest hills rise to over 1,200 feet 
above sea level, an increase of 620 feet above Lake Michigan’s average level. The topography 
of the remainder of the Township rolls from hill to valley to hill. In addition, a series of old 
shoreline terraces run parallel to the shoreline. Glacially sculpted hills, called “drumlins,” exist 
throughout Friendship Township.  
 
Threats to Other Topographic Township Features 
Topographic features such as those typically found in Friendship Township can often be 
restrictive to development.  The following Table 19 Slope Requirements for Various Land 
Uses came from the Michigan Society of Planning Conference in the autumn of 2001.20  
Generally speaking, level or moderately sloping sites are preferred for home sites and septic 
fields, as well as agricultural uses. Commercial and industrial uses and their driveways and 
parking lots require flat or nearly level surfaces. Development that occurs on steeper slopes 
may require specialized stormwater and erosion control measures, grading, and/or engineering 
design.  

Table 19 
Slope Requirements for Various Land Uses 

Land Use Maximum Slope Optimum Slope 
House Sites 18-25% 2% 
Public Stairs 50% 25% 

Mowed Lawns 25% 2-3% 
Septic Field 15% 0.05% 
Parking Lots 3% 1% 
Factory Sites 3-4% 2% 

 
The following information, derived from the Emmet County/City of Petoskey Comprehensive 
Plan, describes a full range of threats to the natural, economic, and aesthetic resources when 
hillsides are developed without consideration of topographic features:21 
 

                                                           
20 This table was in an early draft but omitted from the 2003 final printing.  It was reinserted in the 2008 update. 
21 Emmet County/City of Petoskey Comprehensive Plan, July 1997, pp. 3-35 and 3-36. 
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• Disturbance of hillsides can result in the loss of slope and soil stability, leading to 
increased erosion potential. Removal of vegetation from hillsides deprives the soil of 
the stabilizing function of roots, as well as the moderating effects leaves and branches 
have on wind and water erosion. Erosion impairs surface water quality as well as 
wetlands as a result of siltation. Spring thaws and strong rains on unstable slopes can 
produce mass movements, such as landslides, slumps, and flaws, particularly in steep 
slope areas. 

 
• Disturbance of hillsides can increase the rate of stormwater runoff. Development may 

alter the natural drainage pattern of a hillside, changing runoff and causing erosion. 
Removal of vegetative cover and construction of impervious surfaces, such as roads and 
building roofs, decreases the percolation of precipitation into the soil. Loss of the 
infiltration of precipitation in turn reduces the amount of ground water recharge, and 
contributes additional runoff that would ordinarily be absorbed by trees and other 
vegetation. Accelerated runoff many contribute to flooding hazards. 

 
• Disturbance of hillsides can destroy community aesthetic resources. Denuded slopes; 

significant alteration of site topography; and damage to surface waters, ground waters, 
and wetlands can result in the loss of valued Township resources and rural character. 

 
Wetland Resources 
Friendship Township is home to other water resources, such as wetlands. Michigan’s Part 303: 
Wetland Protection Act, P.A. 451 of 1994, as amended, [MCL 324.30301, et. seq.] defines 
wetlands as “land characterized by the presence of water at a frequency and duration sufficient 
to support, and under normal conditions does support, wetland vegetation or aquatic life and is 
commonly referred to as a bog, swamp, or a marsh.”  
 
There are five large wetland areas located in Friendship Township, some of which have 
intermittent streams running through them. The two main ones are known as Five Mile Creek 
and its associated riparian wetland, and the Stutsmanville Bog. These unique resources provide 
wildlife habitat, protection of drinking water aquifers, filtration of pollutants from surface 
water runoff, recreational value, and help 
in the prevention of flooding. Wetlands 
are biologically diverse and are 
wonderful places to observe plants and 
animals in their natural habitat. See 
Friendship Township Composite 
Wetlands Map page 37a, to find wetland 
locations, intermittent streams, and 
watershed boundaries located in 
Friendship Township.22 
 
The Stutsmanville Bog is an especially 
unique wetland resource. This roughly 122-acre wetland is located just southeast of the State 
                                                           
22 Special Wetland Area Management Project (SWAMP), Composite Wetland Area and Base Map Data 
(Projection State Plan NAD83, Feet) Northwest Michigan Council of Governments, April 9, 2001. 
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and Stutsmanville Roads intersection. The Little Traverse Conservancy owns approximately 
25.5 acres of the bog, the State of Michigan owns approximately 64.5 acres, and the remaining 
32 acres is in the hands of two private owners. Bogs form under very wet, cool conditions; have 
acidic soils and water; and the ground surface is covered with and accumulates peat moss and a 
variety of other plants which can tolerate acidic conditions (including slow-growing black 
spruce trees, beautiful orchids, leathery-leaved evergreen shrubs, and carnivorous plants like 
the pitcher plant and sundew).  
 
The Stutsmanville Bog likely began as a shallow lake in an ice block depression following the 
end of the ice age approximately 10,000 years ago. The lake gradually filled in with the 
remains of the plants that lived and died there. As the organic (peat) layer kept building up, it 
altered the chemistry and hydrology of the area. Because this site has a cool microclimate (due 
to its location in a deep depression surrounded by high hills) and a likely limited ground water 
supply, it developed bog-like features with water exchange only along margins (unlike similar 
shallow lakes in other locations, which mostly developed into cedar swamps). 
 
The Stutsmanville Bog represents a type of wetland that is common throughout the far north, 
but rare in northern lower Michigan. Biologists have come from far and wide to study the array 
of unusual plants and animals that live within the Stutsmanville Bog. To local residents it 
represents a “lost oasis of otherworldly beauty” in the rapidly changing landscape of northern 
Michigan. It is a sensitive habitat in which minor changes in water level or chemistry could 
dramatically alter plant communities and area hydrology.  
 
Threats to Wetland Resources 
According the Michigan Natural Resources Inventory Wetland Trends Since 1800 Report, 
Emmet County circa 1840 possessed approximately 72,000 acres of wetlands, or 23% of the 
county land surface. Nearly all the original wetland resource base within Emmet County 
consisted of conifer swamp, with mixed conifer and cedar swamp being the prevalent wetland 
types. Comparison with existing MIRIS land cover data indicates a net wetland loss of roughly 
32,000 acres or 45% since European American settlement. Most historic wetland losses are 
attributed to agricultural drainage and urban development in southern portions of the County. 
Importantly, of original Emmet County wetlands, it is estimated that 78% of the conifer swamp 
has been lost through conversion to aspens and other lowland hardwoods and to shrub 
swamp.23 Due to past and current over-browsing by whitetail deer, the natural restoration of 
original conifer swamp is considered unlikely. 
 
Impacts from human activity and development can be highly threatening to the complex 
wetland ecosystem. Care must be taken to ensure an adequate balance of water inputs and 
buffers to wetland environments. Even extensive foot traffic or a subtle change in water level 
or chemistry can irreversibly degrade a bog or other wetland feature. 
 
Development of land near wetlands should utilize best management practices. These practices 

                                                           
23 Wetland Trends in Michigan Since 1800: A Preliminary Report, Michigan Natural Features Inventory, #1996-
03, June 1996, p. 45.  Report methods are based upon the comparison of the original surveyor’s notes with recent 
MIRIS land cover analyses.  It is noted that the original survey of Emmet County (1840s) reported all of Larks 
Lake as wetland, accounting for a portion of the historic wetland acreage loss for Emmet County. 
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include insuring adequate ground water and surface water supply and quality, which can be 
accomplished by requiring hydrogeologic investigation of proposed land uses with on-site 
stormwater treatment techniques. These techniques include utilizing “green” technologies such 
as vegetative “treatment trains,” etc. to ensure that wetland functions are not degraded and 
remain intact. 
 
Ground Water Resources 
Ground water refers to water below the surface of the Earth (called aquifers) trapped beneath 
layers of soil and bedrock. Importantly, ground water is the sole source of drinking water for 
residents within Friendship Township. With the exception of a court ruling ensuring Friendship 
Township residents’ access to spring water at Fisher Spring (a.k.a. Morris Spring), there are no 
public water sources in the Township. Ground water is susceptible to contamination through 
human activities, including certain land use activities.  
 
