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INTRODUCTION

The City of Grand Haven Zoning Ordinance contains the following provision regarding
appeals to the Zoning Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) of other administrative department decisions:
Sec. 40-113.04. – Duties, rules, hearing and decisions of appeals, right to
and grounds of appeal. The zoning board of appeals shall act upon all
questions within its authority as they may arise in the administration of this
ordinance, including the interpretation of the zoning maps, and may fix rules
and regulations to govern its procedures. The concurring vote of a majority
of the members of the zoning board of appeals shall be necessary to reverse
any order, requirement, decision or determination of any administrative
official, or to decide in favor of an applicant any matter upon which they are
required to pass under this ordinance. Such appeal may be taken by any person
aggrieved or by any officer, department, board or bureau of the city, county,
or state. The grounds of every determination shall be stated. (Emphasis added.)
Rick and Sue Grasman (the “Grasmans”) are “aggrieved” persons. They reside at 212
Harbor Drive. They, along with others, opposed at the March 12, 2019 Planning Commission
hearing on Case No. 19-07 submitted by Rock Pile Development, LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company, (hereinafter referred to as “the Developers”) the 218 Harbor Drive structure Developers
propose to construct after demolishing the “Dairy Treat” building (the “Project”). The case came
before the Planning Commission for Site Plan Review. It was conditionally approved 7-1. Ms. Von
Tom was the sole voice against the motion for approval.
Many of the issues with the Project referenced in this Appeal were raised at the Planning
Commission meeting. There are several new ones which have come to light since the March 12,
2019 hearing.
The Grasmans feel strongly that the proposed Project does not meet the spirit and intent of
the Waterfront District policies, many of the WF-2 Waterfront ordinance provisions, and other
provisions of the applicable Grand Haven building code and ordinances. Grasmans request the
ZBA utilize its powers as set forth above to examine the proposed Project in light of the issues set
forth on the following pages and determine that the Project site plan as submitted by the Developers
be rejected and the Planning Commission decision be reversed.
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WATERFRONT STRATEGIC PLAN AND BUILDING GUIDELINES

The Waterfront Strategic Plan (the “Plan”) “is intended to be incorporated and adopted as part
of the City’s Master Plan and to serve as the policy foundation for the review of future development
proposals with the waterfront area.” (Plan P-2, emphasis added)
In addition, “the Plan Report…is designed to: (2) guide elected and appointed City officials in
evaluating proposed public and private projects along the Waterfront in Downtown Grand Haven.
These officials will use this document, along with the Master Plan, Zoning Ordinance, CBDDA Plan,
the Vision Report, and the Evaluation Guidelines to determine project merits, compatibility, and
appropriateness.” (Plan P-2)
The design of this structure proposed by the Developers does not meet compatibility or
appropriateness standards in the Plan. It is a massive, large-scale structure serving more as a barrier
than as a warm, inviting facility. If all the space along the east side of Harbor Drive were built in a
similar fashion, it would be like walking next to one of those barriers that are now built along freeways
to protect everything on the other side from sight and sound. That is not what the purpose of the Plan
intends when it talks about a “front porch” of the community. This structure for the Project is more
like an eight-foot solid fence at the back of an alley.
The Plan establishes enhancement principles and goals which are laid out on page 4 of the Plan.
“They express community ambitions for the Waterfront area and will act as filters to evaluate potential
projects. Any such proposed projects should satisfy one or more of the following principles and goals
and should never inhibit the community’s ability to achieve the Waterfront Vision….” (Plan P-4)
Many of the principles and goals relate to the public waterfront. However, there are several
which relate to development on the east side of Harbor Drive. Grasmans feel the following two are
key when the ZBA evaluates the Project in light of these Enhancement Principles and Goals:
•

DEVELOP APPROPRIATE BUILDING CHARACTER AND SCALE.
It is very important that new development ‘fit’ the character and scale of
surrounding current uses (as further articulated in the earlier Evaluation
Guidelines). New and/or rehabilitated buildings need to be designed with
sensitivity to adjacent building setbacks, materials, heights, overall
footprint size, and visual impact on the surrounding cityscape. (Plan P 4)

The Project violates essentially all of this guidance. There is no setback from the lot line.
There are open spaces in adjacent property developments. The scale of this Project is massive
compared to others around it.
•

