Peninsula Township
Township Board Regular Meeting
Laura Martin, Recording Secretary

PENINSULA TOWNSH

13235 Center Road, Traverse City
MI 49686
www.peninsulatownship.com

Township Board Meeting
December 9, 2025, 7:00 p.m.
Township Hall
Minutes

1. Call to Order by Sanders at 7:00 p.m.
Pledge
3. Roll call

Present: Sanders, Clark, Milliken, Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger, Chown
4. Governmental Updates:

County Road Commission reviewed winter operations. Starting to plan 2026 projects. Funding is

currently reduced as new road funding bill has yet to be implemented and the budget from the

cannabis tax is being held up in a lawsuit.
5. Conflict of Interest: none
6. Consent Agenda:

A. Invoices

B. Reports

1. Fire Department
2. Treasurer’s Office
C. Memo from Kevin Beard, Chair of the Planning Commission, regarding MSU Extension Training
for Planning Commission and ZBA Members

D. Minutes from November 6, 2025, Township Board Special Meeting and November 12, 2025,
Township Board Regular Meeting
Board of Public Works 2026 Water and Sewer Rates for Peninsula Township Budget Approval
Northwest Education Services Agreement for Collection of Summer School Property Taxes
Old Mission Peninsula Historical Society Update on Efforts to Remediate Moldy Documents
Correspondence

1. Shane and Lee Ann Bullough

L

T o mm

2. Madelaine Jones
3. Daniel Succarde
4. Jill Hutchinson
5. Kimber Bilby

6. Dennis Hoeg

7. Linda Brick

8.

Linda Stegenga
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William S. Evans
Franklin Johnston
Paul and Katy Groesbeck
Wendy Kosch

Liz VerSchure

Teri List

Tom VerShure

Bob and Nancy Brick
Kenneth and Emily Davies
John Jaye

Robert Bonhag
Michele A. Bonhag
Unreadable Signature
Unreadable Signature
Mike and Kerry Marsh
Kenneth J. Lardie
David H. Mann
Curtiss and Christine Yeiter
Brit Eaton

Diane Radloff
Stephen Hutchinson
Dawn Rogers

John Wunsch

Peter Cohl

Laura Wigfield

Scott Phillips

Saleem Qureshi

Mary Swift

Deb Larimer

Deborah Crowe
Glenn Wolff

Todd Wilson

Curt Peterson quoted specific expenses to be pulled for a business item discussion. [Attached]

Wunsch moved to approve consent agenda as amended with a second by Milliken.
Roll call vote: yes — Clark, Milliken, Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger, Chown, Sanders

7. Approve Agenda
Chown asked to correct the numbering on the agenda; alphabetic lettering also needs correcting.

Chown moved to approve the agenda as amended with a second by Sanger.

passed by consensus

8. Brief Citizen Comments (for agenda items only):

Passed unan

Motion
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Mike Dettmer, 7003 Leorie Drive: read a letter from John Jacobs, 5290 Forest Avenue: “The
December 9 board meeting packet contains a flurry of identical letters asking the board to end the
winery lawsuit. They urge the township to engage in meaningful settlement negotiations with the
wineries without delay. They go on further to urge a ‘fair and timely settlement,” and observe that
doing so would ‘End years of cost of legal litigation and uncertainty, protect local taxpayers from
mounting legal fees and potential judgments, clarify operational expectation for the wineries,
reducing future conflict, and preserve our agricultural heritage, ensuring the peninsula remains a
vibrant working landscape for generations to come.

They're right. How could anyone disagree? Those simplistic principles are like sunshine, ice cream
and puppies...What's not to like? In fact, all three parties in the lawsuit have expressed the same
sentiments of wanting ‘fair and reasonable’ for the benefit of the community.

What the letter writers (actually one writer whose words appear to be copied and pasted by the
rest) don't address are the details. What rules do they feel are, in their words, ‘Clear, fair, and
consistent?’

What they also fail to address is that one of the three parties, WOMP, has refused to participate in
post-judgment settlement discussions with the other parties. The township and PTP have repeatedly
offered to engage in sincere talks, but WOMP hasn't taken up the offers.

If the letter writer(s) have any influence on the wineries, | hope they will urge the wineries to engage
in talks, rather than stonewalling the issue.