There are many locations in Friendship Township where the aquifers of choice that supply 
drinking water are very deep, up to 500 feet below the ground surface. Shallower ground water 
wells in Friendship Township likely extract ground water lying or “perched” above layers of 
sand and/or gravel above low permeability clays or till. A perched water table is illustrated 
below. Wells within these perched aquifers are especially susceptible to contamination from 
activities at the land surface.  
 
 

 
TABLE 20 – Perched Water Table and Ground Water Aquifers 

 
 
Township residents who settled in the Stutsmanville area in the early 1900s obtained their 
drinking water from the springs that flow near Fisher Road west of State Road. Other springs 
bubble up to the surface throughout the Township. Reportedly, some Township residents still 
utilize the springs as their main source of drinking water within their homes. 
 
Threats to Ground Water Resources 
Septic systems can be a source of contamination to ground water resources, and must be 
sufficiently separated from drinking water. Furthermore, abandoned agricultural or residential 
wells should be plugged to prevent aquifer contamination. There are no estimates available of 
the number of abandoned water wells within Friendship Township. Land uses such as dry 
cleaners, photographers, auto repair, salvage yards, and hair salons are examples of businesses 
that are potentially hazardous to ground water because of the chemicals that are routinely used 
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and potentially disposed of within septic systems. Special care must be taken to prevent 
accidental spills or the mishandling of chemicals at businesses that are serviced by private 
wells and septic systems. 
 
 
Golf courses can threaten ground water due to their common use of large quantities of chemical 
inputs. The over-application of fertilizers (especially during course construction), fungicides, 
pesticides, and herbicides represents the potential for ground water and surface water pollution. 
Due to these facts and the hydrogeologic setting of Friendship Township, integrated turf grass 
management, chemical storage and application management, wildlife management, and ground 
water and surface water study and monitoring practices are strongly encouraged at golf courses 
within Friendship Township. Significant tree removal, large areas of soil disturbance, and 
construction (including septic systems) on slopes are similarly discouraged in Friendship 
Township. 
 
Individual homes and farms can also be sources of ground water contamination. Potential 
contaminants associated with these land uses include the use, storage, and disposal of garden 
chemicals, paints, solvents, and many household cleaners. Auto and equipment maintenance 
can also cause unnoticed pollution and ground water contamination. Friendship Township 
residents and others have the responsibility to properly handle products in accordance with 
labeling and to safely dispose of household hazardous products. Township residents are 
encouraged to utilize composting, water conservation, organic fertilization, and integrated pest 
management, as well as non-toxic household products to prevent ground water and surface 
water contamination problems before they occur. Residents may call the Emmet County 
Recycling Department to find out when household hazardous waste days are scheduled, and for 
tips on proper disposal. 
 
 
Watersheds and Subwatersheds 
People usually identify the place they live based on political jurisdictions, such as villages, 
cities, or townships. Natural features, however, extend beyond political boundaries. Viewsheds, 
productive farmland, rivers, streams, lakes, and wetlands may cross many political 
jurisdictions. Planners and residents should consider such natural features and boundaries when 
making land use decisions in order to protect the natural resource base within Friendship 
Township. 
 
A “watershed” consists of a defined land area within topographic highs, such as ridgelines, 
within which rain and snowmelt flows down to a common point such as a wetland, lake, river, 
or stream. Interestingly, residents of the northeast quarter of Friendship Township are located 
within the Lake Huron watershed, while the remaining three-quarters of the Township’s 
residents are located in the Lake Michigan watershed. See page 40a for a copy of the Emmet 
County Watershed Boundaries Map. 
 
Water quality protection is an essential planning element to be cooperatively undertaken within 
political jurisdictions sharing a common watershed. As the land area included in the Lake 
Michigan watershed is comprised of thousands of acres across several states, it is imperative to 
remember that land use practices we employ can affect the water resources used by many 
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people, locally as well as far downstream. The cool, clear waters of Lake Michigan are a main 
contributor to the economy of Friendship Township and nearby municipalities in Emmet  
 
County. Consequently, watershed protection is necessary not just for the health and 
environmental quality of Friendship Township, but also for its economic well-being.  
 
Other Threats to Water Resources 
Based on the Emmet County/City of Petoskey Comprehensive Plan, one of the greatest threats 
to ground water and surface water is non-point source pollution. Unlike pollution point sources 
such as sewage treatment plants, and industrial discharges, etc., pollution from non-point 
sources is dispersed and includes runoff of agricultural fertilizer and pesticides; debris and 
contaminants that collect on impervious surfaces such as roads, rooftops, and parking lots; lawn 
chemicals; and soil erosion and sedimentation. 
 
Friendship Township’s surface and ground waters are especially susceptible to non-point 
pollution sources, and may be addressed as follows: 
 

• Lawn and garden chemicals should be applied strictly in accordance with label 
directions. 

• Used oil, antifreeze, paints, and other household hazardous chemicals should be strictly 
used in accordance with labeling and disposed of properly at the Emmet County 
Hazardous Waste Collection Center. 

• Soil erosion from construction sites should be appropriately controlled. Controls should 
be maintained in accordance with permits and best management practices. Greenbelts 
consisting of natural shrub and tree buffers, should be retained. Native groundcovers, 
trees, and shrubs should be retained wherever and whenever possible. Construction 
should avoid sensitive areas such as steep slopes, dunes, wetlands, seeps and springs, 
streams and creek corridors, and ground water recharge areas.  

• Fluids, including battery acid, etc., from vehicle and equipment maintenance should not 
be disposed of in septic systems, allowed to drain onto the ground, applied to roads or 
parking areas for dust control, or washed onto roads. Instead, such hazardous materials 
should be collected and taken to a recycling center. Friendship Township expresses its 
ongoing interest in promoting, supporting, and participating in Emmet County’s 
hazardous materials, solid waste, and construction waste recycling programs and 
initiatives. 

• Forestry erosion control practices should be required throughout the construction, 
maintenance, and closure of logging roads and skid trails. 

• Logging activities on public land that do not protect against non-point source pollution 
should be reported to county, state, and federal forestry and water quality agencies. 

• Drinking water sources should be identified and integrated into land use decision-
making to protect drinking water for the long-term in Friendship Township. Non-
polluting alternative inputs and practices shall be explored, promoted, and supported by 
Friendship Township. 

• Litter should be prevented from washing into waterways from roads, home sites, 
beaches, boats, and recreational water activities. Nutrients from pet and other animal 
wastes, leaf and organic material composting and other debris, and stormwater runoff 
should be treated on-site, controlled and prevented from flowing directly into lakes, 
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rivers, streams, wetlands, and ground water recharge areas. 
 

Soils 
According to the Emmet County Soil Survey, there are a variety of soil associations in 
Friendship Township. A soil association is a pattern of soils, normally consisting of a major 
and one or more minor soil types within an area, and is typically named for the major soil. Each 
soil type has a characteristic slope, drainage characteristic, suitability for construction and 
septic disposal, water-holding and nutrient filtration capacity, and erosion potential, etc. The  
examination of soil characteristics is encouraged prior to development within Friendship 
Township to provide information regarding soil suitability for various land uses. While many 
soil types are suitable for development, others limit development of various types, and others 
are best suited as conservation areas due to slope, wetness/ponding, flooding, high water table, 
poor nutrient filtration capacity, etc. 
 
Soils along the Lake Michigan shoreline in the northwest corner of Friendship Township are 
sandy, with beaches extending in a narrow ribbon from north to south below the bluff and 
along South Lamkin Road. Moving from north to south along the lakeshore, steep slopes rise 
up from the beaches with prominent ridges. At the top of the bluff along Lakeshore Drive (M-
119), loamy soils on glacial moraines exist. “Loamy” soils are equal mixes of clays, silts, and 
sands and are generally considered productive soils. The Emmet County Soil Survey indicates 
“E” slopes of 18% (approximately 10.2º) to 25% (14º) and “F” slopes of 25% (14º) to 60% 
(31º) in this and many other areas of the Township. These soils are categorized as “very steep” 
with a much thinner than typical soil profile and a high susceptibility to erosion.  

 
Soils inland of the Township’s shoreline are generally comprised of four categories. Most 
inland soils are Emmet or Blue Lake-Leelanau Association soils. Emmet Soil series are 
described as deep, well drained, gently sloping to very steep loamy soils. The Blue Lake-
Leelanau soil series are similar, but contain more sandy than loamy soils. Both the Emmet and 
Blue Lake-Leelanau series are suitable for recreation and urban development, but have 
limitations on hilly sites with “E” or “F” slopes. These soils are also suited or well-suited for 
crops, pastureland, and woodlots. 

