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cater to non-motorized forms of transportation. City Zoning Map, 
with Sections identified by Number, as provided for reference for 
Public Input.

Section 1 – 4/29/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision  

Section 1 - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Relations 
Release

Defined as South of M-115, bordered on the 
West by M-22 (Lake Street), and on the West 
by Betsie Bay waters edge, south to City Bor-
der near the M-22 Causeway. East Boundary is 
a north-south line with Crystal Lake Township.  
Character is Mixed Use, including a small Busi-
ness Commercial (A&W Restaurant), Residential 
(R-2) and (R-3) in the North, and Residential (R-1) 
areas to the South and East to Boundaries, with 
the exception of the R&R Motel, Nielsen Farm, 
and bisected DNR use of former Railroad Right of 
Way for the Betsie Valley Trail, Lake to Lake Trail 
extension.

Section 1 – Described by Planning Commission Chair 
Bruce Ogilvie, for Superintendent Mills, with Ideas for 
Discussion

The current definition of “R-1” a Single Fam-
ily Residential District based on a minimum lot 
square footage of 20,000 sq. feet. To create and 
maintain a stable, single family neighborhoods 
within the City. It is intended that the principal use 
of land is for single-family dwelling. This area now 
contains the area concerning the Tobin project. 
The local Circuit Court Judge should be ruling on 
this lawsuit soon. 

R-2 – The intent of the R-2 Medium Density 
Residential District is to permit housing develop-
ment at the higher densities than permitted in 
R-1 District, in order to accommodate the varied 
housing needs of the population. Each building 
lot has a minimum of 7,500 sq. feet (approxi-
mately 50’x 150’). The principal land use in this 
district is detached single family dwelling units, 
although two-family dwellings are permitted along 
major roads. In section 1, on the north boundary 
is a limited commercial area here, including the 
A&W Restaurant. There is also a multiple family, 
high density section within the R-2 general area. 
Boundary zones and transition zones are not well 
defined. The existence of a private club, home 
based businesses, and semi-commercial activities 
combine to make the north area of Section 1 a 
complex area for city planning efforts. 

Currently, approximately 11% of Section 1 has 
R-3 zoning, the highest density residential zoning 
(Apartments) available in the City. 

Some of this area is in both Frankfort and Crystal 
Lake Township, with the result that any one owner 
receives two tax bills for the same property. 

For convenience, the Crystal Lake Township 
aspect of this discussion is copied to the Gen-
eral section on Crystal Lake Township. 

Section 1 – Public Input 

Section 1 – Zoning: Section 1 to remain R-1 (Total 
Count=23: for=21; raised as issue=2.

Count does not include 5 Crystal Lake Town-
ship residents who wish Section 1 to remain 
R-1: they are counted under “Crystal Lake 
Township”))

Jeanne Stransky, 285 Lake:
Canvassed Section door to door, seeking 
residents’ zoning wishes. Residents were 
informed. Many expressed their past ex-
periences were negative concerning input 
on previous plans.

Jeanne Stransky’s canvassing of her area 
resulted in the following:

13 Section 1 residents signed that they •	
wish R-1 zoning for Section 1 (Count 13). 
5 Crystal Lake Township residents whose •	
neighborhood is directly affected by 
Frankfort’s Section 1, also signed for R-1 
zoning for Section 1. (This is also noted 
in the General section on Crystal Lake 
Township, so not counted here)
Letter from •	 Bruce and Kathleen Leach, 
445 Nelson Road, (Count 1) request-
ing that Section 1 remain R-1. Mr and 
Mrs Leach also wrote against the Tobin 
project. 
Attorney letter for •	 Betsie Bay LLC, 
owners of 742 Lake Street, (Count 1) 
advising that the property was purchased 
as residential, with the expectation that 
it would continue to enjoy the benefits of 
R-1 residential sites. The Commission is 
encouraged to retain the current zoning 
and to permit only such limited residential 
use as is consistent with R-1 zoning.”
Email from •	 Susan Kirkpatrick, 200 Nel-
son Road. (Count 1) Quoting from Kirk-
patrick’s email, “The neighborhood char-
acter was such an important component 
to my choice for a retirement location. The 
Trail further enhances and promotes this 
character for use by the entire community. 
High density, especially from condomini-
um development along the East and West 
wide of M-22, together with increased 
traffic congestion would spoil the special 
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character that brings people to live in and 
visit Frankfort. Please help to protect and 
preserve the single family/rural character, 
with all the sensitive wetland areas, with 
a strongly word Master Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide input.”
2 realtor listings from Realtor Faye Fitch, •	
each for property within Section 1, and 
each saying the Zoning is Residential.     

	 James and Luanne Buzzell, 423 Lake (by letter, 
dated 4/29/08) (Count 1)
		  Have resided in this section for 46 years. 
		  Wish Section 1 to remain R-1.
		  Many new residents choose Frankfort 
because it has remained “unspoiled”.

Norm Nelson, 321 Nelson (Count 1): 
said, “… he is a lifelong resident and 

hoped the area would remain R-1.”

Larry Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1): 
Owns 3 separate Section 1 properties. 
Would like to see the area around their 
property (on Betsie Bay) remain R-1 zon-
ing

Elaine Resh, 105 South Second:  A certified 
Master Planner (Count 1):

Too much “mixed use” can create a gray 
area open for attack by commercial 
factions. She said that development is 
inevitable on the West side of the bay. 
She would like this area (Section 1) to 
remain R-1.

Julie Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove: Owns (with 
Larry Clingman) 3 lots on the Bay. (Count 1)

Should look at putting more single-family 
dwellings houses along this area with 
trees.

Commissioner Rath, 1540 Paultz (Count 1)  
The Planning Commission previously 
discussed renumbering of Sections. Said 
the Tobin Project makes this section a 
very difficult issue. When deciding this, 
the issue was determined by looking at 
what was allowable versus what they felt 
should be appropriate development. 

Likes that this section is mostly R-1.

Thelma Rider-Novak, 1019 River (Count 1): 
Question regarding enforcement of Mas-
ter Plan, for example the Tobin Project, 
against the spot zoning that seems to 
be invited by mixed use zoning. In order 
to have stricter enforcement we should 
not have mixed use zoning, but specific 

zoning. The Section (1) beyond the hill 
on east side beyond (north) of marina 
on west side, this is all R-1. Certain 
businesses are all Crystal Lake Town-
ship, which is pure residential beyond. 
Regarding the commercial area by the 
Smokestack, A&W, and the Eagles, why 
not change that part of Section1 area to 
create a new Section 10, including the 
SW corner of Section 9 and the marina 
and the upper part of Section 1. This 
would ensure iron clad zoning for these 
parts f the City and help solve the lawsuit 
issue. The hill provides the best transi-
tional boundary. (This comment is also 
recorded and counted in the General 
section on Crystal Lake Township.)

Chair Ogilvie, Response: 
We discussed this in our subcommittee 
last year; at that time it was a consider-
ation to question the creation of a com-
mercial district in this area. I don’t think 
any final decisions have been made about 
these areas. We do need transitional 
boundaries. We are looking at getting 
digital mapping of the City to get a full 
view of buildings and boundaries. Finally, 
there is no such thing as a ‘bulletproof’ 
law; enforcement is the best way to insure 
the results demanded by the citizens. En-
forcement begins with specific wording. 

Section 1 – Crystal Lake Township: Section 1 to re-
main R-1 (Total Count=5: raised as 	

issue=5) 
This is count of 5 Crystal Lake Township resi-
dents who participated in Jeanne Stransky’s 
survey and wish Section 1 to remain R-1. 

Section 1 – Landscape: Bay Views, Wildlife Protec-
tion, Trees, Open Space Preservation, Walkability 
(Total Count=7: raised as issue=7)

James and Luanne Buzzell, 423 Lake (by letter, 
dated 4/29/08) (Count 1)
		  Value Betsie Valley Trail, proximity to 
Betsie Bay, and wildlife. 
		
	 Judy Twigg, 682 Lake (Count 1): 

When a person makes an investment they 
trust the City to make good decisions re-
garding their property. Regarding the bay, 
it is nice to see trees and the water. She 
hopes this will be maintained. 

Larry Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1): 
Owns 3 separate Section 1 properties. 
Reason for wanting R-1 designation is 
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wildlife preservation. 

Jon Hawley, 403 Forest (Count 1): 
We must preserve our open space.
Commented on another city (in the 
Ozarks, Arkansas) where layered devel-
opment occurred, rising from the shore of 
the Lake to the surrounding hillsides … 
has ruined certain aspects of quality of life 
in that region and over-development has 
ruined what people went there for be-
cause their Lake is no longer enjoyable.. 

Tom Twigg: 682 Lake Street (Count 1): 
With water quality already pretty bad (in 
the Bay), and the Marina barely surviving, 
he hopes the city will not do anything to 
further degrade the area. 

Elaine Resh, 105 South Second:  A certified 
Master Planner (Count 1):

Values that Frankfort is .. virtually un-
touched. Unlike many other Michigan 
communities, we can enjoy an uninter-
rupted view of bay from one end to the 
other.

Judy Twigg or Jeanne Stransky (Count 1):
This is the walkable area in this section 

that could
support housing. (uncertain about this 

statement, not clear in minutes.)

Section 1 – Landscape: Pocket Parks (Total Count=3: 
for=3)

	 Larry Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1):
Owns 3 separate Section 1 properties. 
Encourages creation of pocket parks 
for trail users to get access to the water. 
There are already a couple of roads plat-
ted within the area: he would like to see 
them made into pocket parks. 

Julie Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1): 
Owns (with Larry Clingman) 3 Bay lots.

Pocket parks would be a great idea for 
this area.

Chair Ogilvie (Count 1): 
The Trail has increased interest in access 
to the water. He would like to see the City 
work with the Park and Recreation Board 
to create pocket parks.

Section 1 - Betsie Bay: Condo Development on Bay 
(Total Count=1: against=1) 

Julie Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1): 

Owns (with Larry Clingman) 3 Bay lots.
What about all the (proposed) condo de-
velopment (across the Bay) (in) Elberta? 
We are getting more and more condos 
and can’t let this continue. We need con-
trolled growth/development on the East 
end. 

Section 1 - Betsie Bay: Master Plan for Betsie Bay 
(Total Count=1: raised as issue-1)

Julie Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1):
There is no Master Plan for the (Betsie) 
Bay.

Section 1 – Crystal Lake Township: Relationship with 
Crystal Lake Township (These two comments, i.e., 
Ogilvie and Holwerda) are also copied to a General 
section on Crystal Lake Township, They are counted 
under “Crystal Lake Township”. 

	 Chair Ogilvie continued comments from dis-
cussion with Superintendent Mills: 

as an example, the Neilson (farm) prop-
erty could be the site for a large complex. 
(Mr. Neilson’s property is in both Frankfort 
and Crystal Lake Township.) There is 
nothing in our zoning (or the county zon-
ing) to prevent this. 

