
CITY OF GRAND HAVEN 
GRAND HAVEN, MICHIGAN 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

August 19, 2026 
Notice and agenda of a regular Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting at 7:00 p.m. to be held in the 
City Hall Council Chambers, 519 Washington Ave. Zoning Board of Appeals members unable to 
attend the meeting are requested to contact the Planning Department at 616-935-3276 prior to 
the meeting.  
 
1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 

 
2. ROLL CALL: Tyler Berg, Vice-Chair Paul Shibley, Richard Norton, Kerry Bridges, Amy 

Kozanecki, Alternate Oliver Shampine  
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – July 15, 2026 

 
4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA  
 
5. CALL TO AUDIENCE – ONE OF TWO OPPORTUNITIES 

 
6. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
A. Case 26-08: A request by Elissa Schwartz related to a new single-family dwelling at 

vacant lot off Jackson Avenue (parcel #70-03-20-282-004) subject to the following 
variances: A variance from Sec. 40-410.02.C for total lot coverage of 39.75% instead of 
the required 35%; and a variance from Sec. 40-410.02.C for a rear yard setback of 12 ft. 
instead of the required 15 ft. in the OT - Old Town District. 

 
7. NEW BUSINESS 

 
A. Election of Officers 

 
8. CITY PLANNER REPORT 

 
9. ZBA MEMBER COMMENTS 

 
10. CALL TO AUDIENCE – SECOND OPPORTUNITY 
  
11. ADJOURNMENT 
 



DRAFT - ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
CITY OF GRAND HAVEN 

MEETING MINUTES  
 

July 15, 2026 
 

A regular meeting of the Grand Haven Zoning Board of Appeals was called to order by Vice 
Chair Shibley at 7:00 p.m. in the Grand Haven Council Chambers. On roll call, the following 
members were: 
 
Present: Kerry Bridges, Amy Kozanecki, Vice-Chair Paul Shibley, Alternate Oliver 

Shampine 
  
Absent: Tyler Berg, Richard Norton, Brendan Pool 
 
Also present: Brian Urquhart, City Planner 
 
Vice-Chair Shibley announced there was 4 members of the ZBA present and a quorum has 
been met. However, all 4 members must vote in favor to be approved. Shibley asked the 
applicants if they wanted to pursue the variance during the meeting or wait until next month 
for a full board in attendance. Both applicants, Cindy Damanchuk and Ken Kampenga, 
elected to move forward with the variance.  
 
Approval of Minutes 
Motion by Shampine, seconded by Norton, to approve the June 15, 2026 minutes as 
written. Passed unanimously with a voice vote.  
 
Approval of Agenda 
Motion by Hills, seconded by Shibley,  
 
Call to the Audience – None 
  
 
Case 26-06: A request by Dick’s Towing & Recovery Inc. related to the reconstruction of a 
building at 321 N. 7th St. (parcel #70-03-21-305-010) for a variance from Sec. 40-411.02.G: 
to allow ground floor building transparency of 20%, where the minimum ground floor 
building transparency of a primary wall is 60% in the NMU - Neighborhood Mixed-Use 
District. 
 
Urquhart introduced the case. He said the approved appeal and variance for the building 
allowed for the applicant to come forward with a design of the office at Dick’s towing. The 
NMU district places priority on exterior material and a minimum of 60% transparency of the 
primary walls in the form of clear glass. The applicant is requesting a reduction to 20% 
transparency due to the nature of the garage doors, and for energy efficiency and safety 
from road debris. Urquhart added the applicant can come before the Planning Commission 
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at any time for a site plan review, in which the Planning Commission can reduce the 
transparency percentage to 40%.  
 
Chair Hills opened the public hearing at 7:05 pm. 
 
Cindy Damnchuk presented her case.  
 
Shibley asked about the strain of the glass on the door, with the garage door opening and 
closing frequently.  
 
Kozanecki thought the primary wall should be at least 40% transparent.  
 
Motion by Kozanecki, seconded by Shampine, to close the public hearing. Voice vote. All 
ayes. Public hearing closed at 7:25pm.  
 
The board considered the seven basic conditions.   

A. Most members agreed a primary wall with 20% transparency in the NMU district did 
not contradict the intent or spirit of the ordinance. Kozanecki felt it was not met, and 
the applicant can design another building. Motion by Kozanecki, seconded by 
Bridges, to approve Basic Condition A. Yeas: Bridges, Shampine, Shibley. Nays: 
Kozanecki. Condition A failed on 3-1 roll call  vote. 