PROTECT AND STRENGTHEN CONNECTIONS TO THE WATER.
Visual and physical pathways and vistas to the waterfront from Harbor
Drive and from adjacent streets and sidewalks need to be protected and
enhanced. This could include the addition of sidewalks, stairs, and art
objects to facilitate and focus these connections. (Plan P 4)
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This massive structure inhibits and does not enhance these visual and physical pathways. It
eliminates any setback from Harbor Drive and, in fact, encroaches onto it with overhangs. The physical
pathway is minimized, not enhanced or maximized. Is this New York City or Boston where everything
is built right out to the property line? Where is the warm, open feeling?
Grasmans feel the ZBA needs to evaluate this Appeal of the Project in light of the Building
Guidelines and Street/Harbor Drive Guidelines found on page 6 of the Plan. These Guidelines are an
essential key to evaluating the Project. On review, the ZBA will find that the Project fails in light of
the Plan and site plan approval must be reversed:
Building Guidelines
1.
2.

5.

7.

8.

Encourage building placement that provides sufficient room for pedestrian
movement and plantings. (Emphasis added.)
Define an appropriate height limit that both respects the views of the
waterfront and comfortably frames waterfront views.
…
Developments should relate well to the street with appropriate scale and
architectural character. (Emphasis added.)
…
Where permitted, taller buildings (over two stories) should step back from
the lot lines a minimum of ten feet and a maximum of twenty feet. (Emphasis
added.)
Limit the allowable maximum footprint of buildings to avoid large
monolithic developments. (Emphasis added.)

Street/Harbor Drive Guidelines
1.
2.

4.

A fifteen-foot minimum width sidewalk along the east side of Harbor Drive.
(Emphasis added.)
Plant street trees and grates twenty-five - thirty feet on center (o.c.) on east
side of Harbor Drive.
…
Place all utility and power lines underground along Harbor Drive.

This “monolithic development” violates all of the above, particularly Building Guidelines
numbers 5, 7, and 8. There is no setback from the lot line. In fact, it is claimed to be built directly on
the lot line and having a huge footprint on the lot to maximize the lot usage. This proposal is absolutely
contrary to numbers 7 and 8 under Building Guidelines. On page 7 of the Plan, there is a drawing
which shows how a property should look on the east side with a fifteen-foot sidewalk and setback.

4

FRONT PORCH OF THE COMMUNITY

In January 2005 the Waterfront Strategic Plan (“Plan”) was adopted by the Grand Haven
City Council. Its purpose was to develop a long-range plan for the waterfront to help guide
development and decision making related to the waterfront. Those involved with the planning
were charged with purpose to embrace and build “upon the key ideas expressed in the Vision
concerning the waterfront: Enhance the ‘Jewel of the Community’ through improved public access
and usability, protection of key views and vistas, additional residential lodging, and commercial
redevelopment project opportunities.” (Plan P-1)
On page 3 of the Plan, it lays out the vision and summary for the Waterfront. One of the
key statements in the series of statements related to the Vision (listed below) is the following:
The east side of Harbor Drive will be considered the ‘front porch’ of the
community and new building designs will gracefully embody the transition
from private neighborhoods to the public ‘front yard’ overlooking the Grand
River. (Plan P-3)
The Project fails to meet this statement and goal. When one considers a “front porch,” one
thinks of a visually appealing and inviting area. This Project designed to be built directly on the
lot line and to maximize to the greatest extent the height of the structure and the footprint of the
structure on the lot establishes more of a “Berlin Wall” than a “front porch.” As is identified in
other sections of this Appeal, building to the lot line is not an approved or recommended
development technique for the Waterfront District. A monolithic structure encompassing as much
of the lot as is possible does not embody a transition from private neighborhoods to the public’s
front yard. It is more of a wall or barrier to the private neighborhoods than a gateway to the
public’s front yard.
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WF-2 WATERFRONT DISTRICT ORDINANCE

Sec. 40-417.01 of the Grand Haven City Zoning Ordinances expresses the Intent for this WF2 Waterfront District where the proposed Project is planned for development. We wish to point out
several provisions in the Intent subsection which are significant for the ZBA in its evaluation and
decision on the Project:
•
•

•

Therefore, this district defines the impression of Grand Haven for residents
and visitors alike.
The WF-2 district must therefore provide a context sensitive transition
between the activities on the waterfront and the immediately adjacent
residential neighborhoods. The Waterfront Strategic Plan outlines a
comprehensive vision for this key portion of the community and will be
used as guidance by the Planning Commission and property owners in
evaluating design and redevelopment proposals. (Emphasis added.)
New development within the WF-2 district will require designs that provide
special consideration for public sight lines. While recognizing the desire
of those owning property to capitalize on its value, especially property near
or on the waterfront, this article also seeks to assure that the uses of such
property and the size, quality, character, dimensions of the structures built
on that property positively enhance the essential character of the
community. (Emphasis added.)

