
Timestamp Access Code Validation - Enter the 5 Digit Code From Your Email Short-Term Rental Options [Option 1:  4 Year Sunset for current operators, all rentals are banned afterJan 2031.] Short-Term Rental Options [Option 2: 15 STR Permits allowed with waitlist] Short-Term Rental Options [Option 3: No cap on permits, but permits would require fees, regulations, and would be transferable upon sale] Short-Term Rental Options [Option 4: No cap, no permit fee, but registration and compliance with operational rules required ]6/16/2026 15:30:29
If 'No', please briefly explain why or what 
adjustments you would like to see regarding 2 
rental properties per owner limits:

Feedback on Pole Barn / Accessory Building SectionANNUAL CAMPERS EXCEPTION: Should property owners who rent annual campsites be permitted to construct one accessory building (pole barn) for their storage without requiring a primary residential home on the property?If you voted "No" to either of the questions above, please briefly explain your concerns 
or specify what changes you would like to see regarding pole barns and camping lots: Other Deed Restriction Sections for Review For any sections you checked on the previous question, please specify the 

section name and what exact changes or corrections you would like to see:

74363 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.Would like the option to build a pole barn for storage and or living space. Possibly 
have only 1 building instead of a house and a pole barn. Multiple issues with some of the changes

6/16/2026 15:39:36 37557 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change.

I don't have a strong preference on this, although 
my vote would be to have no limit on rental 
properties. Rentals are good for the future of the 
association!

Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.  

6/16/2026 15:43:49 47293 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. n/a

6/16/2026 15:45:07 64616 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. RESIDENTIAL USE Residential changed to recreational residential 

6/16/2026 15:46:22 82239 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Na

6/16/2026 16:06:33 39518 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.Outdated restrictions on what owners can do with their lots. SETBACKS, COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating), COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Off-Site Service Businesses (Non-Traffic Generating)10’ instead of 30’ when backed up to community property.

6/16/2026 16:20:21 17344 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. No limit No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.People should be able to build a pole barn, without a house, if they want to. This neighborhood isn’t cool enough for this amount of hassle. 

6/16/2026 16:21:33 33407 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.We just don't want the neighborhood overwhelmed with pole barns and garages. None

6/16/2026 16:32:21 15066 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. x

6/16/2026 16:34:44 18574 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None

6/16/2026 16:36:41 75413 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. I answered yes, however I think they should be a 
limit of only owning one. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

People choose to camp for a reason, because it’s cheaper than owning a primary 
residence. There needs to be some advantage or perks of owning a home or a 
cottage. If you allow it for campers, then you must allow it for everyone. It should 
actually be property owners that are allowed to build a garage pole barn or accessory 
building on a vacant lot especially if the lot is next to the primary lot or across the road 
from their primary lot without having to combine lots.

RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION

Owners of STR‘s should be limited to one if you own more than one then 
obviously it’s a type of business, whereas only owning one could be simply a 
way to supplement the cost of owning a cottage/second home.

Owners should be able to build a garage, pole barn or accessory building on an 
adjacent vacant lot or a lot directly across the road from the residence.

We seem to be so concerned about somebody building on a vacant lot but yet 
we pay no attention to people who have homes and their yards are full of junk, 
garbage and not mowed. Perhaps that’s what we should start worrying about if 
you’re worried about something affecting property values.

6/16/2026 16:37:11 96212 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

There is already too many stand alone pole barns in LA. I believe pole 
barns/accessory buildings should have to go with a home. I had a pole barn put next 
to my full time home that is an eye sore, never maintained, and should never have 
been allowed to be built. 

NA

6/16/2026 16:37:46 28737 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. No change 

6/16/2026 17:08:00 31636 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. none

6/16/2026 17:16:04 67467 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.No stand alone pole barns unless locked in and a primary/vacation residence is 
owned Na

6/16/2026 17:46:37 68541 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. ANIMALS, DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION
No chickens or roosters. I have heard them. Dirt bike and ORV damage to roads. 
These are not off road trails. 25 mph and no donuts.  They create ruts in the 
road that the road team has to repair.

6/16/2026 17:47:26 66241 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. No businesses within LAPOA No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. NA

6/16/2026 18:00:48 99054 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. Don’t want any STR No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.
Don’t want to risk the smell and or filth of animals on lots. Additionally this will attract 
predators into our association. Pole barns should be allowed if you have additional 
lots and approved plans to build a residences. 

