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Planning Commission Input Meetings

The Frankfort Planning Commission appointed a select commit-
tee to review the 1998 Comprehensive Development Plan and 
to review changes in State Law affecting planning.  This process 
began in July of 2006 and resulted in the presentation of a draft 
“master plan” for review and recieved a tentative land use plan 
that “spoke to the issues raised by current litigation and develop-
ment requests” and considered changes to existing area zones 
and boundaries.  There was no final action taken on the pro-
posed land use changes.  In order to move forward, the Planning 
Commission facilitated a series of Public Informational meetings 
beginning in late January of 2008 for the purpose of generating 
additional public input and determining the best course of action 
for updating the City’s Master Plan.  The summary report is 
included as Appendix C.  This report is merely a comprehensive 
collection of all of the public input generated during this process.

This input was used to determine many of the questions used 
in the Internet Survey.  Additionally, this report helped to shape 
topics for discussion at the Frankfort Vision Fair and to help the 
project team idenitfy both contentious issues as well as those 
that enjoy broad consensus.

Vision Fair

The City of Frankfort hosted a four-hour Vision Fair on March 7, 
2009 at Frankfort Elementary School.  48 people attended the 
workshop with most staying for the entire four hours.  Partici-
pants completed a Visual Preference Survey, an issue survey, 
an appreciative inquiry exercise and worked in small groups of 
between six and eight participants to develop a vision for the 
City.  The 48 participants, while having differing opinions about 
many of the policies and practices of land use regulations, had 
a remarkably similar opinion about what the Vision of Frankfort 
should be and what the best qualities of the City are.  

Appreciative Inquiry

The Appreciative Inquiry exercise required workshop participants 
to identify the best of what Frankfort offers and to have discus-
sion about “what might be” and “what should be”.  The following 
list is a compilation of what participants love about the City:

Community:
Walkability•	
High design aesthetic•	
Pride•	
Compassionate•	
Engaging•	
Welcoming•	
Mutual aid – not mutual struggle•	
Tradition and change•	
Diversity•	

Age and income◦◦
Business◦◦
Housing◦◦

 History•	
Churches•	
Familiarity•	
Smaller population•	
Cohesiveness•	
Sustainable – self supporting•	
Community youth programs•	

Natural Resources:
Preservation/Conservation•	
Public access•	
Water•	
Beaches•	
Trail system•	
Parks•	
Fishing•	
Clean air and water•	
Trees (forests)•	
Sunsets – visual displays•	
Accessibility•	
People•	
Farmland•	

Services:
Good schools•	
Health care•	

Paul Oliver Fitness center◦◦
Use of recreational facilities◦◦
Availability of primary care physicians◦◦
Michigan Shores◦◦
The Maples	◦◦

City services•	
Public safety•	
Infrastructure (public and private)•	

2.	 Public Input
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Economics:
Viable businesses•	
Niche market•	
Boutique•	
Owner operated, year-round employees•	
Agriculture•	
Recreation•	
Retirement community•	
Home construction•	
Tourism•	
Arts, culture, history, music•	

Postcards from Tomorrow

The final exercise of the Vision Fair broke participants into small 
groups of five to eight people.  Each group was asked to develop 
a consensus vision for what Frankfort is like in 30 years and to 
write a postcard to send to someone describing the Frankfort 
they have envisioned.  There were five groups that produced 
postcards.  The text for each is below:

“Town is vibrant and happy. Gliders soar overhead. 1.	
Shoppers are milling about downtown. It is great to 
see the businesses thrive year round. Families enjoy 
barbecues, swimming, sailing, and boating on all the 
lakes. The natural resources have never been better! 
Neighborhoods are maintained, walkable, and safe. 
Schools continue to excel academically and athletically. 
Time to get the bikes out for a trail ride. Wow, this is 
some place! Forever in Frankfort. P.S. the Benzie Bus 
is still running.

“We’re having a great time. The sun is shining and we 2.	
strolled down the tree-lined streets and stopped in at 
the local bakery. We took our goodies to a Harborside 
park. The harbor was bustling with sailboats, canoes, 
kayaks, and fishing boats. You can’t imagine how 
many interesting visitors and local residents we met. 
Everyone is so friendly. Sometimes we walk the trails, 
sometimes we bike throughout the City.

You can’t imagine how many great restaurants are here 3.	
and we have a hard time choosing between them. After 
lunch, we went to several art galleries, ending with a 
visit to our fabulous art center located in the historic 
Coast Guard Station. (While we were so occupied, 
the children took in a movie at the beautiful Garden 
Theatre.) Did you know that Frankfort is well-known as 
an outstanding community? If it should rain in “Cam-
elot”, we head for the great library for a book – if it isn’t 
raining, we can take it to the beach.

There are no words to describe the experience of sitting 4.	
on the beach, surrounded by natural beauty and watch-
ing a glorious sunset…..red, purple, orange, and flow. 

Come see us. We think you’ll want to make this your 
home. Wish I could tell you all the wonderful amenities 
that exist here, but there just isn’t room.”

“That beautiful lake is still here! We can’t wait to get 5.	
down there and play but first we want to drive through 
downtown because there’s lots of activity. Who knows, 
maybe something new for us to explore! Love to see 
the tree-lined neighborhoods have expanded and the 
school’s even bigger!

“Ever since we moved to Frankfort, we’ve been delight-6.	
ed with this energy independent, diverse, and active 
community. Windmills offshore, home solar panels, and 
the main biomass plant (making all sidewalks, streets 
heated/cooled) all exemplify dedication to alternative 
energy. The streets have become focal points for neigh-
borhood activity. They are now soft surface, full of chil-
dren playing. There are community gardens, gathering 
places for all ages, a community center (indoor skating, 
swimming), cultural events of all kinds, educational 
options for lifelong learning. In fact, Frankfort is such 
a showcase, such an exemplar as a community praxis 
of environmental and human stewardship that folks 
have come here from all parts of the world, making it a 
multicultural, multiracial, paradigm and paradise. When 
can we expect you?”

Nick & Chip,  Wow! It’s fortunate Frankfort has main-7.	
tained its hospital service since I suffered a sprained 
ankle running to the 4th of July parade. Luckily, the bus 
picked me up and dropped me off in the beautiful open 
space park where I relaxed under the shady trees. I 
heard the ferry whistle and seagulls while I watched 
the sailboats come and go from the bay. I explored the 
unique array of local merchandise and bought some 
local fish (smoked!). Come visit!

Vision Fair Synopsis

Despite many conflicting opinions on regulatory and land use 
policy, there was overwhelming consensus on an overall vision 
for the City.  Building upon the input generated during each of 
the exercises, we are able to draw a sketch of a draft vision for 
the City.

“The City of Frankfort is committed to providing a remarkable 
quality of life for a diverse group of residents and businesses 
that reflects the City’s small town sense of community and 
unique physical and cultural character while creating a City that 
is economically, environmentally and culturally sustainable.”
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Percentage of survey respondents supporting 
additional residential opportunities in the CBD.

Internet-Based Survey

This assessment also used an internet survey to generate 
additional public input to help test the Vision of Frankfort and 
to determine if the goals and objectives of the previous Master 
Plan are still valid.  A link to the survey was posted on the City’s 
“News” page in early March and responses were collected until 
May 1,2009.  A total of 204 completed unique responses were 
submitted, representing 14% of the City’s estimated year-round 
population of 1,466.

Participation

Participation in the on-line survey was exceptionally high among 
those under the age of 24.  More than half of those who an-
swered the age demographic question – 104 of the 184 partici-
pants – indicated they are under the age of 24 years old.  92% 
of respondents indicated they are residents of Frankfort for at 
least six months of every year and 56% of respondents consider 
themselves natives of the City.

Responses

While the response rate does not show 100% unanimity on 
any of the issues that were part of the survey, it does provide a 
sample size large enough to provide direction as to the issues 
that need to be addressed in the update of Frankfort’s Master 
Plan. The results of this survey provide guidance to the Planning 
Commission, however, are they not intended as a substitute 
for a more extended public debate of these policies and ideas.  
Rather, the survey was designed to generate an initial impres-
sion about particular issues that impact planning and zoning.  

Survey results support much of the input generated during the 
Vision Fair.  There remains near unanimous support to maintain 
Frankfort’s small town character and the walkable, pedestrian 

friendly nature of the City (83% of respondents strongly agree or 
agree with this statement).  

Results of the survey indicate a the desire to maintain the tradi-
tional character of the City, there is also broad support for growth 
and development.  42% of respondents either strongly agreed 
or agreed that there need to be more residential opportunities in 
the Central Business District (CBD), while only 17% of respon-
dents oppose creating additional opportunities fo residential 
uses in the CBD.  

Respondents also broadly support the following policies:
Increase protection of natural resources, water fronts, •	
beaches	Increase protection of natural resources, water 
fronts, beaches (84.4% strongly agree or agree with 
this policy statement)
Plan cooperatively to protect the Betsie Bay and Harbor •	
(80.5% strongly agree or agree) 
Protect views of the Bay and Lake Michigan (79%•	  
strongly agree or agree)
Protect pedestrians, non-motorized vehicles, handi-•	
capped users (75% strongly agree or agree)
Protect dunes and steep slopes (74.8% •	 strongly agree 
or agree)
Develop guidelines for alternative energy production •	
(69%  strongly agree or agree) 
Cooperatively plan with the Village of Elberta (74.5% •	
strongly agree or agree) and Crystal Lake Township 
(67.5% strongly agree or agree)
Allow for a diverse housing stock (61% strongly agree •	
or agree)
Increase number of paved streets (60% •	 strongly agree 
or agree)
Promote new residential development within current •	
residential areas (59.5% strongly agree or agree)
Plan to create an Historic zone (59% •	 strongly agree or 
agree)
Maintain one-way streets (59% oppose or strongly op-•	
pose eliminating)
Create more sidewalks (58% •	 strongly agree or agree)
Protect residential areas from non-residential uses •	
(55% strongly agree or agree) 
Create •	 new senior living opportunities (55% strongly 
agree or agree) 
Maintain existing parking rules (52% •	 strongly agree or 
agree) 
Expand water and sewer throughout the City (50.5% •	
strongly agree or agree)

11%

32%

41%

13%

3%

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree
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The survey responses did not develop a concnesus around a 
few important issues.  These issues include:

Prohibit new living opportunities in the Waterfront • 
Business District (41% agree or strongly agree with this 
policy and 32% disagree or strongly disagree with 27% 
of respondents indicating they are neutral about this 
issue)
Allow for population to double (37% agree or strongly • 
agree, 24% are neutral and 40% disagree or strongly 
disagree)
Create limited truck traffi c areas based on size & weight • 
of vehicle (46% agree or strongly agee, 37% are neu-
tral and 17% disagree or strongly disagree)
Plan for changes in traffi c patterns inside Frankfort • 
(30% agree or strongly agree, 39% are neutral and    
31% disagree or strongly disagree)

The survey results can be interpreted as an initial indication that 
members of the community  recognize a need for growth and are 
supportive of additional development that maintains the tradi-
tional character of the community.  However, the lack of con-
sensus around some specifi c issues - namely population growth 
and residential development in the Waterfront District - indicate a 
need for additional public discussion about these topics.