 
A third category of inland Township soils exists at the four corners of State and Stutsmanville 
Roads, and is a well-drained, nearly level, sandy soil known as East Lake-Blue Lake-Kalkaska 
Association. These soils are good for evergreen production, limited farming, recreation, and 
most development purposes. 

  
A fourth and final category is the Carbondale-Tawas-Roscommon Association. These soils are 
poorly drained, organic, or “wetland” soils. Four notable wetland areas exist in Friendship 
Township: near the southeast corner of State and Stutsmanville Roads at the Stutsmanville 
Bog; near Five Mile Creek Road; near Cetas Road; and near Boynton Road. See the Friendship 
Township Soil Associations Map on page 43a.  

 
Soil Limitations 
Soils along the Lake Michigan bluff with slopes of 18% (10.2º) and greater are highly 
susceptible to erosion. If vegetative cover is removed, erosion is encouraged and/or debris may 
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be deposited in or near the lake−or spill onto adjacent lands. Soil erosion and sedimentation of 
waterways is a violation of Michigan’s Part 91: Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act, 
P.A. 451 of 1994, as amended. Extraordinary care and engineering measures must be utilized 
and maintained in perpetuity to avoid degradation of the steep slope environment and Lake 
Michigan when shoreline development occurs. 

 
Inland soils of the Emmet or Blue-Lake-Leelanau series are suited for recreation and 
development, as well as farming and pastureland. These are also highly productive soils for 
growing hardwood forests. Only soils with associated slopes of 18% (10.2º) or greater present 
some limitations for development. Inland soils of the East Lake-Blue Lake-Kalkaska 
Association are also appropriate for development, providing they have a slope that is less than 
18%. 

 
Soils of the Carbondale-Tawas-Roscommon series are not suitable for development, due to 
high organic content, low permeability, and excessively wet characteristics. These soils are 
appropriately managed as conservation areas, woodlands, and wildlife habitat.  

 
Fish and Wildlife 
Fish and wildlife are abundant in Friendship Township. It is common to see whitetail deer, wild 
turkeys, coyote, fox, grouse, raccoons, striped skunk, beaver, partridge, woodcock, red fox, 
snowshoe hare, squirrels, opossum, eastern cottontail, porcupines, mink, weasels, coyote, and 
black bear in the Township. Residents also express interest in viewing and preserving habitat 
for elusive species such as badger, bobcat, pine marten, gray fox, lynx, as well as species 
reportedly extirpated from Friendship Township including gray wolf, fishers, and cougars.  
 
Fishing on Lake Michigan is an important recreational activity enjoyed by residents, visitors, 
North American Indians, as well as commercial fishermen. However, Friendship Township 
lacks a marina or put-in point for large boats. Nearby Harbor Springs does possess these 
facilities, and Cross Village has a boat ramp. 

 
The viewing of wildlife is an important component of the quality of life in Friendship 
Township. There are several federally protected birds that are commonly found along the Lake 
Michigan shoreline including Bald eagles, Osprey, Caspian tern, and Common tern. A table of 
protected species existing within Emmet County and current federal and state status follows:24 

 

                                                           
24 County Elements List – Emmet County, Michigan Natural Features Inventory, Michigan Sate University 
Extension, September 1999. 
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TABLE 21 

Protected Species In Emmet County 
Common Name State Status Federal Status 

PLANTS   
 Round-leaved orchis Endangered  
 Slough grass Threatened  
 Pumpelly’s brome grass Threatened  
 Large water-starwort Threatened  
 Calypso or fairy-slipper Threatened  
 Beauty sedge Special Concern  
 Pitcher’s thistle Threatened Listed Threatened 
 Ram’s head lady’s slipper Special Concern  
 False-violet Threatened  
 English sundew Special Concern  
 March herb-willow Special Concern  
 Dwarf lake iris Threatened Listed Threatened 
 Michigan monkey-flower Endangered Listed Endangered 
 Canada rice-grass Threatened  
 Butterwort Special Concern  
 Hill’s pondweed Threatened  
 Pine-drops Threatened  
 Marsh fleabane  Probably Extirpated  
 Houghton’s goldenrod  Threatened  
 Lake Huron tansy Threatened  
 Blunt-lobed woodsia Threatened  
ANIMALS   
 American marten Special Concern  
 Woodland vole  Special Concern  
 Eastern massasauga snake Special Concern  
BIRDS   
 Red-shouldered hawk Threatened  
 Piping plover Endangered Listed Endangered and Listed 

Threatened. 
 Common loon Threatened  
 Bald eagle  Threatened Threatened in only part of its 

US range. 
 Caspian tern Threatened  
 Common tern Threatened  
 Migrant loggerhead shrike Endangered  
 Osprey Threatened  
 King rail Endangered  
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TABLE 21 (continued) 

PROTECTED SPECIES IN EMMET COUNTY 
INSECTS   
Hungerford’s crawling water  
beetle 

Endangered Listed Endangered 

 Early hairstreak Special Concern  
 Grizzled skipper Special Concern  
 Douglas stenelmis riffle 
 Beetle 

Special Concern  

 Lake Huron locust Threatened  
THREATENED GEOGRAPHIC 
FEATURE 

  

 Abandoned shoreline   
 Great Lakes barrens   
 Great Lakes marsh   
 Hardwood conifer swamp   
 Interdunal wetland   
 Northern fen   
 Open dunes   
 

Endangered species are in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant part of their range (excluding insects that would, according to 
the Michigan Department of Natural Resources or Secretary of 
Department of Interior, represent an overwhelming or overriding risk to 
humans). 
 
Threatened species are deemed likely to become an endangered species 
within the foreseeable future throughout all or in a significant portion of 
its range. 
 
Special Concern species, while not afforded legal protection under the 
Michigan or federal Endangered Species Acts, are declining or relict 
populations in Michigan. Includes rare species. Protection now is prudent 
before they reach dangerously low population levels, and to prevent 
listing as Threatened or Endangered. 
 
Extirpated species are those no longer found in the State of Michigan, 
but that exist elsewhere in the U.S. or world. 
 

Piping Plover 
Importantly, the U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service, on July 6, 2000, listed proposed critical habitat 
areas for the Great Lakes population of the Piping plover (Charadrius melodus) as part of its 
1994 recovery plan. Currently, about one-half of the surviving population of Great Lakes 
Piping plovers nest seasonally along the Emmet County Lake Michigan shoreline north of 
Friendship Township from Waugoshance Point/Island to McCort Hill, just south of Cross 
Village. One such designated critical habitat unit includes current nesting Piping plover pairs 
and potential nesting habitat and lies partially within Friendship Township, from the northwest 
corner of Section 30 in Friendship Township north of Seven Mile Point to the southwest corner 
of Section 9 in West Traverse Township. 
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Critical habitat areas designated under the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended, (16 U.S.C., 1531, et. seq.) are considered essential to Piping plover conservation and 
recovery, and development within these areas requires special management and protection of 
the Piping plover.25 In accordance with the federal Endangered Species Act, the direct “taking” 
or killing, harming, harassing, pursuing, or removing of the Great Lakes breeding population of 
the Piping plover is unlawful. “Incidental takes” from private construction or other activities 
likely resulting in indirect destruction or adverse modification of primary Piping plover habitat 
elements in designated critical habitat areas is prohibited without a federal permit and habitat 
conservation plan. Finally, federal actions or authorizations (such as sale, exchange, or lease of 
federal lands) likely leading to the direct or indirect destruction or adverse modification of 
primary habitat elements (i.e., through increased predation or human presence) and other 
endangered or threatened species at the subject site or anywhere else in the nation is illegal. 
 