There are also a couple misconceptions in the letter. First, as demonstrated when a winery recently
held an event that generated numerous citizen noise complaints from as far away as a mile, many
residents live within earshot of a winery. The geography of the peninsula, with wineries located on
higher elevations and where sound can travel unimpeded across large expanses of water lends to the
wide broadcast of sound. Second, PTP members bear the same financial risk from a monetary award
as every other property owner. [Three minutes reached, letter attached]

Diane Radloff, 176 Vineyard Ridge Drive: my letter in the packet outlines my opinion about the
winery lawsuit. | want to reiterate some of my points, however, and make additional comments for
the record. The PTP organization does not represent me or any of my views about this lawsuit. It also
does not appear to represent the views of most township taxpayers, as evidenced by the survey
results and the volume of letters recently submitted to the board. The majority of those surveyed
believe the township is headed in the wrong direction, and the most common reason cited is this
lawsuit. 60 percent support relaxed restrictions on large events, including entertainment, wedding
receptions, etc. 83 percent are dissatisfied with the financial management and desire decreased
enforcement of fand use ordinances. Government overreach is also cited. Every social media contact
about this lawsuit results in an overwhelming number of comments submitting to the inappropriate
actions of PTP, and to date, the township. Even though PTP is an intervener in this lawsuit, they do
not have the right to make demands of the wineries. They have a right to their opinion, but that
opinion does not outweigh the opinion of the majority of township taxpayers. They do not have a
right to sit at the negotiation table. PTP does not promulgate rules, regulations, or ordinances. Only
the township board has that responsibility, and even though PTP supported many of you who were
elected to your current positions, their disproportionate influence ended when you took your oath
of office. You now represent all township residents who spoke clearly through the survey. The
majority has said, “Enough is enough.” The township is on the wrong side of the law. It's time to
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cease your antagonistic view of the wineries and rather celebrate their contributions to the
Township's financial success and milieu. I'm disturbed by the fact that you, Mrs. Sanders, have
participated in PTP events. If PTP, why not publicly meet with community members who have a
different viewpoint regarding the wineries, who desire the wineries to thrive and succeed in the
current day and into the future? The community that recognizes the world has changed. It's 2025,
not 1960. I'm also disturbed by what | perceive to be harassment of the wineries in retaliation for
the ongoing litigation by petty noise violations at the urging of PTP. In conclusion, negotiations are
never conducted publicly. I'm not an attorney, but | can attest to this fact, after a long career that
involved many negotiations with conflicted parties and contracts. | appreciate your desire and need
for input. Input, however, must include all voices of the community. [Three minutes reached] Once
you receive that input the buck stops with the township board. It's time this board does the right
thing and sits down privately with the wineries —

Sanders: I'm going to respect your time; | would like you to respect ours. You can turn your letter in
and we will record it with the meeting minutes. [Letter attached]

Rudy Rudolph, 4784 Forest Drive: I'm here to thank you for continuing to push back this extortion
that the wineries have put against all of us citizens and taxpayers on the peninsula. | want to point
out to my fellow citizens here that are complaining about the money that's been spent in protecting
us against this extortion that the original amount the wineries were trying to extort from us was
$203 million. The settlement that the judge gave was less than $50 million. The money and time and
effort you have spent in pushing back against this extortion has already saved the taxpayers of this
township $150 million. | think that's money well spent. I thank you for spending my tax money
rationally. | have sat on this board and in some of the negotiations that were taking place under the
direction of the court. | know what the township has offered to the winners. | can't tell you what that
is because | am bound by law not to. In my opinion, they were rational and generous offerings. We
are still sitting here without a settlement because there is no intent, in my opinion, by the wineries
to negotiate in good faith. | think that the wineries, if they had put the amount of effort and time
from 2020 into coming forward publicly and making their case publicly, using the procedures that are
available to them to amend their special use permits in order to gain more privileges, probably
would have been successful. | don't know anybody on the peninsula who wants to see the wineries
fail. But there's a lot of us who are not appreciative of the disrespect that the wineries seem to have
for the citizens of this community. Thank you for your time.

Curt Peterson, 1356 Buchan: my comment is related also to the winery lawsuit. Will the township
offer the wineries any incentive to move forward with mediation or will you stick with the ridiculous
demands of PTP that you see in your packet tonight? Their offer of two events per year, non ticketed,
non profit. And oh, they're going to let them sell logo wear. This is a total non starter. The wineries
would never start a mediation and negotiation if that was the starting point. They’re just so far apart.
Why would the wineries, which hold all the cards, negotiate? Why is it that PTP is even involved and
stating an offer? PTP can't do anything. They can't amend the SUPs. They can't amend the zoning
ordinance. They can't change our assessments. They have nothing to offer. The township has
something to offer. We can do all those things. I'm surprised we haven't made an offer at this point.
Perhaps the offer the wineries made in November was ridiculous, but at least they made an offer.
We don't know what it is...We didn't see the contents of the 17 pages. Maybe it was terrible. Maybe
it wasn't. But at least they offered something. They put something on the table, and we as a
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township have put nothing on the table. The only offer we see is from PTP, and again, they can't offer

anything. Please start the negotiation. Let's get PTP out of this. They don't speak for me. They speak

for their members. They don't tell us who their members are. We don't know who they speak for.