B. All members agreed the use is a permitted use in the NMU district. Motion by 
Bridges, seconded by Shampine, to approve Basic Condition B. Condition B passed 
unanimously on roll call vote. 

C. All members agreed the 20% transparency  of the office and garage building would 
not create any substantial adverse effect on properties in the adjacent vicinity. 
Motion by Shampine, seconded by Kozanecki, to approve Basic Condition C. 
Condition C passed unanimously on roll call vote. 

D. Kozanecki and Bridges felt the proposed property is somewhat general in nature 
and there are plenty of buildings in the NMU district that have greater transparency 
than the 20% requested. Shampine and Shibley did not agree. Motion by Shampine, 
seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic Condition D. Yeas: Shampine, Shibley. 
Nays: Bridges, Kozanecki. Condition D failed on a 2-2 roll call vote. 

E. Most members agreed the garage addition was not an act of self-creation. 
Kozanecki felt the applicant can design a building with a primary wall transparency 
of at least 60%, or apply for a reduction of 40% to the Planning Commission during 
site plan review. Motion by Shampine, seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic 
Condition E. Yeas: Bridges, Shampine, Shibley. Nays: Kozanecki. Condition E 
failed on a 3-1 roll call vote.  

F. All members agreed there was no reasonable alternative for the location for the 
transparency request. Motion by Bridges, seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic 
Condition F. Condition F passed unanimously on roll call vote.  

G. Shampine and Shibley believed the variance for 20% transparency was the 
minimum necessary. Kozanecki and Bridges did not agree and felt the applicant can 
install additional glass to increase the transparency. It was restated the setback 
variance was approved, but the standards for building form shall need to be met. 
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Motion by Shampine, seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic Condition G. Yeas: 
Shampine, Shibley. Nays: Kozanecki, Bridges. Condition G failed 2-2 on a roll call 
vote.  

 
Motion by Shampine, seconded by Shibley, to APPROVE Case 26-06, A request by Dick’s 
Towing & Recovery Inc. related to the reconstruction of a building at 321 N. 7th St. (parcel 
#70-03-21-305-010) for a variance from Sec. 40-411.02.G: to allow ground floor building 
transparency of 20%, where the minimum ground floor building transparency of a primary 
wall is 60% in the NMU - Neighborhood Mixed-Use District, based on the fact basic 
conditions A through G were met. 
 
Yeas: Shibley, Shampine. Nays: Kozanecki, Bridges. The variance was NOT APPROVED 
on a 2-2 vote.  
              
 
Case 26-07: A request by Ken and Suzanne Kampenga for a lot split at 1200 Washington 
Ave. (parcel #70-03-21-456-001), a variance from Sec. 40-409.02.C to allow a lot area of 
5,735 sq. ft. where the minimum lot area in the E - Eastown Zoning District is 5,900 sq. ft. 
 
Urquhart introduced the case. He said the Kampengas purchased the property in late 2025 
with intentions to make improvements. The applicants then sought the possibility of splitting 
the parcel due to the larger size with respect to neighboring properties. Urquhart noted the 
parcel could only be split in a way that resulted in a parcel less than 5,900 sq. ft. minimum. 
Urquhart said the case was rather straight forward as the variance request was for a 
property meeting 98% of the lot size in the Eastown district, noting this was a minimum 
variance that was not self-created.  
 
Ken Kampenga, 17275 Colfax St. West Olive, said they purchased the property because is 
was in desperate need of repair. The large lot lent itself to being split. 
 
Suzanne Kampenga, 17275 Colfax West Olive, said if the variance is approved, and the lot 
split occurs, they would sell one of the parcels and rent out the other.    
  
Motion by Kozanecki, seconded by Bridges, to close the public hearing. Voice vote. All 
ayes.  
 
Public hearing closed at 7:46pm.  
 
The board considered the seven basic conditions.   

A. All members agreed the lot split resulting in a parcel that meets 98% of the required 
minimum lot size in the Eastown district would not compromise the intent of the 
ordinance. Motion by Kozanecki, seconded by Bridges, to approve Basic Condition 
A. Condition A passed unanimously on a roll call vote.  

B. All members agreed the lot split would not result in a use that is not permitted, 
provided the shed is removed or a new home built on the split parcel. Motion by 
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Bridges, seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic Condition B. Condition B passed 
unanimously on roll call vote. 

C. All members agreed the variance to allow a 5,735 sq. ft. parcel would not be 
substantially adverse on properties within the immediate vicinity. Motion by 
Shampine, seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic Condition C. Condition C passed 
unanimously on roll call vote. 