ANIMALS As I stated before, I do not agree with allowing additional animals on lots due to 
the risk of smell, filth and the attraction of predators into the association

6/16/2026 18:02:12 12366 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.No garage or barn without a house! You have no stake in the community otherwise. 
Rent a storage shed in town. Most are fine. Not worth nit picking 

6/16/2026 18:15:01 73371 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred 3 2 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Na

6/16/2026 18:15:11 76467 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. None

6/16/2026 18:36:31 85557 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change.

I guess a definition of rental is what is needed. Is 
use by friends or family, of a vacation home, fall 
under these proposed restriction or, only homes 
built spe fiscally for producing income?
I can forsee a big enforcement issue.
Probably even law suits, where property rights 
are concerned, whateveray be decided.
Does this hornet nest need to be poked?
Until I hear of reasons for a change,of any kind, I 
would suggest leaving things the way they are.
I do like how this issue is being presented to 
owners
Sadly though, you know, any proposal, which may 
be thought to be for the better,  us going to cause 
divisiveness.

No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Current restrictions are sufficient RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, SIGNS, BANNERS, FLAGS AND ADVERTISING, SETBACKS, DOCKS, LAKE RIGHTS, EASEMENTS, FUEL STORAGE TANKS, REFUSE, LOT MAINTENANCE, COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating), COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Off-Site Service Businesses (Non-Traffic Generating), ANIMALS, DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION, MANDATORY MEMBERSHIP, ASSESSMENTS, DURATION AND AMENDMENT, SEVERABILITY, ENFORCEMENT, NOTICE, GOVERNING LAWUnable to access and respond . Need on paper I guess. Good luck

6/16/2026 18:54:45 86477 3 4 - Least Preferred 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Mind your own business. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. MANDATORY MEMBERSHIP
There should be a minimum charge for not using the amenities. You people 
make alot of money to lord over others. Fix the roads that's what we need. 
Everything else is hogwash. Get a real job

6/16/2026 20:31:38 92912 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Just pay the fees per property. Selling houses in 
this neighborhood is hard enough as is. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.We shouldn’t be trying to make improvements to property harder. Leaving blank

6/16/2026 20:33:35 43089 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. Didn’t check any box

6/16/2026 20:35:48 79128 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. WE DO NOT WANT RENTALS!!!!! No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

Pole barns and camping lots are not in the same category. You don’t want people to 
build pole barns but you would let someone who is camping build a pole barn? That 
makes no sense. If you own a home and have another lot you should be able to do 
what you want in your property.  Plus the campground facilities are not open all year. 
The bathhouse is winterized.

RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, SIGNS, BANNERS, FLAGS AND ADVERTISING, SETBACKS, DOCKS, LAKE RIGHTS, EASEMENTS, FUEL STORAGE TANKS, REFUSE, LOT MAINTENANCE, COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating), COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Off-Site Service Businesses (Non-Traffic Generating), ANIMALS, DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION, MANDATORY MEMBERSHIP, ASSESSMENTS, DURATION AND AMENDMENT, SEVERABILITY, ENFORCEMENT, NOTICE, GOVERNING LAWI have no idea what all of this is. Please clarify 

6/16/2026 21:07:26 85884 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 No, I do not support this change. Grandfather those who have over two Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Should be a resident to have a pole varn Na

6/17/2026 8:05:51 47132 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None

6/17/2026 8:42:02 35040 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change.

STRs are a business enterprise and businesses 
are not allowed in Lake Arrowhead. These 
owners knowingly disregarded our bylaws 
seeking only to make money off our 
neighborhood, why are we even considering 
this?? 

No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

Just simplify the deed restrictions and put some common sense in there. Stand 
alone pole barns should not be allowed, especially those that are just being built 
for sale and not personal use. Lake Arrowhead should not be considered a 
resident's own personal piggy bank. Come on people, no businesses, no STRs, 
no hare scrambles, no stand alone pole barns for immediate sale. We LIVE here! 
Once these are all sorted, there needs to be some authority granted for 
enforcement of these and all the bylaws, rules and deed restrictions. How long 
are new builders allowed to leave their construction trash? Going on a full 
season now for a few apparently, "Ticketing" those that continuously camp on 
their empty lots, non residents out here using our amenities..... No sense in 
going through all of this if there won't be a plan in place to enforce it all. 

6/17/2026 9:31:26 42342 4 - Least Preferred 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. No changes suggested

6/17/2026 9:36:02 54356 4 - Least Preferred 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. No suggested changes

6/17/2026 10:06:34 84109 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I don’t have a problem with anything above. 

6/17/2026 10:42:32 65735 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION Not a fan of limiting home owners to 3 accessory structures. Everyone’s 
circumstances are different. 