The City should think about entering into 
agreement with Crystal Lake Township 
and the County to avoid this type of ac-
tion. Annexation is one method possible 
if a certain number of people in Crystal 
Lake Township decided they wanted to 
become a part of the City of Frankfort. 

CCM. Holwerda: 
Likes the idea of working with Crystal 
Lake Township and the County to help 
ensure enforcement and of the Master 
Plan. She stressed that our concerns and 
issues need to be conveyed and resolved 
in the kindest possible way.  

Section 1 – End of Section  
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Section 2 – 2/12/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision  

Section 2 - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Relations 
Release

Defined as the East Side of Michigan Avenue 
from Park Street North to George Street and 
East to M-22. A Residential area (R-1) with 
large lots and low densities, with generous open 
spaces; section contains the Maples Medical 
Care Facility, Paul Oliver Hospital(partial), United 
Methodist Church, borders City Park and water 
tank property.

Section 2 - Public Input 

Section 2 - City Superintendent Mills Verbal Descrip-
tion of Section and Presentation of

Vision and Ideas for Discussion 

City Superintendent Mills
outlined the status of the Master Plan, 
Land Use Planning and Zoning Ordinance 
as it is and applies to this section of the 
City:  Provided materials available to the 
public, including “Smart Growth” explana-
tion, Glossary of Terminology, and Gen-
eral Land Use Planning Considerations.   

Superintendent Mills described 
Section 2 as containing the Major Medical 
Zone, Residential – 1 Zone (the lowest 
density form), Special Use Zoning for 
Frankfort United Methodist Church and 
associated property. 

Introduced the infrastructure locations: 
water mains, sewer lines, and potential 
changes to those structures as the City 
expands to the North and West. 

Emphasized the general land-use plan-
ning concept to maintain 60% open 
space, natural trees and vegetation with 
R-1 zoning districts and throughout the 
city, where practical.  Introduced the con-
cept of Platted Blocks within the City, as 
an example Block H has 35.1 acres, Zon-
ing is R-1, allowing one dwelling for each 
20,000 sq. feet.  The total build out for 
Block H could be 76 dwellings, less the 
number of existing dwellings, or 31 new 
dwellings along Michigan Avenue,  Den-
ton, Beech, George St., and M-22 Crys-
tal Avenue.  Planning Commission will 
consider multiple family residences, up to 
a four-plex style dwelling in size, allowed 

under existing PUD/SCD (Planned Unit 
Development and/or Site Condominium 
Development) that would be available, but 
restricted in total square footage available 
in each Platted Block.  Also under consid-
eration is a restricted option to build living 
units above detached garages in R-1 
and R-2 zones. Any change to accessory 
dwelling will include restrictions as to size, 
height, proportional size to existing dwell-
ing and lot coverage. 

Home occupations that are low impact 
on residential neighborhoods: minimum 
traffic, off street parking, non-hazardous 
materials, non-intrusive as far as noise, 
fumes, exhaust, etc.

Standards improvement for Bed & Break-
fast facilities in residential districts.

Cluster Housing standards:  a smart 
growth practice to improve infrastruc-
ture, reduce clear cutting, increase open 
space, and relieve “curb” cuts along arte-
rial streets. A project such as the three 
acre Bradley Site on Michigan Avenue is 
a case in point. Currently in Section 2 ap-
proximately 10%, lot coverage exists, and 
90% is open space/forest/natural. The 
Bradley Property could “by right” have 
six building lots on the 3-acre property. 
Each lot and residence in an R-1 zoning 
situation, with an average cost upwards 
of approximately $350,000. Alternatively, 
the Site Condominium Plan would allow 
15 residences, in four buildings, with each 
unit costing about $175,000 – 200,000. 
By clustering the dwelling units, less land 
disturbance, fewer trees removed (more 
open space maintained) and fewer sewer, 
water, storm water pipes, fewer street 
entrances and curb cuts. 

ection 2 – Public Input 
Section 2 – Zoning: Concept: Cluster and PUD (Total 
Count=4: raised as issue=4)

 
CCM. Holwerda (Count 1):

What changes are anticipated in the PUD 
ordinance?  
Superintendent Mills, Response: 

Possibly, through community input and 
desires, slight modifications in order 
to achieve established standards and/
or conditions associated with potential 
growth.

	 Myra Elias, 110 George (Count 1): 
What are the changes considered in Sec-
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tion 2? She had heard that three possible 
sites might have clustered housing in this 
section; where would they be, each one 
covering how big an area? It is not so 
much what residents would like as what 
they will tolerate.

Superintendent Mills, Response: 
That is correct. There are three sites of 
sufficient size that would allow a PUD or 
clustered housing. 
-----	 One is the Bradley Property east 

of Michigan Avenue, south of 
George Street and North of the 
Hanrath subdivision property. 

-----	 Another is a portion of land West 
of  M-22 Crystal Avenue, north of 
Beech Street, 

-----	 and a third is just south of Beech 
Street along M-22. 

Superintendent Mills, Further Response: 
From Michigan Avenue looking west 
toward Lake Michigan, into Section 6, we 
learned last week that approximately 100 
new dwelling units might be built on three 
properties.  Is this what you would like 
in your neighborhood to have, 100 new 
driveways on to Michigan Avenue?

CCM. Glynn (Count 1): 
What is the purpose of Clustering? Is it 
a PUD or a condominium development?  
I am sure that people don’t understand 
what clustering means.

	 Superintendent Mills, Response: 
Clustering considers the total lot cover-
age, population density on a given piece 
of land and tries to maintain open space 
and building coverage within a stipulated 
percentage, specifically: a maximum of 
“man-made” lot coverage of 40%,   includ-
ing buildings, sidewalks, alleys, drive-
ways, decks, etc, then 60% in a natural 
condition, undisturbed by the construction 
process to the greatest extent possible.  

An R-1 district allows one dwelling unit 
(approximately 2.3 people in Frankfort, 
per dwelling unit) for each 20,000 square 
feet of lot, or per 45.9% of an acre per 
dwelling.  In the same R-1 density for 3 
acres, six dwelling units could have ap-
proximately 13.8 persons in 6, or 16.1 in 7 
dwellings. Under the cluster design within 
a PUD or Site Condominium a total of 5 
dwellings could be built with total “man-
made” coverage of 8,000 (1,600 each) 
square feet, leaving 12,000 square feet 
as open space. For 1 acre, 25 people 
are living in 10 dwellings on one acre, or 
by extension 75 people in 30 units on 3 
acres.  Three Acres are 130,680 square 

feet, allows 52,272 sq ft of “man-made” 
space, leaving 78,408 sq ft for open 
space. 

Properly clustered and landscaped, this 
is a potential development of affordable 
homes in a residential neighborhood.

Mayor Elias (Count 1):
What is the difference between a PUD 

and a Cluster Development?
	 Superintendent Mills, Response: 

PUD  [Planned Unit Development] meets 
certain design and land use restrictions 
in a zoning ordinance and seeks under 
single ownership or unified control, one 
or more principal buildings or uses; and is 
processed through site plan and zoning 
restrictions as a single planning function. 
Allows design flexibility that may vary 
from traditional prohibitions of setbacks, 
side yards, height limitations and mixture 
of building types and uses.  

Ultimately, the PUD seeks to achieve 
economies in construction, service utili-
ties, common walk and driveways, open 
land and preservation of natural environ-
ment. 

Section 2 – Zoning: Concept: Form-Based Code (Total 
Count=1: raised as issue=1)

Suz McLaughlin, 670 Crystal: 
When will there be an opportunity for a 
community decision about Form Based 
Code writing?  

Section 2 – Landscape: Landscape and Wildlife (Total 
Count=2: raised as issue=2)

CCM. Holwerda (these comments were includ-
ed and counted with 2/26/08 Minutes) 

Reporting for her son and daughter-in-
law: they are concerned by “clear cut-
ting” of property such as the Hanrath 
subdivision on Michigan Avenue, and 
confused by the intention of the Bradley 
proposal for “clustered housing” north of 
Hanrath subdivision. She believes oth-
ers are equally concerned. Clarification is 
needed.  

	 Faith Sanders, 405 Park (Count 1)
asked about Tank Hill zoning and status 
of wildlife inhabiting the City Property.  
Wants the wild life protected from devel-
opment. 

	 Faith Saunders, 405 Park (Count 1)
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It was mentioned that a Sewer Main might 
go under Pine Lane, I don’t want all the 
wildlife that use that area disturbed, or 
Pine Lane made bigger.  Still concerned 
about Tank Hill and the Woods, too.       

Superintendent Mills, Response: 
Tank Hill is designated a City Park area. 
Nothing at this point will change on the 
Hill.  The Pine Lane is partially improved 
and mostly a covered two track to the 
East toward the Methodist Church. A 
sewer main already runs under all of 
that right of way. Access to the lots and 
potential buildings might have to be made 
available.

Mayor Elias: 
  		  Regards Pine Lane as needed, a few 
repairs might be OK to make it usable. 

Section 2 – Transportation: Sidewalks on Michigan 
Avenue (Total Count=2: for=2)

Gordon Teague, 156 Hanrath (Count 1): 
A new resident in Frankfort. Wondered 
why no sidewalks on Michigan Avenue. It 
is heavily used and dangerous.

Superintendent Mills, Response:  
Part of creating a walkable, non-motor-
ized, community is sidewalks on at least 
one side of each street.  This goal can be 
achieved through budget control, special 
assessment and/or grants.

	 Roger Griner, 316 Michigan (Count 1)
Michigan Avenue needs sidewalks “all the 

way out”

Section 2 – End of Section

Section 3 – 2/26/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision  

Section 3 - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Relations 
Release

Defined as the East Side of M-22 from Market 
Square Park and Corning Avenue, North to the 
City Limit (the eastward extension of George 
Street) and West of Bridge Street.  A residen-
tial area (R-1) characterized by low densities to 
the north and a residential R-2 districts south of 
Beech Street. Limited mixed use development, 
with one Industrial section. Topography and geol-
ogy combine to limit building potentials in the 
North and East sections.

Section 3 – Issues Raised, Summarized from 2/26/08 

minutes 

Section 3 - City Superintendent Mills Verbal Descrip-
tion of Section and

Presentation of Vision and Ideas for Discus-
sion

Section 3 is the Northeast and North central por-
tion of the City of Frankfort. It is the least devel-
oped area of the City. It is the place where most 
likely development will occur. 