But they sure as hell don't speak for a majority of people here on Old Mission Peninsula. Thank you.

Susie Shipman, 14735 Shipman Road: | want to thank you for your efforts to continue working on

resolving the lawsuit. | know there's a lot going on behind the scenes that I'm not privy to, so to

direct you one way or another doesn't seem appropriate. However, | commend you for the work

you're doing on behalf of the citizens to put us in the best position possible and protect us from a

judgment that no resident should have to pay to make up for the perceived economic debilitation

experienced by the wineries.

Thank you for the excerpts of the minutes from the planning commission [PC]. I've been on the PC,

as people might see in the packet, in those documents dating back to 2019. | appreciated that those

minutes show how we were working with the wineries. It's past time that things like that were put in
the public forum. We were actively working with the wineries. Looking back doesn't solve anything,
but it's important context for where we are now. [The PC] worked with three wineries to amend
their SUPs. We worked collaboratively. We also worked with another winery that requested a change
to the ordinance, and we did that as well. We worked with them. It's possible for wineries to work
with the township and have productive results that are satisfactory. Thank you.

Business:

A. Planning Commission Interviews of Candidates Robert Eckstein, Kate Jerman, and Paul S.
McCarthy and Opening on Zoning Board of Appeals with Possible Action on Both Items (Sanders)
Board interviewed the three candidates with Eckstein joining via zoom.

Sanger moved to select Eckstein with a second by Alexander. Board expressed the desire for
further discussion and Sanger withdrew his motion.

Milliken voiced support for Kate Jerman, who ran for office and who he believes has done the
research and has the passion.

Board came to an agreement that due to the lack of internal capacity for training new
members, Eckstein’s previous experience makes him the best candidate.

Sanger moved to select Eckstein with a second by Alexander.

Roll call vote: yes — Milliken, Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger, Chown, Sanders Passed unan
Sanders asked if the remaining members would be interested in joining the zoning board of
appeals. Both expressed interest in the position. Board discussed the candidates.

Sanders moved to appoint Kate Jerman to the zoning board of appeals with a second by
Wunsch.

Roll call vate: yes — Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger, Chown, Sanders, Clark, Milliken  Passed unan
Chown moved to appoint Paul McCarthy as an alternate to the zoning board of appeals with a
second by Alexander.

Roll call vote: yes — Wunsch, Sanger, Chown, Sanders, Clark, Milliken, Alexander  Passed unan

B. Public Hearing for 2026 Bayshore Marathon with Action Expected (Sanders)

Public hearing at 8:03 p.m.