As has been stated above, this massive structure inhibits, not enhances. It is massive in size
and intended to utilize every square inch available under an architect and developer’s calculations. It
is a barrier towards adjacent residential neighborhoods, not a “sensitive transition.”
The ordinance acknowledges developers want to maximize dollars by size, but the Intent of
this section of the ordinance places emphasis on aesthetic values for the community in the development
of that transitional and “front porch” area of the City. Where’s the warmth which the Plan and the
ordinance desire? Where is the ten to twenty-foot setback? Is this building to define the impression
of Grand Haven for residents and visitors alike - use every square inch and disregard the community?
Developers can design and build a more conducive structure on the property which can meet the Plan
and Building Guidelines. The Intent talks about:
•

It is recognized that the public sight lines of the City are a shared resource
of relatively fixed supply and thus must be regulated in a manner that
reasonably balances the use afforded to private property owners with the
rights of the general public.

Grasmans believe that the “public sight lines of the City” are not enhanced by the Project and
the Project certainly does not balance the various rights of the general public. Grasmans are not
opposed to developers building on their property and making a profit. Grasmans are opposed to
building on property in a way which violates the purposes and intent of the Waterfront Strategic Plan
and the WF-2 Waterfront District Ordinance.
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AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT/RESIDENTIAL UNIT

United Spinal Association of USA through its Accessibility Services division, an ADA
compliant company, (“Accessibility Services”), reviewed the Project plans with respect to the
planned four residential units, (which makes it a Type B unit under the Americans with Disabilities
Act and Michigan Building Code), the “restaurant,” access routing, and the interior facilities for
the unit. Attached is a chart provided by Accessibility Services identifying all ADA compliance
deficiencies in the Project plans
Items 13, 14, and 15 of the attached Accessibility Services report relate directly to
deficiencies in the residential unit floor plans and the accessible route to those units. Items 4-11
of the report deal specifically with access to and issues with the layout of the “restaurant.” These
all need to be corrected on the site plan before it can be legally approved.

7

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT/PARKING

Accessibility Services also reviewed the Project plans with respect to the planned interior
parking for the Project. One of the most significant issues is that labeled Item number 2. It is the
opinion of Accessibility Services that an accessible parking space has not been provided and the
diagram reflects that.
Furthermore, Item 3 relates to parking for the restaurant, which is the proper classification
for the proposed Diary Treat space in the structure. Here too, Accessibility Services identifies
deficiencies in the Project plans. The failure of the Project to comply with the ADA as noted in
Items 2 and 3 referenced above should be sufficient basis to reverse the Planning Commission
decision since the site plan proposal does not satisfy ordinance and ADA compliance requirements.
Lastly, as to parking, it appears that the Michigan Building Code requires that the ADA
accessible units have a second parking space. With the change that will need to be made to the
parking area because of the van accessibility situation, Developers will not have sufficient room
for the requisite number, size, and turning radius for the parking spaces based on the current
Project plans.

8

NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES

In the Dryer Architectural Group, PLC submission to the Planning Commission, the
parking spaces required were identified as ten (10). Developers have only shown nine (9). At the
time of the Planning Commission meeting, Grasmans did not have from Accessibility Services its
analysis of the Project plans which impact not only the number of spaces but the locations and
sizes.
Based upon Mr. Dryer’s calculations and commentary and that from Accessibility Services,
it is clear the entire parking arrangement for the Project must be redone in order to satisfy all
applicable rules and regulations.

Sec. 40-604.03 – Parking
Section. 40-604.03 (A, B, C) defines required parking spaces based on the following square
footage and type of units:
Consumable Products 560sqft / 150sqft =
Residential:
MF Units 3 @ 1.2 =
1 short term rental

3.77 spaces for Commercial

3.6 Spaces
2.0 Spaces
5.6 Spaces for Residential
Because of the different uses, the fractional should be calculated for each use.
Therefore:
Consumable Products: 3.77 spaces = 4 spaces
Residential:
5.6 spaces = 6 spaces
Total =
10 spaces required (9 spaces shown)
Under Sec. 40-604.02 “B” (Waivers): A twenty (20) percent reduction of the number of spaces
required may be permitted by the Planning Commission for a new or expanding nonresidential use
that dedicates carpool spaces, vanpools, transit passes, “covered bicycle spaces” or lockers….
**ISSUES**
(1) Section “B” calls for a 20% reduction in the “nonresidential use” parking spots, not all parking
spots.
(2) Section “B” calls for “covered” bicycle spaces. Covered structures are not allowed in the
setback area(s), so where would they be placed?
There is not an available bike rack location that is not in the setback area.
•
•