Four platted areas, including Block I – approxi-
mately 43.5 acres. The number one goal within 
this area, and all areas of the City, is to maintain 
about 60% open space. At the west boundary of 
M-22, there is quite a severe topographic issue. 
There are a number of homes on or close to Beech 
Street, there a number of areas with existing 
houses on large lots. To address this area, we need 
the best type of aerial mapping to achieve a clear 
picture. Based on the available information, we 
could expand this area. At this time, most of the 
NE section is not served by city utilities, however 
the city could extend these services

This section is zoned R-1 Low Density Residen-
tial, which has minimum 20,000 sq.ft lot size with 
a minimum 100 ft. width. 

Superintendent Mills reviewed the General Master 
Plan and Land Use Plan concepts (handout) as 
it relates to Section 3. Section 3 could have more 
“clustered” neighborhoods to achieve density. It 
will difficult to achieve traditional building plans in 
this area because of the topography and the slope 
of the hills. Accessibility is the main issue, and the 
clustering neighbor concept may solve the prob-
lem of density in this area.   

General Issues were presented from “Smart 
Growth Design” Goal (hand out) are to have a 
walkable community with sidewalks or blacktop 
extension to the sides of the roadways. Down-
cast lighting of residential areas to continue ‘dark 
sky’; Opportunity for second floor occupation in 
separate garages. Went into discussion of height 
proportions for detached garages relative to main 
house, and the addition of low impact home occu-
pations, encourage mixed uses within residential 
settings that will not create high traffic volumes or 
parking congestion. 

One issue may become “short term” rental usages 
that are not currently allowed in R-1 or R-2 neigh-
borhoods. This is something the Planning Com-
mission and City Council will need to address. 
(This item also appears in General section on 
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Short Term Rentals.)

Block L is 54.6 acres with north boundary of city and 
township having more than 50 acres immediately north of 
the boundary in Crystal Lake Township. It is possible to 
expand in a (coordinated) manner with utility extensions 
north of the city into this area of the Township property. 
Larger lot sizes are generally available for redevelopment. 
Given the opportunity or need, the City might develop the 
George Street extension to achieve access to this area. 
The splitting of lots along Beech Street is not representa-
tive of future development because of the topography 
issues. Building 40% footprint size and maintain 60% 
open space through clustering techniques. It is the largest 
platted area in city that is not developed. 

There is at least 50 acres of contiguous area north of the 
City Boundary in Crystal Lake Township to be developed. 
2.5 acre minimum per residence. However, Site Plan 
Condominium development is possible in the County as 
well as the City, and could be the basis for coordination 
between the Township and the City. (For convenience, 
this paragraph is copied to the General section on Crystal 
Lake Township.) 

Utility Capacity:  Gross Maximum for BLUA is 1.3 million 
gallons per day, right now the City and Elberta produce 
approximately 300-600,000 gallons per day, winter to 
summer.  As a result of current expansion being under-
taken at BLUA, both water and sewer usage might double 
within the expanded facility. The question is about the abil-
ity of the infrastructure of this area including road/trans-
portation system to handle increased traffic in and out of 
this northern area is important.

Block M - ??? ___________acres, is relatively developed, 
compared to the North. Parcels of land could be devel-
oped under the Land Division Act to provide up to four 
buildable lots. Most likely to continue current pattern of 
R-1 development, with single family homes on the build-
able areas.  What would members of the public want to 
see?

Block N is the last area of Section 3, and uses Bridge 
Street as the East boundary.  Undeveloped area with little 
access and difficult road way access to Graves Road. R-1 
zoning, and is similar to the rest of Section 3 that allows 
development within the need for open space.

The City received a Federal Grant allocation, for $100,000 
in the 2006 congress. A technical amendment is working 
through Congress, very slowly.  If we had the money, one 
of the goals of the Planning Commission was to show 
how these areas would appear under different scenarios 
through the use of CitySimulations to create a Virtual 
Model of the City using the computer with digital images. 
This done currently with a representation of the Frankfort 
Downtown has a built out Simulation Model so current and 
new development can be represented for better under-
standing.  Anyone could visit on-line. 

Section 3 - Public Input 

Section 3 – Zoning: Zoning (Total Count=4: raised as 
issue=4)

CCM. Holwerda (Written and Spoken Input on 
Section 3) (Count 1) 
		  Buildable sites should be no less than one 
acre; and preferably 2 acres;

Randy Gilbert, Leelanau (Count 1):
Likes the R-1 Standard in this area, be-

cause] it protects the value of the property. 
Superintendent Mills, Response: 

The topography of the area will dictate the 
result.

	 George Ryckman (Count 1)
the problem he sees is that some legisla-
tion or ordinance needs to be passed to 
protect this area, otherwise the Planning 
Commission is at the mercy of individual 
property owners or developers. This can 
get dicey.

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:
it is the purpose of Government to protect 
the interests of the property owner while 
looking beyond any one ownership, and 
seeing the future when that person may 
not own the property and another set of 
issues are raised, that the new owner 
may want to develop the property in a 
manner that is not in keeping with the 
past owners and conflicts with his (then) 
neighbors thoughts.  

General conversation between Luedtke, 
Superintendent Mills, and Commissioner 
McLaughlin and Chair Ogilvie (Count 1)

about the form-based, current ordinances 
in words, development of standards 
before going to variances to accomplish it.

Section 3 – Zoning: Concept: Cluster and PUD (Total 
Count=4: against=2; raised as

issue=2)

CCM. Holwerda (Written and Spoken Input on 
Section 3) (Count 1)
		  No clustered housing (like they do on 
hillsides in California);

Mayor Elias (Count 1):
Thinks that Cluster Development endan-

gers R-1

	 Kurt Luedtke (Count 1), 
How would you describe “High Meadow” 
development in the township north of the 
City? Said the development is not very 
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successful. 
	 Superintendent Mills, Response:

It is similar to a PUD with clustered hous-
ing in its design.

	
George Ryckman (Count 1), 

sounds like a PUD allows for Clustered 
Development in R-1. 

Section 3 – Landscape: Landscape, Access & Devel-
opment (Total Count=3: raised as 

issue=3)

CCM. Holwerda (Written and Spoken Input on 
Section 3) (Count 1) 

Keep topography as is, don’t remove or 
re-shape hills because it causes erosion; 

Access to “land-locked” properties need-
ed because otherwise fire trucks cannot 
gain access;

Bonnie Warren, 590 Corning Avenue (Count 1) 
isn’t development of this area (Section 3) 
dependent on creating a new road in the 
North – probably George Street? Most of 
the neighbors want to maintain the for-
ested areas, allowing both personal use 
and view.

Bruce Harwood, Elm Rd. (Count 1)
everything east of Bellows is high view 
property. The terrain is steep. It is thought 
that the high price of the property in this 
area would inhibit development. 

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:  
That is why, right now, we are re-examin-
ing the entire Master Plan and Zoning. . 

Section 3 – Housing: Ancilliary Living Quarters (in-
cludes Carriage Houses, also Attached 

And Detached Garages) (Total Count=2: for=1; 
against=1)  

Ancilliary Living Quarters – Working Definition 

Ancilliary Living Quarters  
Defined as containing facilities for sleep-
ing, eating and bathing, i.e., bedroom(s), 
kitchen, bathroom(s).

Mayor Elias (Count 1):
I am very concerned about garages hav-
ing living area(s) above them; I am not in 
favor of them. I live in an R-1 area and I 
don’t want to live next to apartment de-
velopment that starts out like a detached 
garage; I bought a nice lot and don’t want 
to live with all that congestion. It’s like 
living in an apartment area. Wanted to live 
in nice spot, without congestion. 

Thinks rentals/living quarters above ga-
rages endanger property values. 

CCM. Holwerda (Written and Spoken Input on 
Section 3) (Count  1) 

Allow second-story living quarters; 

Randy Gilbert 
This is a good meeting and needed. 

Section 3 – End of Section
	  
 Sections 4 & 5 – 6/10/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision 

Sections 4 & 5  - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Rela-
tions Release

Defined as Central Frankfort Residential areas, 
containing Residential -2 lots, with Major Medi-
cal, religious, school and public recreational 
areas. West boundary is the City-owned Beach-
front on Lake Michigan; south boundary is Main 
Street, Anchor Place, and North to Park Avenue. 
Irregular boundary east of M-22 extending North 
to Beech Street, east to Corning Avenue, south to 
Elm Street then east to Day, then South to Har-
bor Place, West to 9th Street, then south again to 
Anchor Place.

Sections 4 & 5 - City Superintendent Mills Verbal De-
scription of Section and Presentation

of Vision and Ideas for Discussion 

Superintendent Mills introduced these sections as 
the primary residential section of the city:  These 
are the most established residential areas in the 
City.  The corridor along M-22 is partly zoned 
General Commercial, generally reserved for plaza 
development.  The zoning could change to ac-
commodate entrepreneurial businesses.  The zon-
ing could change to low impact industrial use for 
small offices with consideration given to setbacks.  
The idea would be to take the average front yard 
setbacks and implement that as the standard, 
with possible exceptions.  This area would follow 
M-22 west of 7th Street, include properties south of 
Harbor Place, north of Anchor Place, including the 
parcels along M-22 up to the corner of Corning 
Avenue.  

Existing ordinance allows townhouses and du-
plexes in R-2 if they have access off M-22.   

Sections 4 & 5 - Public Input 

Sections 4 & 5 – Housing: Ancilliary Living Quar-
ters (includes Carriage Houses, also Attached and 



Master Plan 
Assessment

69
Final - May 30, 2009

Detached Garages) (Total Count=4: for=3; raised as 
issue=1)  

Ancilliary Living Quarters – Working Definition 

	 Ancilliary Living Quarters  
Defined as containing facilities for sleep-
ing, eating and bathing, i.e., bedroom(s), 
kitchen, bathroom(s). 

This definition also appears in SELECTED PLAN-
NING AND ZONING TERMS AND CONCEPTS. 

Superintendent Mills:  
Discussed allowing living quarters above 
detached garages. This would require 
additional two spaces of parking.  Early 
discussions include allowing a two story 
home with a two story garage, but not al-
lowing a one story home with a two story 
garage.  This has been a big issue in 
surrounding areas, such as Traverse City 
and Suttons Bay.  The height and area 
would be a direct relation to the primary 
home and parking would need to be main-
tained.  

Dennis Haugen, AIA, 322 Forest (Count 1): 
Frankfort has many ‘Carriage Homes’ 
which creates character in the City.  This 
should not create a hostel-like environ-
ment. It is important that any additions be 
appropriate to the house.   

George Kerridge, 301 Michigan  (Count 1): 
Carriage houses should be subject to 
mixed-use approval.

CCM. Glynn  (Count 1): 
Regarding the ancillary living quarters in 
residential districts where the permission 
would be granted for a two story house 
[having] two story garage is a good idea.  
Present requirement is 2 parking places 
for house, and 2 for garage, could be dif-
ficult to achieve (because of the small city 
lots) 

Sharon Pugh, 114 Forest  (Count 1):  	
How will attached garages be addressed?  