Complete data from the survey responses is included as Ap-
pendix B inclusive of all additional written comments that were 
received during the process.   

Summary of Public Input

As mentioned previously, there is broad public support to retain 
the small town sense of community and traditional character 
of Frankfort.  Surprisingly, there is also support for growth and 
development in the City, as long as it compliments the physi-
cal character and represents the core values expressed by the 
community.  

Again, the results of this survey should be interpreted as a 
sample of community feelings about the topics covered.  While 
the survey was open to all members of the community, it was not 
intended to generate 100% response rate. In fact, a response 
rate of 3-5% was expected for a mail survey.  However, the 14% 
response rate exceeded expectations for the survey and can be 
interpreted as a broad interest in planning for the future of the 
community.  

Similarly, the views represented during the Vision Fair represent 
only a small percentage of the year-round population of the City.  
However, 48 people is 3% of the overall population.  In conclu-
sion the evaluation of the 1998 Comprehensive Development 
Plan has involved over 10% of the City’s year-round population 
in the Visioning process and can provide the basis for the next 

steps in the planning process and the foundation for additional 
community discussion.    
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On September 1, 2008, Public Act 33 of 2008, became effec-
tive and amended the Michigan Planning Enabling Act (MPEA). 
Among other directives, the Act requires a community to review 
their adopted Master Plan every five5 years to determine if revi-
sions are necessary. Section 45,(2) states that

“At least every five years after adoption of a master plan, 
a planning commission shall review the master plan and 
determine whether to commence the procedure to amend 
the master plan or adopt a new master plan. The review and 
its findings shall be recorded in the minutes of the relevant 
meeting or meetings of the planning commission.” 

The Act does not exempt Master Plans adopted prior to the 
effective date of the Act from this review requirement. Therefore, 
the City of Frankfort Comprehensive Development Plan, which 
was adopted by the City in April of 1998, is overdue for a review 
in compliance with the Act. 

In a publication prepared by the Michigan Municipal League 
(MML), the organization encourages communities to take 
advantage of the 5-year review and utilize it as an opportunity to 
thoroughly review their plan to make sure it is still relevant. At a 
minimum, MML suggests that the following questions should be 
considered:

Have there been major changes in the community not •	
anticipated in the current master plan? This could in-
clude events such as new utilities, major road improve-
ments, or large development approvals among other 
things.

Are there instances where the planning commission •	
has departed from the master plan? Do the reasons 
for these departures demonstrate a need for an overall 
revision of the master plan?

Are the goals and policies set out in the plan still •	
relevant? An effective master plan will have a series of 
carefully crafted goals and policies describing the com-
munity’s vision for its future. Is the community still will-
ing to take the actions necessary to implement them?

How does the future land use map and text compare •	
with zoning actions taken since the plan was first 
adopted? Do the land use descriptions need to be 
revised to account for new development? This element 
contains the land use descriptions and map that depict 
specific land use arrangements.

Michigan State University Extension (MSUE) publishes a series 
of Land Use decision-making checklists.  Check List #1H out-
lines the steps necessary to conduct a five-year plan review.  In 
addition to the elements outlines in the MML review procedures, 
the MSUE check list includes additional technical assessments 
including:

Has new or more accurate information become avail-•	
able since the last plan was completed?
Have the goals, objectives and strategies been met •	
since the adoption of the plan?
Have major developments in the community or nearby •	
communities affected the underlying principles, strate-
gies of land use needs?
Has there been a recurring or new issue in the commu-•	
nity that is not addressed in the current plan?
Has the community leadership changed or has there •	
been a shift in public priorities?
Is there a need for additional space or for new or •	
expanded uses in the City?
Are there outstanding lawsuits where the community •	
process, plan or ordinance was called into question?
Has the City attorney or planner recommended an •	
update of the plan?

The completed five-year review checklist is included in Appendix 
A, following this section

One of the main purposes of this Master Plan Assessment is to 
help assist in answering these and other questions to determine 
if a new or updated Plan is necessary.

Required Components of a Master Plan

The MPEA also outlines the content to be included and issues to 
be addressed within a community Master Plan. The former Mu-
nicipal Planning Act did not provide clear guidance in this regard. 
Because the new Act now specifically outlines such content, it 
would be prudent for the City to compare its currently adopted 
Plan against the required statutory elements of Master Plans. 
This comparison might assist in the determination of whether to 

3.	 State Required Five Year Master Plan 
Review
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update the Master Plan. 

Section 33(1) of the act states that:

“A master plan shall address land use and infrastructure 
issues and may project 20 years or more into the future. A 
master plan shall include maps, plats, charts, and descrip-
tive, explanatory, and other related matter and shall show 
the planning commission's recommendations for the physi-
cal development of the planning jurisdiction.”

In reviewing the currently adopted City of Frankfort Comprehen-
sive Development Plan, we note that in a broad sense, the Plan 
does accomplish the above statutory directive. A future land use 
plan and map is included that addresses land use issues and 
generally shows the future physical development of the commu-
nity by prescribing future land uses. Additionally, various goals 
and objectives and recommendations found in the Plan speak to 
other land use and infrastructure issues. For example, general 
goals and objectives are outlined for infrastructure/utilities (page 
36), while some transportation recommendations are presented, 
such as the need to re-evaluate the usefulness of Leelanau and 
Forest Streets as one-way streets (page 53). The Plan relies 
almost exclusively on descriptive text, although two maps are 
included: an existing land use map and future land use map.

However, a thorough review of the current Comprehensive 
Development Plan reveals notable shortcomings relative to the 
statutory directive of Section 33(1) of the Planning Enabling Act. 
Although the Plan paints a picture of the future development 
of the community in terms of land use, a true physical repre-
sentation of the City’s future development is lacking. Except for 
several references to compatibility with existing architectural or 
physical character, minimal recommendations for the future City 
form are included in the Plan. Additionally, a full assessment of 
infrastructure issues is not found in the Plan. Specifically, the 
Plan does not include an analysis of transportation (existing 
network, traffic volumes, deficiencies, etc.), utilities (existing 
network, capacities, proposed improvements, etc.) or community 
facilities (schools, public services, etc.). Decisions relating to the 
future physical development of a community must be grounded 
in a solid understanding of existing infrastructure capacities and 
future improvements. 

Section 33(2) of the Planning Enabling Act provides further 
guidance relating to the subjects that a Master Plan should rea-
sonably consider as pertinent to the future development of the 
planning jurisdiction. Among these subjects is a description of:

“The general location, character, and extent of streets, railroads, 
airports, bicycle paths, pedestrian ways, bridges, waterways, 
and waterfront developments; sanitary sewers and water sup-
ply systems; facilities for flood prevention, drainage, pollution 
prevention, and maintenance of water levels; and public utilities 

and structures.” 

The current Comprehensive Development Plan provides several 
proposals in the spirit of this statutory requirement, such as a 
recommendation to develop a “beach-to-beach” trail and the 
recommendation to divert traffic along M-22 and M-115 to Main 
Street. However, as noted above, the Plan lacks a transportation 
analysis and infrastructure analysis that would more completely 
fulfill this statutory requirement.

The Act also requires that a Plan provide:

“Recommendations as to the general character, extent, and 
layout of redevelopment or rehabilitation of blighted areas; 
and the removal, relocation, widening, narrowing, vacat-
ing, abandonment, change of use, or extension of streets, 
grounds, open spaces, buildings, utilities, or other facilities.” 

The current Plan includes such recommendations in a general 
manner, but lacks specific proposals. For example, the Plan 
lacks visual representations of desired City form, does not 
identify or target specific areas as redevelopment opportunities, 
and provides only limited recommendations for future street and 
utility improvements.

For a local unit of government that has adopted a zoning ordi-
nance, MPEA now requires: 

“A zoning plan for various zoning districts controlling the 
height, area, bulk, location, and use of buildings and prem-
ises. The zoning plan shall include an explanation of how 
the land use categories on the future land use map relate to 
the districts on the zoning map.” 

Few Master Plans prepared by Michigan municipalities include 
a zoning plan, and Frankfort’s Plan is no exception. In any new 
Master Plan or amendment to a Master Plan, a Zoning Plan 
would need to be prepared.

Finally, Section 33(2) of the Act requires that a Master Plan 
include recommendations for implementing any of the master 
plan's proposals. The Frankfort Comprehensive Development 
Plan includes an implementation section that outlines a list of 
necessary Zoning Ordinance amendments, suggests that the 
Planning Commission prepare a Capital Improvements Program, 
encourages the Commission to carry out recommendations of 
other City adopted plans and policies; suggests that the Com-
mission annually prepare a work program, and recommends that 
Commissioners engage in continuing education. To better meet 
the spirit of the Act, we would suggest that the implementation 
section also include a summary of key Plan recommendations, 
prioritization of recommendations, assignment of tasks (i.e., 
who will “champion” this recommendation?) and identification of 
potential funding sources.
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Testing the 1998 Plan

This analysis compares the goals expressed in the 1998 Plan 
with the input generated during the course of this process 
through interviews, the Vision Fair and survey responses.

From the 1998 Plan:

Land Use Statement
“Encourage growth in a planned orderly manner following 
general development patterns already established: maintain 
a small community setting which is predominately medium-
density single family residential, with strong economic 
diversification, and a desire to remain a healthy small town.”

Assessment:  
This general statement about land use needs revision based 
on what was learned during the Vision Fair and from the survey 
responses.  

Housing and Residential
Goal: Strengthen the stability of existing residential areas and 
accommodate a variety of housing opportunities to maintain af-
fordability for a wide range of income levels.

Objectives: 
Encourage the maintenance and preservation of the •	
existing houses through proper zoning and housing 
code enforcement.
Where appropriate for future residential development, •	
encourage the concepts of higher density clustering 
and open space preservation to preserve the City’s 
character and identity.
Promote and accommodate future residential develop-•	
ment in the northern tier of the City that is complemen-
tary with existing development.
Protect residential areas from non-residential land uses •	
by requiring open space, landscaping, and buffered 
thoroughfares and encouraging transitional land uses.
Higher density residential needs to be located where •	
utilities are available for the project.
Expand senior housing stock (primarily adjacent to •	
downtown). 

Assessment:  

Goal and all objectives remain valid.  Update is necessary to 
include objective of creating broader range of housing stock and 
residential/mixed-use in the Central Business District  

Commercial – Downtown and Waterfront

Goal: To strengthen the quantity and quality of retail and service 
business opportunities and the general business environment of 
the downtown area while meeting the needs of area residents 
and tourists.

Objectives:
Improve “entrance” to the City (i.e., welcome signs, •	
landscaping, theme banners), including more attractive 
and efficient signage directing visitors to downtown.
Coordinate pedestrian ways with existing and future •	
commercial land uses to preserve/enhance the ac-
cessibility and scenic value of Betsie Bay and Lake 
Michigan.
Through the Frankfort Economic Development and In-•	
formation Center, work with the local business commu-
nity to prepare a well thought-out marketing plan for the 
downtown area. These efforts should include a focus 
on the seasonal and senior citizen growth opportunities, 
and should seek to increase diversity in the community.
Develop year-round tourism-oriented activities (i.e. •	
horse drawn carriage, historic home/building tour, bed 
and breakfast promotion) that take advantage of the lo-
cal natural amenities including sunsets, Lake Michigan 
and beach facilities.
Create design and development standards and proce-•	
dures to minimize conflict with other land uses. 
Improve access and public parking facilities for retail •	
businesses in the downtown area.
Establish a community assistance improvement fund •	
for the restoration and improvement of historic and 
architecturally significant structures.
Promote service opportunities at selected locations •	
along the proposed “beach to beach trail” consistent 
with the City Recreation Plan.