D. All members agreed the property was unique with a total parcel size of 11,616 sq. ft. 
and that is was large enough to be split and maintain the minimum lot width and 
create conforming setbacks, but could not be split in any way to meet the 5,900 sq. 
ft. There were also other parcels much smaller than 5,900 sq. ft. in the area.  Motion 
by Shampine, seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic Condition D. Condition D 
passed unanimously on roll call vote. 

E. All members agreed the condition or situation of the property was not a result of the 
applicant. The applicant purchased the lot and desired to make improvements but 
did not create any standards for lot size in the Eastown district. Motion by Bridges, 
seconded by Shampine, to approve Basic Condition E. Condition E passed 
unanimously on roll call vote. 

F. All members agreed there was no reasonable alternative for this variance. Motion by 
Shampine, seconded by Kozanecki, to approve Basic Condition F. Condition F 
passed unanimously on roll call vote.  

G. All members agreed the request for lot split resulting in a lot size of 5,735 sq. ft. or a 
parcel meeting 98% of the minimum, lot size would be minimum necessary to 
approve the variance. Members commented that other parcels existed nearby that 
were smaller in size. Motion by Bridges, seconded by Shibley, to approve Basic 
Condition G. Condition G passed unanimously on a roll call vote. 

 
Motion by Bridges, seconded by Shibley, to APPROVE Case 26-07, a request by Ken and 
Suzanne Kampenga for a lot split at 1200 Washington Ave. (parcel #70-03-21-456-001), a 
variance from Sec. 40-409.02.C to allow a lot area of 5,735 sq. ft. where the minimum lot 
area in the E - Eastown Zoning District is 5,900 sq. ft. based on the fact basic conditions a 
through g were met, and subject to the following condition:  
 

1. The existing shed is removed, or a principal structure is installed on the property 
within 12 months.  

 
Yeas: Bridges, Kozanecki, Shibley, Shampine. Nays: None. The variance was APPROVED 
on a 4-0 vote.  
       
 
Election of Officers – The ZBA agreed to postpone the election of officers to the next 
meeting so those members not in attendance could be involved.   
 
City Planner Report – Urquhart reminded the ZBA of an August meeting and asked if they 
were able to attend.  
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Call to the Audience – Second Opportunity 
None 
 
Adjournment: 
Motion by Kozanecki, seconded by Shampine, to adjourn. Unanimously approved by voice 
vote. Meeting adjourned at 7:59 pm. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Brian Urquhart, City Planner 



STAFF REPORT 

TO:   Grand Haven Zoning Board of Appeals 

FROM:   Brian Urquhart, City Planner 

MEETING DATE: August 19, 2026 

CASE:   26-08 

ADDRESS:  Vacant lot at 317 Jackson Ave. 

Proposal 
Elissa Schwartz of 2655 Grand Castle Blvd. Grandville, MI submitted a zoning board of appeals application 
related to a new single-family dwelling on the vacant lot at 317 Jackson Ave. (parcel #70-03-20-282-004) 
for a variance from Sec. 40-410.02.C for a total lot coverage of 39.75% instead of the required 35% and a 
rear yard setback of 12 ft. instead of the required 15 ft. in the Old Town zoning district.    
 
Background 
Elissa Schwartz purchased the vacant lot in February 2026. According to property records, the property 
was home to a large sign owned by the previous owner Kammeraad Trust. In May 1998, a windstorm 
knocked over the nonconforming sign. According to city records, in September 1998 the Zoning Board of 
Appeals denied a variance to continue the nonconforming use and location of the sign. The lot has sat vacant 
since. 
 
Development has occurred recently with a two-family home built directly to the west, and the corner lot of 
3rd and Jackson Ave. was approved for a two-family dwelling earlier this year. The lot is very challenging 
with Jackson Ave. traffic, and the shape and layout for a home to meet Old Town district setbacks. The 
survey depicts the parcel as land includes parts a lots 8 and 9 of Block 3 of Akeley’s addition that lies south 
of the curved Westerly line of the Former CXS railroad ROW.  
 

 
317 Jackson vacant lot  
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The lot is unusually shaped due to the railroad right-of-way. The western lot line measures 90 ft., then the 
south lot line measures 132 ft. The rectangular corner provides for a standard building envelope. However, 
the curved rear lot line measures 154.97 ft. in length and varies from a depth of 10.35 ft. from Jackson Ave. 
in the northeast corner, and 90.82 ft. in the northwest corner. The lot meets the minimum lot width of 45 ft. 
and lot area of 5,900 sq. in Old Town district at 132 ft. and 7,297 sq. ft. respectively. The applicant expressed 
concern about the shape when purchasing the property, denoting the shape and driveway location off 
Jackson Ave. A single-family dwelling is permitted by right in OT district, and some relief may be required 
for longstanding vacant parcels. 
 