How are the commercial parking spaces going to be “reserved” – with signage?
Will Grated Gate be left open during business hours for Dairy Treat?
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COVERED BICYCLE SPACES

The Grand Haven Zoning Ordinance provides:
A twenty-percent reduction of the number of spaces required may be
permitted by the planning commission for a new or expanding nonresidential
use that dedicates carpool spaces, vanpools, transit passes, covered bicycle
spaces or lockers, and similar alternative means of transportation, for its
employees, and where such reduction will not result in inadequate parking
area. (Emphasis added.)
The Developers want to take advantage of the twenty percent (20%) reduction privilege
and indicated such at the Planning Commission hearing. When it was pointed out during the
hearing that the site plan did not properly provide for parking, the Developers said they would add
a bicycle rack outside. The Developers used this uncovered bicycle rack to claim the 20%
reduction in parking spaces and based the Project plans on that. However, it is not shown on the
site plan and, as stated above, these must be covered bicycle spaces. If the Developers put the
bicycle rack inside, claiming that it is then covered, how are they going to meet the required
parking spaces, even given the 20% reduction? If they put covered bicycle spaces outside, the
only space they have for this would be in the setback areas and “Covered Structures” are not
allowed in setback areas.
The Planning Commission should not have approved the Project site plan as it does not
meet the required basis for the 20% reduction in parking spaces. The Ordinance provision requires
“covered bicycle spaces or lockers.” Developers will not be able to accommodate that in the
already deficient parking area. That means the Project plans as approved by the Planning
Commission are deficient for this reason as well.
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BUILDING HEIGHT

Dryer Architectural Group, PLC provided to the Planning Commission on behalf of the
Grasmans calculations regarding the maximum building height based on interpretation of the City
Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Commission disregarded Mr. Dryer and the City requirements.
Grasmans request that in connection with this Appeal, the ZBA adopt the calculations provided by
Dryer Architectural Group, PLC and determine that the maximum building height can be 636.82
feet (USGS).
Sec. 40-306.08(b1) – Building Height
(1) Maximum allowed height is the larger of the average of the height of the immediately adjacent
buildings or 35’, whichever is higher.
(2) Actual building height is calculated by subtracting the "Median Natural Grade" from the height at the
roof

__________________________________________________________________________
Dairy Treat Median Natural Grade (from Milanowski & Englert Survey): 601.85 + 601.78 = 1203.63/2 =

601.82

Building Height @ 310 S. Harbor Dr.: Roof height (from M&E Survey):

635.71

Median Natural Grade (from Ottawa Co. GIS):
Building Height:

603.00
32.71’

Building Height @ 212 S. Harbor Dr:
Roof height (from M&E Survey):

638.83

Median Natural Grade (from Ottawa Co. GIS):

604.00

Building Height:

Average Building Height:

32.71’ (310 S Harbor)
34.83’ (212 S Harbor)
67.54’ / 2 = 33.77’ (Average height 212 & 310)
35’ is higher so allowed

Therefore the “maximum building height” = 601.82 + 35 = 636.82
Building shown is located at 637.7 (USGS)
Lowering the roof to 636.82 will decrease the roof modulation below the 3’ requirement.
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34.83’

FLOOD RISK

The Project falls within the High Flooding Area identified in the Building Coastal
Resiliency in Grand Haven Plan. This is something the ZBA should utilize in its evaluation of the
Project. One item mentioned as a preventative tool is for “an enhanced building standard…
requiring new…properties in the coastal or 0.2% storm flood areas…to have a first floor that is
above the 0.2% storm flood elevation, for added protection.” Grasmans believe the ZBA can
utilize that criteria in conjunction with the various City ordinances and find that the proposed
Project needs to have a first floor above the base flood elevation. As is well stated in the policy
“the main benefit of implementing…preventative tools is adding further protection to minimize
flood risk and prevent building damage.”
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BUILDING OVERHANG ENCROACHMENT

The building roofline encroaches a foot and a half onto the City right-of-way. We are not
talking about “just an awning” as the Waterfront Strategic Plan mentions as permissible. It is a
part of the building roofline. The Project already violates the Building Guidelines by not providing
the recommended setback from the property line. Let’s not encroach and make the line of vision
and violation of the setback guidelines even worse.