Assessment:  

Goal and all objectives remain valid.  Revision is necessary to 
include the following objectives: 

Create residential opportunities in the Central Business 1.	
District
Improve Open Space Park and the Marina2.	
Develop mixed-use standards and district3.	
Create plan to limit or redirect truck traffic 4.	

Industrial/Manufacturing

Goal: To increase the supply of strong and stable job creating 
ventures adding new wealth and capital for the benefit of all area 
residents.

Objectives: 
Provide necessary infrastructure to predetermined •	
urban development areas and the industrial park.
Promote/improve good transportation route systems to •	
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industrial areas.
Provide financial incentives to industries which are •	
consistent with State policies.
Initiate and support a business retention and outreach •	
effort with the Frankfort Economic Development and 
Information Center.
Create/update design and development standards and •	
procedures

Assessment: 

This goal and these objectives can be better addressed in the 
broader context of Economic Development.  Objectives should 
also be more specific to better guide development.

Intergovernmental Relations

Goal: Improve communication linkages and cooperation be-
tween the City, surrounding communities, Townships, the 
County.

Objectives: 
Determine policies which benefit both the City and •	
Crystal Lake Township.
Create a consistent means of communicating with the •	
Crystal Lake Township Board and Planning Commis-
sion.
Coordinate consistent and compatible land use deci-•	
sions along the City/Township borders.
Maintain a relationship with on-going County planning •	
efforts.
Seek common objectives and projects with the Village •	
of Elberta  and continue cooperative efforts.

 
Assessment: 

The goal needs to be revised to include the State and state 
agencies.  Revisions are necessary to create the following 
objectives:

Create a regional planning partnership to protect and 1.	
maintain the water quality of Betsie Bay.  
Work with Crystal Lake Township for potential annexa-2.	
tion of land for development. 
Work with MDOT to improve signage on M-115 and to 3.	
create plan for restricting heavy truck traffic in certain 
areas of town

Parks and Recreation

Statement: Develop and maintain a balanced system of parks 
and recreation areas, facilities and services to serve all age 
groups and all parts of the City.

Goal: Take advantage of existing open space and natural 
resource opportunities in addition to maximizing the use and 

enjoyment of existing park and recreation facilities located within 
the City. Further, provide a well-balanced array of active and 
passive park improvements and programs for residents of all 
age groups by utilizing the recommendations of the Recreation 
Plan.

Objectives:
Create and maintain a five-year Recreation Plan to •	
become eligible for grant assistance with recreational 
projects.
Develop an informational brochure and distribution •	
plan which describes the recreational and open space 
offerings and opportunities available to residents and 
visitors.
Provide opportunities for the involvement of City resi-•	
dents in the identification, selection, and development 
of recreational activities.
Develop a recreation, facilities and open space net-•	
work which is interconnected by open land corridors, 
conservation easements, public roadways, and utility 
corridors.
Over time, develop an integrated and multi-purpose •	
open space and park system which helps to maintain 
the City’s valuable lakeshore character while it address-
es local recreational needs and open space priorities.
Improve and expand the recreation facilities in the •	
waterfront parks.
Define, improve and regulate the Lake Michigan Beach •	
area for the safety and well being of the public.
Cooperate with the Frankfort-Elberta Area Public •	
Schools to operate joint recreation facilities in the City 
of Frankfort and the Village of Elberta and formalize this 
cooperation by institutionalizing it.
Renovate, repair, replace and upgrade existing parks •	
that expand the park’s usefulness for all age groups.
Expand and improve the hiking, biking, nature and •	
walking trails.
Hire a part-time parks and recreation director to super-•	
vise summer programs, sports camps, art workshops, 
volleyball tournament, horseshoe tournaments, com-
munity gardens.
Recreation areas should be conveniently located, ac-•	
cessible, well designed in each neighborhood area
Recreation areas should be developed with the visitor •	
in mind, with continued use of the City’s park system as 
a means to attract tourists, new business and shoppers 
to the City.

Assessment:  

The goal and statement remain valid and reflect the core values 
of the Frankfort community.  Objectives need revisions to reflect 
those objectives that have been achieved and to establish a 
clear priority for the types and locations of park and recreation 
facilities.  
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Public Services, Facilities and Governmental Functions

Goal: To improve and enhance public services, facilities and 
functions, in a cost effective manner, to meet the needs of all 
residents.

Objectives:
Hold periodic joint meetings between governing bodies •	
to collectively generate a direction for development and 
programs in the City.
Encourage inter-agency cooperation and coordination •	
to police, fire, rescue, and public services to achieve 
consistency and improved services.
Research and pursue alternative funding opportunities: •	
grants, trusts, community foundation, etc.

Assessment: 

This section of the goals and objectives begins to become re-
dundant.  In a master plan, this creates unnecessary confusion.  
The goal remains valid; however, the objectives can be placed in 
other sections. 

Infrastructure - Utilities

Goal: To improve and expand appropriate public utilities to ac-
commodate existing and future development.

Objectives:
Coordinate utility upgrade and/or replacement with •	
development.
Improve existing public utilities.•	
Coordinate development opportunities with available •	
emergency services.

Economic Development

Goal: To embellish a stable and growing economic base to sup-
port a diverse array of business opportunities within the City.

Objectives:
Through the Frankfort Economic Development and In-•	
formation Center, work with the local business commu-
nity to prepare a well thought-out marketing plan for the 
downtown area. These efforts should include a focus on 
the seasonal and senior citizen growth opportunities.
Develop year-round tourism oriented activities (i.e. •	
horse drawn carriage, historic home/building tour, bed 
and breakfast promotion).
Establish a community assistance improvement fund •	
for the restoration and improvement of historic and 
architecturally significant structures.

Initiate and support a business retention and outreach •	
effort with the Frankfort Economic Development and 
Information Center.

Tourism

Goal: Promote Frankfort as a tourism/retail center destination.

Objectives:
Through the Frankfort Economic Development and •	
Information Center, work with the local business com-
munity to prepare a well thought-out marketing plan 
for the downtown area. These efforts should include a 
focus on the seasonal growth opportunities.
Develop year-round tourism oriented activities (i.e. •	
horse drawn carriage, historic home/building tour, bed 
and breakfast promotion).
Coordinate efforts of community groups for special •	
events, etc.
Promote a positive attitude (spirit) of wanting people in •	
the community.
Maintain the small town character.•	

Assessment: 

These three sections are redundant and need to be combined 
into one comprehensive Economic Development section that 
includes manufacturing and industrial development.

Future Land Use Plan

The Future Land Use section of the Master Plan does not relate 
to the existing zoning categories and the Implementation chapter 
does not have specific zoning ordinance amendments.  This 
creates a very troubling situation, one in which the Master Plan 
is vulnerable to legal challenge.  Considering the number of 
public comments about making the master plan defensible, this 
section is inadequate and needs complete revision to meet the 
standards set forth by the MPEA and to be legally defensible.  
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Recommendations

Based on the input generated during the Vision Fair and 
subsequent survey, many of the goals outlined in the 1998 
Comprehensive Development Plan remain valid.  However, the 
1998 document does not provide a clear and concise guid-
ing vision for the community.   There are significant revisions 
needed in almost every section of goals and objectives and the 
goals and objectives need to be simplified and condensed to 
make the Master Plan more concise and easier to understand.  
Furthermore, the 1998 plan’s discussion of Future Land Use and 
implementation falls short of what is needed to guide Frankfort’s 
evolution.

There is considerable effort required to bring the 1998 Compre-
hensive Development Plan into compliance with the Planning 
Enabling Act of 2008.  The City would benefit greatly from a new 
Master Plan that includes the following elements:

A guiding vision for Frankfort•	
More guidance for capital improvement decisions•	
More specific discussion and guidance of the physical •	
form of development in different districts
A future land use section that is more illustrative and •	
specific about physical character
Traffic and infrastructure chapter•	
Zoning Plan which details specific zoning ordinance •	
amendments to reflect the Master Plan
Improved implementation section that clearly delineates •	
specific actions, responsibilities, priorities, funding and 
method of assessment for every action needed to fully 
implement the Master Plan

Based on the American Planning Association’s recommended 
guidelines for minimum comprehensive plan contents, Frank-
fort’s 1998 plan is missing several key elements including signifi-
cant discussion about the correlation of zoning to the future land 
use plan, transportation, capital improvements, discussion of 
affordable housing and job creation.  Most importantly, the 1998 
plan lacks a zoning plan that contains a full description of each 
zoning district that directly corresponds to the future land use 
plan as mentioned in the previous list.  The City would benefit 
greatly by revising the Master Plan to address the elements 
detailed above and to provide a more solid and provide the Plan-
ning Commission a more defensible basis for making land use 
decisions. 

We do not take the recommendation of rewriting the Master 
Plan lightly.  The effort required to properly update the Frankfort 
Master Plan and zoning ordinance is significant.  However, an 
updated and simplified Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance will 
help guide the City toward becoming a sustainable community 

and can be used as competitive advantages in recruiting new 
investment to Frankfort.
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Appendix A:  Five Year Master Plan 
Review Checklist
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Appendix B:  Vision Fair Information

Frankfort Vision Fair
Agenda
March 7, 2009

10 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.  Open House –  Facilitated by Wade Trim

Individual Stations•	
Analysis of Existing Conditions:•	
Waterfront District•	
Residential•	
Commercial•	
Recreation•	
Transportation•	
Potential Development•	
Visual Preference Survey•	

12:00 - 12:05	 Introduction and Goals of the Workshop – Chip Smith, Wade Trim

12:05– 12:15	 Making Change Happen – Chip Smith and Nick Lomako, Wade Trim

12:15 – 1:00	 Affirmative Inquiry Visioning Exercise – Nick Lomako

1:00 – 1:45	 Postcards from Tomorrow Exercise – Nick Lomako	

1:45 – 2:00	 Next Steps – Chip Smith

2:00		  Adjourn
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Appreciative Inquiry Exercise
What We Like About Frankfort and What We Would Like to 

See in the Future

March 7, 2009

Group One:
High design aesthetic•	
Individuality•	
Context – sensitive•	
Mixed-use ok•	
Walkability•	
Green trumps pavement•	
Variety of setbacks and trails materials•	
We want Frankfort to be Frankfort•	

Group Two: 
Environmental Features:  trees, trail, beach, parks•	
Aesthetic public and private architecture•	
Medical facilities and services•	
Good schools•	
Existing manufacturing and business•	

Group Three:
Community •	

pride◦◦
compassionate◦◦
engaging◦◦
welcoming◦◦
walkability◦◦

Natural Resources •	
preservation and access◦◦
water◦◦
beaches◦◦
trail system◦◦
parks◦◦
fishing◦◦