Bill Ryan, 2364 Twin Eagles Drive: thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight on behalf of
the Friends of the Peninsula Community Library [FPCL]. We are supporters of the Traverse City
Track Club [TCTC] and Bayshore Marathon. | want to give you an idea of who we are and what we
do. The details are in the handout [attached]. We're a dedicated group of people who value
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having a top-quality library on the peninsula. We volunteer our time to promote [and] support it,
and we have a bunch of activities that are free to the public. Anybody who wants to show up is
welcome to come. We have an ice cream social on summer solstice day. We have a summer
reading club. We have a library of things. The most common item checked out is night vision
goggles. We also have take-out craft bags for the kids [and] adults. If you want a craft bag, come
to the library. We also have STEM kits. We have a children's garden that we maintain and
support. We held a Christmas party at the library, and Santa showed up in one of the fire trucks.
It was a delight to see the light on people's faces when Santa popped out. The FPCL is getting to
be a pretty big organization. We have 304 members.
Sanders: not to cut you short, but we need to get back to the bayshore.
Ryan: how do we support all these things? We're a 501(c)(3) program. Our job is to raise funds
for the library beyond its operating budget. The Bayshore Marathon and the TCTC give the FPCL
$1,400 to staff an aid station. That’s a huge amount of money that goes right back into our
community through the FPCL.
I have a son in the Air Force, and he uses the term “very squared away,” meaning efficient,
effective. That’s how | view the TCTC. A couple of days before the event, they invite all the
captains running the aid stations to come to Central High School. We get things like Gatorade,
buckets, tablecloths, and everybody gets a t-shirt. Magically, the day before the marathon, the
porta-potties show up. On race day we fill up the cups. We had 44 volunteers from FPCL show up
and staff the aid station. They leave no footprints. Everything is delivered to the sites.
Everything's taken away. There’s no environmental impact, in my estimation. In summary, the
TCTC is a wonderful organization. They're doing great things for our community, and in my
humble estimation, they deserve a permit to run the 2026 Bayshore Marathon. Thank you.
Nicole Westrick, 1089 Quaker Valley Drive: | am a longtime member of the TCTC and a very
longtime participant of the Bayshore races. The impact of the track club, if you’re not a member,
it's hard to know the magnitude of it. They support so many organizations locally. Not just on the
peninsula but throughout the region. Many area teams have opportunities to work these events
to earn money for their sports or robotics teams, any organizations. The track club is incredibly
great at stewardship with the funds. The Bayshore Marathon is its primary revenue stream for
the year. It [has given] back hundreds of thousands of dollars over the course of its existence. It
encourages a healthy lifestyle and being outdoors and enjoying the beauty of this place we all
get to call home. | fully support continuation of the Bayshore Marathon on the peninsula.
Public hearing closed at 8:11
Sanders: the requested insurance coverage information is included in the packet.
Wunsch moved to approve the large event permit with a second by Chown. Passed by
consensus

C. Public Hearing for Seven Hills SUP, Amendment No. 4 (Sanders and Sanger)
Alexander reviewed the history of the Seven Hills SUP amendment process. Explained that the
PC recommends removing specific occupancy limits. Rather, business must comply with all
applicable regulating agencies for indoor and outdoor occupancies. Also removed the condition
that states Seven Hills is responsible for no parking on Seven Hills. Updated the condition relating
to noise to reference the township noise ordinance. Adjusted the condition that would require
Seven Hills to pay for a future traffic study. Removed the provision that all outdoor uses shall
cease at 10 p.m. seven days a week.
Public hearing opened at 8:14 p.m.
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No public comment
Public hearing closed at 8:14 p.m.
Alexander explained that the PC did not include mobile kitchens or bars as they are not allowed
under the ordinance. Modified outdoor uses to remain consistent with the noise ordinance.
Board discussed the changes and expressed appreciation for the cooperation of the buisness
owners.
Wunsch expressed concern over the relaxed occupancy standards and hours of operation,
stating he would not be able to support it.
D. Proposed Noise Ordinance No. 62 with Action Expected (Sanger)
Sanger reviewed the changes to the current noise ordinance and explained the Supreme Court
decision regarding the “reasonable person standard.” A public hearing was held in November.
The board reviewed the changes as reasonable and enforceable.
Wunsch moved to adopt Noise Ordinance No. 62 with a second by Milliken.
Roll call vote: yes — Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger, Chown, Sanders, Clark, Milliken  Passed unan
E. Resolution 2025-12-09 No. 1 to Established Fees for Violations of Peninsula Township Noise
Ordinance No. 62 (Sanders)
Sanders: [it’s the same as] our violations and fee schedule.
Wunsch moved to adopt Resolution 2025-12-09 No. 1 with a second by Clark.
Roll call vote: yes — Sanger, Chown, Sanders, Clark, Milliken, Alexander, Wunsch  Passed unan
F. Resolution 2025-12-09 No. 2 to Adopt the Annual Exemption Options As Set Forth in 2011 Public
Act 152, the Publicly Funded Health Insurance Contribution Act (Chown)
Chown reviewed this annual decision and explained that the township historically has chosen
the exemption option.
Chown moved to adopt the annual exemption option for the medical benefit coverage for year
2026 with a second by Alexander.
Roll call vote: yes — Chown, Sanders, Clark, Milliken, Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger  Passed unan
G. Introduction to Fire Station No. 1 Replacement as Recommended by the Planning Commission
(Sanders)
Fire Chief Gilstorff said the Fire Station 1 SUP has been approved by the PC to be located on
township property. Answered questions from board. Next step will be going to bid for building.
Public hearing will be held in January.
H. Motion to Compel Arbitration in the USSIC Case (Sanders)
Sanders explained that Miller Johnson was hired by the township in response to the lawsuit filed
by the former insurer in the WOMP litigation. Miller Johnson needs a motion to compel
arbitration.
Sanders moved to compel arbitration in the USSIC case with a second by Wunsch. Motion
passed by consensus
I.  New Federal Lawsuit Filed by Bonobo, Bowers Harbor Vineyards, and WOMP (Sanders)
Sanders reviewed the noise and SUP violation issued to Bonobo Winery with details in the
packet. Bonobo did not respond to the review process and has now filed a federal lawsuit against
the township. Sanders explained the township is not clear on why Bowers Harbor and WOMP
have been included but as WOMP is on the filing, this matter will be discussed with legal
counsel.
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J.