6/17/2026 11:26:53 36244 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. 2 is enough No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Campers should have connection to sub. I feel as long as pole barns meet building 
codes it should be ok NA

6/17/2026 11:55:12 98805 4 - Least Preferred 2 3 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Pole barns associated with a home has a better appearance rather than too many 
stand alone pole barns. did not check any

6/17/2026 13:24:22 43606 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.My concern with having pole barns with no home is that it will lower property values  
bcase they will likely be storage rental units and folks may camp in them. None

6/17/2026 17:58:53 74788 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I support all of them

6/17/2026 19:25:41 85726 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change.

We don't support STR at ALL period. Make 
corrections to the registered deeded documents 
and make current fixing the ambiguity in the 
original deeded documents. Building & Use
Restrictions applicable to Lake Arrowhead 
properties are those recorded at Liber
96, Page 172, Otsego County Records dated 
9/5/1963. Atop of LAPOA board had a hand in 
creation of a pdf document date Saturday, 
December 5, 2020, 6:46:26 AM that I downloaded 
from LAPOA homepage. I don't have the actual 
physical creation date of the document but 
certain it likely is in meeting minutes at or before 
2020. Plenty of FOIA notice and opportunities 
made available to residence to be ITK aware of 
their properties allowable use and restrictions. 
Folks cannot plead ignorance and stick their 
heads in the sand of unknowing. Having read and 
understand the proposed amend changes we 
agree with the changes proposed.

Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.
We do not want to see the residential neighborhood integrity diminished to become a 
city of post-frame/pole barn structures used for toy storage only that have potential 
for confined space rentals or hiding toys for visitors.

ANIMALS

We do-not support animals other than dogs/cats in Lake Arrowhead. There's 
good reason why poultry and livestock is-not permitted in zoned residential 
neighborhood settings of allowing chickens and domestic ducks. It invites 
unwanted wildlife animals such as coyote, fox, bears, etc..  Arguing that we have 
turkey, fox, rabbits, bears already doesn't constitute an intelligent rationale for 
allowing this as a property use as and educational purpose. This is-not 
agricultural or a farm. After all there's a good reason why we don't place 
household garbage outdoors for wild animals to investigate and come get a free 
meal!  Also, the proposed Deed Restrictions does not speak to temp toilets 
portables for use on-site during the construction phase of a new construction 
build house/barn. This subject should not be assumed okay and should have 
specific written into the suggested edits giving consideration.

6/17/2026 19:49:20 21939 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I support all that is written

6/17/2026 21:52:29 32849 3 2 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.You must have a primary residence to build/own a pole barn. Otherwise a camper 
could elect to leave the campground and still own a pole barn. NA

6/17/2026 22:14:05 33741 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None

6/18/2026 4:39:42 99577 1 - Most Preferred 4 - Least Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.
You should have a primary residence in order to build an accessory building.  The 
point of having a lot in our community is for residential living, not for storage.  There 
are plenty of storage units for rent in town for ppl to store their things.

LOT MAINTENANCE, COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating)

Lot Maintenance  
Empty lots may not be used for trailer, boat, or vehicle storage.

Commercial Activity  
This section seems contradictory when you put it next to your proposals for 
STR's. Short‑term rentals (clearly a business) are allowed to have frequent traffic 
at all hours—including late‑night arrivals — and they also rely on property 
managers and cleaners coming and going (employees). If that level of activity is 
permitted, it becomes difficult to justify restricting an at‑home business from 
having occasional client or work‑related traffic. The rules should be consistent 
across all types of property use. If you are going to allow STRs to have outside 
traffic and outside employees, then you should offer the same benefit to those 
that want to run a home-based business.

6/18/2026 12:34:43 27116 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 No, I do not support this change.

Since 1964 we have not enforced this on any 
level. I still don't understand why we are doing so 
now? The answer should not be "lots of 
members have been complaining about renters 
to board members in private conversations" 
Where is the data that supports this. What does 
the call log say? how many complaints? In the 
event we must vote on this then I support no 
limits on how many rentals someone has, just 
does not feel right.

Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, LAKE RIGHTS
Should be able to build larger Pole Barns
Lake Rights- I don't fully understand what this means. Where does ownership of 
the lot that abuts the lake end? At waters edge or into the lake? 

6/18/2026 13:21:46 19165 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. more then 1 property is a short term rental. that's 
a business. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

I bought my home in a private residential neighborhood, not a private Pole Barn 
neighborhood. Annual campers could be allowed to put a storage shed on their camp 
sight. 

ANIMALS Animals, I do not want to smell chickens, or their poop! Chickens are the dirtiest 
animals!