Services•	
schools◦◦
health care◦◦
city◦◦
public safety◦◦
infrastructure (public and private)◦◦

Economic•	
viable business niche◦◦
boutique◦◦
owner operated◦◦
year-round employees◦◦

Cultural•	
music◦◦
art◦◦
historical◦◦

Group Four:
Mutual aid – not mutual struggle•	
Tradition – change•	
History•	
Churches•	
Familiarity•	
Smaller population•	
Cohesiveness•	
Sustainable – self supporting•	

Group Five:
Natural Resources•	
Trails, fishing, water, trees (forests), beaches (shore-•	
lines)
Sunsets – visual displays•	
Accessibility•	
People•	
Farmland•	

Group Six:
Potential for Economy•	

Agriculture◦◦
Recreation◦◦
Retirement community◦◦
Home construction◦◦
Tourism◦◦
Art and culture◦◦

Group Seven: 
Arts, culture, history•	
Conservation and public access to natural resources•	
School and community youth programs•	
Preserve small-town atmosphere•	
Sustainable economic development•	

Group Eight:
Environment•	

waterfront◦◦
trees◦◦
parks◦◦
trail◦◦
clean air and water◦◦

Small Scale•	
Walkability◦◦
Commutability◦◦
Safety◦◦

Diversity •	
Age◦◦
Housing opportunities◦◦
Income◦◦
Business◦◦

Recreational Opportunities•	
Fishing◦◦
Trail◦◦
Boating◦◦
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Health Care•	
Paul Oliver◦◦
Fitness center◦◦
Use of recreational facilities◦◦
Availability of primary care physicians◦◦
Michigan Shores◦◦
The Maples◦◦

Group Nine:
Natural preservation•	
Affordability/economics•	
Function i.e., transportation•	
Community atmosphere/balance•	
Health and education•	

Group Ten:
Change•	
Shopping •	

Internet◦◦
Technology◦◦
Outlets◦◦
Big box◦◦
Centralize◦◦
Franchise◦◦

Education •	
Technology◦◦
Funding◦◦
Specialization◦◦
Lifetime learning/continuing education,◦◦
On-line◦◦
Choice◦◦

Health Care•	
Technology is better◦◦
Money for health Care worse◦◦
Spread-out for service◦◦

Postcards from Tomorrow

The final exercise of the Vision Fair broke participants into small 
groups of five to eight people.  Each group was asked to develop 
a consensus vision for what Frankfort is like in 30 years and to 
write a postcard to send to someone describing the Frankfort 
they have envisioned.  There were five groups that produced 
postcards.  The text for each is below:

“Town is vibrant and happy. Gliders soar overhead. 1.	
Shoppers are milling about downtown. It is great to 
see the businesses thrive year round. Families enjoy 
barbecues, swimming, sailing, and boating on all the 
lakes. The natural resources have never been better! 
Neighborhoods are maintained, walkable, and safe. 
Schools continue to excel academically and athletically. 
Time to get the bikes out for a trail ride. Wow, this is 
some place! Forever in Frankfort. P.S. the Benzie Bus 
is still running.

“We’re having a great time. The sun is shining and we 2.	
strolled down the tree-lined streets and stopped in at 
the local bakery. We took our goodies to a Harborside 
park. The harbor was bustling with sailboats, canoes, 
kayaks, and fishing boats. You can’t imagine how 
many interesting visitors and local residents we met. 
Everyone is so friendly. Sometimes we walk the trails, 
sometimes we bike throughout the City.

You can’t imagine how many great restaurants are here 3.	
and we have a hard time choosing between them. After 
lunch, we went to several art galleries, ending with a 
visit to our fabulous art center located in the historic 
Coast Guard Station. (While we were so occupied, 
the children took in a movie at the beautiful Garden 
Theatre.) Did you know that Frankfort is well-known as 
an outstanding community? If it should rain in “Cam-
elot”, we head for the great library for a book – if it isn’t 
raining, we can take it to the beach.

There are no words to describe the experience of sitting 4.	
on the beach, surrounded by natural beauty and watch-
ing a glorious sunset…..red, purple, orange, and flow. 
Come see us. We think you’ll want to make this your 
home. Wish I could tell you all the wonderful amenities 
that exist here, but there just isn’t room.”

“That beautiful lake is still here! We can’t wait to get 5.	
down there and play but first we want to drive through 
downtown because there’s lots of activity. Who knows, 
maybe something new for us to explore! Love to see 
the tree-lined neighborhoods have expanded and the 
school’s even bigger!

“Ever since we moved to Frankfort, we’ve been delight-6.	
ed with this energy independent, diverse, and active 
community. Windmills offshore, home solar panels, and 
the main biomass plant (making all sidewalks, streets 
heated/cooled) all exemplify dedication to alternative 
energy. The streets have become focal points for neigh-
borhood activity. They are now soft surface, full of chil-
dren playing. There are community gardens, gathering 
places for all ages, a community center (indoor skating, 
swimming), cultural events of all kinds, educational 
options for lifelong learning. In fact, Frankfort is such 
a showcase, such an exemplar as a community praxis 
of environmental and human stewardship that folks 
have come here from all parts of the world, making it a 
multicultural, multiracial, paradigm and paradise. When 
can we expect you?”

Nick & Chip,  Wow! It’s fortunate Frankfort has main-7.	
tained its hospital service since I suffered a sprained 
ankle running to the 4th of July parade. Luckily, the bus 
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picked me up and dropped me off in the beautiful open 
space park where I relaxed under the shady trees. I 
heard the ferry whistle and seagulls while I watched 
the sailboats come and go from the bay. I explored the 
unique array of local merchandise and bought some 
local fish (smoked!). Come visit!
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Appendix C:  Internet Survey Data and 
Responses

Frankfort Master Plan Survey

1. Vision of Frankfort

 
Strongly

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Response
Count

Maintain a small town character 55.2% (111) 27.9% (56) 10.9% (22) 2.5% (5) 3.5% (7) 201

Plan for many types of living quarters 
(single family, apartment, etc.)

29.4% (58) 32.0% (63) 31.5% (62) 5.6% (11) 1.5% (3) 197

Increase the total number of living 
quarters

17.3% (34) 22.4% (44) 43.4% (85) 14.3% (28) 2.6% (5) 196

Promote new residential 
development on vacant land

15.7% (31) 24.7% (49) 28.8% (57) 20.7% (41) 10.1% (20) 198

Promote new residential 
development within current 

residential areas
20.7% (41) 38.9% (77) 30.3% (60) 8.6% (17) 1.5% (3) 198

Protect residential areas from non-
residential uses

29.7% (60) 25.7% (52) 32.7% (66) 7.4% (15) 4.5% (9) 202

Promote new senior housing 
opportunities

18.5% (37) 36.5% (73) 35.0% (70) 8.0% (16) 2.0% (4) 200

Allow for the population to double 14.6% (29) 22.1% (44) 23.6% (47) 28.1% (56) 11.6% (23) 199

Plan for most employment to be 
inside the City

18.6% (37) 30.2% (60) 41.7% (83) 9.0% (18) 0.5% (1) 199

Plan for most employment to be 
outside the City

3.6% (7) 12.8% (25) 51.3% (100) 24.1% (47) 8.2% (16) 195

Plan to reduce recreational space in 
favor of new housing development

1.0% (2) 5.4% (11) 17.7% (36) 41.4% (84) 34.5% (70) 203

Plan to increase recreational land 15.6% (31) 30.7% (61) 36.7% (73) 14.6% (29) 2.5% (5) 199

Create new living opportunities in 
the Central Business District

10.6% (21) 32.2% (64) 40.7% (81) 13.1% (26) 3.5% (7) 199

Prohibit new living opportunities in 
the Waterfront Business District

12.4% (25) 28.2% (57) 27.2% (55) 22.3% (45) 9.9% (20) 202

Plan for new multiple use districts 
"called mixed use zones" (living, 

retail, commercial)
15.9% (32) 24.9% (50) 38.3% (77) 14.4% (29) 6.5% (13) 201

Plan to allow multiple family living 
units (duplexes, quadplexes, 

apartments)?
13.2% (26) 35.0% (69) 30.5% (60) 14.7% (29) 6.6% (13) 197

Page 1
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Create a city policy for the inspection 
and oversight of short-term rentals

13.5% (27) 27.5% (55) 38.5% (77) 15.5% (31) 5.0% (10) 200

Plan to create an Historic Zone in 
Frankfort

21.3% (43) 38.1% (77) 28.2% (57) 8.9% (18) 3.5% (7) 202

 answered question 204

 skipped question 0

2. Traffic, Transportation, Infrastructure and Enforcement

 
Strongly

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Response
Count

Protect pedestrians, non-motorized
vehicles, handicapped users

37.9% (75) 37.9% (75) 18.7% (37) 3.5% (7) 2.0% (4) 198

Do not change parking rules in 
Frankfort

22.1% (44) 35.2% (70) 27.6% (55) 10.6% (21) 4.5% (9) 199

Increase traffic control devices 
(stoplights, signs, parking 

restrictions)
8.1% (16) 12.1% (24) 29.8% (59) 32.8% (65) 17.2% (34) 198

Provide more parking in Central 
Business District

11.2% (22) 36.2% (71) 35.7% (70) 13.8% (27) 3.1% (6) 196

Reduce parking on Main Street of 
Frankfort

3.5% (7) 7.1% (14) 22.2% (44) 46.0% (91) 21.2% (42) 198

Increase number of handicapped 
only parking spaces

4.5% (9) 8.5% (17) 44.7% (89) 33.2% (66) 9.0% (18) 199

Eliminate one-way streets in 
Frankfort

12.6% (25) 10.6% (21) 17.6% (35) 39.7% (79) 19.6% (39) 199

Consider changing number and 
direction of one-way streets.