Discussion of Continuing Desire to Enter into Settlement Discussions with WOMP and Important
Clarifications in the WOMP Lawsuit (Sanders)

Sanders reviewed the timeline of the press release from WOMP and the board’s last
communication from legal counsel to WOMP’s legal counsel indicating the township’s desire for
mediation and approval of the mediators selected by WOMP. She clarified that the township
board did not receive a response after sending this email to WOMP.

Wunsch requested addressing business items M and N and to open citizen comments before
entering closed session for anyone who didn’t want to stay through closed session but wanted to
speak.

K. Expenditures raised by Curt Peterson

Clark recommended a FOIA request for details. Peterson responded that he would like to meet
in person to discuss, which Sanders agreed was an option.

L. Safety Update (Sanders)

9.

Sanders: my safety communication started after the shooting of a township resident in the
parking structure in downtown Traverse City. As a general reminder, if you see something, say
something. Call 911. The temperature in the township is awfully high right now. I'm asking for
neighbors to respect neighbors. There was a winery owner who did make a verbal assault against
a township appointee who serves in the township. There was a record made of that with the
Grand Traverse County Sheriff's Office. It's unacceptable. People should feel safe in their
township, in their home, walking the dog. My door is always open. Pick up the phone; we can
talk about it. If there is need to call in law enforcement, we will. The number one priority here is
safety. Health, safety, and welfare.
Citizen Comments:
Rudy Rudolph, 4784 Forest Avenue: | applaud you for what you've done with Seven Hills. It’s the
way these things are supposed to work. People are supposed to talk to each other, find common
ground, and make things happen. The fact that Seven Hills was willing to come in and talk to the
township officials about their problems so that you could come to some resolution...| applaud Seven
Hills for that. Then | turn around and see complaints against Bonobo for violating the noise
ordinance, for violating their special use permit. They're asked to come in and talk about it. What do
they do? They turn around and file another lawsuit against the citizens of the township. It's
unacceptable behavior. For everybody here who thinks that the township should negotiate with
WOMP, it takes two willing parties to negotiate. | have sat as a board member across from the
wineries. I've looked in the faces of the 12 representatives of the wineries. I've seen what the
township has proposed to the wineries, and | have seen the way the wineries reacted to that. All |
can say is, | don't think they're serious about negotiating. Thank you for your time.
Sean Goheen, 1223 Chimney Ridge: | commend the great work on the noise ordinance. t've been
here for a couple meetings. | appreciate the thoughtful considerations, the research, the time,
energy, effort that went into that. Thank you for that. | applaud the board’s efforts with the Seven
Hills communication and conversations back and forth. | agree with the previous comments; that's
how that type of thing should go. Unfortunately, we're not there with the WOMP lawsuit. | have a
simple question, and it's just understanding, what are we doing? | mean that with sincerity. The
survey that was just published shows that the vast majority of residents believe this township is
headed in the wrong direction. The top reason is the lawsuit. Zoning enforcement is your worst
rated service, and residents in both surveys, the phone and online, reject spending township money
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on these legal battles. | want to be clear, I'm not here to take the side of township or the wineries. |
care about what's best for this community and whether or not we have clear, lawful, sustainable
policy. The deeper issue is a federal court has already ruled that key parts of the winery regulations
are unconstitutional, including provisions they found unconstitutionally vague after years of
arbitrary enforcement. That was a clear signal to me and many others to take a step back and fix
that framework. Instead, we see new enforcement. The letter to Bonobo Winery appears as if
you're leaning on the same actions and underlying regulatory approach you've taken in the past.
After years of litigation, | as a resident don't know exactly what this board is trying to achieve with
this lawsuit. There's never been a public winery policy roadmap, no clear land use vision, no
definition of what balance looks like between agriculture, wineries, events, and tourism. Just
generalities about preserving rural character, which is a slogan, not a plan. If there is a coherent land
use vision behind all of this, | haven't found it. I've spent hours reading the minutes, the court
filings, the ordinances, and now your own survey report. If | am missing it after that, | don't believe
this is a resident problem. | think it's a communication problem. At this point, it's hard to
understand what even winning looks like for this township. WOMP has clearly stated what its goals
are. The federal court has clearly stated the legal boundaries. But the township has never
articulated an in-state policy vision of what success looks like for this community. Instead of more
enforcement letters, more legal defenses, | would appreciate this board start explaining what you
actually want. Right now, your own public data shows you're losing the battle of public opinion, and
the community is left guessing while the costs keep rising. [Three-minute timer]

Sanders: if you have more, you can send it in. Thank you.