Importantly, a majority of the Michigan and federally endangered Great Lakes breeding 
population of the Piping plover has been documented to nest along the cobblestone shoreline of 
Emmet County, and to forage throughout beaches, wetlands, ephemeral ponds, and interdunal 
areas at and near the shoreline. Piping plovers also use areas adjacent to forage areas for 
roosting and preening. During the last breeding census (1996), only 32 breeding pairs of Great 
Lakes Piping plovers were found to exist in the United States. University researchers believe 
that increased residential construction and other human (and associated pet) use of the Lake 
Michigan shoreline has inhibited plover incubation and breeding behavior. Unfortunately, peak 
beach visitation times such as the Memorial Day weekend coincide with the Piping plovers’ 
nesting period, and the Fourth of July holiday coincides with the Piping plovers’ chick hatching 
period.26  
 
It is important to recognize that hunting, fishing, and the enjoyment of viewing wildlife in its 
natural habitat contributes to the Township’s tourist economy as well as providing recreational 
opportunities for residents. 

 
Threats to Fish and Wildlife 
The biggest threat to fish and wildlife within Friendship Township is the loss and 
fractionalization of habitat. As rural areas of Friendship Township are converted to residential 
uses, habitat and fractionalization are inevitable. Conservation planning must include 
inventorying and mapping of existing natural resources, including wildlife habitat. Retaining 
large and connected tracts of contiguous open spaces and forests will help to retain habitat as 
Friendship Township continues to grow.  

                                                           
25 For example, federal agencies must consult with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife service prior to actions, authorizations, 
permits, or funding that could destroy or adversely modify critical endangered species habitat, or authorize 
activities that may jeopardize the continued existence of a listed threatened or endangered species.  If federal 
action is likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat, reasonable and prudent 
alternatives ranging from slight project modification to extensive redesign or project relocation must be considered. 
  
26 Whitefish Point Comprehensive Plan, EUP Regional Planning and Development Commission, October 1992. 
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Forests 
Intact forestlands provide the potential for sustainable timber development, soil erosion and 
flood control, ground water recharge, surface water quality improvement and maintenance, 
wetland and wildlife habitat, aesthetic values and community character, year-round recreational 
opportunities, noise buffering, climate moderation, and the reduction of air pollution. 
 
According to the Grand Valley State University (GVSU) 1998 Land Cover Analysis, 76.6% of 
Friendship Township’s land base (or 15,381 acres) was in upland forest in 1998. Upland 
forestlands were defined as aspen-birch, pine, mixed deciduous and conifer, other upland 
hardwood, and Christmas trees. This total acreage represented a mere 1.8% loss (or 279 acres) 
from upland forestlands interpreted from 1978 aerial photographs by the MDNR’s MIRIS. 
 
Threats to Forests 
The continued parcelization of private forestlands from large parent parcels to smaller and 
smaller parcels limits forestland potential for sustainable forest development and other values. 
Private landowners are encouraged to enter into forest management plans to foster sustainable 
forestry practices and environmental protection. Poorly planned or executed forest resource 
development can lead to: soil erosion and sedimentation to neighboring lands, streams and 
wetlands; fragmentation of wildlife habitat and migration corridors; flooding of adjacent 
parcels and public ways; a decrease in nearby land values27; and negative aesthetic impacts. All 
of which can result in public and private expenditures to prevent and/or remediate damage from 
poorly planned or indiscriminate forest cutting. 
 
Sustainable forest management and conservation planning must include the inventorying and 
mapping of existing forest resources. Conserving large and connected tracts of contiguous 
forestland will help to retain economic, environmental, and aesthetic values as Friendship 
Township continues to grow.  
 

Farmlands 
According to the GVSU 1998 Land Cover Analysis, 8.4% of Friendship Township’s land base 
(or 1,687 acres) was in Agriculture in 1998. Agricultural land was defined as active cropland, 
active farmland, permanent pasture, or other agriculture. This total acreage represented a loss 

of 17.3% (or 354 acres) from agricultural 
lands interpreted from 1978 aerial 
photographs by the MDNR’s MIRIS. 
 
Threats to Farmlands 
The Michigan Society of Planning has 
determined that Emmet County lost 14% or 
more of its farmland from 1982 to 1992.28 
This farmland loss rate is reportedly among 
the highest in Michigan during this period. 
However, the Michigan Society of Planning 

                                                           
27 Emmet County Master Plan, p. 3-34. 
28 Michigan Society of Planning, Trends Future Project – Final Report, Map 7, p. 24. 
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considers future farmland loss in Emmet County as “moderate” when compared to other 
Michigan counties.29 Empirical study in Michigan and elsewhere in the Midwest has 
documented the significant increase in local tax burdens to support rising costs of community 
services (education, fire, safety, roads, etc.) associated with rapid conversion of farmland to 
residential uses. “Farming of the fringe” of residential development is often wrought with 
conflict between generally accepted farming practices (noise, dust, chemical use, odors, hours 
of operation, etc.), and the typical expectations of residential landowners.  
 
The gradual loss of farm operations within any locale can lead to the loss of nearby farm 
support businesses and result in the onset of an “impermanence syndrome.” Within such an 
environment, farmers are reluctant to reinvest in farm operations–especially in the face of 
likely increasing land fragmentation and conflict with encroaching non-farm land uses. This 
trend has been observed throughout the U.S. and can lead to the permanent loss/conversion of 
farmland to residential, commercial, institutional, and other land uses. In the short run, farm 
fields may be taken out of production or left fallow, and eventually sold for their highest 
market value–typically residential development. Farms with highly prized views of Lake 
Michigan, open fields, and intact forestlands face additional development pressure. Moreover, 
the average age of farmers in Emmet County has never been higher, new farm starts have never 
been fewer, and the price for farm products has never been lower in the State of Michigan. 
Finally, Michigan remains the only state in the U.S. that taxes agricultural land at its 
development value. Needed change in Michigan’s tax structure regarding farmland will require 
a new State Constitutional Convention, and therefore is unlikely to change in the foreseeable 
future. Meanwhile, Friendship Township supports the exploration and establishment of 
voluntary farmland preservation tools in Emmet County and regionally, such as the purchase of 
development rights, transfer of development rights, leasing of development rights, agricultural 
security areas, farmland conservation easements, well-connected conservation/farmland 
conservation developments, the promotion of specialty/valued-added agriculture (i.e.,, small-
scale organic, hydroponic, and other specialty crops), and improved local markets for locally-
grown agricultural products. Friendship Township does not support the establishment of 
“factory farms” or large confined animal feeding operations in the Township. 
 
Scenic Viewsheds 
A “viewshed” is often used to describe views encompassing multiple directions and varied 
distances. A 2001 resource inventory within Friendship Township as part of the M-119 
Heritage Highway Management Plan identified three scenic viewsheds from public 
thoroughfares: scenes to the west along the length of M-119 Highway from Terpening Road to 
Middle Village Road; to the west from Stutsmanville Road immediately east of its intersection 
with Terpening Road; and toward Lake Michigan from Lakeshore Drive (M-119) south of its 
intersection with Terpening Road. A scenic viewshed inventory completed as a part of this 
Master Planning process identified eight additional viewsheds within Friendship Township 
including: a rural landscape and wetland complex view from the Stutsmanville Schoolhouse 
and vicinity at the intersection of State and Stutsmanville Roads to the east-southeast; radial 
views of the rural landscape, especially to south-southeast from a hill on Middle Village Road 
one mile east of State Road and at the center of the north-south boundary between Sections 1 
and 12; a view to the west of rolling topography and Lake Michigan on Stutsmanville Road 
                                                           
29 Id., Map 25, p. 54. 
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immediately west of the Friendship Township Hall, including views from Whitaker’s corner at 
Terpening Road, and from Rhine’s corner at M-119; a panoramic view of Lake Michigan 
generally west from the Angell Farm south of the intersection of M-119 and Terpening Road; 
at the historic log slide at the Horse Shoe Bend curve on M-119 in Section 1 of the western 
portion of Friendship Township; and from M-119 Highway to the west approximately 650 feet 
south of the boundary with Readmond Township within Section 1 of the western portion of 
Friendship Township. See page 49a for a map of Friendship Township Rural Characteristics 
with identified scenic viewsheds.  
 
Although specific economic value is difficult to ascribe to viewsheds within Friendship 
Township, it is acknowledged that real estate values are dramatically increased if they possess 
aesthetically pleasing views, and that many tourists traveling to and through Friendship 
Township each year enjoy viewing its rural character, natural setting, forests and seasonal 
color, historic and cultural resources, and panoramic vistas.  
 