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:  
Currently, attached garages are allowed 

to have living spaces.  

Sections 4 & 5 – Zoning: Transitional Area (Total 
count=1: raised as issue=1)

	 Alma House, 221 Michigan  (Count 1): 
Questioned term “transitional area”.

Sections 4 & 5 – Zoning: Transitional Area: Live/Work 

(Total count: raised as issue=1) 

This definition also appears in SELECTED PLAN-
NING AND ZONING TERMS AND CONCEPTS. 

Mike Campbell, 1009 Forest  (Count 1): 
Questioned meaning of “live/work”. There 
are many precedents regarding buildings 
and sizes and their design. 

Sections 4 & 5 – Zoning: Transitional Area: Low-Im-
pact Operations (Total count=1: raised 

As issue=1) 

This definition also appears in SELECTED PLAN-
NING AND ZONING TERMS AND CONCEPTS. 

Superintendent Mills:  
Looking at low impact operations (for 

home-work environments).
Thelma Rider-Novak, 1019 River  (Count 1):  

How does the “low-impact” idea affect 
parking and traffic?  

	 Superintendent Mills, response:
Low-impact would require certain amount 
of parking, but not high traffic.  Business-
es would have to file with the permitted 
uses of the zoning commission regard-
ing parking and other issues.  Amount of 
parking would be included in the zoning.

Sections 4 & 5 – Zoning: Zoning Change (Total 
count=2: conditionally for=2)

George Kerridge, 301 Michigan  (Count 1): 
Likes the zoning change idea.  
The businesses should be self contained 

as stated in the current ordinance.  
Superintendent Mills:  

Current guidelines would be followed with 
some strict permitted uses.  The ultimate 
goal would be form-based code which 
identifies design components. 

CCM. Glynn  (Count 1): 
Likes the idea, but commented on the 
demand for businesses given the high 
amount of business premises that are cur-
rently vacant. 

Sections 4 & 5 – Transportation: Parking (Total 
Count=1; raised as issue=1)

Mike Campbell, 1009 Forest (Count 1): 
Where is legal parking on M-22?     

	 Superintendent Mills, Response: 
There are no signs prohibiting parking on 
many areas of M-22, however overnight 
parking is not allowed.
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Sections 4 & 5 – Zoning: Signage Zoning (Total 
Count=4: conditionally for=1) 

Mike Campbell, 1009 Forest (Count 1): 
It may be useful to have a signage zon-

ing.
	 Superintendent Mills, Response: 

The signage will be tasteful and unob-
trusive.  There are no signs prohibiting 
parking on many areas of M-22, however 
overnight parking is not allowed.

Sections 4 & 5 – Zoning: Setbacks, Based Upon Per-
Block Average (Total Count=1: for=1)

Dennis Haugen, AIA, 322 Forest (Count 1):  
Using the averages of all setbacks (per 
block) is a great idea instead of using a 
fixed setback, which can become con-
spicuous and out of character.  

Sections 4 & 5 - End of Sections 

Section 6 – 1/29/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision 

Section 6 - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Relations 
Release

Section 6 is defined as the West Side of Michi-
gan Avenue from Park Street North to George 
Street and West to Lake Michigan Shoreline. 
Section 6 includes the Michigan Shores Co-Oper-
ative Apartments, Frankfort Bluffs Condominiums, 
and a few private residences.  The majority of the 
land is forested and open dune lands. The area 
is not currently served by City Water or Sewer 
services, although it is part of the City of Frankfort 
service area.

PRESS RELEASE TO RECORD PATRIOT BY 
BRUCE OGILVIE.

The January 29 meeting brought twenty 
citizens and only ten or twelve serious 
questions about the intent and purpose 
of the Planning Commission’s undertak-
ing. After an hour and a half of formal 
and informal discussion, the Commission 
members learned a few new issues and 
heard significant anecdotal information 
about this Northwestern part of the City of 
Frankfort. One significant issue raised by 
the Commission was the potential “build-
out” of this mostly vacant section of the 
City: Currently, including the Michigan 
Shores Cooperative Apartments, there 
are 76 existing dwelling units in this area; 
an additional 100 dwelling units could be 

added west of Michigan Avenue.  Today on 
a total of 63 acres (2,757,009 sq. feet), 
there are 79,164 sq. feet of buildings, or 
2.9%. The building density could increase 
to more than 1,000,000 sq feet of the total 
building area, under existing zoning under 
Residential -1 (20,000 sq. ft minimum) and 
Residential -2 (7,500 sq. ft minimum) use.  
When asked about the affect of this poten-
tial build out, most citizens expressed dis-
may at the potential congestion and strain 
on surface transportation roads. An addi-
tional concern was the need for additional 
infrastructure services, (e.g. Water, sewer, 
storm water, maintenance, etc.).

Section 6 – Public Input Forum (unformatted and un-
reviewed transcription only)

Section 6 - City Superintendent Mills Verbal Descrip-
tion of Section and Presentation of

Vision and Ideas for Discussion 

Superintendent Mills 
Described Section 6 as west of Michigan 
Avenue, North of Park Street, extend-
ing to the North boundary of the City at 
George Street, and on the West by Lake 
Michigan. 

General statement concerning “open space” 1.	
vs. “hard surfaces” for each buildable lot: 60% 
undisturbed and maximum of 40% for house, 
related structures and driveways, etc. 
Living Quarters above Detached Garages – 2.	
not a new concept but not currently allowed 
within R-1, R-2, R-3 districts of the City. 
Character of the current area, including the 3.	
coverage by existing buildings very limited, 
from south to north along Michigan Avenue :

Private Residence a.	
Condominium Development – The b.	
Bluffs of Frankfort
Private residencec.	
The Michigan Shores Cooperative d.	
Apartments
Undeveloped lote.	

Density Study done by City Superintendent 4.	

Public Input: : Due to incompleteness of meeting notes, 
there is limited recording of who 

said what.  Therefore, the only comments that are 
counted are those where the nature of the com-
ment or concern is clear and was brought up by a 
member of the public (i.e., genuinely, public input).

Suz McLaughlin 
Questioned the use of “Form Based Planning” and 
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“Clustered housing” models. 

In a Univ. of Wisconsin article, dated October 
26, 2007, found at Science Daily.com “clustered 
housing” attracted conflicts at law over the use of 
“open space” by a ‘public’ trail through a clustered 
housing area. Evidently, the Housing Association 
could not limit the public use of the Trail, even 
though it was officially “private” property owned by 
the constituent homeowners. 

Questions:
	 Alice Hollenbeck, Michigan Shores, a comment 
about something not being viable.
	 Mills: comment about the on-site retention pond 
on the Michigan Shores site.

Someone asked about Stand-alone condo’s in the 
Bradley Development. Could a new owner apply 
for a Special Use permit to allow R-3 develop-
ment, with mixed use, rather than having just 
residential condos? 

	 [I did not write down Josh’s answer]

Norma ____ (Mayor ) pointed out the need to not 
enforce only one form of development, but allow 
mixed residential forms within each (area). 

Home Based Occupations in Residential Districts

	 Superintendent Mills
Would people want to allow Home Oc-
cupations in Residential Districts?  If the 
traffic volume were limited?

Short Term Rentals

Superintendent Mills
Would people consider Short Term Rent-
als in Residential Districts? It is a growing 
use, in Residential Districts, of formerly 
single family homes. 

	 Unknown Questioner:
What does the City now allow?

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:
It is an “unmentioned special use” of a 
commercial type in a residential neigh-
borhood, and had the potential to be a 
problem. 

Commercial uses of property in areas now zoned for R-1, 
R-2 neighborhoods. What type of services might be of-
fered in proximity to these areas?

Limited commercial buildings in new mixed use area?

What about infrastructure?  Water and Sewer are avail-
able to most of the area #6. Might be some areas that are 
more than 250 feet from connection … need to consider 

new “water leads, and sewer connections” for this area.

Question about annexation of area North of George 
Street?
Right now, no plans, but allowed to consider working with 
Crystal Lake Township (County Zoning) 
to coordinate the zoning between City and Township. 
City Services could be provided, under certain allowable 
circumstances. 

Setback from Critical Dunes

Unknown Questioner:
What about set back from Critical Dunes?  
The current standard in State Law is 
about 50 Feet in most places. 

Superintendent Mills: 
Suggested that the City impose a wide 
zone from Critical Dune structures (per-
haps 250 feet). 

Question about the Land Division Act, and how current 
land could be split into buildable lots … Josh indicated 
that could be done … and outlined the timing limitations 
and process.

Josh Mills also commented that Site Condo Act was easier 
to work with for the Developer. Needed to better under-
stand the potential for excessive “build out” possibilities.

Summary of Issues Raised:
Zoning: Concept: Cluster Housing (Total Count=1: 

raised as issue=1)
Zoning: Concept: Form Based Code (Total 

Count=1: raised as issue=1)
Zoning: R-3 In Bradley Development? (Total 

Count=1: raised as issue=1)
Zoning: Buildable Lot Sizes (Total Count=1: raised 

as issue=1)
Crystal Lake Township: Annexation of George 

Street (Total Count=1: raised as issue=1)
Landscape: Critical Dune Setback 1 (Total 

Count=1: raised as issue=1)

Section 6 – End of Section
	
Section 7 – 5/13/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision  

Section 7 - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Relations 
Release

Defined as south of Anchor Place, West of 10th 
Street, North of Betsie Bay waters edge, and 
east of Lake Michigan shoreline.  Character-
ized by City of Frankfort property – including City 
Recreation Center, parking for City Boat Launch, 
Open Space Park, Benzie Shores District Li-
brary, City Mineral Springs Park, City Marina and 
Borwell Yacht Basin, parking for Yacht Basin, City 
Hall, Rotary Park, and Central Business District. 
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Bisecting the area is the Betsie Valley Trail exten-
sion to Lake Michigan. Central Business District 
extends from 9th street on the East to 2nd Street 
on the West and South of Anchor Place.  South 
of Waterfront Drive is the Waterfront Business 
District extending from 5th Street, west to Lake 
Michigan Shoreline. Mixed-use development 
includes marina, engineering, residential, and City 
Park and recreation property.

Section 7 - City Superintendent Mills Verbal Descrip-
tion of Section and Presentation of
  	 Vision and Ideas for Discussion

Section 7 is the core of waterfront and business 
community.  Discussions have surrounded what is 
important to protect in downtown district, what to 
keep, and what should be done differently.  
 
The City secured grant to reconstruct and mod-
ernize the launch facility.  The scope of upgrades 
would include adding another slip, redo all the 
docks, extend more concrete into the bay to 
increase access, and clear plant vegetation to cre-
ate more of a park atmosphere in this area.  One 
downside could be increased garbage accumula-
tion to wind.    