8.1% (16) 10.2% (20) 27.9% (55) 37.1% (73) 16.8% (33) 197

Aggressively enforce all zoning rules 14.6% (29) 17.6% (35) 37.2% (74) 22.6% (45) 8.0% (16) 199

Expand the Water, Sewer and Storm 
Water systems into all sections of 

the City
19.0% (38) 31.5% (63) 35.5% (71) 10.0% (20) 4.0% (8) 200

Increase the number of paved, 
maintained, streets

24.7% (49) 35.4% (70) 22.2% (44) 15.7% (31) 2.0% (4) 198

Create more sidewalks. 24.9% (49) 33.5% (66) 23.9% (47) 14.7% (29) 3.0% (6) 197

Allow short-term rental housing in 
ALL Residential Districts

13.0% (26) 24.5% (49) 39.5% (79) 15.5% (31) 7.5% (15) 200

Page 2
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Create new short-term rental 
regulations for all districts

10.0% (20) 19.4% (39) 47.8% (96) 14.4% (29) 8.5% (17) 201

Create guidelines and land use 
plans for alternative energy creation 
including wind turbines, solar panel 

arrays and biomass power plants

36.7% (73) 32.7% (65) 20.6% (41) 5.0% (10) 5.0% (10) 199

Create limited truck traffic areas 
based on size & weight of vehicle

18.3% (36) 27.4% (54) 37.1% (73) 13.7% (27) 3.6% (7) 197

 answered question 201

 skipped question 3

3. Land Use Patterns

 
Strongly

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Response
Count

Increase protection of natural 
resources, water fronts, beaches

53.8% (107) 30.7% (61) 10.1% (20) 3.5% (7) 2.0% (4) 199

Increase protection of steep slopes 
and dunes

44.7% (89) 30.2% (60) 17.6% (35) 5.0% (10) 2.5% (5) 199

Create more open space by limiting 
building footprints based on lot size

19.5% (38) 25.1% (49) 39.5% (77) 13.8% (27) 2.1% (4) 195

Special Uses allowed in zoning 
districts subject to revocation if 

ownership or use changes.
12.2% (24) 18.4% (36) 54.1% (106) 12.8% (25) 2.6% (5) 196

Annex land from Crystal Lake 
Township for future development

13.7% (27) 15.2% (30) 42.1% (83) 22.3% (44) 6.6% (13) 197

Plan cooperatively or jointly with 
Crystal Lake Township

29.3% (58) 37.9% (75) 22.2% (44) 8.6% (17) 2.0% (4) 198

Plan cooperatively or jointly with 
Village of Elberta

33.5% (67) 41.0% (82) 18.0% (36) 5.5% (11) 2.0% (4) 200

Create Cooperative Planning to 
Protect Betsie Bay and Harbor

44.0% (88) 36.5% (73) 14.0% (28) 3.0% (6) 2.5% (5) 200

Plan for changes in traffic patterns 
inside Frankfort

13.6% (27) 16.1% (32) 39.2% (78) 24.6% (49) 6.5% (13) 199

Protect Betsie Bay and Lake 
Michigan "views"

48.2% (96) 31.2% (62) 14.1% (28) 4.5% (9) 2.0% (4) 199

 answered question 200

Page 3
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 skipped question 4

4. For Demographic and Statistical Purposes

 Yes No
Response

Count

Do you consider yourself a "native" 
of Frankfort?

56.4% (110) 43.6% (85) 195

Are you actively employed in 
Frankfort?

39.7% (79) 60.3% (120) 199

Are you actively employed outside of 
Frankfort?

20.7% (41) 79.3% (157) 198

Do you spend more than 6 months 
living in Frankfort each year?

91.5% (182) 8.5% (17) 199

Is your age group: 24 or younger? 56.5% (104) 43.5% (80) 184

Is your age group: 25-34? 4.4% (8) 95.6% (174) 182

Is your age group: 35-44? 8.9% (16) 91.1% (164) 180

Is your age group: 45-59? 13.7% (25) 86.3% (157) 182

Is your age group: 60-70? 17.0% (31) 83.0% (151) 182

Is your age group: over age 71? 11.7% (21) 88.3% (158) 179

 answered question 200

 skipped question 4

5. For Demographic and Statistical Purposes

 
Response
Average

Response
Total

Response
Count

 How many years have you (and 
your family) lived in Frankfort?

 17.99 3,364 187

 How many persons over age 25 live 
in your household?

 1.77 333 188

 How many persons over age 60 live 
in your household?

 0.53 101 192

 answered question 197

 skipped question 7

Page 4
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Additional Responses and Comments

The following responses have been edited for spelling only.

Promote mixed use development in CBD and GC and WB; 
Promote clustered neighborhood design in vacant R1 areas; 
Change Ind district adjacent to Betsie Bay and rezone to mixed 
use PUD; Encourage transitional uses along M-22; Allow living 
quarters above detached garages and/or accessory dwellings 
in R-1 and R2; encourage short-term rentals with guidelines; 
encourage/foster renewable energy opportunities

Maintain diversity of land use, building and character of the city

Zoning and master plan should be written to coincide with legal 
issues, so that we stay out of courts and not infringe on private 
ownership and rights

I would like the city explore alternative energy for the city such 
as wind or solar

Keep character defining elements of town intact. Protect and de-
velop historical, cultural and environmental resources. Promote 
sustainable economic development that works with/for  commu-
nity goals, maintain “harbor” waterfront feel, use water resources 
for wise development. Be Unique!

2 hours to complete 2 surveys, dragged on a little. Maybe have 
more information, interaction or exercises. More bang for the 
buck

Your survey appears to be targeting some specific areas that are 
important to a small group of people (short term rentals, traffic 
patterns).  Frankfort is a wonderful city and it feels like there is a 
small group of people who want to legislate every little aspect of 
the city.  All residents of Frankfort want what is best for the city 
therefore, it doesn’t seem that more rules and laws are needed.  
People of the city deserve some freedom.  This has been a 
lively, vibrant city for decades and will continue if we use our 
collective common sense about what Frankfort has always been 
about.  Trust in our small town values and faith in ourselves and 
our neighbors to do what is right for the city.  Mixed use areas fit 
well with the history of the city and make good use of the limited 
space we have within the city limits.  We should continue to 
explore new innovations within the city like alternative energy as 
a way of attracting jobs while at the same time minimizing the 
impact these endeavors have on the beauty of Frankfort and it’s 
environment.  Lastly, in order for Frankfort to continue being the 
special place that it is, planning efforts must not just be done 
with retirees and seniors in mind, but people of all ages.

Many of these questions our quite open ended and hopefully 
will not be used to further any specific agenda.  The information 
garnered should be taken for what it’s worth, general survey 
responses. 

 

Much of the focus on housing should be directed toward afford-
able family housing and low impact job creation.

Something needs to be done in the City about People who 
leave junk all over their yards and have structures that are very 
unpleasant to their neighbors.

Add curbs to all streets.  Enforce speed limits. Promote clean-
up around houses and yards. Relocate M-22 from Forest Ave. 
to Main St. (from Lake to 7th). Enforce clean-up of the Smoke 
Stack area if no development gets underway there. Update or at 
least repair all street lighting.

Would like lower income multi-family housing, possibly in mixed 
use zone, but no more condo developments anywhere. Allow liv-
ing opportunities above businesses in Central Business District. 
Allow mixed use in “Boneyard” vicinity, but no further mixed use 
in town.

Keep neighborhoods intact.  Fill out the downtown with busi-
nesses and apartments or condos.  Keep water views open.  
Keep the town walkable!  Maintain the open space that there is 
now.

People come to Frankfort for what it is. Not for what it could be 
or maybe become. Change will come on its own, it shouldn’t be 
forced.

Need for city to clear the sidewalks in the winter in the downtown 
area, 3rd Street through 7th Street

1) Expanding the airport runway to allow private jets would bring 
much needed economy to the area. 2) Please have the smoke 
stack building torn down - it is a big “eyesore” coming in to 
Frankfort on M-115. 3) Those of us living on the western half of 
Crystal Lake consider Frankfort as our hometown, and we love 
being part of this community.

Since my residency of 13 years and also had worked in Frank-
fort for 7 years, now retired, the people have not accepted me as 
a native “they” think one should be born here. Comments from 
other locale, i.e. Manistee, Traverse City have also felt this way 
about Frankfort attitude.

I’d like to see us have a solid master plan with some teeth in it, 
and be willing to enforce it for all. Granting of special exceptions 
for friends and the chosen few can result in lawsuits & eventual 
development that doesn’t support the master plan. I’d also like 
to find a way to relocate & re-purpose the “boneyard”. I’m not 
fond of our seemingly unregulated short-term rental policies; we 
see (and hear) a lot of crazies at some of our nearby neighbors’ 
homes in the summer.
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Promote smart growth to achieve an increase in revenue to the 
city.

We need to increase revenue to the city.

Increase traffic control: Please, just enforce the rules & laws that 
we already have.

You are missing the boat on your boat slips in the marina. What 
would be more attractive than painting all the slips pastel colors? 
What an introduction to the city that would be. Think about this. 
Thank you.

Who in the world wrote all of this – ridiculous

When is everybody going to wake up and realize that growth is 
a good thing for our community.  Our population could double 
and guess what:  We are still a small town.  Open up George 
St. and extend utilities into this area.  Plan for affordable and 
market rate housing.  Encourage entrepreneurship opportunities 
and plan for a more diverse commercial network.  Encourage 
mixed-uses wherever feasible and develop the “bone yard”.  
Renewable energy and a wi-fi network is a must to compete with 
other prosperous communities.  Our school district needs kids, 
our town needs families, and without growth the City will die.  I 
believe if we continue with the “not in my back yard” attitude the 
City will be forced to cut services and/or seek higher taxes to 
fulfill the operations of the town.  Growth or higher taxes are the 
only means to increase revenue to efficiently operate the City.  
Nobody wants higher taxes.  Somehow communication to those 
who do not want growth has to be made to stress the importance 
of smart growth to achieve economic prosperity.  When I grew 
up here the town was full of families and it was vibrant.  The 
town is still vibrant, in the summer, but it is time that we, as a 
community, plan for growth.  Growth is inevitable, let’s plan for 
the growth so we can avoid the nimby attitudes and controver-
sies associated with development opportunities.  Everyone loves 
Frankfort and the town we love will be in jeopardy if action is not 
taken to preserve our natural resources and encourage growth 
in developable areas.  This community can support growth!

Growth if done correctly is a positive thing for the community

Need more affordable/market rate housing, develop George St., 
develop boneyard

To maintain forward progress in this economy, we must, as a 
City entity, encourage development and growth of all kinds.

Smart growth is required to keep the community’s businesses 
viable.  Business owners must see a commitment to a future 
with the probability of their own success before they will invest 
and expand.  Without investment and expansion, jobs will either 
be lost or not created.

No further condos

Protect Bay & Lake PUBLIC VIEWS, not private owner. Have a 
425 Agreement with/ Crystal Lake Township. 

Keep families in Frankfort.  Native Frankfort Residents have 
been pushed out by transplants with the money to buy their way 
in.

It is most important that the city leverage the great waterfront 
property for common uses (dog parks, bike paths, hiking paths, 
maintained AND better sidewalks, etc.).  Maintain the no-fee ac-
cess to the beauty of our lakeshore and access to quaint shops 
and restaurants.  Don’t over-build and don’t take activity/invest-
ment from the city to the outskirts. . .Accommodate families 
who live here (not wealthy), adventurists, naturalists and leisure 
vacationers.

Thank you for this survey. We need stops signs where alleys 
cross streets. We should not continue promoting condos on the 
bay. We should help current families fix up their homes and en-
courage new families to live in town. We need good job creation 
in and around Frankfort. We need to promote the use of the 
Benzie Bus and the trail system.

The city needs to grow in order to succeed.  Protect only public 
views of the bay and Lake Michigan.  If people want to preserve 
the view of the bay or lake through private property then they 
should buy it.  The Bradley project should have passed; too bad 
the voters confused the issue with the Hanrath project.  Also, 
settle the Tobin issue.  Those condos would help the cash flow 
of the city immensely.  Instead the city council continues to 
fleece the city of much needed funds due to legal representation.  
Other than those issues the city is wonderful and will be even 
better if it will be allowed to grow.

More buildings, attract more people to Frankfort, more traf-
fic coming in and out of town, build more houses in town and 
around the area

Too many questions are repeated! Last section is irrelevant!