M. Enter closed session under MCL 15.268(1)(e) and (h) to consult the township attorneys regarding
the Wineries of the Old Mission Peninsula Association v. Peninsula Township and Protect the
Peninsula, Case No. 1:20-cv-1008 to Discuss Litigation and Settlement Strategy Because Doing So
in an Open Meeting Would Have a Detrimental Financial Effect on the Litigating and Settlement
Position of the Township
Chown moved to enter closed session under MCL 15.268(1)(e) and (h) to consult the township
attorneys regarding the Wineries of the Old Mission Peninsula Association v. Peninsula
Township and Protect the Peninsula, Case No. 1:20-cv-1008 to Discuss Litigation and
Settlement Strategy Because Doing So in an Open Meeting Would Have a Detrimental Financial
Effect on the Litigating and Settlement Position of the Township at 9:01 with a second by
Alexander.

Roll call vote: yes — Chown, Sanders, Clark, Milliken, Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger  Passed unan
Wunsch moved to return to open session at 10:21 p.m. with a second by Sanger.
Roll call vote: yes — Milliken, Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger, Chown, Sanders, Clark Passed unan

N. Discussion on Forming a Subcommittee of the Township Board to Engage in Winery Discussions
{(Sanders)

Sanders moved to appoint an advisory subcommittee for winery lawsuit negotiations to meet
with [WOMP] representatives comprised of Trustee Milliken, Trustee Alexander, and
Supervisor Sanders with a second by Wunsch.
Roll call vote: yes — Alexander, Wunsch, Sanger, Chown, Sanders, Clark, Milliken  Passed unan
9. Citizen Comments:
(Continued after closed session)
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Chris Baldyga, 9707 Montague Road: | was sitting at home, and rarely when one is at home do they
feel compelled to drive in on a dark, stormy night. “Just stay at home” my wife said. | thought, “No, |
have to come'in. | feel compelled to come in and make a statement.” | have one question, referring
to this new subcommittee: if you could talk about what the goals are for the subcommittee? That
memo is brief and doesn't have a lot of content.

The reason | wanted to come in, and | hope this was the bulk of what happened next door in
conversation with counsel, when you said, “We've looked at dates, we've looked at times, and it's
been crickets from WOMP,” that is completely not the case whatsoever of where this process stands
between WOMP and the township and counsel. When we gave a settlement proposal, we only
asked one thing: please respond back, look at the content we offered and see if there's enough
common ground, if there's enough meat that you think it's worth it to undertake a costly mediation.
This is mediation number six, for those of you counting, and they’ve all failed. We said, “Before we
schedule this and jump in, please respond and let us know if there's common ground that we
should even do it.” So, we are waiting for a response from you. We've asked for a written response.
Look at that content; please address it. If you think there's hope, then let's meet. That's where it
stands. It's not crickets. Your counselor knows that. So, | hope that's what happened. And he's like,
“I'll respond back.” Then there's hope. | hope that's what comes out of this. But if that wasn't
discussed, that's where we understand it to be. That's where your attorney has told our attorney it
stands. it's either a misrepresentation or your attorney hasn't apprised you of what he's told us.
We're very motivated. We would love to get into that office and make meaningful progress. That is
our goal. We are up and on the dance floor. Please join us.

Dave Murphy, 6943 East Shore Road: it's troubling to me to see the social media, the divisiveness
growing, the lack of information from so many residents. You have a newsletter coming up that can
be an opportunity to provide input. There are other positions. In looking at responses to the most
recent filing, [that] this is the township harassing wineries again, and that's why they have to take
you to court, that doesn't make sense to me, but it's all over social media. How do we get the public
informed? How do we get people to a baseline? | don't know that there's one answer, but it doesn't
appear to be on social media. The newsletter is lengthy and it's great, but it can overwhelm. If
there's this particular subject you want to nail, could it be done in another fashion? Whether that's
another mailing or whether it's an invitation to a series of meetings because | don't think one
meeting does it. Years ago, when we had a big road issue on the south end, we met at the Oleson
building on NMC’s campus, and we filled the room. How do we get people informed? Maybe it’s
another St. Joe's meeting. I'm troubled by the lack of information that some bring to this meeting
and that show up in social media. | hope there's opportunities for education. Thank you.