Other upgrades include modifying and upgrad-
ing the fish cleaning station.  Looked into en-
trails disposal, which is very expensive.  Current 
system works, but other options are being looked 
into.  Lighting and restroom upgrades are also a 
possibility.    

The Recreation Center may be used as com-
munity kitchen and recreation facility.  A summer 
program has been successfully running out of the 
center.  The City is looking into security system 
due to vandalism.  

Site plans for parks will be revised with the new 
Master Plan.  

Open Space Park should remain as an open 
space and could include a new dog park.  Min-
eral Springs needs some upgrades.  There have 
been discussions about building a larger pavilion, 
doubling as an ice skating rink.  The playground 
structure will need to be removed in one year due 
to safety concerns.  The City has looked into alter-
nate playground structures such as lighthouse or 
arch replicas. 

   
Marina: Grant dollars were obtained from Water-
ways Commission to do a study on what it takes 
to upgrade power to docks and look at condition 
of docks with varying water elevations.  Parking 
issues need to be discussed in order to take full 
advantage of access for residents and seasonal 
boaters.

Luedtke Engineering:  This marine construction 
company is zoned Waterfront Business.  Poten-
tial uses for this property could be Commercial, 
Retail, Residential.  A wooden boardwalk could be 
added.    

Jacobson’s Marina: A special use permit was 
granted for a pool.  

Gold Coast Marina: This space is being used in 
accordance with the plan.   

Mitch Mate Slip: Owned by Jacobson’s Marina.

Waterfront Drive: It is an easement. Suggestion 
could be making this one way.  A safe and acces-
sible walkway could be created.  Discussion have 
taken place to It is a possibility to get property to 
build bike trail along Luedtke’s property.

Crystal Lake Art Center:  The City owns the build-
ing.  The Art Center is launching a $2.5 million 
fundraising campaign.   Discussions have taken 
place with Coast Guard to enhance Homeland 
Security issues, such as a fence and/or security 
gate.

Harbor Lights:  This area is quite developed.  
Considerations for this area should be included in 
the Master Plan.       

Cannon Park:  Discussions include upgrades and 
certain amenities in accordance with the budget.   

Downtown Area:  Mixed use with retail and resi-
dential, maintain old fashioned design building 
look.  Need to come up with design criteria, which 
should be included in Master Plan.  The idea of 
uniform canopies on store fronts was discussed.  
Kiosks with information for visitors were also 
discussed.   

Section 7 - Public Input 

Section 7 – Transportation: Parking Downtown (Total 
Count=7: raised as issue=7)

Arlene Olsen, 27 Miami (Count 1): 
high number of handicapped parking 

spots in front of Olsen Sayles.  
	 Shirley Wald, 312 Main (Count 1): 

RV and trailer parking in downtown. 
Suggest information kiosks for alternative 
parking.   

	 CCM. Haugen (Count 1): 
Handicapped parking should be taken into 
consideration.  
Parking behind businesses has been 
discussed.

	 JoAnn Frary, 929 Main (Count 1): 
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Commented on oversized parking 
throughout downtown, specifically on east 
side of downtown.

	 Chairman Ogilvie (Count 1):  
Utilizing parking behind businesses has 

been discussed.
	 Bob Korten, 404 Main (Count 1): 

Dumpsters take up parking spaces, 
maybe businesses could combine dump-
ster areas to create more parking.

Alma House, 221 Michigan (Count 1): 
Commented on parking by the park
Commented on parking by City Hall. 
Does not agree with private parking for 
boats parked seasonal or daily.  
There is not enough parking for local 
residents.

Section 7 – Transportation: Parking Post Office (Total 
Count=6: raised as issue=6)

Discussion (Count 1):
Post Office green space could be used for 

parking.
	 JoAnn Frary, 929 Main (Count 1): 

Is Post Office owned by Federal Govern-
ment.  

	 Fran Gorton, ??? address (Count 1): 
Commented on danger of crossing street 

to Post Office.  
	 Kristine Murphy (Count 1): 

Commented that issue was an isolated 
issue.  

	 Katie Condon, 202 Leelanau (Count 1):  
Commented on pedestrian signs and 

oversized parking at Post Office. 
	 Jon Armstrong, One Sac Street (Count 1): 

Discussion about Post Office boxes. For 
cost effectiveness, Federal Government 
should encourage mail pick up at the Post 
Office. But this increases demand for 
parking at Post Office.

Section 7 – Transportation: Parking Bikes (Total 
Count=1: raised as issue=1)

Bob Korten, 404 Main (Count 1): 
Suggested offering alternatives for bike 

parking.

Section 7 – Downtown Specific Properties: Waterfront 
Drive (Total Count=5: raised  

as issue=5) 
	

CCM. Haugen (Count 1)
One-way street should go east to west.

Julie Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1): 
one-way Waterfront street should go west 

to east.
CCM. Haugen (Count 1):

Waterfront Drive blocked by trucks servic-

ing businesses
	 CCM. Holwerda (Count 1): 

Asked for clarification regarding Jacob-
son’s Marina Resort’s sidewalk. 
Is there enough room for trucks to pull off 
of Waterfront Drive?    

Superintendent Mills, Response:  
Sidewalk would be for pedestrians; 

painted bike trail could be inserted 
Chair Ogilvie (Count 1): 

Changes to the road need to include 
MDOT, Road Commission, and hiring 
someone to analyze these issues.

Section 7 – Downtown Specific Properties: Waterfront 
from 4th and 5th Street (Total  

Count=1: raised as issue=1)

Superintendent Mills: 	
City owns 31% of waterfront from 4th and 

5th St., making our community unique.
CCM. Glynn (Count 1):  

Should we build rain gardens there?     

Section 7 - Downtown Specific Properties: Recreation 
Center (Total Count=2:  

raised as issue=2): 

Discussion on possible uses (Count 1).
Kristine Murphy (Count 1): 

Need to improve look of Recreation Cen-
ter (should be in 20-50 year plan)

Section 7 - Downtown Specific Properties: Ice Skating 
Rink on Goose Park (Total  

Count=1: raised as issue=1)

Kristine Murphy (Count 1): 
Would like City to consider erecting a 
warming house for an ice skating rink on 
Goose Park. Should be considered in a 
20-50 year plan.

Section 7 - Downtown Specific Properties: Garden 
Theater (Total Count=0: raised as issue=0)

Superintendent Mills 	
There are plans to restore The Garden 

Theater.

Section 7 - Downtown Specific Properties: Gold Coast 
Retaining Wall (Total 

Count=1: raised as issue=1) 

CCM. Haugen (Count 1):
Would l ike clarification on Gold Coast 
retaining wall.. 

	 Superintendent Mills, response:
wall will be about 2-3 ft. and a 5 ft. side-

walk is included in the plans.  
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Section 7 – Transportation: Traffic Downtown (Total 
Count=4: raised as issue=4)

 
Kristine Murphy, Main St (Count 1):  

Concerned. .       
Shirley Wald, 312 Main (Count 1): 

Commented on importance of considering 
access for semi trucks, which affect traf-
fic, pedestrians, and bike traffic.

	 Kristine Murphy, Main St (Count 1):  
Commented on traffic off of M-22 to Main 
Street.

	 Unknown Person (Count 1)
		  Had issue with safety and pedestrian 
cross-walks.

Section 7 – Infrastructure: Utilities and Energy (Total 
Count=4: raised as issue=4)
,

Bob Korten, 404 Main (Count 1): 
Questioned if height exceptions for wind 

turbines? 
Superintendent Mills, Response:  

The City is interested in renewable en-
ergy.  Exceptions exist for chimneys and 
other structures.  Wind turbines may fall 
into this type of category.

Alma House, 221 Michigan (Count 1): 
possibility of underground electricity.  

Superintendent Mills, Response:  
It was looked into, but price was too high, 
quote of $1.7 million only covering east of 
Main St.  Every house would need to be 
provided access.

   
Chair Ogilvie (Count 1): 

Public utilities and infrastructure need 
discussion and a plan established.   

	 Kristine Murphy, Main St (Count 1):  
Commented on unsightly area surround-
ing Consumer’s Energy power lot

Section 7 – Infrastructure: Wireless Internet (Total 
Count=2: for=1; for, conditionally=1) 

Superintendent Mills, requested 
input on wireless internet.

Kristine Murphy (Count 1): 
Pro internet.  

Superintendent Mills: 	
There was proposal to install downtown 
internet for $16,000, plus City would have 
to pay on-going $590/month.  The range 
would include 8th Street.

	 6/10/08: Dick Elsea, 311 Michigan (by letter):  
Requested to not spread Internet through-
out the entire city because of large 
amount of vacant homes in the winter

Section 7 – Zoning: Building Standards (Total 
Count=3: raised as issue=3)

Superintendent Mills: 	What should the height 
standard be for buildings? 

Superintendent Mills: 	discussed color scheme.   

Julie Clingman, 575 Cherry Grove (Count 1): 
Color scheme could include awnings.  
Awnings shouldn’t be uniform. 

 
Mayor Elias (Count 1): 

Commented on access to 2nd level in 
downtown buildings.

Katie Condon (Count 1): 
What is plan for east side of Main Street, 

including structures and height limits?      
Superintendent Mills, response:  

The east side would be similar to the rest 
of Main Street.  

Section 7 – Downtown: Banners (Total Count=3: for=3)

Superintendent Mills, requested 
input on downtown banners.  

Kristine Murphy (Count 1): 
Pro banners

Bob Korten (Count 1):  
Asked about purchasing banners to be 

placed downtown this spring.     
Superintendent Mills, Response: 

will follow up on banner issue.  
Connie Bennehoff, Main Street (Count 1):  

Also purchased banners.

Section 7 – Downtown: Development & Planning (To-
tal Count=1: raised as issue=1)

Superintendent Mills: 	
A Downtown Development Authority could 
be developed, opening grant sources.  
Other funding sources include HUD, 
which could help store owners.

Superintendent Mills:	  
The consensus seems to focus on mixed 

use zoning. 

Superintendent Mills: 	
General Commercial zoning promotes 
plazas.  
City may want to look at an alternative 
zoning such as Business or General.

		
Discussion (Count 1) 

on marketability of downtown areas to 
attract businesses
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Section 7 – Downtown: Condo Development on Bay 
(Total Count=1: against=1)

Alma House, 221 Michigan (Count 1): 
Against any further condo development 

on the bay.  