Threats to Scenic Viewsheds 
Separate decisions made by individual landowners and public agencies can degrade viewsheds 
by the large-scale removal of natural vegetation, new structures and lighting, driveways, etc. 
Based on residents’ opinions (as surveyed and contributed as a part of this Master Planning 
process), Friendship Township encourages the use of filtered views, setbacks from ridgelines, 
prohibition of construction on steep slopes, and protection of dark night skies. 
 
Cultural & Historic Resources 
Historic structures and culturally significant places within Friendship Township include but are 
not limited to the Stutsmanville Schoolhouse; Whitaker Schoolhouse (currently located near 
Stutsmanville Road and Five Mile Creek Road); Fisher Spring (a.k.a. Morse Spring); M-119 
Heritage Highway and Tunnel of Trees; and the Township Hall and cemetery. Although not 
geographically within Friendship Township, Township residents assist in the maintenance of 
and utilize the Middle Village Park. Township residents also value the historic and cultural 
significance within St. Ignatius Church, cemetery, and the old Indian mission settlement.  
 
Threats to Cultural & Historic Resources 
Historic structures such as former schoolhouses; Grange and township halls; stores and other 
businesses; churches, missions, and chapels; cemeteries and other burial grounds; historically 
significant properties, structures and features; etc. can be lost or irreparably altered if in 
private-ownership uninterested in preserving or enhancing cultural or historic values imbued 
within their holdings. Friendship Township supports the exploration and establishment of 
voluntary historic preservation tools in the Township, Emmet County, and regionally, such as 
historic preservation and conservation easements; the public purchase of historic structures and 
culturally significant properties: conservation developments that set aside, protect and/or allow 
some public use of historic structures and culturally significant locales; and seeking private, 
foundation, governmental funds to assist in historic structure and cultural preservation projects. 
 
 
 
Summary of Findings 
Friendship Township is endowed with rich natural, scenic, cultural, and historic resources. 
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However, Township residents are aware that, lacking voluntary protection, historic structures 
within private ownership are vulnerable to significant alteration or destruction. Further, absent 
well-crafted, enforced, and fairly applied regulation, natural and scenic resources are also at 
risk. 
 
It is the position of Friendship Township and its residents that the quality of life, economic 
welfare and environmental well-being of the Township are inherently tied to the identification, 
application, and maintenance of public and private conservation and preservation tools to these 
important resources. 
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Chapter 6: PUBLIC FACILITIES 
 
Introduction 
Inventorying existing public facilities, public land, and quasi-public lands is an important step 
in the planning process. Public facilities within Friendship Township include state-owned land, 
township-owned land, and land owned jointly with Readmond Township. Quasi-public lands 
include lands owned by the Little Traverse Conservancy and lands privately owned with 
commercial forest status. 

 
Public and Quasi-Public Properties/Recreation Facilities 
Friendship Township presently owns or is part owner of five parcels. These public parcels 
include: the Friendship Township Hall (2 acres); land to the west and adjacent to the Township 
Hall acquired in 2002 (38 acres); Middle Village Park (3.7 acres co-owned with Readmond 
Township); the Friendship Township Cemetery (5 acres); and an 80-acre parcel currently being 
managed for forest resources and possible future recreational use. Please refer to Table 21 for 
descriptions of public recreational features and lands within Friendship Township. 
 

  TABLE 22 
PUBLIC RECREATION & LANDS INVENTORY 

 
Friendship Township 
Public Land/ Facility 

 
Local 

Recreation 
Acres 

 
Public Land 

Acres 

 
Middle Village Park 

(located in Readmond 
Township) 

 
3.7* 

 
-- 

Friendship Township Forest 
Reserve 

 
-- 

 
80.0** 

Township Hall -- 2.0 

Cemetery 
 

-- 5.0 

Township Hall/Cemetery 
Addition 

-- 38.0 

Total 3.7 125.0 
* Local Recreation Acres are those that are owned by and designed to be 

used by the local community. These lands are usually not advertised or 
promoted, and are primarily for use by Township residents. 

 
**Regional Recreation Acres are generally larger in size and have a more 

area-wide attraction.  
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Middle Village Park is located just above the northwest corner of Friendship Township on 
Lake Michigan in Readmond Township. The site contains the St. Ignatius Catholic Church, an 
Indian cemetery, and lakefront property west of the church and adjacent to Lake Michigan. 
Readmond and Friendship Townships purchased the lakefront for a public park in 1998. This 
purchase was made possible through the State of Michigan Land Trust Fund. The Townships 
also purchased lots on the opposite side of South Lamkin Drive to be used as a parking lot for 
visitors to the beach, church, and cemetery. The parking lot is bermed, landscaped, and is 
designed to accommodate up to 34 cars. Overall, this park represents a magnificent piece of 
publicly-owned lakefront property. 

 
The Friendship Township forest reserve consists of 80 acres located at the corner of Wressel 
and South Beacon Hill Roads, and is sustainably managed for forest resources. Both roads are 
seasonal, and the property is not accessible by vehicle during winter months. This parcel is the 
potential location for a non-motorized recreational pathway that may provide a north/south link 
through the middle of the Township, connecting with other properties owned by the Township 
and the State of Michigan. The property may also be used for other passive recreational uses. 
 
The Friendship Township Hall sits on two acres of land at the corner of Stutsmanville and 
Beacon Hill Roads. It has one large meeting room, a small office annex, a bathroom with a 
flush toilet, and a one-stall fire barn. The Township Hall does not currently have a source of 
potable water. The Friendship Township Cemetery is five acres in size, and is located east of 
the Township Hall. Based on sales, the cemetery at this time is approaching full capacity. 

 
Friendship Township purchased an additional 38 acres, located to the west of the Township 
Hall in 2002. Currently planned uses include ancillary uses to the Township Hall, cemetery 

grounds, and/or passive recreation 
purposes.  
 
A part of the Mackinaw State Forest 
owned by the State of Michigan is 
located in Friendship Township. This 
amounts to about 6,040 acres or 30.1% 
of the land area of the Township, located 
mostly in its northern half. These 
forestlands are managed by the State for 
timber resources, but are open to the 
public for a variety of recreational uses 
including mountain biking, hiking, berry 
picking, cross-country skiing, 

snowmobiling, and hunting. A private snowmobile club grooms trails for use by snowmobilers 
within the state forest in the winter months. State-owned forestlands in Friendship Township 
are a part of a connecting snowmobile loop trail system. Other lands with commercial forest 
status and owned by various individuals and groups total approximately 954 acres in 
Friendship Township. While privately owned, these areas are open to the public for limited 
recreational uses such as hunting and hiking. 
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The Little Traverse Conservancy (LTC) owns two preserves in Friendship Township. Their 
portion of the Stutsmanville Bog is 25.5 acres in size, and is located near the southeast corner 
of Stutsmanville and State Roads. Secondly, the LTC owns an 11-acre property located within 
the M-119 Corridor in Friendship Township’s Section 12. These two parcels are open to public 
use in accordance with management plans. The LTC also holds conservation easements on ten 
other properties within Friendship Township totaling 381 acres. These conservation easement 
lands are privately-owned, and not open for public use. Protected lands within Friendship 
Township owned and/or managed by the LTC total 465 acres. Refer to Table 22 for details and 
see page 53a for Friendship Township Public & Quasi-Public Lands Map. 
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TABLE 23 
LITTLE TRAVERSE CONSERVANCY LANDS 

WITHIN FRIENDSHIP TOWNSHIP 
 

Conservation Tool 
 

Acres 
 

Location 
 

Nature Preserve (Stutsmanville Bog 
Preserve) 

 
25.5 

 
East of State Road in Section 23 

 
Nature Preserve 

 
11 M-119 Corridor, Section 12 

 
Subtotal Nature Preserves 

 
75.5 acres 

 
Conservation Easement 0.5 Section 01 

 
Conservation Easement 0.5 Section 01 

 
Conservation Easement 150.0 Section 13 

 
Conservation Easement 0.7 Section 01 

 
Conservation Easement 54.8 Section 13 

 
Conservation Easement 80.0 Section 30 

Conservation Easement 2.0 Section 12 
Conservation Easement 33.5 Section 09 
Conservation Easement 38.0 Section 19 
Conservation Easement 21.0 Section 12 

 
Subtotal Conservation Easements 381.0 acres 

 
Grand total LTC protected lands 456.5 acres 

 
Semi-Private Facilities 
The Stutsmanville Chapel has a playground, community hall, and athletic field on the church 
property at the northwest corner of Stutsmanville and State Roads. There are no other private 
recreation lands and/or facilities within Friendship Township. 