The Developers will be asking for a variance for an 18” roofline encroachment over and above a
zero setback building!
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MISCELLANEOUS

•
•
•
•
•

Encroachment Permit for 18” Overhang of Building
Turning Radius and Posts
Can Stairs be in Setback Area
Clear Vision Corner
Sec. 40-306.06 – Front Yard Setback Averaging
In the event a site plan is submitted for a proposed building or improvement in an area where
two (2) or more of the existing buildings, within the same block and zoning district do not meet
the front yard setback requirements of this ordinance, at the request of the applicant the zoning
administrator shall establish the minimum front yard setback for such proposed building or
improvement by averaging all existing front yard setback dimensions on all lots within one
hundred (100) feet in each direction of the side lot lines of the subject site, within the same
zoning district and on the same side of the street. A minimum front yard setback established
pursuant to this section may be based on a survey of all properties incorporated in said average
at the discretion of the zoning administrator and to be provided at the applicant's expense. The
provisions of this section 40-306-06 shall only apply to the DR district after meeting the
requirements of subsection 40-406.02.C. In the event there are only two (2) lots on one block,
the adjacent block may be used for the purposes of this paragraph, if it is within the same
zoning district.
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•

Sec. 40-112 – General Review Criteria (for Planning Commission, ZBA, City Council)
B. Whether the buildings, structures, and entrances thereto proposed to be located upon the
site are so situated and so designed as to minimize adverse effects upon owners and
occupants of adjacent properties and the neighborhood.
D. Whether there are any adverse effects of the proposed development, it uses and any
activities emanating therefrom upon owners, occupants, residents, and uses of nearby
property.
F. Whether the proposed buildings and other structures on and uses of the site will be
compatible with those on nearby property.
I.
Whether all buildings and structures are reasonably accessible to emergency vehicles.
K. Whether the layout and location of any publicly owned utilities, roads, sidewalks or other
infrastructure on the site allow for reasonably normal operation, use, maintenance, repair,
replacement and improvement including snow removal and storage.
M. Whether the development provides open areas, green space and other areas.
N. Whether the development accommodates sight lines and preserves views that are key
assets of the community and its character.
O. Whether the development will be a significant asset to the community's economic
development.
P. Whether the development includes "best management practices" and "Green" designs
and construction materials and methodologies.

•

Bylaws of the Planning Commission
Sec. 4 - The Planning Commission shall perform the following duties:
a. Prepare, review and update a master plan as a guide for development within the City’s
planning jurisdiction.
Sec. 7.3 - Member Disclosure. In order to maintain public trust and insure fairness, each
Member shall disclose at a Planning Commission hearing or meeting whenever:
b. The Member is (or has been) in business or financially connected with the applicant or
parties involved.

•

Miscellaneous Items:
▪ THERE IS ABSOLUTELY NO GOING BACK IF THIS PROJECT STARTS. WAS THE ZONING
BOARD’S INTENT TO HAVE BUILDINGS DIRECTLY ON THE SIDEWALK WITHOUT ANY SETBACK
BASED ON A POSSIBLE RETAIL SITE THAT COULD NEVER OPEN AT ALL OR NOT HAVE ANY
SQUARE FOOTAGE REQUIREMENTS OR OPEN TIME REQUIREMENTS?

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Concept of “Setback Averaging.”
Can’t make turns in parking spots in garage – between posts and radius, “most” vehicles
can’t make turns.
Handicap Parking – See ADA Compliance.
Neshap DEQ Permit required prior to demolition (Asbestos in Dairy Treat).
NESC Code – Current plan shows a Primary Power line with 5’ of balcony - Current site
plan shows the building envelope too close to high power electrical transmission lines per
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▪
▪