6/18/2026 14:27:30 98702 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. none

6/18/2026 14:47:52 72498 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change.

What are 'operational rules required'?  I chose 
this as my choice because it is the closest to 
leaving things as they are.  I do not understand 
why anything needs to be changed.  But without 
a complete definition of all components it is 
difficult to choose.  I appreciate the boards work 
on this and I truly believe it has been totally 
unnecessary both in time and expense.

No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Why change anything? Abstain

6/18/2026 15:46:58 27950 4 - Least Preferred 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION As long as approved size does not matter

6/18/2026 17:03:10 61769 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. ENFORCEMENT

Should this be adopted, I would like to see an enforcement policy for each of the 
sections as they may very. For example, written warning, fine, court, county 
involvement etc., so there is a clear enforcement policy and decisions are not 
made about following the deeds at the whim of the boards opinion…I.e, who is 
the seats and holds the most power. 
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If 'No', please briefly explain why or what 
adjustments you would like to see regarding 2 
rental properties per owner limits:

Feedback on Pole Barn / Accessory Building SectionANNUAL CAMPERS EXCEPTION: Should property owners who rent annual campsites be permitted to construct one accessory building (pole barn) for their storage without requiring a primary residential home on the property?If you voted "No" to either of the questions above, please briefly explain your concerns 
or specify what changes you would like to see regarding pole barns and camping lots: Other Deed Restriction Sections for Review For any sections you checked on the previous question, please specify the 

section name and what exact changes or corrections you would like to see:

6/18/2026 18:39:42 70132 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Two may be somewhat limiting, maybe it should 
be something like 3 or 4. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.

If you are a home owner in Lake Arrowhead, and you own additional properties, you 
should be able to have additional buildings on those properties, as long as these 
buildings are not for commercial purposes.

RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, SETBACKS, LAKE RIGHTS, EASEMENTS, REFUSE, LOT MAINTENANCE, MANDATORY MEMBERSHIP, ASSESSMENTS, ENFORCEMENT, NOTICE, GOVERNING LAWI need more details on each of these items.  Not sure what’s behind the topic.

6/18/2026 18:39:42 80904 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Lots should be for homes only. LAKE RIGHTS I did not mean to check this box, the survey is not written very well.

6/18/2026 19:37:17 81896 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.

I could be misunderstanding this but the restrictions should allow for any single home 
owner to build a single barn on a lot that might not be adjacent to their home’s lot. If 
you buy a home with a small lot but need extra storage you should be able to build a 
storage building on another lot you own, but limit it to a single building per homeowner 

Na

6/18/2026 19:37:52 33786 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. Nothing checked

6/18/2026 19:49:34 24467 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Some pole barns are much too big and campers should not become permanent 
residents at the campsites. SIGNS, BANNERS, FLAGS AND ADVERTISING Concerned about visible storage of trailers that obviously advertise a business.

6/18/2026 20:19:00 51568 4 - Least Preferred 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I did not check any

6/18/2026 20:34:29 23189 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None

6/18/2026 20:40:20 48661 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, SETBACKS, DOCKS, LAKE RIGHTS, LOT MAINTENANCE, ANIMALS, ENFORCEMENT, NOTICE, GOVERNING LAW

Residential Use:  Need to see before I except 
Size& Construction:  Leave current 600 Sq ft min. In place for existing lot 
owners. Leave current pole building and detached garage requirement for 
current lot owners as is.  Allow BOCA homes.
Setbacks:  Leave alone.  This is a private community 
Docks: Leave current language alone, we are private.
Lake Rights:  All property owners should have same lake rights as we did when 
we purchased our property.  If changed, I’ll file law suit.
Lot Maintenance:  only apply to occupied lots, not vacant lots.
Animals:  No Roosters
Enforcement:  Need to see new language before approving 
Notice:  Need to see new language before approving 
Governing Law:  Need to see new language before approving 

6/18/2026 21:04:26 39686 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. DOCKS Existing docks grandfathered in

6/18/2026 21:09:32 51673 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I approve of all proposed chanes.

6/18/2026 21:12:22 41765 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Why limit what a person can own? Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None

6/18/2026 21:19:57 83098 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I did not check a box

6/18/2026 21:23:29 34466 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, LOT MAINTENANCE, ANIMALS, MANDATORY MEMBERSHIP, ENFORCEMENT.

6/18/2026 22:25:19 40844 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Helps limit Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I didn’t check any 

6/18/2026 22:32:55 26673 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None 

6/19/2026 0:18:16 28005 4 - Least Preferred 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 No, I do not support this change.
It might be better to allow only 1 rental prop. per 
owner. More properties seem more like a 
business.

Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. No sections were checked.

6/19/2026 6:18:10 95662 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. I do not see a need to limit how many rentals can 
be owned by one person/couple. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.I think that Barns are better looking than some people's yards. Barns are not a 

problem!
I think the Association has operated fine for years, and we should not add any 
restrictions! Too much government is never the answer!

6/19/2026 6:59:20 82291 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Current owners may have bought properties with 
str in mind. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Residential homes should be part of the requirement Na

6/19/2026 7:38:16 13445 1 - Most Preferred 3 2 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Off-Site Service Businesses (Non-Traffic Generating)I do not agree that off site businesses should be allowed to operate on a lake 
arrowhead property.

6/19/2026 8:25:51 78998 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.People should be able to construct pole barns on their lot I didn't check any and it made me put an answer here

6/19/2026 9:25:36 65434 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change.

If there are restrictions of STR; all Association 
members may not have the opportunity to 
participate; allowing one rental property per 
owner would be more fair. 

Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. ENFORCEMENT, NOTICE

My father was the owner of the lot they purchased in the 50s; when he passed; 
the bill was sent to his last address, which was the assisted living where he 
passed during Covid in 2020; not his permanent residence since 1956 . It was 
never forwarded or returned as far as we know. Finally a letter arrived at his 
permanent address (which was still owned by family members) stating the 
property was taken as a lien for nonpayment. We were forced to incur hundreds 
of dollars for “late fees” which could have been avoided if sent to the correct 
address. This should have been waived for the Administration failing to do its 
due diligence. I hope this has not happened to any other member. 
We should be reimbursed. 

6/19/2026 9:47:07 67865 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 No, I do not support this change. There should not be a limit on how many rental 
properties can be owned by an individual. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. n/a

6/19/2026 9:52:51 48748 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change.

One rental per ownership, not per person.  If two 
or even 10 people own property, they are allowed 
only one rental total.  Doesn’t matter how many 
lots or homes they own.  One rental only, no 
business rentals, no multiple home rentals linked 
to business name.  Must be a person. 

No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.There should be no restriction on pole barns, but if by chance there was, then yes, 
campers should be allowed a pole barn RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, LAKE RIGHTS, COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating), COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Off-Site Service Businesses (Non-Traffic Generating), ANIMALS, ENFORCEMENT

This whole process is unnecessary and a wasteful use of our resources. If 
changes are going to occur, simply eliminate ALL detailed deed restrictions and 
state that “all owners shall, at all times, be in compliance with applicable Local, 
State, and
Federal law.” Detailed rules can be placed in the Bylaws

6/19/2026 11:01:29 50554 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Having a residential home first shows your commitment that your intent is to stay and 
live in the association. no sections were checked, response not required

6/19/2026 11:16:37 85937 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. No other concer

6/19/2026 11:51:44 76763 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.1 P-barn/garage constructed, limited to 1 voting couple, and limited to trails of 
furthermost perimeter of LAPOA property. x

6/19/2026 15:27:03 32022 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Doesn't this contradict Restriction Amended above? ANIMALS Sue Ransom  Bringing in livestock such as chickens could possibly bring in 
predatory animals into our neighborhood.

6/19/2026 17:49:09 85715 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. No businesses are allowed in LAPOA No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. None

6/19/2026 18:31:16 63921 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. We don't mind who owns properties in our 
community as long as they are respectful. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. N/A

6/20/2026 6:00:57 50962 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.It just becomes an eye sore, I don't want a building by my lot for the campers to store 
their toys and such, LA is not a storage facility None

6/20/2026 6:43:16 76153 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. approve other updates

6/20/2026 8:23:43 43794 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Too many restrictions 
We feel that the proposed rental annual fees are excessive. Please explain what 
the HOA will use these fees for. We do not rent nor have we ever rented our 
residence. 

6/20/2026 9:35:57 43770 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. RESIDENTIAL USE because

6/20/2026 9:40:09 49908 3 2 1 - Most Preferred 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Agree with majority as to I have not built on my lots yet.

6/20/2026 10:12:00 21286 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. One home per household! If you want to have a 
rental property to rent out, go elsewhere! Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.

This is nonsense! One group of people have a pissy fit about a neighbor, and this 
is the bullshit we have to put up with. If anything get the drunken side by sides 
under control!

6/20/2026 10:29:55 13582 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

Since they don't pay property taxes or association fees, they should have to build a 
home first. Then the deeds dictates the terms. Now there is nothing in the deeds to 
regulate how many they can purchase since the bypassed the one single family 
dwelling and/or "garage/pole barn".  Reminder camp ground folks are nothing more 
than long term rental. They are not property owners. 

bug in your software. I did not click any objections to the to the current deeds. 