Section 7 - End of Section 

Section 8 – 4/08/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision  

Section 8 - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Relations 
Release

Defined as South of Forest Avenue (M-22), 
East of 11th Street to Main Street, then East of 
10th Street and South to the Betsie Bay waters 
edge, and then East to Lake Street (M-22), 
south to include East Shore Marina. Character 
is primarily Mixed Use Industrial, with General 
Business Uses – Glen’s Grocery, Dairy Maid, 
Frankfort Building Supply and East Shore Marina. 
Also includes Cold Storage and Industrial open 
and closed storage sites, the Luedtke “Bone yard” 
and the Betsie Lake Utility Authority (BLUA). This 
section is bisected by Betsie Valley Trail, Lake to 
Lake Trail extension.

Section 8 – Issues Raised, Summarized from 4/08/08 
minutes

Section 8 – City Superintendent Mills Verbal Descrip-
tion of Section and Presentation of  
 	 Vision and Ideas for Discussion

The area known as Section 8 as follows: East of 
M-22, South of Forest Avenue between M-22 and 
Eleventh Street, South of Main Street between 
eleventh and tenth street, north of Betsie Bay 
shoreline, including Luedtke Marine ‘bone-yard’, 
cold storage, Retail/Commercial and Industrial 
land uses.  Zoned Industrial district, with Special 
Uses. Includes sections of paved Beach-to-Beach 
Trail.

Section 8 is zoned for Light Industrial use.  This 
section includes the following retail/commercial/
other buildings: Graceland Fruit Productions, The 
Smokehouse, Production Industries, the building 
formerly operated as the Discounter, Frankfort 
Cold Storage, former Renny oil site, Frankfort 
Building Supply (6 lots along Main St.), Lion’s 
Club (property owned by City of Frankfort), BLUA, 
T-block parcel and old Railroad tracks (16 acres) 
owned by Luedtke Engineering.

 
Superintendent Mills stated the community needs 
to make a decision on how to utilize this property 

based on the light industrial zoning and asked for 
community input.  “Light Industrial” zoning may 
not be the best zoning, as certain developments 
could include power plants within this type of zon-
ing.  

Section 8 - Public Input

Section 8 – Zoning: Waterfront (Total Count=18: raised 
as issue=18)

Work Group Discussion (Count 1):
The Work Group agreed it would be nice 
if portion of waterfront could be put into a 
trust, possibly with grant funds to con-
struct a boardwalk and maintain accessi-
bility to waterfront.  

Superintendent Mills:
stated the City of Frankfort owns 31% of 

waterfront.  
Enhancing that would make city more 
inviting to potential development.  City 
submitted grant to procure property to 
have overflow parking for launch ramp 
which was denied.  The City may attempt 
to get grant funds again for this project.  
The Streetscape grant allowed the city to 
enhance street lighting, landscaping.
					   

Work Group Discussion (Count 1):
The Work Group discussed street park-
ing, onsite parking to the rear to add curb 
appeal.  

Chair Ogilvie (Count 1):
Do we have alleyways?

 Superintendent Mills, Response:
All alleyways have been vacated.  Super-
intendent Mills distributed design by Wells 
Mansfield.  The design suggested the two 
sunken “lower lakers” (i.e., former Great 
Lake large freight ships) should be filled 
and capped.  Piers would be constructed 
over this area.  There was discussion of 
the spring-fed pond in this area.  

Superintendent Mills
Suggested having Mixed Use zoning in 
this area.  Developments could include 
a high speed car ferry to dock at 10th St.  
The City would need to get federal dollars 
to dredge the channel for this project.  

Bonnie Warren, 590 Corning (Count 1):
This area was designated as canoe and 
kayak docking, and was paid for by local 
residents.  
People are used to mooring in the bay, 
are there plans to deter people from this?

	 Superintendent Mills, Response: 
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The community should consider the eco-
nomic impact of developing that area into 
canoe/kayak docking area.  

Mayor Elias (Count 1):
The use of the launch ramp was decided 
by the City Council in the 1970s.  People 
wanted to set up private mooring area.     

CCM. Holwerda (Count 1):
How much property does the City own?  

	 Superintendent Mills, Response: 
Sixty foot right-of-away of 10th street and 
all property to the West.  We could utilize 
certain areas as park and grub it. 

	 Chair Ogilvie: what is “grub.”
Superintendent Mills, Response:

“Grub” means to clear out the area.  This 
was previously done in 1992.  

Commissioner Duncan (Count 1):   
We have huge amount of waterfront land 
not being used.  We need to look into this.

Kurt Luedtke (Count 1):
He presented a lake chart of Frankfort 
Harbor to look at project from mariner’s 
standpoint.  There is a mooring area 
designated by Coast Guard from 9th to 
11thStreets.  This area would make perfect 
marina. Essentially mooring is illegal to 
the west of 10th St., but no one wants to 
eliminate it.  Property owners have shown 
interest in installing a boat lift. 

Thinks area from Trail over should be 
“Waterfront District”.  

Chair Ogilvie (Count 1)
Asked  Luedtke if he is still interested in 

retaining property. 
 	 Kurt Luedtke, response:

tried to sell the property not long ago, but 
no one wanted to deal with contaminated 
area.  The property should be looked at 
as Waterfront District with Mixed use.  Lu-
edtke Engineering has no near term plans 
for the property.  

Superintendent Mills:
There was discussion to do a land swap 

to create a park off the trail.  

CCM. Holwerda (Count 1):
Is it possible to classify the Trail to the 
water as “waterfront” and the rest as 
“mixed use”. There seems to be conflict 
between zoning and how the property is 
being used.  Some business owners may 
be deterred by light industrial.  

CCM. Glynn (Count 1):
Waterfront zoning does not give a hard 
definition to how land is used.  For in-
stance, the library is on waterfront proper-
ty, but does not utilize it.  The current land 
use definition is at odds with how today’s 
commission is looking at it.  We are not 
interested in having sole residential areas. 

Is there another category more helpful, 
such as Marine and Marine Activities?  

Mayor Elias (Count 1):
Was on Planning Commission in the 60’s 
and 70’s. The area was defined as “wa-
terfront” so that the area around the bay 
would be “walkable”, to protect the area 
and retain access to the bay. This has not 
happened, for example, the Gold Coast 
area is now “mixed use”. 

Commissioner McLaughlin (Count 1):
Questioned the meaning of a “walkable 

community.”

CCM. Glynn (Count 1):
Changing to waterfront would not attain 

goals.  

The goal is to achieve easement and 
increase access to water.  For instance, 
a marina would allow people to walk the 
docks and sidewalks. But Homeland Se-
curity could require docks and facilities to 
be fenced off.

Alma House, 221 Michigan (Count 1):
why not make the Main Street part of this 

area “commercial”.  
Superintendent Mills, also, said: 

Why not make the whole part along Main 
St. commercial.  

Superintendent Mills, continuing, said: 
The idea is to maximize curb appeal.  
This would create more office space and 
attract businesses.  The corner of Main 
St./M-22, valued at $125,000 could be-
come a fast food restaurant with the light 
industrial zoning.  That parcel is currently 
used by the Lions Club.  Graceland could 
develop that land based on commercial 
zoning vs. industrial.  Most businesses 
could be swayed as either.  There has 
been interest from the Masons to con-
struct a building in conjunction with other 
civic organizations to rent to the public.  
They want a lease from the City.  A public 
hearing should happen before that.

Commissioner McLaughlin (Count 1):
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Inquired about the Lions Club lease.  
What about encouraging a co-op deal 
with the Lions Club to free up the property 
and be done being landlords.  It is very 
valuable property.  

Superintendent Mills, Response:
The lease is renewed every three years.  
The Masons must have at least one room 
to itself for the temple.  The appraisal was 
intended to decide what the best use for 
the property (price and prospect buyers) 
based on City’s best interest.  

Kurt Luedtke (Count 1):
Thinks the area is more “commercial”. 

Superintendent Mills:
thinks the area is “mixed use”

Conclusion (Count 1): 
Public Accessibility to the bay appears to 
be the objective. The Commission must 
consult each owner to determine the best 
use. This land is very valuable and the 
area needs to have either a unique zoning 
or a mix of two zonings. 

Section 8 – Zoning: Zoning (Total Count=7: raised as 
issue=7)

Chair Ogilvie:
Explanation from Chair Ogilvie (not from 
meeting (so not included in count), but 
germane to topic).
Although “Light Industrial” is discussed 
as a Zoning, there is, in fact, no specific 
“Light Industrial” zoning.  

Commissioner Duncan (Count 1): 
Asked how zoning could be changed 
when current businesses are zoned Light 
Industrial. 

Superintendent Mills, Response: 
PUD (married) with other zoning would 
allow for these businesses to continue 
operating without interruption.  New 
construction must be light industrial.  The 
Smokehouse obtained special zoning.  
The City Council felt it was an appropriate 
project to allow special use zoning.  

Commissioner Duncan (Count 1)
In order to plan there, we need to consult 
with and work out deals with current own-
ers.  

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:  
Agreed. He said Production, Inc. own-
ers were previously in favor of mixed use 
concept.  

Chair Ogilvie (Count 1): 
 	 How many property owners are in this 

area?
	 Superintendent Mills, Response:

There are seven owners. 1) Cold stor-
age: Bill Riley, 12 acre parcel straddling 
trail. 2) Luedtke Engineering. 3) Produc-
tion, Inc.: sole owner, Discounter: sole 
owner, vacant property: 4) Evan Frost and 
his brother, remaining corner to trail. 5) 
George Ryckman, FBS. 6)  sole owner, 
Lions Club property: 8) City of Frankfort, 
BLUA, 9) East Shore Marina

Commissioner Duncan (Count 1):
What is procedure is for involving busi-
nesses.  Should we get them together 
and gain their support.  We need to 
decide whether light industrial is the right 
zoning.  

CCM. Holwerda (Count 1): 
Does Mixed Zoning exist.  

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:
Mixed Zoning includes clean manufactur-
ing and optimizing recreational and small 
scale commercial traffic.

Superintendent Mills  
In 2002, there was an Amendment Zon-

ing. 

Chair Ogilvie (Count 1):
Could we do Condo and Mixed Residen-

tial zoning?
	 Commissioner McLaughlin:

Is that type of model similar to whether 
this model was done by the same people 
who did the plan in Petoskey.  That is a 
very large plan, which is stalled.

	 Kurt Luedtke:
That plan is stalled because of specific 
circumstances surrounding downtown 
Petoskey.   

Chair Ogilvie (Count 1):
Can we use the same standards for 
Industrial and Commercial use vs. Mixed 
Use Residential/Retail?  We need to bet-
ter define Main Street vs. bayside proper-
ties.  Would we need two separate the 
zonings?

Section 8 – Transportation: Car Ferry (Total Count=5: 
raised as issue=5)

Chair Ogilvie (Count 1:
What is the timeline to get a car ferry?