The plan calls for a 2,927 sq. ft. home, with a new driveway located near the eastern portion of the lot. All 
setbacks are met aside from the rear yard setback where part of the home measures 12 ft. Total lot coverage 
equates to 39.75%, above the required 35%. Lot coverage is defined as all structures and roofed patios, 
decks.  

 
1.0 Zoning of Subject Parcel  

The property is located in the OT – Old Town District  
 
2.0 General Location 

Entire lot  
  
3.0 Existing Land Use on the Parcel 

Vacant 
 
4.0 Adjacent Area Land Uses 

North: Parking lot for 333 Jackson 
South: Residential  
East: Commercial use  
West: Residential  
 

5.0 Zoning on Adjacent Parcels 
North: OT – Old Town 
South: OT – Old Town 
East: OT – Old Town 
West: OT – Old Town  

 
6.0 Findings of Fact and Staff Analysis  
The applicant has provided responses to the Basic Conditions for the requested variance.  

1. Basic Conditions: The Board shall find that a variance request meets all of the following 
conditions with respect to the 12 ft. rear yard setback:   
a. The requested variance shall not be contrary to the public interest or to the intent and 

purpose of the Ordinance. Comment: A setback of 12 ft. instead of the required 15 ft. that 
is adjacent to lawn area instead of a neighboring residential use would likely not be 
considered contrary to the public interest.  
 

b. The requested variance shall not permit the establishment within a district of any use which 
is not permitted by right within that zone district, or any use or dimensional variance for 
which a special land use permit is required. Comment: The granting of this variance will 
not establish a use which is not permitted. Single-family dwellings are permitted by right.  

 
c. The requested variance shall not cause a substantial adverse effect upon properties in the 

immediate vicinity or in the district in which the property of the applicant is located. 
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Comment: A rear yard setback of 12 ft. located in two small portions of the entire length of 
the rear setback line would not create a substantial adverse effect upon properties in the 
immediate vicinity.   

 
d. The conditions or situation of the property or its intended use is not so general or recurrent 

in nature as to make reasonably practicable a general regulation for the condition or 
situation. Comment: Parcel #70-03-20-282-002 is unusual because of its shape and location 
on Jackson Ave. The property historically was used for off premise signage, which did not 
receive approval to continue as a nonconforming structure. For nearly 30 years, land around 
this property has been developed into residential homes, utilizing the limited vacant lots 
remaining in the City. The property is not so general or recurrent in nature.  

 
e. Any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property in question are 

not self-created. Comment: The applicant purchased the property in 2026 and did not create 
any changes to the lot shape and size. The parcel was platted with the railroad right-of-way, 
and once the railroad ceased operations and right-of-way vacated, the parcel was left within 
an unusual shape in the Old Town district, which the zoning permitted residential uses. The 
applicant did not create this exception circumstance.  

 
f. There is no reasonable alternative location on the parcel for the proposed improvements 

for which a variance is sought where such alternative location would eliminate the need for 
the requested variance or reduce the extent of the condition(s) necessitating the variance. 
Comment: The proposed building plans take advantage of the building envelope near the 
western side of the property. The rear walls tier back as much as possible to stay within 15 
ft. setback. A home is designed with a rectangular shape, and the curvilinear shape creates 
areas where the setback is reduced. The proposed improvements appear to be the most 
reasonable location, thus necessitating the variance request.  
 

g. The requested variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use 
of the improvement. Comment: A 12 ft. setback instead of the 15 ft. setback is a 3 ft. or 20% 
reduction from the required setback. The 12 ft. setback appears in two separate locations 
and does not extend the entire width of the home.  

  
2. Basic Conditions: The Board shall find that a variance request meets all of the following 

conditions with respect to the 39.75% lot coverage.  
 
h. The requested variance shall not be contrary to the public interest or to the intent and 

purpose of the Ordinance. Comment: Lot coverage regulates the bulk and capacity of a lot. 
The 35% is standard and allows for use of a home and detached accessory buildings. The 
request for 39.75% on the vacant lot appears not to be contrary to the purpose of the 
ordinance.   
 

i. The requested variance shall not permit the establishment within a district of any use which 
is not permitted by right within that zone district, or any use or dimensional variance for 
which a special land use permit is required. Comment: The granting of this variance will 
not establish a use which is not permitted. 