6/20/2026 17:02:58 81034 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 No, I do not support this change. Owners take care of their property and pay their 
dues No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.No comment Too much to read thru 

6/21/2026 7:58:51 11218 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None selected

6/21/2026 9:26:15 84847 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.No investment creates no accountability and ultimately blight EASEMENTS A person built on our property and we have no recourse, yet I pay $500 plus 
taxes and cannot build our dream house. Nor can I sell!

6/21/2026 11:03:23 36856 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. I support 0 rentals. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. I prefer 0 short term rentals

6/22/2026 10:10:00 32813 1 - Most Preferred 3 2 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. as long as fees are paid I don't think there needs 
to be a cap of 2 rentals per owner Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. I would like to see a scan badge for pool and garbage usage. Scan to get in the 

gate to go swim or throw away trash. Must have dues paid in full

6/22/2026 12:01:13 14904 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Don’t want it therefore I cannot add an 
exclamation of adjustments. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

The campground can build storage as a business like they’ll be like campgrounds 
business nonprofit business.   They can rent it by the year.  

If a camper ends up, leaving the campground and they still have their pole barn, then 
what.  Or they could rent space in town for storage.   

TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION

The section requiring a a survey should be left to the county, not Lake 
Arrowhead 

I don’t know why like arrowhead would require a survey over the building 
department anyway. 

6/22/2026 12:38:11 54249 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. na

6/22/2026 12:40:04 45444 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. n/a

6/22/2026 12:42:30 57448 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. didn’t click any 

6/22/2026 13:16:14 78722 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. There should only be one per property owner Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.There is nothing holding them to building a house. What happens when the decide to 
leave the campground. What happens to the Stand alone structure I support the changes. The document needs to be updated.

6/22/2026 14:26:37 12803 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.
Not sure how to answer this one. A pole barn would be fine as long as it isn't on just 
one lot. It would have to follow the restrictions above. The property would have to be 
big enough to eventually build a home

Na

6/22/2026 15:05:33 61414 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Approve

6/22/2026 15:22:19 97972 1 - Most Preferred 4 - Least Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.
There are plenty of storage options outside of neighborhood. This allowance of an 
accessory building contradicts the purpose and reason for the pole barn/accessory 
building deed change. 

None

6/22/2026 16:11:57 53402 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.We do not need storage sheds unattended on lots. It makes them targets for the 
unsavory people  None

6/22/2026 17:46:23 96464 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Campers can at anytime stop being annual campers and would still have a pole barn 
only lot which is inconsistent with residential ownership requirements N/A

6/22/2026 17:57:50 63876 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. What is the difference if you have 1 or 10. It 
doesn't matter. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. No cap, no limit, no fees and stop talking about it.

6/22/2026 18:56:25 48682 1 - Most Preferred 4 - Least Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

I think compliance with the suggested deed restrictions will be difficult to enforce for 
people who have purchased their property before the new restrictions are enacted.  
For example, our lot is not big enough for a 1000 ft structure.  If it had been, we would 
have built one that size to begin with.  Had we not built yet, we would be unable to do 
so under the new minimum.  People have a right to improve their property as they see 
fit.  I don't think you need to be all up in people's business.  And why should my 
neighbor decide if I can put up a fence?????  To keep HIS dogs out of my yard.  Just a 
few things that stand out to me.

TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION Leave it alone.

6/22/2026 21:04:29 36496 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change.

I feel a limit of 2 rental properties is too 
restrictive.  I believe no limit or a higher limit 
would be a better fit to avoid micro-managing 
what the membership can / cannot do with their 
property.

No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.

For pole barns, I feel this is an over-reach to try to dictate specifications such as soffit 
lengths, roof pitch, colors, etc.

Annual Campers: Property owners should be permitted to build a pole barn on their 
property whether they are annual campers or not.

ANIMALS
Animals: I don't think poultry (chickens) aligns with neighborhood aesthetic 
targets, adds value, or improves Lake Arrowhead in any way. Also, I believe this 
will attract unwanted predators that may also go after our pets, etc.

6/22/2026 21:13:11 82791 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 No, I do not support this change.
If we allow rentals, then I do not think limiting the 
number that a person/family can own makes 
sense.  

No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.
Many owners currently own more than one pole barn on multiple lots.  I think there 
should be minimum and maximum size and construction material requirements.  
Campers should not be allowed to own a pole barn only lot.  