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:
I am trying to get federal dollars to get a 
ferry.  We need to answer questions about 
car ferry, feasibility and marketing.  It will 
require community buy-in and support, 
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working with the feds, and finding a viable 
operator.  A successful car ferry opera-
tor is interested, not committed.  This is 
a process the community needs to take 
on.  A suggested use the “bone-yard” area 
(i.e., northeast corner of Betsie Bay) is a 
water park. 

Commissioner Duncan (Count 1):
We should find out if Elberta wants a car 

ferry.  

Commissioner McLaughlin (Count 1):
Discussed the car ferry in Petoskey.  

Superintendent Mills:
We looked at getting the old Viking. It’s 
not efficient.  High speed catamaran is 
cleanest and quickest.  

CCM. Glynn (Count 1):
Are there any operating issues with cata-

maran?
  	 Chair Ogilvie, Response: 

Catamarans have extremely efficient 
engines.  The trip to WI would take about 
1 to 1½ hours. 

	 Chair Ogilvie (information since supplied):
The catamarans referred to are the hull 
design of the modern, high-speed ferry 
service similar to the one in Muskegon to 
Milwaukee service. The distance be-
tween Frankfort and Algoma – believed 
to be approximately 68 miles (though not 
confirmed) could be traversed in less than 
2 hours.

Unknown Citizen Comment (Count 1): 
Regarding a cross river (Bay) boat. 
(There used to be a Frankfort-Elberta 
water taxi that docked in the approximate 
area of what is now the Jacobson Marina. 

Section 8 – Brownfield Area: “Brownfield” Area (Total 
Count=4: raised as issue=4)

Commissioner McLaughlin (Count 1):
How much area would qualify as Brown-

field area?
	 Superintendent Mills, Response: 

The Superfund money is gone.  Phase 
2 on the T-block, to cap it off and put up 
buildings is a form of mitigation for the 
BRA (Brownfield Redevelopment Author-
ity).  A property owner would submit their 
plan to DEQ, taxable value is captured by 
BRA.  BRA can reimburse the developer 
after 15th year, excess would sit in reserve 
for future testing.

Commissioner McLaughlin (Count 1):

Developing Brownfield property must be 
addressed.  The plan includes T-Block 
Brownfield areas.  Is it because it has 
already been started?  

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:
Yes, it is in Phase 2.  Legislation has 
changed.  You can cap and monitor it to 
make sure nothing harmful gets out.  

Commissioner McLaughlin (Count 1):
Is there any funding for Brownfield devel-

opment? 
	 Superintendent Mills, Response:

The Superfund is gone.  The leaking tank 
area did not previously qualify, it does 
now.  We are monitoring the wells and 
that area is cleaned up.  The Smoke-
house did not want to go through the 
complicated Brownfield process.  

	
Commissioner McLaughlin (Count 1):

If the area is developed into a park area 
with children playing, do special consider-
ations need to be taken?

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:
Different specifications exist for Com-
mercial and Residential.  EPA approved 
design use for T-Block.  It has become 
much easier to develop a contaminated 
site.  This discussion would need to be 
considered when deciding how to develop 
the area.  

Section 8 - End of Section 
 
Section 9 – 3/11/08 Study & Work Group for Compre-
hensive Master Plan Revision  

Section 9 - As Described in 2/15/08 Public Relations 
Release

Defined as east of Day Avenue, North to Elm 
Street/Road, east to Bridge Street (city bound-
ary), and South to Forest Avenue (M-22). 
Character is mixed use, primarily Industrial, with 
one Multiple Family Residential (R-3) develop-
ment, one proposed Multiple Family Residential 
(R-3) development, a General Business site, and 
a potential nature area.

Section 9  – Issues Raised, Summarized from 3/11/08 
minutes and Other Meeting Notes 

Section 9 - City Superintendent Mills Verbal Descrip-
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tion of Section and Presentation of
Vision and Ideas for Discussion

Superintendent Mills gave description of Section 
9 followed by the Commission discussing possible 
uses in the area. (none were recorded in minutes) 

Section 9 – City of Frankfort Industrial Park: Primary 
Building, Ownership Status 
 	 (Total Count=1; raised as issue=1)

	 Randy Dye, Realtor (Count  1):
Stated that the “Incoe” building (i.e. the 
primary building of the Frankfort Industrial 
Park) has not been sold yet but almost. 
Inspections are being performed. Stated 
the prospective owner would like to have 
3-4 different businesses in the building. 
Also stated the new owner will give all 
profits back in the form of such things as 
scholarships in the schools. The business 
is not profit-oriented; however, excess 
money will be put back into the commu-
nity. 

Section 9 – City of Frankfort Industrial Park: Tax In-
centives (Total Count=1; raised as

issue=1)

Rick Rineer, Narrow Gauge Road, Beulah 
(Count 1):
 		  We need jobs. 

What options would a buyer would have 
in this section as far as tax or other incen-
tives?  

	 Superintendent Mills, Response:
If a new business is given a tax abate-
ment, the City would have to consider 
giving an abatement to existing business-
es as well which would possibly put the 
City in a financial situation where taxes 
would have to be raised to residential and 
commercial users.  Superintendent Mills 
stated there are incentives through the 
county EDC such as low interest loans, 
community block grants: these should be 
studied. The City is open to ideas.

	 CCM. Holwerda:
The City looked at this in the 1990’s, and 
the applicant did not meet the abatement 
requirements.

Section 9 - Additional Meeting Notes not Included in 
Approved Planning Commission Minutes

Section 9 – City of Frankfort Industrial Park: Relation-
ship with County Economic 

Development Corporation (EDC) (Total 

Count=3; raised as issue=3) 

	 Dennis Haugen, AIA, 322 Forest (Count 1):
Part of Economic Development Cor-
poration (EDC) Loan funds at 2% are 
available, but Siers family won’t sell 
it. The difficulty is “prying loose” the 
property.

	 Rick Rineer:
		  Suggested “eminent domain” 
	 Commissioner Rath:
		  Michigan’s “Eminent Domain” laws are 
very restrictive. 
	 Randy Dye:

Has written letters to the Siers fam-
ily about the sale of this undeveloped 
property in the Industrial Park, but has 
received no response. 

	 Superintendent Mills:
		  Interested in writing letter from City.
	 Mayor Elias:
		  We need to be careful – this is barely 
ethical. 
	 Superintendent Mills:
		  Goal is to allow and define good mul-
tiple uses of any one building.
	 Superintendent Mills:
		  We need to be marketing the commu-
nity. 

Prefers multiple, small-employee 
business to any one large-employee 
business.  

	
Myra Elias (Count 1):

		  Suggested educational use. 
	

Randy Dye (Count 1):
Would like to work with anyone who has 
ideas, for example, Superintendent Mills 
and Architect Haugen.

	 Superintendent Mills:
		  Requested suggestions.

Section 9 – End of Section 
 
Short Term Rentals – 6/30/08 Study & Work Group for 
Comprehensive Master Plan

Revision

Bed and Breakfast – Defined Under Current Zoning 
Ordinance Definitions, 

“Bed and Breakfast Establishment” is: 
“An Establishment where the resident 
owner of an existing, private, single family 
home offers overnight (transient) lodg-
ing and breakfast for compensation to 
no more than eight (8) persons, using no 
more than four bedrooms and limiting oc-
cupancy to no more than two persons per 
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bedroom. This also includes boarding and 
lodging facilities, tourist rooms and room 
rentals.”

Boarding or Lodging House – Defined Under Current 
Zoning Ordinance Definitions, 
	

“Boarding or Lodging House” is:
“A dwelling having one (1) kitchen and 
primarily used for the purpose of providing 
meals or lodging or both meals and lodg-
ing for compensation of any kind”.

Short Term Rentals – Working Definition 
	

Superintendent Mills provided a definition for 
discussion purposes: 

A Short Term Rental in one of the Resi-
dential Districts of the City of Frankfort 
is, “Any rental of residential living unit, 
whether in whole or part, for a period of 
less than 30 days.”	

Short Term Rentals – No Definition in City of Frankfort 
Zoning Ordinances

Superintendent Mills:
There is NO definition of a “Short Term 
Rental” in the current Zoning Ordinances 
of the City of Frankfort.  The ordinance(s) 
are silent – without mention – for any 
commercial use of a single family residen-
tial unit for compensation in a residential 
district.  

A “Family” is:

One (1) or more persons related by blood, 
marriage, or legal adoption, plus up to a 
total of three (3) additional persons not so 
related who are either domestic servants 
or gratuitous guests; occupying a single 
dwelling unit and living as a single non-
profit housekeeping unit; OR

A collective number of individuals occupy-
ing a single dwelling unit under one head 
whose relationship is of a permanent 
non-transitory and distinct domestic char-
acter and cooking and living together as 
a single and separate housekeeping unit. 
This definition shall not include … a group 
of individuals whose association is tempo-
rary and/or resort seasonal in nature …” 

Short Term Rentals – Background Information

Superintendent Mills:
wrote in his 6/30/08 memo to Members of 

the Frankfort Community, that 

		
“Historically, many residents of the City of 
Frankfort have relied heavily on supple-
mental income associated with “Short 
Term Rentals”. “Short Term Rentals” are a 
key component to the social and econom-
ic well-being of this community, especially 
during the summer season. 

Other communities, particularly coastal 
communities, in our region are addressing 
“Short Term Rentals” and whether or not 
specific zoning guidelines should apply 
toward permitting this type of use. Cur-
rently, the City of Frankfort Zoning Ordi-
nance does not define short term rentals, 
nor are they established as a permitted 
use or even considered as a special use. 
This type of use is, of the opinion of legal 
counsel, to be invalid (i.e., not allowed) 
per our existing zoning ordinance. 

It appears that “Short Term Rentals” have 
either been overlooked or never been 
designated as a use; possibly due to the 
fact that “Short Term Rentals” have oper-
ating for generations without any signifi-
cant problems.” 

Recording of Public Input

Public comments were recorded on a whiteboard, 
and then the resulting agreed whiteboard notes 
were transcribed and are now summarized in this 
Report. 

Short Term Rentals - Public Input

Statement
Short term rentals in this area have been 
a vital part of the city economy (for many 
years…, some speakers said 100 years 
or more).

	
	 Statement

City must be protected from law suits 
arising from unsafe, unhealthy or failing to 
protect the public welfare, by not having 
some regulation or recognition of the fact 
that short term rentals are occurring.

	
Zoning Ordinances: Short Term Rentals – Issues and 
Concerns (Total Count=5: raised as issue=5)

Land/(building) owner is generally not 
present

Occupancy in excess of building capacity

Need some form of registration or control 
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to know what buildings are being rented 
– fire, safety, welfare issues under the 
authority of the city to enforce.

There is reluctance to report nuisances 
and police abuses – caused by lack of 
response by local police/city hall. Also 
the issue of retaliation by … unnamed 
persons.

It is a commercial activity in a residential 
area … that is not listed as an acceptable 
activity or one of the exceptions subject to 
special uses in a residential area.