 
Recreational Facilities in Nearby Communities 
There are a variety of other recreational facilities and opportunities in nearby communities. 
Some of these are identified within Table 23. 
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TABLE 24 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IN 

NEARBY COMMUNITIES 
 
Facility 

 
Description 

 
Location 

 
Zorn Park 

 
Waterfront/open space 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
City Beach 

 
Beach/playground 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Ford Park 

 
Boat launch/picnic area 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Public Marina 

 
Marina/tennis courts/picnics 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Deer Park 

 
Confined deer viewing/picnics 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Ottawa Stadium 

 
Athletic field/track 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Tourist Park 

 
Picnics 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Municipal Park 

 
Ball diamonds/outdoor ice rink 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Kiwanis Park 

 
Sled hill/playground/picnics 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Blackbird Museum 

 
Odawa Museum 

 
City of Harbor Springs 

 
Thorne Swift  

 
Nature center/preserve/beach 

 
West Traverse Township 

 
Boyne Highlands 

 
Skiing/golfing/convention 
center/resort accommodations 

 
Pleasantview Township 

 
Nubs Nob 

 
Skiing 

 
Pleasantview Township 

 
Boat Ramp 

 
Boat launch-small watercraft 

 
Cross Village Township 

 
Readmond Township 
Park 

 
Public beach/park 

 
Redmond Township 

 
Griffen Arena 

 
Indoor hockey & skating 

 
Little Traverse Township 

 
Wilderness State Park 

 
Campgrounds/hiking/picnics 

 
Bliss Township 

 
Petoskey State Park 

 
Campgrounds/hiking/ 
swimming/picnics 

 
Bear Creek Township 

 
Wilderness Golf 

 
Golf 

 
Carp Lake Township 

 
Birchwood (Private) 

 
Golf/tennis/residential  

 
West Traverse Township 

 
Wequetonsing (Private) 

 
Golf 

 
Little Traverse Township 

Harbor Point (Semi-
Private) 

Golf West Traverse Township 
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Educational Facilities 
There are no public or private school facilities within Friendship Township’s political 
boundaries. School-age children within Friendship Township are included within the Harbor 
Springs School District, and take Harbor Springs buses to public schools located 5 miles south.  

 
Blackbird Elementary serves K-2 grades, and includes a playground. Shay Elementary is for 
grades 3-5, and possesses a playground and ball fields. The combined Middle School/High 
School also includes a senior center/swimming pool/ball fields. All Harbor Springs public 
schools are located within the incorporated city limits of Harbor Springs. A new Harbor 
Springs Middle School is planned for completion by the fall of 2003, and a new Senior High 
School will be completed in the 2004-2005 school year.  

 
Emergency Services Protection 
The North Emmet Emergency Services Authority (NEESA) provides emergency services for 
residents of Friendship Township. NEESA is a public body with taxing authority to provide 
emergency services. NEESA levies ¾ of a mil to provide first alert emergency and fire 
protection services 24 hours a day to the residents of Readmond, Friendship, and Cross Village 
Townships.  
 
NEESA consists of the Supervisors and Clerks from all three Townships. These Townships 
collect the emergency services millage, and then subcontract with the Readmond, Friendship, 
Cross Village Firefighters Association (RFCFA) to provide fire protection services. The 
RFCFA owns the main fire barn located within Readmond Township, fire trucks, and other fire 
fighting equipment. Friendship Township houses one truck at the Township Hall on 
Stutsmanville Road, and two additional fire trucks are housed at the main fire barn in 
Readmond Township on Robinson Road. Cross Village Township is in the process of 
constructing a fire barn to accommodate one fire truck. Other funding for special equipment 
purchases is raised through proceeds from the Good Hart mini-fair, held each summer and 
sponsored by RFCFA. All firefighters are volunteers. Underground water storage tanks for 
firefighting are located in several places within the three townships, and additional 
underground water tanks are planned. 
 
Police services are provided through the Emmet County Sheriff’s Department and the State 
Police Post out of Petoskey. Provisions for ambulance services are obtained through a private 
contractual arrangement with Emmet Allied Ambulance Services. All emergency services are 
handled through the support of Charlevoix Emmet Cheboygan (CEC) 911, a tri-county 
emergency services agency. 
 
Solid Waste Disposal and Recycling 
Solid waste disposal and recycling operations for Friendship Township are handled by Emmet 
County. All operational landfills in Emmet County were closed in 1980. The Emmet County 
Transfer Station is located in Little Traverse Township on Pleasantview Road, and handles all 
portions of the solid waste stream. Wastes are compacted and transported under contract with 
landfills in neighboring counties.  
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Emmet County Solid Waste Ordinance No. 20 requires solid waste haulers to be licensed and 
offer volume-based garbage collection to provide incentives to reduce waste disposal and 
encourage materials recycling. Emmet County also has a permanent Household Hazardous 
Waste Collection Center. The Hazardous Waste Collection Center was developed through State 
grants to provide Emmet County residents with a proper disposal method for household 
hazardous wastes. 
 
Emmet County residents have strongly supported recycling programs since 1990. The voters in 
Emmet County approved a tax millage to fund the purchase of equipment for recycling drop-off 
facilities at eleven locations throughout the County. At least five of these are conveniently 
located for the residents of Friendship Township: at the Emmet County Transfer Station; the 
Harbor Springs IGA; the Toski-Sands shopping center; Glen’s North shopping center; and the 
Carter’s shopping center in Petoskey. 
 
The Emmet County/City of Petoskey Master Plan indicates that recycling programs are now 
showing greater benefit as markets for recyclable products increase and new applications are 
found. County residents have demonstrated strong and continued support for recycling as an 
alternative to landfilling. Recycling benefits everyone by saving raw resources, reducing 
consumption of landfill space, and reducing environmental contamination of ground water 
sources. However, it is imperative to encourage reusing, reducing, and recycling (in that order) 
of as much of the waste stream as possible. 
 
There were two recycling related questions on the Friendship Township Master Plan survey. 
One question asked if residents need a recycling site in the Township. Results were mixed with 
41% indicating yes, 43% indicating no, and 16% undecided. The other question asked if a 
composting site is needed in Friendship Township. The answers were divided with 30% 
indicating yes, 41% indicating no, and 29% saying they were unsure. See Table 24.  

 
 Table 25 

NEED FOR A RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING SITE 
Responses Recycling Center Composting Site 

 Yes 41% 30% 
 No 43% 41% 
 Undecided 16% 29% 
Source: September 21, 2001 Friendship Township Master Plan Survey. 
 
Residents responding to the survey report that they are satisfied with the numerous drop-off 
sites presently available. 
 
Roads and Transportation 
Stutsmanville and State Roads exist as the two primary county roads within Friendship 
Township. Other generally less traveled collector and seasonal roads, both paved and unpaved, 
include Beacon Hill Lane, Boynton Road, Cetas Road, Fisher Road, Five Mile Creek Road, 
Geary Road, Hurd Road, Kawegoma Road, Lacount Road, Lower Shore Drive, Middle Village 
Road, Niswander Road, Radle Road, S. Lamkin Road, Terpening Road, Troup Road, Webb 
Road, Welsheimer Road, West Townline Road, Westwood Lane, and Wressel Road. Some 
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seasonal roads, especially those penetrating state forestlands, are generally unpaved with no 
winter maintenance. The only state road within Friendship Township is M-119, known locally 
as Lakeshore Drive. M-119 is classified as a minor collector road north and west of the City of 
Harbor Springs.30 Of all roadways within Friendship Township, M-119 is the most well-known. 
It is designated a state Heritage Highway, extending from Harbor Springs to Cross Village and 
meandering along the twists and turns of the bluff high above Lake Michigan. While Cross 
Village is at the terminus of M-119, it is not the end of the road as Shore Drive continues 
northerly out of Cross Village Township into Bliss Township. 
 
M-119 is known for its natural beauty and adjoining hardwood forest forming a canopy or 
“tunnel of trees” above the roadway. It is a pleasant ride at any time of year, but is especially 
beautiful during the fall color season. M-119 is heavily traveled by cars, motorcycles, bikes, 
and campers. It is said that the road attracts many visitors who come specifically to enjoy the 
beauty of this corridor. Other scenic roads within Friendship Township are Lower Shore Drive, 
Stutsmanville, Middle Village, Terpening, Lamkin, West Townline, Five Mile Creek, State 
Roads, and Beacon Hill Lane. 
 