SIGNS, BANNERS, FLAGS AND ADVERTISING

POLITICAL signs should be forbidden.  This is a family-oriented subdivision, and 
we should not be subject to other individual's political views, some of the signs 
have been offensive (F word is not acceptable to be displayed in a residential 
neighborhood period).  We are up north to have fun and enjoy the beauty of 
northern Michigan!

6/22/2026 21:13:12 22701 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 No, I do not support this change.

If you’re going to allow rentals, I don’t see how it 
can be limited? Especially, when at the special 
meeting, a number of people said they have 4 to 
5 rental properties. Would they be required to sell 
their other properties?

No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

Many owners own multiple pole barns on various lots. How is this enforced if changes 
are made? If a camper rents an annual space and wants a pole barn, I feel these 
people should own a home. If a camper owns a home, they would not be renting a 
campground?

SIGNS, BANNERS, FLAGS AND ADVERTISING, ANIMALS

I don’t think that any banners or political signs should be allowed to be 
displayed. I have found them offensive in some cases. I know that people / 
residences are entitled to their own views, but I do not feel as though our 
community is the place to display them. To me it shows a great deal of 
Negativity!

6/23/2026 2:34:53 83066 4 - Least Preferred 2 3 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change.

I believe this subject, building restrictions,and 
changing the picnic date was initiated by one 
person on the board. She feels her duty to guide 
the board to better governance, policy, and 
bylaws development because her previous 
position as the recording secretary of a Board of 
Education.  We have done well guiding ourselves 
to what is important to our community.  LAPOA 
is an upnorth community not a downstate, I know 
better than you community.There is so much 
anger directed towards self serving board 
members who have only been here a short time 
and want to make major changes. People should 
have the right to build outbuildings if they want 
to. Also why are we increasing the board to 15? 
Why not decrease it to 13.  Your  meetings go on 
and on now. We don't need more members.
Thank you 

No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.

If I have an extra lot and need storage, I will build a pole barn. Who initiated this 
proposal? Someone who has a pole barn and lives here full time.
You should have a home in LAPOA before building a pole barn and also to be on the 
board.

RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, SIGNS, BANNERS, FLAGS AND ADVERTISING, SETBACKS, DOCKS, LAKE RIGHTS, EASEMENTS, FUEL STORAGE TANKS, REFUSE, LOT MAINTENANCE, COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating), COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Off-Site Service Businesses (Non-Traffic Generating), ANIMALS, DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION, MANDATORY MEMBERSHIP, ASSESSMENTS, DURATION AND AMENDMENT, SEVERABILITY, ENFORCEMENT, NOTICE, GOVERNING LAWWho will enforce this and how



Timestamp Access Code Validation - Enter the 5 Digit Code From Your Email Short-Term Rental Options [Option 1:  4 Year Sunset for current operators, all rentals are banned afterJan 2031.] Short-Term Rental Options [Option 2: 15 STR Permits allowed with waitlist] Short-Term Rental Options [Option 3: No cap on permits, but permits would require fees, regulations, and would be transferable upon sale] Short-Term Rental Options [Option 4: No cap, no permit fee, but registration and compliance with operational rules required ]6/16/2026 15:30:29
If 'No', please briefly explain why or what 
adjustments you would like to see regarding 2 
rental properties per owner limits:

Feedback on Pole Barn / Accessory Building SectionANNUAL CAMPERS EXCEPTION: Should property owners who rent annual campsites be permitted to construct one accessory building (pole barn) for their storage without requiring a primary residential home on the property?If you voted "No" to either of the questions above, please briefly explain your concerns 
or specify what changes you would like to see regarding pole barns and camping lots: Other Deed Restriction Sections for Review For any sections you checked on the previous question, please specify the 

section name and what exact changes or corrections you would like to see:

6/23/2026 6:47:35 66105 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. I would either have no rules or have a 5-6 
property maximum No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Na

6/23/2026 8:28:59 92763 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating)How would this apply to a daycare? Or does it not allow in home daycares?

6/23/2026 13:06:17 68568 4 - Least Preferred 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. There wasn't a clear list of all these sections so me not selecting any does not 
blanket an approval for them

6/23/2026 13:41:13 86688 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. No comment 

6/23/2026 13:57:12 98055 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. One per owner Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Owners have more responsibility than renters N/A

6/23/2026 14:02:30 75946 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. None

6/23/2026 14:02:54 47447 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. If you buy a house you should be able to do what 
you want with it. I don’t mind rentals at all. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.I’d rather see rental homes over a bunch of pole barns!! 

Leave things the way they are. Rental properties are always kept nice. No one 
wants to see a ton of barns everywhere but a few are fine..Bigger things to worry 
about than both of these topics. Focus on the main complaint……ROADS!!!!!!! 