I’d like Frankfort to keep its small town mentality

It’s a bit late to be asking some of these questions.

Leave it how it is, and just fix roads and repair what needs 
repairing

Build a skate park
People come to camp. Don’t build condos, people want to camp!

Put a Taco Bell in town
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People come here because it’s small and remote, industrializa-
tion isn’t necessary

Enforce traffic laws. Stop people from doing u-turns on Main St. 
by crossing over double yellow lines. It violates Michigan law. 
More of a police presence is needed on Main St.

Don’t touch the bluffs and don’t fill our town with condos.  It’ll ruin 
the whole atmosphere.

Need an ORV trail or dirt bike track open to the public

I think we should increase security for businesses so break-ins 
are fewer

Keep Frankfort a small, quiet town

Promote aggressive expansion down regulation and help the 
economy

I did not like the way you set up the survey. Questions were 
vague and I was scared to agree or disagree because I fear it 
will be used against me. If I agree to more downtown parking 
you should explain where because I don’t approve of destroying 
historic buildings for the new parking.

Build a skate park

Frankfort will be my future home.  The town has an ambiance 
that drew us there and any change that comes forth must be 
very carefully studied and researched as to the impact on its’ 
residents.  Change is good, but must be measured.

I think Frankfort should expand and get bigger. I’ve lived around 
Frankfort my whole life and it’s always been nice but I think if it 
was bigger it’d be better.

Build a little boardwalk in the summer for consumers to buy and 
ride stuff like the boardwalks in New Jersey where they have 
carnival games and rides on their beachfronts with little shops 
and stands.

Increase alternative energy and promote the farmers’ market 
and ___?

We need a Burger King

Make good changes, spend money wisely
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OBJECTIVE OF THIS REPORT

This report was commissioned on June 10, 2008, and its objec-
tives defined by Planning Commission Chair Bruce Ogilvie:  “To 
transcribe the records of public meetings into a consolidated 
‘view’ book for permanent record. From the public record, 
develop categorical listing of Issues, opportunities, suggestions 
and reflections in Report Form”.

The report has been compiled from a variety of sources, includ-
ing:
The “public record”, i.e., the minutes of each meeting at which 
specific Sections of the City of Frankfort were discussed.

Press release definitions of each City Section.

History of the City’s current Master Plan and its Revision. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Assessment for the City of Frankfort, compiled 
Fall 2006.
 
Various glossary sources, with each source credited with the 
term therein defined
	
COMPILERS 

This report was compiled by the Planning Commission’s Public 
Forum Report Subcommittee. Guidance and additional material 
was provided by Planning Commission Chair Bruce Ogilvie. 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Chairman - Douglas Rath until Election of Officers on 3/11/08
	      Bruce Ogilvie from Election of Officers on 3/11/08

Commissioners	
Akihiko Machida	 resigned effective 3/11/08 meeting
Julie Clingman	 appointed effective 7/8/08 meeting
Kathryn Condon	 appointed effective 6/10/08 meeting		
Edward Duncan
Joseph Hommel
Robert Johnson	 elected Vice-Chair 3/11/08
Michele Larson			 
Nancy Marshall	 resigned 2/12/08
Suz McLaughlin	 appointed effective 2/26/08 meeting
Douglas Rath	 resigned 4/30/08
Patricia Storrer	 appointed effective 2/26/08 meeting
		  elected Secretary 3/11/08
		  resigned effective 12/11/08
							     

FRANKFORT CITY COUNCIL
	 Mayor		  Norma Elias
	 City Council Members (abbreviated “CCM.” in report)
			   Susanne Glynn
			   Pat Haugen
			   JoAnn Holwerda
			   Fred Stransky 
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OVERVIEW		

The Planning Commission for the City of Frankfort is an appoint-
ed group of nine citizens who oversee the creation, maintenance 
and revision of the City Master Plan, Land Use Plan and Zoning 
Ordinances.  Under the controlling State Law, the Commission 
responsibility is to update these documents on a “regular” basis 
– generally defined as every five years. The most recent Master 
Plan, Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance is dated 1998.  After 
several attempts during the passed five years, the revision and 
updating process starts again because each failed to create a 
new Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Plan and complimentary 
ordinances for adoption by the City Council. – Bruce Ogilvie
		

METHODOLOGY

Following are the steps taken before January 2008 to create a 
Comprehensive Plan: 

The Planning Commission appointed a select committee to re-
view the existing materials, review changes in State Law affect-
ing Planning, and reviewed areas of the existing Comprehensive 
Plan Document that demonstrate through litigation, complaint, 
enforcement or common sense to effectively protect, allow or 
encourage acceptable developmental patterns. This process 
was begun in July 2006.

The select committee presented its finding to the entire panel, 
making written recommendations to the Commission for possible 
changes, enhancements, and new directions. 

In September 2006, the entire Commission approved a draft 
“Master Plan” for review. A tentative Land Use Plan was pre-
sented that “spoke” to the issues raised by current litigation and 
development requests – considering changes to existing area 
zones, boundaries and changing land use demands. 

No final action resulted from the Land Use changes discussed.

The next step was to obtain Public Input through a series of Pub-
lic Information sectional meetings that commenced on January 
29, 2008. –  Bruce Ogilvie
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, ALSO KNOWN AS “MASTER 
PLAN”

A Comprehensive Master Plan, to give it its full title, is an official 
document authorized by Michigan law and adopted by the plan-
ning commission, that serves as the basis for zoning, and guides 
decisions on development and public capital improvements.

One view of the “Master Plan” is as the blueprint for the com-
munity’s future.

Another view of the “Comprehensive Plan” is as a Land Use 
guide for current and future development within the corporate 
boundaries and the immediate boundary areas surrounding the 
public entity.  

The Legislative Body of the City, in Frankfort, the City Council, 
will use the Comprehensive Plan as the basis for Ordinances 
that “ formulate public policy to promote public health, safety 
and general welfare”  [Municipal Planning Act, 285 PA 1931, as 
amended] for enforcement and protection of the City, its citizens 
and visitors.

The planning process accomplishes its purpose when it estab-
lishes a land use plan appropriate to the given market demands, 
community character, environmental conditions, availability or 
capacity of public infrastructure and services, and its relationship 
to other existing or planned land uses. The Plan should protect 
private property rights by allowing individuals to invest in their 
property with a certain degree of expectation about the future 
surroundings and uses of their property. – Bruce Ogilvie

WHY IS A MASTER PLAN NEEDED?

A Master Plan is the comprehensive vision for a community 
based on information, population dynamics, citizen goals, and 
economic forecasts. It attempts to forecast at least twenty years 
into the future.  

It is REQUIRED by the 2006 Michigan Planning Enabling Act. 
Effective September 1, 2008, all municipalities, townships, coun-
ties are to operate under a consolidated planning (and Zoning) 
act. 

CHANGE OCCURS WITH OR WITHOUT PLANNING, WHETH-
ER WE LIKE IT or NOT. 

With planning, there is a way to guide the change to •	
maximize the positive and minimize the negative effects 
of growth and change. Having a Plan saves money 
by preventing the wasteful expenditure of public and 
private funds. 
Without planning, anything might occur, and most often •	
results in the City finding itself in an indefensible posi-
tion in the event of litigation.  

A MASTER PLAN, and the Zoning Ordinance that protects it, 
seeks to encourage economic development; to protect private 
property values; to improve civic appearance; and to provide 
(necessary) services to the public. 

THE PLAN REPRESENTS CITIZEN CONSENSUS of vision and 
goals for the future. A good Master Plan translates the citizen 
vision and goals into a working document from which practical 
applications can be created in the form of a Zoning Ordinance 
that should be adopted by the City Council to regulate and con-
trol growth and change. 

The City of Frankfort has a Master Plan, adopted in 1998. A few 
amendments have been adopted since then.      

Michigan Statute requires that Master Plans be reviewed every 
five years. – Bruce Ogilvie 

THE MASTER PLAN ISSUE: COMPLETE RE-WRITE OR 
AMEND AND CLARIFY 

The clear mandate evidenced by public participation at our nine 
(9) work study sessions is to separate the issues, problem, 
opportunities and opinions in order to determine what must be 
addressed. 

Will the Commission determine that a complete rewrite is re-
quired to meet the expectations expressed?

Or,

Will it be sufficient to amend and clarify the current Master Plan? 

Obviously, the latter process is considerably less costly of both 
time and money. It will involve a detailed analysis of the materi-
als in this document and relating them to appropriate sections in 
the existing Master Plan. 
 
As an example:  the designation of Water Front Business District 
begs the question of whether it is a commercial, residential, 
industrial or recreational area. Perhaps it is all those things as a 
mixed use area. And does this apply to the entire “water front” or 
“bay front” (as distinguished from the Lake Michigan waterfront) 
area? 

The overarching question remains:

First, is a new Master Plan required? If yes, the process is set 
forth in Michigan Planning Statute. 

Or, second, if no, then an amendment process is undertaken 
to correct, update or remove parts of the Master Plan through 
amendments developed and tested through the public hearing 
process.  
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The Zoning Ordinance follows either one or two above – if a new 
Master Plan is the process, a new – completely redrafted and 
refitted – zoning ordinance will be created. 

The alternative is an amendment process that eliminates con-
flicts with the Master Plan, clarifies the land use issues, better 
defines the allowable uses, special uses and prohibited uses, 
including such issues as, for example, the special method of 
determining building size through a one dimensional method, 
relating the building face to the percentage of front feet on the 
closest city street, rather than the more reasonable standard of 
a percentage of the buildable area. (see discussion of the “Gold 
Coast Condominium” development in 2007). – Bruce Ogilvie

CHARACTERISTICS OF AN “EXCELLENT” PLAN 

Are the Plan’s goals and objectives unequivocally •	
clear?
Do the Plan’s objectives follow logically from the goals •	
expressed?
Do the Plan’s policies follow logically from the Plan’s •	
objectives?
Is there a clear, unambiguous implementation strategy •	
that specifically addresses the needs and and methods 
for achieving (other) development patterns and designs 
in the future?
Does the future Land Use Map accurately reflect the •	
goals, objectives and policies that have been devel-
oped?
Does the Plan reflect the stated goals of the citizens, as •	
currently expressed?

It is important to note that the Future Land Use Map should not 
look like the current zoning map. Plans are for the future of the 
community, and the FUTURE LAND MAP IS THE PATTERN 
FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT. 

If the current zoning map and the “old” future land use map are 
not compatible representations of the Master Plan as it now ex-
ists – then revision of the Master Plan and updating of the Future 
Land Use Map are needed. 

The Public Information received during the recent six-month are 
a critical component in deciding the future direction and content 
of the Master Plan. – Bruce Ogilvie, 8/9/08 

PLANNING COMMISSION GOALS AND CONSIDERATIONS 
FOR MASTER PLAN, AS DEFINED IN PAPER DELIVERED TO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 12/11/07

The goal of the Planning Commission is to designate the appro-
priate form, scale and character of land use within the boundar-
ies of the City of Frankfort. 

Each “block” comprising the Frankfort city map needs evaluation 
in the following terms: 

One,  	 Land use as it may relate to environmental manage-
ment. 