▪
▪
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

▪

CoPoCo recommended guidelines and NESC Code. We understand and acknowledge that
the current provider is GHBL, but the guidelines still are relevant. Current NESC code for
distance from Primary Overhead Power Lines is 15’.
Loading Zone for deliveries
Typical local building codes require “Staging and Delivery” areas. Where will equipment
and materials be stored and delivered? Will each delivery during the day have to block the
road (Lafayette ad Harbor Dr.) during the busy summer months? On the Lafayette and
Harbor sides they don’t have enough space to put a pickup, let alone a construction forklift/
SkyTrak or crane. Can they use the sidewalk and median all day? Where will all the
delivery trucks park while unloading? In the street? There is no other place.
Real concern about pollution migration from gas company next door. This has not even
been addressed.
Trash on neighboring property – I continually pick up trash every weekend.
I continually have Dairy Treat customers sitting on my steps and walking through my
landscaping and that’s when they have/had an entire parking lot to stand in. What will they
do to my property after there is no lot to stand in / eat in?
Variance needed for 18” for building eaves overhanging the sidewalk. REALLY!!
Will the crane block the road to erect the 2nd and 3rd floors?
Soil Erosion Permit.
Lateral Support Statute including vibration
Negative Reciprocal Covenant and Easements as it relates to setbacks.
Sec. 40-606 (f) - Commercial Driveway Spacing.
o Subject to subsection 40-606.G., the minimum spacing between two (2)
commercial driveways shall be determined based upon the posted speed limits along
the parcel frontage. The minimum spacing shall be guided by Table 40-606 below,
measured from centerline to centerline.
o Posted Speed Limit 25 mph = 105’ minimum driveway separation.
o Upon the recommendation of the zoning administrator, the Planning Commission may
approve a site plan that does not comply with the requirements of this section where
local conditions make full compliance impossible, providing the distances between the
new driveway from street intersections and other driveways is the greatest possible.
Trash:
The Ottawa Co. GIS aerial photo shows Dairy Treat with 2 - 4 or 5 cy dumpsters (assume
1 is for recycling). There are no dumpsters or dumpster areas labeled on the site plans.
Nor are there any areas for dumpsters that are accessible to garbage trucks. Currently the
“Dairy Treat” utilizes “2” 4-yard dumpsters picked up by large trash trucks weekly. Now
they are adding 4 condo units and going to utilize 2 residential 90-gallon hand carts.
Adding people and extra trash and downsizing dumpster sizes by roughly 90%? In
addition, where will they keep the trash dumpsters?
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Going from this …
to this,
but yet adding 4
condos?

▪
▪
▪
▪

•

•

Snow and Snow Removal:
o With the exterior elevations showing Large Openings on the north & Grating & Grated
Gates, there will be snow getting into the parking area? Where do you put snow?
o This building as presented and “conditionally” approved is wrong for this lot, the
neighborhood, and community.
Setbacks
▪ This building will be built “directly on” the sidewalk edge!! ZERO setback!
▪ Is it really the intent of the zoning ordinance to permit a building to be moved to the “buildto zone,” when the retail occupies less than 6% of the building (552sf w/o parking),
especially when the business is seasonal & only open Memorial Day to Labor Day.
▪ The existing building is 24x40 (960sf). Can the business function and survive with a
decrease of 43% of the space presently available?
▪ The fact is that it is located where WF-2 becomes office & residential in nature (Harbor
House, Brezza del Lago, 212 Harbor, The Cottages & Sandpiper Condos), which all have
at least a 15' front yard setback. Those setbacks make the proposed Dairy Treat Building
look out of place.
▪ With the building set at the “build-to zone,” the footprint increases by 15' x 46' of buildable
floor area per floor. [15x46 = 690sf x 3 floors = 2,070sf of floor area & decks for having
552sf of retail at the ground floor in the “build-to zone.”]
▪ Is it the intent of the Ordinance to have a “Wall of Glass” directly on the sidewalk edge?
First bicycle to hit the glass?
▪ 70%+ lot coverage?
Grand Haven MSDDA Guidelines
▪ Following are excerpts from the Grand Haven MSDDA Guidelines:
o New Construction:
o New buildings constructed on open lots should be compatible with neighboring historic
buildings. In the downtown, individual structures form a continuous row of facades that
define the street. Any new building should fit into this framework and be particularly
sensitive to the Design qualities of adjacent buildings.
▪ Guidelines:
o Make certain that the intended use and design of the proposed building meets all
Applicable regulations, including the City of Grand Haven Zoning Ordinance.
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SUMMARY

Grasmans are not opposed to development of the Dairy Treat site. As property owners, the
Grasmans realize the needed balance between property rights and property development. Mr.
Grasman has been cognizant of this throughout his business career, which includes development
properties.
What the Grasmans, and other City residents, are concerned about is the impact this
proposed Project will have on the City. In light of the Waterfront Strategic Plan, it is the Grasmans’
opinion that this Project fails to meet those standards and building guidelines. Enhance, not inhibit.
Let’s have something that will readily define the “front porch” of the community for community
members and visitors, not something that is monolithic structure like the Berlin Wall.

Respectfully Submitted,
______________________________________
Rick Grasman

______________________________________
Sue Grasman
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