6/23/2026 14:14:36 18810 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. I didn't check any boxes

6/23/2026 14:26:06 30929 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.L I agree with the new proposals

6/23/2026 14:28:44 33896 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.
LAPOA is not a storage facility, it’s a community and shouldn’t have storage only 
buildings for intermittent use. With a primary residence on site as well makes sense to 
have a storage barn or shed on site

N/a

6/23/2026 14:28:51 17696 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. RESIDENTIAL USE, COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Permitted Home Occupations (Non-Traffic Generating), COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY: Off-Site Service Businesses (Non-Traffic Generating)Residential properties can have commercial business being conducted and it 
would not be readily known. This seems confusing to me.

6/23/2026 14:45:02 75514 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.The campers are taking advantage of all of our facilities yet the renter doesn’t have to 
pay for any of this. I am a solid, no! TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, ANIMALS

I do not feel that everything that is constructed on our lots needs to be approved 
by the building committee. I feel as though residence that are year-round should 
be allowed to have a specific number of chickens if they choose. We live far 
enough away from town that it would be helpful to have egg producers. 

6/23/2026 14:57:29 45296 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 Yes, I support this change.

In order to maintain the residential feel, STR is an 
option for a personal property not a business of 
rental properties. Operating a business of 
multiple rentals is not something I support. 

Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Perhaps if the exception would state no lakefront or highly visible property, it would be 
more palatable None

6/23/2026 15:01:06 80486 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred No, I do not support this change. I support ZERO Short Term Rentals , but if they 
are allowed then only one per owner. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. ANIMALS ANIMALS  Chickens should not be allowed.

6/23/2026 15:21:50 55741 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Nothing selected

6/23/2026 16:02:53 53136 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.  

6/23/2026 16:04:08 76583 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. na

6/23/2026 16:53:56 30732 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Looks good to me

6/23/2026 16:56:13 47408 1 - Most Preferred 3 4 - Least Preferred 2 No, I do not support this change. I don’t think we should rent at all No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. RESIDENTIAL USE N/A

6/23/2026 17:51:33 24828 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Campers need to have a permanent residence for pole barn. None

6/23/2026 18:28:04 42863 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Never was talked about. Should be your choice e No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. None

6/23/2026 18:32:50 72656 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change.

Have as many as you'd like... here we are trying 
to get our hand TOO DEEP into the pot. 2 is 
better than 1 I suppose but it is NOT THE BOARD 
who gets to pick and choose what sounds good.  

Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. Quite frankly, that is a ton of crap to review. Acairumba *face palm*

6/23/2026 19:26:37 22058 3 1 - Most Preferred 2 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.I can see someone putting a pole barn on thier lot and never building a residential home on the property. I don't think LA wants a bunch of storage buildings on the property without homes.I didn't check any boxes. Commercial Activity is tbd.

6/23/2026 19:52:22 11799 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. Property rights are important in this country. No, I do not support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers.No restrictions, pole barns are much better than storing everything outside. Also too hard to regulate and control.RESIDENTIAL USE, TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, SIGNS, BANNERS, FLAGS AND ADVERTISING, SETBACKS, DOCKS, LAKE RIGHTS, EASEMENTS, FUEL STORAGE TANKS, REFUSE, LOT MAINTENANCE, ANIMALS, DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION, MANDATORY MEMBERSHIP, ASSESSMENTS, DURATION AND AMENDMENT, SEVERABILITY, ENFORCEMENT, NOTICE, GOVERNING LAWnone

6/23/2026 20:59:15 87710 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.no home, no pole barn   GOVERNING LAW enforce township zoning 

6/24/2026 7:06:49 73314 4 - Least Preferred 2 1 - Most Preferred 3 No, I do not support this change. This is the sole income source for some families No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.Unable to print the entire document for a closure review TYPE, SIZE, AND CONSTRUCTION, SETBACKS, DOCKSNot enough time to review these extensive changes

6/24/2026 11:41:00 81284 2 3 4 - Least Preferred 1 - Most Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. Yes, allow one accessory building on vacant lots owned by annual campers. LAKE RIGHTS I dont want to see any chaanges

6/24/2026 13:04:19 74118 4 - Least Preferred 3 2 1 - Most Preferred No, I do not support this change. No, I do not support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first. No

6/24/2026 18:43:29 32333 1 - Most Preferred 2 3 4 - Least Preferred Yes, I support this change. Yes, I support this change. No, require a primary residential home on the property first.We don’t want our neighborhood to be congested with just pole barns . 