A primary recommendation within the Heritage Route Plan for M-119 disseminated in March 
of 2002 is to develop a strong marketing plan to encourage the increased use of State Road 
(County Route C-77) for resident and visitor travel north of Harbor Springs and through 
Friendship and other lakeshore townships, thereby drawing traffic away from M-119.31 
 
As part of the M-119 Heritage Route Management Plan process, a traffic count at the 
intersection of Lakeshore Drive (M-119) and Middle Village Road in Friendship Township was 
completed in October 2001 during the fall color tourist season. This count determined that 
traffic was the heaviest on weekends; peak travel hours were between 11 a.m. and 2:00 p.m.; 
the average vehicle speed at this location was well within the 45 m.p.h. posted speed limit; and 
most vehicles were 2-axle, 4-wheel automobiles.32 The M-119 Heritage Route Management 
Plan also reported vehicle crash data within Friendship Township. According to this report, 
Friendship Township had seven vehicle/animal crashes between 1995 and 1999 along M-119. 
Most M-119 vehicle/animal crashes were south of Stutsmanville Road.33 Fixed object crashes 
(trees, guard rails, etc.) were most common at curves, especially near Horse Shoe Bend and 
Devil’s Elbow. One vehicle overturn accident was also reported at each of the above curves 
during this period. Finally, an additional overturn was reported at the intersection of 
Stutsmanville Road and M-119. During the summer of 2002, an additional crash occurred 
carrying a truck and trailer through the guardrail and over the bluff crest at Stutsmanville Road 
and M-119. This vehicle failed to stop descending the hill west on Stutsmanville Road toward 
M-119. Finally, long commercial vehicles have been physically stuck within tight curves along  

                                                           
30 Emmet County/City of Petoskey Comprehensive Plan, p. 4-3. 
31 M-119 Heritage Route Management Plan: A Guidebook for Community Development Along the M-119 
Corridor, Cross Village, Readmond and Friendship Townships, Michigan, M-119 Heritage Route Committee, 
prepared by the Northwest Michigan Council of Governments with funding from the Michigan Department of 
Transportation, DRAFT March 2002, pp. 54-55. 
32 M-119 Highway Heritage Route Management Plan, op. cit., p. 36. 
33 From experience, the Friendship Township Planning Commission is certain that vehicle/animal crashes are 
underreported in the Township. 
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M-119 in Friendship Township (e.g., requiring 
removal by towing from Devil’s Elbow). 
 
A traffic count at the four corners of Stutsmanville 
and State Roads was completed by the Emmet 
County Road Commission during December of 
2001. This study involved the actual count of traffic 
at the intersection for one month from the 
placement of an automated traffic counter along 
each of the roads radiating from this intersection. 
The study reported 2,326 vehicle trips on State 
Road, south of Stutsmanville Road, and 1,608 on 
State Road north of Stutsmanville Road. Also, the 
study reported 660 vehicle trips on Stutsmanville 

Road west of State Road, and 538 vehicle trips on Stutsmanville Road, east of State Road. 
These results suggest moderate traffic at this main intersection within Friendship Township. 
 
Transportation Trends  
Many Township roads are unpaved and seasonal. Current development trends are rapidly 
increasing the demands for road improvements, ultimately changing the character of rural areas 
of Emmet County including Friendship Township, and using up limited state and local highway 
dollars. At the same time an increase in driveways and other access points along Friendship 
Township roads has the potential for increasing the number of hazardous stops and turning 
patterns. Unregulated road access can lead to stop and go traffic, which in turn leads to 
congestion and the reduces the public safety and carrying capacity of roads.34 

 
Summary of Findings 
It is anticipated that future residential and commercial development within Friendship 
Township will necessarily translate into more vehicle trips on primary Township roads, with 
calls to straighten curves, build deceleration and passing lanes, erect more signage or even 
traffic lights, etc. The ongoing construction of a 74-unit residential and golf course 
development on Stutsmanville Road, just east of State Road, will likely increase traffic at the 
intersection of State and Stutsmanville Roads. Finally, Friendship Township supports the 
challenges identified and plans for action embodied within the M-119 Heritage Route 
Management Plan. 
 

                                                           
34 Emmet County/City of Petoskey Comprehensive Plan, pp. 4-4 and 4-5. 
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Chapter 7: LOCAL PLANS AND REGULATIONS 
 
Local Master Plans 
In planning for the future of Friendship Township, it is important to consider the plans of 
adjacent areas. The development of adjacent municipalities will impact Friendship Township, 
and vice versa. 
 
Emmet County jointly completed a Master Plan with the City of Petoskey in July 1997. This 
Master Plan was prepared and adopted pursuant to the County Planning Act, P.A. 282 of 1945, 
as amended, [MCL 125.101, et. seq.]. Emmet County provides planning and zoning services to 
Friendship Township, as well as nine (9) other townships within its political boundaries under 
the provisions of the County Zoning Act, P.A. 183 of 1943, as amended, [MCL 125.201, et. 
seq.]. Readmond, Center, and Cross Village Townships come under the jurisdiction of County 
planning and zoning, while Pleasantview and West Traverse Townships undertake their own 
planning and zoning according to the Township Planning Act, P.A. 168 of 1959, as amended, 
[MCL 125.321, et. seq.] and the Township Zoning Act, P.A. 184 of 1943 [MCL 125.271, et. 
seq.].  
 
Of all its neighboring townships, Friendship Township has the most commonalities with 
Readmond and Cross Village. All three possess significant Lake Michigan shoreline; similar 
rolling topography and steep slopes; large parcels of land owned by the State of Michigan; 
extensive and unbroken tracts rich with wildlife; and numerous environmental resources. 
Lakeshore Drive (M-119), Emmet County’s only Heritage Highway, possesses world-class 
Lake Michigan vistas and runs north and south through these three Townships. In addition, all 
three Townships are currently under the jurisdiction of Emmet County planning and zoning, 
and share similar land use challenges and visions for the future. 
 
Following is a description of the Emmet County/City of Petoskey Master Plan 
recommendations for Friendship, Readmond, Cross Village, Pleasantview, Center, and West 
Traverse Townships.  
 

Recommendations 
Readmond Township is located directly north of Friendship Township. The area along 
Lake Michigan is designated as Resort Residential. This is a residential category 
designed to accommodate resort communities, and is applied to properties along the 
lake. General density within this area ranges between one to eight dwelling units per 
acre. The Mackinaw State Forest straddles both Townships, comprising the majority of 
Friendship Township’s northern boundary. Remaining tracts of land are planned as 
either Agriculture or Farm Forest use districts. Readmond Township has an area 
designated for Industrial Use along State Road, and there are also three areas planned 
as Public and/or Quasi-Public Use. 
 
The Good Hart area located in the southwest corner of Readmond Township is the 
closest existing Commercial area to Friendship Township. It is also designated for 
Commercial Use in the future. 
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Cross Village Township is located directly north of Readmond Township. The Emmet 
County Master Plan designates the shoreline along Lake Michigan as Resort 
Residential, and the interior of the Township as Agriculture and Farm Forest. Cross 
Village has three areas indicated as Public Park, and two additional Pubic/Quasi-Public 
areas. State forestland is located at and around Wycamp Lake. What is considered as 
“downtown” Cross Village is planned for Compact Development. 
 
Pleasantview Township is located directly east of Friendship Township. A significant 
portion of the land directly adjacent to Friendship Township is State-owned, including 
Mackinaw State Forest. Areas surrounding ski resorts are planned as Resort 
Residential, with a small Commercial Use area along Pleasantview Road. The 
remainder of the land is designated as Farm Forest and Agricultural. 
 
Center Township is located northeast of Friendship Township. A significant portion of 
the land directly northeast of Friendship Township is State-owned, included within the 
Mackinaw State Forest. The area around Larks Lake is planned for Resort Residential 
with a small area as Commercial and Public/Quasi-Public south of Larks Lake. 
Significant areas are planned as Farm Forest and Agricultural. 
 