Board Comments:

Chown: Chris [Baldyga], that's not our understanding at all. Our understanding is that our attorney
reached out to your attorney and said, “Yes, we want to mediate. We like both of the mediators you
mentioned. Pick the one you want. Here are dates that work for us. PTP has to be in the room.”
We've been told multiple times that there’s been no response. Where's the disconnect?

Baldyga: ask your attorney. Did he not say to our attorney — he emailed. I'll send you the email,
Becky. He said, “You took some time to put this together. We're going to need some time to write
back to you to answer your question if there's a substantive response we can make.” We're waiting
for a response. You're right, this is odd. This is so frustrating. We don't see it this way.
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Waunsch: the goal of the subcommittee is to cut out some expensive attorneys who may not be
passing information back and forth. You may feel like your guy is doing a great job of
communication. We may feel like our guys are doing a great job. Doesn't seem like it's happening.
The goal is to find three people who are relatively untainted in WOMP’s eyes to get together directly
as residents and cut the down-state intermediaries out.

Milliken: | agree. The idea of the subcommittee is to work through this in a practical, common
sense. | think it can be done. I'm optimistic.

Clark: we can’t discuss what was put into the offer that was made to the township, but | believe that
was not a document looking for common ground. That's not something you submit to the other side
looking for common ground. That is ridiculous to say.

| suggest we form some sort of educational series, sessions that our attorneys and staff could write
up, that has each wineries’ SUP, what their conditions are, the course of the lawsuit, all the rulings,
what it means and doesn't mean, PTP intervening...We don't have to do it all in one night. If we did
it a couple nights, we don't even have to have a full board. We could have a public session with a
PowerPoint so everybody has the same information and can form their own conclusions.

Sanders: that information is out there, and we can get it collected and do public education sessions.
Chown: | want to correct something [Sean Goheen] said [in public comment]. He spoke as though
the portions of the winery ordinance that Judge Maloney found to be unconstitutional were still in
play. That isn't so. As soon as that judgment came down, we changed the ordinance. We took those
portions out. That happened in 2022. People may not like the ordinance we have now, but it is not
unconstitutional.

In addition, we are currently working to expand agricultural opportunities with our agricultural
advisory committee. The people on that committee are working hard and making progress. We are
actively working, and we're doing it through the process we are required to follow. We are not
sitting back and doing nothing. But | understand that, for some folks, it's just not fast enough.
Sanger: Chris, thanks for coming down here in the cold. It touches my heart. This community is
divided. It's unfortunate that social media has whipped this fire into a firestorm. When | saw 40
letters in the packet over the weekend, people | know, that | regard as friends...| probably have been
whipped myself by social media to take positions that are not something | might be proud of. But |
think with the [holidays] coming, we've got to set that aside. | believe we've made some progress
tonight. It continues to shock me, but it is clear in my mind that the real problem is lack of good
information, and it's been whipped by false information to create a lot of animosity. If we can't
continue as a community, there will be nothing left.

Chown: who on the board would like to communicate to our attorneys Chris [Baldyga's] perception
of the communication and the fact that we're the ones who haven't responded? | think it's
important that our attorneys know whether they agree with it or not.

Alexander: can we request they watch the end of this of this meeting?

Chown: and get their response. Thanks, Chris, for coming out tonight.

Baldyga: | would hate to think it's a lack of communication between the involved parties. | don't
want this to fail because of that.

Chown: it sure feels like it might.

Adjournment

Alexander moved to adjourn at 10:37 p.m. with a second by Wunsch. Passed by consensus




Consent agenda Invoices to be paid

1. Goats at BHNA $27K detail if some of this is from a grant.

2. Under the various Fahey Schultz Burzych Rhodes expenditures of
approx.. 68%K please detail Full Harvest Farm enforcement, FOIA 25-
41 expenditure, USSIC V. PEN TWP (25-CV-00913, Winery litigation
525358 for $19K, General Matters for 1.6%K, Code Enforcement for
$1.8K, and EMC V. Pen Twp (25-CV-01081) for $500, Hague Acres
Enforcement for $5K,



To the Peninsula Township Board,

The Dec. 9 board meeting packet contains a flurry of identical letters asking the
board to end the winery lawsuit. They urge the township to engage in “meaningful
settlement negotiations” with the wineries without delay. They go on further to
urge a “fair and timely settlement”, and observe that doing so would:

“End years of costly litigation and uncertainty.”