Two,  	 Economic market analysis. 
Three,	 Transportation plans.
Four, 	 Walkable pathways. 
Five, 	 Infrastructure/sewer/water/fire department access and 

utilities needed or supplied.
Six, 	 Demand for development. 
Seven, 	 Change of zoning needed to implement positive im-

provement of land use.
Eight, 	 Expectation of future development.
Nine, 	 Consideration of need to change designation of R-1, 

R-2, R-3, or Commercial / Industrial / Agricultural ; 
Waterfront Business (open space)  Forest land or other 
subject to rezoning. 

Ten, 	 Federal restrictions on future development. 
Eleven,	 Development rights and density , i.e., Planned Unit 

Development. 
Twelve, 	Consideration of “areas” outside the boundaries of the 

City of Frankfort. – Bruce Ogilvie 
		
PUBLIC INFORMATION SESSION DATES

From January through June 2008, the Planning Commission 
hosted a series of public information and feedback sessions. 

1/29/2008 	 Section 6 
2/12/2008 	 Section 2 
2/26/2008	 Section 3 
3/11/2008 	 Section 9
4/08/2008	 Section 8 
4/29/2008 	 Section 1 
5/13/2008 	 Section 7 
6/10/2008 	 Sections 4 & 5
6/30/2008	 Short Term Rentals

Each meeting focused primarily on the assigned section’s Public 
Information Forum. .   

Each section was defined to provide a geographic focus and ref-
erence point for  discussion. Sections are geographically based: 
there is no connection or correlation between section numbering 
and component use or zoning(s).
 
Section numbers were randomly assigned to facilitate discussion 
and were used for identification only: they have no particular 
relevance to the process of meetings or the importance of any 
particular part of the City.	
	
All landowners, occupants and neighbors, were encouraged to 
attend each session.
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Each Section’s Public Input includes Section definition and 
description. 

QUANTITATIVE AND INFRASTRUCTURE ANALYSES OF EACH 
SECTION

In addition to citizen wishes, as expressed in the sectional meet-
ings, the following objective information is needed for each City 
section. This analysis is in progress. 

A Master Plan attempts to define expectations of what should 
happen in terms of land use: this analysis, when completed, 
identifies what has actually taken place. This statistical compari-
son of what has actually happened with the Master Plan is one 
of the tools for determining Master Plan effectiveness. 

Quantitive Analysis:
 The Land Area in Square Feet __________________1.	
The Ownership of the parcels within the Section: in 2.	
Square feet and 	 number(s)
Private Land Owners #_______________Sq Ft______
Corporate/Partnership/Business entity owners  
#________Sq Ft____
State, Federal or County/City Ownership 
#______________Sq F___
Population – Residential density – by current zon-3.	
ing_____________
Potential Residential Density by “right” re-zon-4.	
ing________________
Buildings per buildable lot, currently 	5.	
__________________________
Buildings per potential buildable lot 6.	
__________________________
Open Space per square foot _____________________7.	
Uses per building lot, currently: Residential, 8.	
commercial, mixed use, industrial, other uses 
___________________.
Public Land in city, county, state or federal control, in-9.	
cluding easements, conservation easements, develop-
ment rights easements or restrictions.

Infrastructure Analysis: Are municipal services available in the 
Section? 

City Water?•	
City (BLUA) Sewer?•	
Storm water diversion from BLUA sewer installed?•	
City Fire Department Access?•	
City Police Department Coverage?•	
City, paved roadway maintenance and DPW services?•	
Pedestrian sidewalk, non-motorized trailway to Central •	
Business District and services with Handicap acces-
sible crosswalks, 	sidewalks, and restricted parking 
areas and/or spaces available?
Public School District? Access for safe walking, bike •	
riding or school bus stops?

Public transportation available with shelters/kiosks for •	
weather protection?

This detailed analysis must be part of the final report – it repre-
sents the mathematical basis for determining land use and will 
affect the changes in density that must be addressed as part 
of any land use study.  Our (ultimate) consultant(s) will need to 
develop this information to meet the current status of the land 
use within the city – as part of the Historical and Demographic 
information about Frankfort that justifies and supports Land Use 
decisions for the future.

While the infrastructure issues are clearly defined by the current 
mapping of water/sewer/storm water diversion engineering; the 
future location (possible and probable) need to be examined in 
detail. In some (obvious) situations topography waits to oppose 
the installation of water, sewer or storm water diversion systems 
(see Northern Boundary of the City, especially NE section). 

Because any sensible Master Plan will require (at this time) the 
imposition of sanitary sewer connection and city supplied water 
as the essential utility available, it is necessary to plot the most 
likely route for those services within each Platted Section.

City Superintendent Mills has commenced this detailed analysis. 

We will need to develop a group to work with Superintendent 
Mills to complete the Report for each section of the City. 

ZONING CODES 	

Various Zoning Codes, aka “District Codes”, were used through-
out the series of discussions. 

The Zoning Codes that follow were produced in the Fall of 2006, 
for the City of Frankfort, by the Northwestern Michigan Council 
of Governments. 

This document defined the Codes and detailed the  Land Use 
types and the Permitted Uses and Special/Conditional Uses for 
each.  

R-1	 Low Density Residential
Minimum 20,000 sq.ft. lot area with minimum 100 ft. width

R-2	 Medium Density Residential
Minimum 7,500 sq.ft. lot area with minimum 50 ft. width

R-3	 Multiple Family Residential
Single family minimum lot area 7,500 sq.ft. lot with minimum 50 
ft. width;	

Two family minimum lot area 12,000 sq.ft with minimum 100 ft. 
width
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Multiple family minimum lot area 20,000 sq.ft with minimum 100 
ft. width

MM	 Major Medical
No lot size minimum; no lot width less than 100 ft.

CBD	 Central Business District
No lot size minimum; no lot width less than 25 ft.
  	
WB	 Waterfront Business
No minimum requirement for lot size or width	

GC	 General Commercial
The minimum lot area shall be determined by the use and the 
required off –street parking, loading, screening or greenbelts, 
and yard setbacks.

I-1	 Industrial
Minimum 20,000 sq.ft. lot area and minimum 100 ft. width

PUD	 Planned Unit Development
Shall contain green space areas equal to minimum 30% of the 
total side area that it devoted to residential use. 	
See Appendix for “Permitted Uses” and “Special/Conditional 
Uses” for each Code. 
 
SELECTED PLANNING AND ZONING TERMS AND CON-
CEPTS 
	
During Public Input, a number of terms and concepts raised con-
cerns, not only as to meaning but also to whether they would, as 
a matter of course, be incorporated into the Master Plan.

Ancilliary Living Quarters 
A Working Definition 
Defined as containing facilities for sleeping, eating and bathing, 
i.e., bedroom(s), kitchen, bathroom(s).

Bed and Breakfast 

As Defined Under Current Zoning Ordinance Definitions, 

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

Boarding or Lodging House

As Defined Under Current Zoning Ordinance Definitions, 

A “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 lodging for compensation of any kind”.

Cluster, Cluster Development, Cluster Housing 

As described by Superintendent Mills on 2/12/08	
Cluster Housing standards
A Smart Growth practice to improve infrastructure, reduce clear 
cutting, increase open space, and relieve “curb” cuts along arte-
rial streets. By clustering the dwelling units, less land distur-
bance, fewer trees removed (more open space maintained) and 
fewer sewer, water, storm water pipes, fewer street entrances 
and curb cuts. 

The 2/12/08 Section 2 meeting has further discussion on the 
Clustering concept.

Planning Commission Action/Question
Do the terms “Cluster”, “Cluster Development”,” Cluster Hous-
ing“ require separate definition for the sake of clarity? 

As defined in Michigan Municipal League’s “Planning Commis-
sioners Handbook”, Cluster Development:

A development design technique that concentrates buildings in 
certain areas on a site to allow the remaining land to be used for 
recreation, common open space and preservation of environ-
mentally sensitive areas. 

As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008, Cluster Development:

See also Open Space Development
	
Form-Based Codes

Definition of a Form-Based Code as presented at Public Hearing 
on 1/29/2008:

A method of regulating development to achieve a specific urban 
form. Form-based codes create a predictable public realm 
primarily by controlling physical form, with a lesser focus on land 
use, through city or county regulations.

Form-based codes address the relationship between building 
facades and the public realm, the form and mass of buildings in 
relation to one another, and the scale and types of streets and 
blocks. The regulations and standards in Form-based codes, 
presented in both diagrams and words, are keyed to a regulat-
ing plan that designates the appropriate form and scale (and 
therefore, character) of development rather than only distinctions 
in land-use types. This is in contrast to conventional zoning’s 
focus on the micro-management and segregation of land uses, 
and the control of development intensity through abstract and 
uncoordinated parameters (e.g., dwellings per acre, setbacks, 
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parking ratios, traffic loads on streets) to the neglect of an inte-
grated built form. Not to be confused with design guidelines or 
general statements of policy, Form-based codes are regulatory, 
not advisory.

Form-based codes are drafted to achieve a community vision 
based on time-tested forms of urbanism. Ultimately, a Form-
based code is a tool; the quality of development outcomes is 
dependent on the quality and objectives of the community plan 
that a code implements.

Form-based codes commonly include the following elements:

Regulating Plan:
A plan or map of the regulated area designating the locations 
where different building form standards apply, based on clear 
community intentions regarding the physical character of the 
area being code. 

Public Space Standards:
Specifications for the elements within the public realm (e.g., 
sidewalks, travel lanes, on-street parking, street trees, street 
furniture, etc.). 

Building Form Standards:
Regulations controlling the configuration, features, and functions 
of buildings that define and shape the public realm. 

Administration:
A clearly defined application and project review process. 

Definitions:
A glossary to ensure the precise use of technical terms. 

Form-based codes also sometimes include:

Architectural Standards:
Regulations controlling external architectural materials and qual-
ity. 

Landscaping Standards:
Regulations controlling landscape design and plant materials on 
private property as they impact public spaces (e.g. regulations 
about parking lot screening and shading, maintaining sight lines, 
insuring unobstructed pedestrian movements, etc.). 

Signage Standards:
Regulations controlling allowable signage sizes, materials, il-
lumination, and placement. 
  
Environmental Resource Standards:
Regulations controlling issues such as storm water drainage and 
infiltration, development on slopes, tree protection, solar access, 
etc. 

Defined in “New Designs for Growth Development Guidebook” : 
	 Form-Based Codes
A land development tool which places primary emphasis on the 
physical form (i.e., building type, dimensions, parking location, 
façade features) in order to produce a specific type of “place” 
and less emphasis on a structure’s use. Form-based codes 
stress the appearance of the streetscape or public realm through 
specifying building height, orientation, and elements (e.g., win-
dows, doors). Land use is addressed through broad parameters 
that can better respond to market economics, while still prohibit-
ing undesirable uses. 
	
	 As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from 
msu.edu/resources, 1/21/2008:
	 Form-Based Zoning
Form-based zoning creates a visually based zoning code that 
emphasizes the form of the built environment. Traditional zoning 
regulates the function of land use. This prescriptive approach 
uses community visioning processes to create a shared physi-
cal vision for the community. The community vision is translated 
into straightforward diagrams that illustrate the zoning code, 
rather than using lengthy text. A focus on form allows diverse 
architectural development that can serve multiple and changing 
functions. 