West Traverse Township is located directly south of Friendship Township. The Emmet 
County Master Plan designates areas along Lake Michigan; Birchwood Farms, a 
portion of which extends north into Friendship Township; and Harbor Point as Resort 
Residential. West Traverse Township has several areas planned for Public and Quasi-
Public Use. Remaining land in West Traverse Township and adjacent to Friendship 
Township is planned for Farm Forest and Agricultural uses. The City of Harbor Springs 
is planned for Compact Development. Low to medium density Residential areas 
surround the Compact Development within the City of Harbor Springs. 
 
Friendship Township’s Lake Michigan shoreline is noted as Resort Residential in the 
Emmet County Master Plan, consistent with the Townships mentioned above. Large 
tracts of Mackinaw State Forest are noted in the upper third of Friendship Township, 
connecting to state forest tracts in Readmond Township. Compact Development is 
planned at the corners of State and Stutsmanville Roads. Interior areas are indicated as 
Farm/Forest and/or Agricultural. Two areas are indicated within the Emmet County 
Master Plan for Public/Quasi-Public uses. 
 
Friendship Township Recreation Plan 
On February 12, 2001, the Friendship Township Board of Trustees adopted the 
Friendship Township Recreation Plan developed by the Township Recreation 
Committee with the assistance of the Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council.35 This plan 
inventoried recreation resources, public lands, and quasi-public lands representing 
recreational opportunities within Friendship Township. Importantly, the Plan identified 
existing opportunities and recommended actions to enhance recreation resources in the  
 

                                                           
35 Friendship Township Recreation Plan: 2001, Friendship Township Recreation Committee, adopted February 12, 
2001 by the Friendship Township Board. 
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Township. The Plan identified three goals including the public acquisition of 
beachfront property; the acquisition of land for a future park/future Township Hall, 
potable water supply well, and Township cemetery expansion; and providing a 
recreational area for hiking/nature observation, picnicking, cross country skiing, and 
snow shoeing. Other recommended actions included developing parks for recreational 
enjoyment of all, including those with special physical needs; planning for a variety of 
recreational needs and preferences; support acquisition of recreational properties based 
on geography (i.e., Township Hall is centrally located within the Township); support 
and promote the acquisition/development of unique resources as public recreation lands 
(i.e., along Lake Michigan, unique topography or historical features, wildlife habitat, 
scenic view properties, etc.); and manage land for the preservation of natural resources, 
including Township-owned lands. A five-year capital improvements schedule and 
budget is provided within Table 15 of the Recreation Plan. The Recreation Plan is 
supported by the Friendship Township Board and Planning Commission and 
incorporated into this Master Plan by this reference. Contact the Township Supervisor 
to review the Friendship Township Recreation Plan. 
 
Heritage Highway Plan 
In March of 2002, the M-119 Heritage Route Committee in association with state, 
regional, local, and tribal governments, prepared and disseminated a draft management 
plan for the M-119 Heritage Route through Cross Village, Readmond, and Friendship 
Townships. The M-119 Heritage Route Plan was accepted by the Michigan 
Department of Transportation in December of 2002. The Plan identified existing 
challenges and opportunities for the maintenance and enhancement of the extraordinary 
beauty and cultural resources along the M-119 corridor within these townships, 
including balancing roadside safety with aesthetics, maintaining steep slope integrity, 
balancing growth and development with preservation and conservation, preventing 
intrusions to scenic character, and marketing the corridor and alternate routes. The M-
119 Heritage Route Plan is supported by the Friendship Township Board and Planning 
Commission and is incorporated into this Master Plan by this reference. 
 
Zoning Regulations 
Friendship Township is under Emmet County’s zoning jurisdiction. The lakeshore-
oriented properties are zoned either Recreation Residential or Scenic Resource (as an 
overlay zoning district within Recreational Residential Districts), comprising about 20 
to 25 percent of the land. The Recreational Residential zoning district is intended for 
cottages, seasonal homes, and other single-family residential uses, while the Scenic 
Resource zone is intended to protect areas along scenic rivers, highways, and lakes. It 
also allows for cottages, seasonal homes, and single-family residential uses.  
 
About 70 to 75 percent of the Township is zoned Farm Forest. The Farm Forest zoning 
district is intended for agricultural and forestry purposes, to retain the natural resource 
base and natural attractiveness that adds to the rural character, and to provide 
enjoyment of these resources for the community at large. There is Commercially-zoned 
land at the corner of State and Stutsmanville Roads, as well as two Planned Unit 
Developments. One other Planned Unit Development is located in Section 19, with 
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access off of South Lakeshore Drive. See Emmet County Zoning Map for Friendship 
Township on page 63a.  
 
Build-out Analysis 
In August of 2002, HARBOR, Inc. in conjunction with M.C. Planning & Design, Tip 
of the Mitt Watershed Council, Emmet County Planning & Zoning, and Michigan State 
University Extension completed a Buildout and Zoning Comparison Study for the City 
of Harbor Springs and six Emmet County townships, including Friendship Township. 
This study utilized existing zoning, and estimated the “realistic” number of dwelling 
units and population envisioned by zoning regulations, if each residential property were 
developed at permitted densities in accordance with existing growth patterns, 
remaining buildable land, and future infrastructure needs.  

 
Summary of Findings 
Based on this method, the HARBOR, Inc. Build-out Study projected a potential future 
population of 17,737 people and 7,011 dwelling units for Friendship Township. This projection 
represents a 917% future population increase and 1,134% increase in dwelling units based on 
the density allowed within Emmet County’s zoning ordinance. This study concludes that 
Friendship Township, not unlike other townships in Emmet County, as well as the City of 
Harbor Springs, is “over-zoned” and planned to accommodate population and promote 
dwelling unit density that is unlikely to occur at any time in the near future. The report suggests 
numerous tools to more appropriately zone Emmet County municipalities such as down-zoning 
to increase minimum residential lot size; quarter-quarter and sliding scale zoning; open 
space/clustered residential developments with density incentives; purchase and transfer of 
development rights; and voluntary private land conservation options. Friendship Township 
encourages the combination and application of flexible and effective methods including but not 
limited to design-based zoning, the preliminary determination of buildable areas, farmland, and 
open space preservation.  
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FF-2 Farm Forest
PUD-1 Planned Unit Development
PUD-2 Planned Unit Development
PT Parking Transition
FR Forest Recreation

R-1A One-Family Residential
R-1B One-Family Residential

RR-1 Recreation Residential
RR-2 Recreation Residential

B-1 Local Tourist Business
SR-2 Scenic Resource
SR-1 Scenic Resource

B-2 General Business
B-3 Commercial \ Industrial
I-1 Light Industrial
I-2 General Industrial

R-2C General Residential

R-2A General Residential
R-2B General Residential
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Emmet County GIS Department
200 Division St

Petoskey MI, 49770
231.348.1730

%
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West Traverse Township

August 2006

Friendship Township,
Emmet County, Michigan
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FUTURE LAND USE DRAFT
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7. Mainly Forested & Undeveloped Areas
State & Public Land

5. Natural Features, Wetlands, & Surface Waters

6. Rural Community with Low Density Residential

LEGEND

1. Interconnected Residential

3. Agricultural Lands

4. Hamlet or Higher Density

2. Scenic Corridor

Map Produced by:
Emmet County GIS

200 Division St Suite 180
Petoskey MI. 49770-2486

231.348.0631
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Data Sources: MAP MADE BY

Dec. 29, 2005

Roads, highways, lakes, and streams data layers are part of 
the Michigan Geographic Framework Base (v5a) and were 
downloaded from the Michigan Geographic Data Library 
(MGDL): http://www.mcgi.state.mi.us/mgdl/.  Wetlands data
were also downloaded at MDGL and is a product of the 
National Wetlands Inventory.  Priority parcel layer developed 
by Tip of the Mitt Watershed Council using data provided by 
the State of Michigan and Emmet County GIS Department. 

Criteria used for determining priority parcels:
   1. Total acreage
   2. Groundwater recharge acreage
   3. Wetlands acreage
   4. Lake shoreline distance
   5. Stream channel distance
   6. Adjacency to protected lands
   7. Threatened/endangered species

Friendship Township
Priority Parcels

Roads
Highways
Lakes
Streams
Wetlands
Protected lands

PRIORITY PARCEL SCORES
 0 -  5  = low priority
 6 - 10 = medium priority
11 - 15 = high priority
16 - 23 = highest priority

Ê
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