“Protect local taxpayers from mounting legal fees and
potential judgments.”

“Clarify operational expectations for wineries, reducing
future conflict.”

“Preserve our agricultural heritage, ensuring the Peninsula remains
a vibrant, working landscape for generations to come.”

They’re right. How could anyone disagree? Those simplistic principles are like
sunshine, ice cream and puppies...what’s not to like? In fact, all three parties in
the lawsuit have expressed the same sentiments of wanting “fair and reasonable”
for the benefit of the community.

What the letter writers (actually one writer whose words appear to be copied and
pasted by the rest) don’t address are the details. What rules do they feel are, in
their words, “clear, fair and consistent”?

What they also fail to address is that one of the three parties, WOMP, has refused
to participate in post-judgment settlement discussions with the other parties. The
Township and PTP have repeatedly offered to engage in sincere talks, but WOMP
hasn’t taken up the offers.

If the letter writer(s) have any influence with the wineries, I hope they will urge the
wineries to engage in talks, rather than stonewalling the issue.

There are also a couple of misconceptions in the letter. First, as demonstrated when
a winery recently held an event that generated numerous citizen noise complaints
from as far away as a mile, many, many residents live withing earshot of a winery.



The geography of the peninsula, with wineries located on higher elevations and
where sound can travel unimpeded across large expanses of water lends to the wide
broadcast of sound. Second, PTP members bear the same financial risk from a
monetary award as every other property owner. To say they don’t is simply false.

In the spirit offered by the letter writer(s), like them, I urge the board to continue to
pursue discussions with the other parties in the lawsuit.

Sincerely,
John Jacobs
5290 Forest Ave.



e My letter in the packet outlines my opinion about the winery lawsuit
e | want to reiterate some of my points however, and make additional
comments for the record
e The PTP organization does NOT represent me nor any of my views about this
lawsuit. It also does not appear to represent the views of most Township
taxpayers as evidenced by:
o Survey results and,
o The volume of letters recently submitted to the Board
e The majority of those surveyed believe the township is headed in the
wrong direction
= The most common reason cited is this lawsuit
= 60% support relaxed restrictions on large events including
entertainment, wedding receptions etc.
= 83% are dissatisfied with the financial management and desire
decreased enforcement of land use ordinances
= Government overreach is also cited
e Every social media contact about this lawsuit results in an overwhelming
number of comments submitting to the inappropriate actions of PTP and to
date, the Township
e Even though PTP is an intervener in the lawsuit
o They do NOT have a right to make demands of the wineries.
o They have a right to their opinion, but that opinion does NOT outweigh
the opinion of the majority of Township taxpayers
o They do NOT have a right to sit at the negotiation table
o PTP does NOT promulgate rules, regulations nor ordinances - only the
Township Board has that responsibility
e Even though PTP supported many of you who were elected to your current
positions
o Their disproportionate influence ENDED when you took the oath of
office



o You now represent ALL township residents who spoke clearly through
the survey
o The majority has said enough is enough - the Township is on the wrong
side of the law
o It’s time to cease your antagonistic view of the wineries and rather
celebrate their contributions to the township’s financial success and
milieu.
e | am disturbed by the fact that you, Ms Sanders, have participated in PTP
events
o If PTP, why not publicly meet with community members who have a
different viewpoint regarding the wineries— who desire the wineries to
thrive and succeed in the current day and into the future. The
community that recognizes the world has changed. It’s 2025 not 1960.
e | am also disturbed by what | perceive to be harassment of the wineries in
retaliation for the ongoing litigation by petty noise violations at the urging of
PTP
e |n conclusion - Negotiations are NEVER conducted publicly
o | am not an attorney, but | can attest to this fact after a long career that
involved many negotiations with conflicted parties and contracts
| appreciate your desire and need for input
Input, however, MUST include ALL voices of the community
Once you receive that input, the buck stops with the Township Board
It’s time this Board does the right thing and sits down privately with the
wineries as they requested to resolve this dispute by enacting fair and
reasonable ordinances that affect them
e I’m afraid that failure to do so will ultimately result in the demise of
Peninsula Township regardless of its unique setting and beauty.
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