Town Hall Listening Sessions – Top Topics Throughout Sessions
January–February 2025

It is still useful to remind all that the changes to the zoning code MUST align with the Master Plan otherwise it becomes a free standing document that was in fact voted down thereby will not stand up in court as a viable representative zoning code. The comments in red were written after various meetings 


Code Content and Structure
1. Broad support for starting with the revised 2024/2025 code structure rather than 'starting over with old format' THAT’S WHAT THEY SAID THEY WANTED – A DIFFERENT UNDERSTANDING OF IT NOW ? 
2. Only ~20% of code elements need focused attention (the '80/20' issue).SEE ABOVE 
3. Need a side-by-side comparison of old vs. revised code to identify key elements and where revisions are needed. NEVER DONE WE DON’T BELIEVE- NOT AT MEETINGS 
4. Break code into manageable sections (residential vs. business) for review. DONE
5. Concern that outdated language and vague ordinances create legal risks. SOME LOOPHOLES CLOSED , OTHERS OPENED DUE TO PD’ S 
6. Calls for clearer structure, glossary, and definitions to reduce ambiguity. DONE 
7. Concern that loopholes exist in the code that must be closed. HAVE ALL LOOPHOLES THAT JEFF KNOWS ABOUT BY ANECDOTE BEEN CLOSED? I DOUBT GREAT QUESTION TO ASK HIM!
8.  Groups have separate lists of possible changes; consolidate into a Master List.
5.  Planning Commission to review specifics at next meeting.
6.  Residents asked to submit likes/dislikes by Feb 20 deadline.
7.  Inclusion of porches in the code. ADDED 
8.  Consideration of deed restrictions for multi-unit housing. WHAT DOES THIS MEAN – ADD TO OUR LIST. 
9.  Trust vs. enforcement: ensuring builders maintain quality. NO REGULATIONS POINTED OUT IN PUBLIC 





Zoning Districts & Land Use
1. Too many zoning districts; simplification requested. GOT RID OF 3-4 – WIN FOR THE COMMUNITY
2. Clarification needed on RN neighborhoods and state mandates for multi-use dwellings. NOT CLARIFIED GOOD QUESTION 
3. Concerns about 'grandfathered-in' uses and overlays complicating interpretation. NO CLARIFICATION EVER DISCUSSED 
4. Strong desire for district-by-district community discussions. NOT DONE – TWO PETITIONS WERE DONE, BY TWO DISTRICTS,  BUT REQUESTS ON THE PETITION WERE PARTIALLY IGNORED.
5. Planning Commission should gather district-specific lists of issues. NOT DONE THAT WE KNOW 
6. Concern about undesirable businesses locating in Harbor Springs. Certain businesses must be included by law, but restrictions on location needed. DONE 
7. Clarification requested on 'By-Right' vs. 'Special Land Use.' STILL MIS-UNDERSTOOD, MORE EDUCATION OF COMMUNITY NEEDED
8 . New, added 'By-Right' provisions noted in the revised code.
9.  Support for owner-occupied multi-unit housing. NO ACREAGE OR AREAS OF NEIGHBORHOODS ADDED TO THIS NEED. BY MAKING OTTOWA AND ARBOR AREA INTO SINGLE FAMILY, THEY ELIMINATED THE BEST CHOICE FOR ADDING AFFORDABLE MULTIPLE HOUSING TO OUR 1.3 FOOT PRINT. 
10.  
11.  Consideration of deed restrictions for multi-unit housing.
12.  
13. Clarification needed on RN neighborhoods and state-mandated multi-use dwellings.

By-Right vs. Special Land Use / Variances
1. Strong debate over 'by-right' duplexes and density.
2. 
3. Concern that 'by-right' provisions could erode property rights or community standards. REMAINS 
4. Question of whether deed restrictions should apply to owner-occupied multi-units.NOT ADDRESSED? 
5. Specific approval processes: how many minor variances/requests occur annually? ASKED 
6. Balance needed between property owners’ rights and the common good. 

Affordable Housing & ADUs
1. Support for owner-occupied multi-unit housing and accessory dwelling units (ADUs).YES
2. Debate over how 'affordable housing' should be defined; skepticism about zoning’s role.YES
3. Suggestions that ADU provisions should include plans for parking and storage. NOT DONE ENUF?
4. Concern that zoning needs to support year-round residents and younger families.DONE ?  
5. Concern adding ADUs will increase density, parking NOT DONE

Historical, Environmental & Design Concerns
1. Strong support for historic preservation and protections.NOT DONE YET
2. Proposal to replace 'demolition' with 'deconstruction' to enable reuse/recycling.DONE
3. Calls for 'green' standards: restrictions on gas-powered equipment, outside lighting, and invasive plants.DONE 
4. Calls for height restrictions (CBD building height, general building limits).
5. Mixed opinions on setbacks and how they should be applied. CORRECT 

Process and Timeline
1. Concern that the public cycle was shorter than 15 months.
2.  Question of why not simply keep the old code. 
3.  Explanation: 1976 code has been amended 200+ times, creating inconsistency. HAVE THE INCONSISTANCIES OF THE 2005 CODE BEEN ADDRESSED ?  IF NOT WHY NOT ? 
4.  Recognition of Planning Commission’s outreach efforts.
5.  Appreciation for improved meeting formats and listening sessions. YES
6.  Residents reminded of responsibility to stay informed. YES 

Accessibility & Transparency
1. Request for glossary, clearer definitions, and improved organization.
2.  Concern that the old code 'worked fine' for decades. STILL CONSIDERED A PROTECTOR OF HARBOR SPRINGS 
3.  Request for published map comparing revised and 2005 districts.DONE 
4.  Desire for electronic access to the revised code. WILL BE DONE
5.  Need clearer explanations of state-mandated provisions (e.g., adult day care).
6.  Suggestion: Post zoning aspects/slides on city zoning webpage .STILL DIFFICULT TO FIND 
7.  Request: Add Planning Commission zoning sessions to city calendar.


Specific Areas for Code Revision
1. Requests to review special issues: streetlights (dark sky compliance), duplexes, bluff maintenance, flag lots, etc. with real and productive discussion YES
2. Question of whether new housing projects should be subject to infrastructure impact review (sewer, electric, etc.). NOT DONE ADD TO LIST !!
3. Calls for more clarity on non-conforming lots, variances, and prohibited uses (boats on lawns, weeds over 6 feet, etc.). NOT DONE