Hard Surface
Working Definition
An impermeable surface through which moisture cannot pen-
etrate. 

Home-based Business	
	 As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from 
msu.edu/resources, 1/21/2008:

Home-Based Business
Any business or commercial activity that is conducted, or pro-
posed to be conducted, from property that is zoned for residen-
tial use and is clearly incidental and secondary to the use of the 
dwelling unit for residential purposes. The list of occupations that 
are specifically excluded friin the defnition of home-based busi-
ness, include, but are not limited to, bed and breakfast establish-
ments, nursing homes and group homes. 

	 As  defined in 1999 Revised Frankfort Municipal Code, 
Section 8102.01 :

	 Home Occupation 
An occupation carried on in the home by members of the family 
only, as a use clearly incidential and secondary to the use of 
the home as a dwelling place; provided that no article is sold or 
personal service rendered except those that are produced or 
performed  by the home occupation itself or accessory to the 
home occupation, and that the home occupation is conducted 
entirely within the dwelling. Home occupations may include 
beauty shops, nursery schools, day care centers, photographer’s 
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studios, and similar uses. 

As defined in Michigan Municipal League’s “Planning Commis-
sioners Handbook”:
	 Home Occupation
An occupation that is a secondary use, which is clearly subser-
vient or incidental to the use of a one-family dwelling unit for 
residential purposes, usually subject to special conditions.  

As defined in “New Designs for Growth Development Guide-
book” :

	 Home Occupation
A commercial activity conducted solely by the occupants of a 
particular dwelling unit in a manner incidental to residential oc-
cupancy.

	 As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from 
msu.edu/resources, 1/21/2008:

	 Home Occupation
An occupation, profession, activity, or use that is clearly a cus-
tomary, incidental and secondary use of residential dwelling unit 
and which does not alter the exterior of the property or affect the 
residential character of the neighborhood.    
 
Industrial Park

As  defined in Michigan Municipal League’s “Planning Commis-
sioners Handbook”:

	 Industrial Park
A coordinated environment for a variety of industrial and related 
activities. The project is developed or controlled by one propri-
etary interest. It has an enforceable master plan and/or conve-
nants, conditions and restrictions. The development may be one 
parcel, may be subsidized, may have condominium ownerships 
or a combination of these types. 

Live/Work

Term used by Superintendent Mills 6/10/08, referring to Zones 4 
& 5, leading to following question:
Mike Campbell, 1009 Forest, 
Questioned meaning of “live/work”. Said there are many prec-
edents regarding buildings and sizes and their design. (This item 
also appears in Sections 4 & 5.)

As  defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008
Live/Work Unit
A work space or shop that is integrated with a dwelling unit occu-
pied by the proprietor of the work space or shop. Generally, the 
work unit is separated from the living unit by walls or stories. 

Low-Impact
Term used by Superintendent Mills 2/12/08, referring to Section 
2, as follows:
Home occupations that are low impact on residential neighbor-
hoods: minimum traffic, off street parking, non-hazardous materi-
als, non-intrusive as far as noise, fumes, exhaust, etc.

Term also used by Superintendent Mills 6/10/08, referring to 
Sections 4 & 5, leading to following discussion)
		
Superintendent Mills:  
Looking at low impact operations (for home-work environments).
Thelma Ryder-Novak, 1019 River:  
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.  Businesses would have to file with the permitted 
uses of the zoning commission regarding parking and other is-
sues.  Amount of parking would be included in the zoning.
	
Master Plan

As defined in Michigan Municipal League’s “Planning Commis-
sioners Handbook”:
	 Master Plan
An officially adopted municipal document which serves as a 
policy guide to decisions about the physical, social, economic 
and environment development of the community. 

As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008:
	 Master Plan
A comprehensive long-range plan intended to guide growth and 
development of a community or region and one that includes 
analysis, recommendation, and proposals for the community’s 
population, economy, housing, transportation, community facili-
ties, and land use. 

Mixed Use

	 As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from 
msu.edu/resources, 1/21/2008:
	 Mixed Use Development
Development that is created in response to patterns of separate 
uses that are typical in suburban areas necessitating reliance on 
cars. Mixed use developments include residential, commercial 
and business accommodations in one area. 
	
Non-conforming Use, Non-conforming Building, Non-conforming 
Land Use 

	 As defined in 1999 Revised Frankfort Municipal Code, 
Section 8102.01:
	 Non-Conforming Use
A use which is lawfully exercised within a structure or on land 
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at the time of adoption of this Ordinance, or any amendment, 
and which does not conform with the regulations of the district in 
which it is located.

As defined in Michigan Municipal League’s “Planning Commis-
sioners Handbook”
	 Non-Conforming Use
A use which lawfully occupied a building or land at the effective 
date of an ordinance, or amendments thereto and that does not 
comform to the use regulations in which it is located. 
	
As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008
	 Nonconforming Use
A use (or structure) that lawfully existed prior to the adoption 
or amendment of an ordinance but that fails to conform to the 
standards of the current zoning ordinance. 

As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008
Nonconforming Structure
Any building that does not meet the zoning ordinance limitations 
on building size 
or location on a lot for its use and district.

	 As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from 
msu.edu/resources, 1/21/2008 
Nonconforming Lot
A use or activity which lawfully existed prior to the adoption, revi-
sion or amendment of an ordinance but that fails to conform to 
the current ordinance. 

Open Space

As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008 
A substantially undeveloped area, usually including environmen-
tal features such as water areas or recreational facilities.
	
Open Space Development 

As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008	
	 Open Space Development
An alternative site planning technique that concentrates dwelling 
units in a compact area to reserve undeveloped space else-
where on the site. 
			 
Planned Unit Development (PUD)

As described by Superintendent Mills on 2/12/08 Section 2 
meeting
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 build-

ings 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 utilities, common walk and driveways, open land and 
preservation of natural environment. 

As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008
	 Planned Unit Development (PUD)
A tract of land developed as a unit under single ownership or 
unified control, which includes one or more of the principal build-
ings or uses, and is processed under the Planned Unit Develop-
ment provisions of the ordinance. Also, a parcel of land planned 
as a single unit, rather than as an aggregate of individual lots, 
with design flexibility from traditional siting requirements (such 
as side yards, setbacks, and height limitations) or land use 
restrictions (such as prohibitions against mixing land uses within 
a development)  The greater flexibility in locating buildings and in 
combining various land uses often makes it possible to achieve 
certain economics in construction as well as the provision of 
open space and the inclusion of many amenities. 

As defined in Michigan Municipal League’s “Planning Commis-
sioners Handbook”
	 Planned Unit Development (PUD)
A zoning development management approach to physical growth 
which combines housing, commercial, light manufacturing and 
open space uses all in the same zone, while maintaining an 
overall density comparable to conventional development.

As defined in “New Designs for Growth Development Guide-
book”  
	 Planned Unit Development 
(i.e., Site Condominiums, Clustering, Special Use Permits): 
Allows landowners to construct housing, streets, and residential 
amenities in close proximity in order to protect valuable natural 
resources on the majority of a site. The dedicated open space 
often is used for agricultural or recreational purposes, as well 
as naturaql habitat. Ownership of the open space may be joint, 
common, or by a sole proprietor depending on how the project is 
developed. An advantage to Planned Unit Developments (PUD) 
is that infrastructure (e.g., roads, water, sewer utilities) does not 
need to be extended throughout the site, thereby decreasing the 
development costs PUD’s also allow for flexible site designs and 
a mix of uses.  
		
Site Condominium

As defined in Michigan Municipal League’s “Planning Commis-
sioners Handbook”
	 Site Condominium 
A condominium project in which each co-owner owns exclusive 
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rights to a parcel of land known as a condominium unit. Accord-
ing to the master deed, the owner has a right to construct a resi-
dence or other authorized building within the condominium unit. 

Short Term Rentals 

Working Definition 
	 Superintendent Mills, on 6/30/08, provided a definition 
for discussion purposes: 
A Short Term Rental in one of the Residential 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.”	

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 residential 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 nonprofit 
housekeeping unit; OR

A collective number of individuals occupying a single dwelling 
unit under one head whose relationship is of a permanent non-
transitory and distinct domestic character and cooking and living 
together as a single and separate housekeeping unit. This defini-
tion shall not include … a group of individuals whose association 
is temporary and/or resort seasonal in nature …” 

Smart Growth
	
Described by Superintendent Mills at the Public Hearing 2/12/08. 
The following is extracted from Superintendent Mills’ presenta-
tion:	
Smart Growth is a planning theory that concentrates growth in 
cities and villages to avoid urban sprawl. It advocates compact, 
walkable, bicycle-friendly land uses that focus on preservation 
of the environment through increased mixed-use development 
with a wide range of housing choices. Smart growth values long 
range regional considerations of sustainability over a short-term 
focus.  

As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from msu.edu/
resources, 1/21/2008
	 Smart Growth
An approach to land use planning and growth management that 
recognizes connections between development and quality of life. 
Smart Growth stresses guidelines and incentives for growth in-
stead of regulations, to encourage development that is sensitive 

to quality of life factors. 

Spot Zoning

	 As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from 
msu.edu/resources, 1/21/2008
Spot Zoning
A change in the zoning code or area maps that is applicable to 
no more than a few parcels and results in zoning that is marked-
ly different from the surrounding established zoning pattern. Spot 
zoning is generally regarded as undesirable or illegal because it 
violates equal treatment and sound planning principles. 

As quoted in Chair Bruce Ogilvie’s 4/28/08 report to the City of 
Frankfort Planning Commission on the subject of creating “a 
Temporary Ordinance (or Moratoria) for Specific Sections of the 
City currently under Zoning Ordinances of the City of Frankfort?”
“Spot zoning occurs when a small area of land, or a section in 
an existing neighborhood is singled out and placed in a different 
zone from that of neighboring property.   In the alternative, “ it 
may be valid (to change a zone) if it is made for the benefit of 
the community at large, as with the rezoning corner properties 
for commercial use to provide services in a residential district. 
“Spot Zoning” is site specific and does not include a use that is 
compatible or necessary to the overall zoning …” See D.R. Man-
delker, Land Use Law (4th ed. 1997) pp. 237-245, and others.
	
Transitional Area
		
Meaning questioned in relation to Zones 4 and 5.
	
	 Working Definition
Barriers are normally established by such visual features as 
fences, vegetation and berms. A “transitional area”, as envis-
aged in this context, is a boundary based on land use. It mixes 
residential and commercial uses within the defined area. It could 
also be a transition between commercial and manufacturing 
uses.  

Walkable Community 

Term used by Superintendent Mills on 2/12/08, in following 
context
Part of creating a walkable, non-motorized, community is side-
walks on at
least one side of each street.
Term used and described by Superintendent Mills on 2/26/08
“walkable community with sidewalks or blacktop extension to the 
sides of the roadways.”

	 As defined in Citizen Planner Online Glossary, from 
msu.edu/resources, 1/21/2008 :

Walkability
The capacity of a development, neighborhood or community to 
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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)



City of 
Frankfort

66 Final - May 30, 2009

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 
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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-
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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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