 
j. The requested variance shall not cause a substantial adverse effect upon properties in the 

immediate vicinity or in the district in which the property of the applicant is located. 
Comment: The home size and design takes advantage of the larger building envelope on the 
western portion of the parcel. The additional 4.75% of lot coverage does not reduce the 
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setback near the neighboring residence to the west, nor reduce the front yard setback.The 
proposed lot coverage does not appear to create any adverse conditions on neighboring 
properties.   

 
k. The conditions or situation of the property or its intended use is not so general or recurrent 

in nature as to make reasonably practicable a general regulation for the condition or 
situation. Comment: As mentioned earlier, parcel #70-03-20-282-002 is unusual because of 
its shape and location from Jackson Ave. The property is not so general or recurrent in 
nature. 

 
l. Any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances applying to the property in question are 

not self-created. Comment: Also mentioned earlier, the applicant purchased the property in 
2026 and did not create the lot size nor create any other nonconformity. However, as a 
vacant lot, a home could be designed to include the necessary improvements that stays 
within 35% total ot coverage. The area of the home is planned for 2,927 sq. ft., which 
includes a garage and front porch. 35% lot coverage would allow for a 2,577 sq. ft. building 
footprint, which includes required front porch and offers appropriate living space for the 
applicant. It could be considered the lot coverage request is self-created.    

 
m. There is no reasonable alternative location on the parcel for the proposed improvements 

for which a variance is sought where such alternative location would eliminate the need for 
the requested variance or reduce the extent of the condition(s) necessitating the variance. 
Comment: Lot coverage would not directly apply to a specific location. The standard 
appears to be met.  
 

n. The requested variance is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use 
of the improvement. Comment: 39.75% lot coverage is 4.75% more than the maximum, 
which is approximately 12% increase. The 4.75% increase could be considered the minimum 
necessary. 

 
7.0 Correspondence  
As of the date of this memo, no comments have been received regarding this request.   
 
8.0 Sample Motions 
A concurring vote of 4 members of the Zoning Board of Appeals is required to approve a non-use variance.  
 
Rear yard setback: 
Motion to APPROVE ZBA Case 26-08a, A request by Elissa Schwartz related to a new single-family 
dwelling at vacant lot off Jackson Avenue (parcel #70-03-20-282-004) for a variance from Sec. 40-410.02.C 
for a rear yard setback of 12 ft. instead of the required 15 ft. in the OT - Old Town District. The variance is 
granted based on the following finding(s) of fact: 

1. Insert ZBA finding(s) of fact. 
 
Motion to DENY ZBA CASE 26-08a, a request by Elissa Schwartz related to a new single-family dwelling 
at vacant lot off Jackson Avenue (parcel #70-03-20-282-004) for a variance from Sec. 40-410.02.C for a 
rear yard setback of 12 ft. instead of the required 15 ft. in the OT - Old Town District based on the following 
reasons: 

1. Insert reasons for denial.  
 
Motion to POSTPONE ZBA Case 26-08a, until the following information can be submitted for review: 

1. Insert ZBA recommendation(s). 
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Lot coverage 
Motion to APPROVE ZBA Case 26-08b, A request by Elissa Schwartz related to a new single-family 
dwelling at vacant lot off Jackson Avenue (parcel #70-03-20-282-004) for a variance from Sec. 40-410.02.C 
for total lot coverage of 39.75% instead of the required 35% in the OT – Old Town district. The variance 
is granted based on the following finding(s) of fact: 

2. Insert ZBA finding(s) of fact. 
 
Motion to DENY ZBA CASE 26-08b, a request by Elissa Schwartz related to a new single-family dwelling 
at vacant lot off Jackson Avenue (parcel #70-03-20-282-004) for a variance from Sec. 40-410.02.C for total 
lot coverage of 39.75% instead of the required 35% in the OT – Old Town district.   

2. Insert reasons for denial.  
 
Motion to POSTPONE ZBA Case 26-08b, until the following information can be submitted for review: 
Insert ZBA recommendation(s) 
 
 
Attachments: 

A. ZBA application dated July 22, 2026  
B. Variance responses  
C. Site plan and surveys  

































TO: City of Grand Haven Zoning Board of Appeals 

FROM: Brian Urquhart, City Planner 

MEETING DATE: August 19, 2026 

TOPIC: Election of Officers  
 

It has been since June 2025 since the ZBA elected officers. With terms being renewed at the end of this 
month, now would be an opportune time to elect officers for the next 11 months. 
 
Currently the officers are: 
 
Chair – Vacant 
Vice Chair – Paul Shibley 
Secretary – Brendan Pool 

 