Short Term Rental - Positive Aspects (Total Count=6: 
raised as issues=6) 

Owners set occupancy rules … generally 
common sense about it.

Owners often employ a rental agency to 
check in, check out, and clean up af-
ter renters if they are absentee owners 
(which many are).
Existing ordinances are not well known – 

perhaps better compliance if known.

Rental properties are generally identified 
on insurance policies of the owners – 
does that bring about any inspections? 

Short Term Rentals have been a century 
long source of community revenue to help 
maintain the City, its residential areas and 
repair/maintenance of older homes.  

Many people have been able to keep their 
homes because of the short term income 
generated.

Few complaints received – Superinten-
dent Mills could recall only one complaint 
in the past six years.

Short Term Rentals - Suggestions

Superintendent Mills 
Suggested some form of registration for 
free and provide information to rental 
owners about access and egress, smoke 
alarms, second floor escape needs, win-
dows, and occupancy information. 

Next step: Start with an Elk Rapids type 
Ordinance Amendment to allow Short 
Term Rentals in a Residential District. 
Then modify that allowable usage when, 
as or if necessary. (The Village of Elk 
Rapids has already enacted a Short Term 

Rentals ordinance that might serve as a 
starting point.) 

A critical consideration needs to be the 
situation of Fire and Emergency Calls – 
contact numbers and addresses – so that 
the Fire and Emergency personnel are 
prepared for any situation they might face.

Short-Term Rentals: Suggestions From the Public 
(Total Count=3: raised as issues=3)

Best to be proactive on this (issue) by 
considering the potential consequences of 
acting without adequate information. We 
don’t even know how many rental prop-
erties now exist.  Some form of survey 
to determine this … and seek voluntary 
compliance.

Restrictive or repressive legislation will 
not solve the problem of health, safety 
and welfare.

Some type of formal reporting method 
to the City Hall – Superintendent deals 
with the nuisances’ issues and the police 
deal with enforcement of parking, disor-
derly behavior, and other more serious 
breaches of the peace against persons or 
property.

General agreement that this was a good begin-
ning discussion of the subject.

APPENDIX

Zoning Ordinance Assessment 
Fall 2006

City of Frankfort

R-1: Low Density Residential
	 Permitted Uses
		  A. Single family detached dwelling units

B. Child and adult day care facilities and foster 
homes, which care for no more than 6 persons

	 Special/Conditional Uses
		  (Subject to conditions and provisions)

A. Churches and public, parochial, or other private 
elementary, intermediate or high schools 

B. Home occupations
C. Parks, playgrounds, community centers, swim-
ming pool clubs, and other recreational facilities, 
but excluding campgrounds or sportsmen clubs
D. Bed and breakfast operation

Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – spe-



City of 
Frankfort

82 Final - May 30, 2009

cial uses
	 Minimum lot area 20,000 sq. ft. with minimum width 

100 ft.
PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified

R-2: Medium Density Residential 
	 Permitted Uses

A. Single family detached dwelling units
B. Child and adult day care facilities and foster 

homes, which care for no more than 6 persons
C. Two-family dwelling, if the principle means of 
ingress and egress to the site is directly from 
M-22	

Special/Conditional Uses
		  (Subject to conditions and provisions)

A. Churches and public, parochial, or other private 
elementary, intermediate or high schools 

B. Home occupations
C. Parks, playgrounds, community centers, swim-
ming pool clubs, and other recreational facilities, 
but excluding campgrounds or sportsmen clubs
D. Bed and breakfast operation 

Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – spe-
cial uses

	 A. Minimum lot area 7,500 sq. ft. with minimum lot 
width 50 ft.

PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified

R-3: Multiple Family Residential 
	 Permitted Uses

A. Single family dwelling
B. Two-family dwelling
C. Multiple-family dwelling	

Special/Conditional Uses
(Subject to conditions and provisions)
A. Churches and public, parochial, or other private 

elementary, intermediate or high schools 
B. Home occupations
C. Parks, playgrounds, community centers, swim-
ming pool clubs, and other recreational facilities, 
but excluding campgrounds or sportsmen clubs
D. Bed and breakfast operation (except cem-

eteries) Patty/Bruce what does this mean
E. Child care centers and nursery schools
F. Nursing homes, convalescent homes, rest 
homes, orphanages, and adult foster care homes 
with 7 or more residents
G. Non-profit public service facilities		   

Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – special uses
		  A. Single family – minimum lot area 7,500 sq. ft. 
with minimum width of 50 ft.
		  B. Two-family – minimum lot area 12,000 sq. ft. 
with minimum width of 100 ft.
		  C. Multiple-family – minimum lot area of 20,000 sq. 

ft. with minimum width of 100 ft.
PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified

MM : Major Medical 
	 Permitted Uses

A. Single family detached dwelling units
B. Child and adult day care facilities and foster 
homes which care for no more than 6 persons 

Special/Conditional Uses
(Subject to conditions and provisions)
A. Institutions for the care of the sick, injured, or 
infirm such as hospitals, nursing homes, medical 
clinics, and extended care facilities
B. Child care centers and nursery schools		

 
Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – special uses
		  No minimum required and no lot shall be less than 
100 ft. in width

PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified

CBD: Central Business  
	 Permitted Uses

A. Retail businesses which supply commodities 
on the premises for persons residing in adjacent 
residential areas
B. Retail or service establishments which offer 

comparison goods for residents
C. Specialty shops, variety stores including notions
D. Establishments which perform services within a 

completely enclosed building
E. Office buildings and uses
F. Restaurants and cafes, including carry-out 
restaurants, but excluding drive-in or drive-through 
restaurants
G. Financial institutions
H. Municipal, county, state service buildings without 

storage yards and community buildings
I. Video rental establishments

Special/Conditional Uses
(Subject to conditions)
A. Outdoor cafes or eating areas where patrons 

are served while seated in the open air
B. Second story residential dwelling units in build-
ings in existence at the time of adoption of the 
ordinance
C. Other uses which are not enumerated as uses 

permitted by right		   
Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – special uses
		  No minimum required and no lot shall be less than 
25 ft. in width

PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified
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WB : Waterfront Business 
	 Permitted Uses

A. Municipal beaches and municipal recreation 
areas

B. Municipal or private facilities for the berthing, 
launching, handling, or fueling of recreational or 
commercial boats
C. Retail businesses which supply products primar-
ily and directly for persons using the facilities of the 
district
D. Boat fuel stations	

Special/Conditional Uses
(Subject to conditions)
A. Other uses which are not enumerated as uses 

permitted by right		   
Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – special uses
		  Not minimum is required for lot area and width 

PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified

GC  : General Commercial 
	 Permitted Uses

A. Retail businesses which supply commodities 
on the premises for persons residing in adjacent 
residential areas
B. Retail or service establishments which offer 

comparison goods for residents
C. Specialty shops, variety stores including notions
D. Establishments which perform services within a 

completely enclosed building
E. Office buildings and uses
F. Restaurants and cafes, including carry-out 
restaurants, but excluding drive-in or drive-through 
restaurants
G. Financial institutions
H. Municipal, county, state service buildings without 

storage yards and community buildings
I. Video rental establishments
J. Offices and showrooms of a plumber, electrician, 
building contractor, upholsterer, caterer, decorator, 
taxidermist, exterminator, or similar trade subject to 
conditions
K. Schools for occupation, professional or technical 
training such as dance schools, music and voice 
schools, art studios, secretarial training and similar 
schools
L. Hotels and motels
M. Funeral homes
N. Private service clubs, fraternal organizations, 
banquet and dance halls, meeting halls, and similar 
places of assembly
O. Indoor theaters 
P. Private indoor recreation uses
Q. Banks with drive-thru windows
R. Office supplies and office machine service store-
sA. Municipal beaches and municipal recreation 
areas.	

Special/Conditional Uses
(Subject to conditions)
A. Service station and filling station, including 

convenience store
B. New and used automobile, truck and tractor, 
boat, mobile home, recreation vehicle and trailer 
sales
C. Automobile or car wash establishments
D. Drive-in or drive-through restaurants
E. Open air businesses such as sales of plant 
materials not grown on the site, nurseries, outdoor 
display areas, playground equipment, and home 
garden supplies
F. Veterinary clinics
G. Other uses similar to the above and consistent 
with the intent and general character of the district
H. Sexually oriented business		   

Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – special uses
The minimum lot area shall be determined by the 
use and the required off-street parking, loading, 
screening or greenbelts, and yard setbacks

PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified

I-1 : Industrial  
	 Permitted Uses

A. Agricultural products
B. Food and kindred products
C. Chemical and chemical products such as plas-

tics, synthetic fibers, and cosmetics
D. Wood and wood products, including sawmills 

and planning mills (Bruce: planing?)
E. Metals and metal products, including metal 

plating
F. Glass and glass products
G. Insulation manufacture
H. Rubber and rubber products
I. Automotive assembly, including major repair
J. Textile mill products
K. Apparel and similar products made from fabrics, 

leather, fur, canvas, and similar material
L. Prefabricated structural wood products, contain-

ers, and lumberyards, but excluding sawmills
M. Furniture and fixtures
N. Printing, publishing, and allied industries
O. Drugs and pharmaceutical products
P. Electrical machinery, equipment, and supplies
Q. Fabricated metal products
R. Tool and die shop and screw machine products
S. Metal bending and welding
T. Central dry cleaning or laundry
U. Building trades contractors
V. Research and development and testing labora-

tories
W. Warehousing and general storage
X. Truck and trailer and heavy equipment sales, 

leasing and rental
Y. Mini-warehousing and self storage
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Z. Wholesale establishments
AA. Retail sales 
BB. Offices, provided they are incidental to an 

industrial use located on the same site
Special/Conditional Uses

(Subject to conditions)
A. Auction houses if operation ceases before 

midnight in an enclosed building
B. Gasoline service stations
C. Freestanding office buildings located on sub-
standard parcels or lots in existence prior to the 
effective date of this ordinance
D. Vehicle repair shops
E. Junkyards and salvage yards
F. Other industrial uses which are not enumerated 

as uses permitted by right
G. Recycling centers		   

Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – special uses
		  Each lot shall have a minimum width of 100 ft. and 
a minimum of 20,000 sq. ft.

PUD/ % of open space
	 None specified
Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified

PUD : Planned Unit Development 
	 Permitted Uses

Uses in any underlying zoning district are permitted 
and can also include attached residential dwellings 

Special/Conditional Uses
None specified 	

	 Minimum Lot Size; cd. – conditions; sp. – spe-
cial uses
		  None specified 

PUD/ % of open space
Shall contain green space areas equal to a mini-
mum of 30% of the total site area which is devoted 
to residential use

Sewer/Water Provisions
	 None specified
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