
South Haven City Hall is barrier free and the City of South Haven will provide the necessary reasonable 
auxiliary aids and services for persons with disabilities, such as signers for the hearing impaired and 
audio tapes of printed materials being considered at the meeting to individuals with disabilities at the 
meeting upon seven (7) days notice to the South Haven City Hall.    

 
 

Planning Commission 
 

 
Regular Meeting Agenda 
Thursday, December 3, 2015 
7:00 p.m., Council Chambers 

City of South Haven 
                                                                      

 
              
1. Call to Order  
 
2. Roll Call 

 
3. Approval of Agenda  
 
4. Approval of Minutes – November 13, 2015 

 
5. Interested Citizens in the Audience Will be Heard on Items Not on the Agenda 
 
6. New Business – Public Hearing on Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendments 

 
7. Other Business – Site Plan Review for 800 St Joseph Street 
 
8. Commissioner Comments 
 
9. Adjourn 
 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 
Linda Anderson, Zoning Administrator 
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Planning Commission 
 

 
Special Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, November 13, 2015 
11:00 a.m., Council Chambers 

City of South Haven 
                                                                      

 
              

1.   Call to order by Paull at 10:00 am  
 
2.   Roll call 
 
     Present:   Frost, Gruber, Heinig, Peterson, Smith, Stimson, Webb, Paull  
     Absent:     Miles 
 

           Motion by Gruber, second by Peterson to excuse Miles.  
 
           All in favor. Motion carried.   

 
3.  Approval of Agenda 
 

Motion by Heinig, second by Stimson to approve the November 13, 2015 Special Meeting 
Agenda as presented. 

 
All in favor. Motion carried. 
 
Paull stated that this is a special meeting being called for the Planning Commission to 
look at and possibly enact a recommendation to City Council regarding future building in 
the City of South Haven. This is a specifically limited and targeted piece of legislation 
designed to give the Planning Commission time to do its job. 
 
Paul noted that we want to give everyone an opportunity, who wishes to, to address us 
and then the commission will sit and consider the legislation as a group and decide what 
to do. We are not making the decision; City Council will make the decision. Ours is a 
recommendation for the City Council to act. 
 
Paull also stated that during the next portion of the agenda he expects people to be civil, 
respectful and the meeting to go smoothly. There will be no outbursts of approval such as 
applause or hooting and hollering. This will be an orderly meeting conducted quickly and 
as meaningfully as possible. 

 
4. Interested Citizens in the Audience Will be Heard on Items Not on the Agenda. 
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Paull noted that Linda Anderson, the Planning and Zoning Administrator, will read the 
names of those who signed up to address the commission in the order they signed in.  
 
Ben Stegeman: Not at this time. 
 
Brian Stegeman: Not at this time. 
 
Susan Ryan, 37 Cass Street: Spoke about questions she has about the issuance of the 
permit at 51 Cass Street and conflict of interest between public and private interests.  
 
David Fenske, 5 Pine Street: Spoke about the city having a disease which he called 
greed; overworked seasonal activity which collapses in the off season and effects 
business, residents and the hospital, due to inactivity in the other months and the need 
for a moratorium.  
 
Steve Runkle, 16 Pine Street: Spoke about his concerns about a permit that was issued 
for a renovation of a single family home in his residential area and run off which would 
affect three properties if the pool overflows. Suggested that when a plan is looked at that 
the character of the neighborhood be considered.  
 
Trish King: Not now. 
 
Gerald Webb, 508 N Shore Drive: Expressed concern that there is confusion regarding 
what is a draw for full-time residents and what deters full-time residents; that the need for 
industry, manufacturing and schools does not come from taking away or deterring the 
number one industry in our town. Noted hearing conflicting messages about declining 
home values and homes not being affordable which he suggested requires further clarity 
as the issue is considered. 
 
Dorothy Appleyard, 806 Wilson Street. Stated that she has comments based on the last 
Planning Commission Workshop that she will forgo at this time with assurance that there 
will be another time to do those comments.  
 
Paull: After clarification of the question stated he is sure there will be future opportunities.  
 
Appleyard (continued): Expressed a need for taking a breath and trying to do what is best 
for the entire community, not just one element of the community; reminded of the very 
minimal ordinance in the past that was unrestrictive that was repealed and that this is the 
time to take some action. 
 
Susan Woodhull, 1000 Monroe Boulevard: Thanked the commission for taking the time 
on this topic; spoke about living next door to 41 Cass and not being able to express what 
it feels like to have this happen to our neighborhood; about the house at 41 Cass being a 
rental in the past but not on the scale this will be; about taking the time to make a plan 
that works for the whole city; about her property being devalued based on her surveying 
people about whether they would buy her property now.  
 
John Matthews, 44 Cass Street: Spoke about reviewing the Master Plan for the city and 
finding that in the R1-A and R1-B the plans “seeks to maintain the charm of the city” as a 
residential area, not the charm of a commercial enterprise; about being amazed that city 
ordinances have allowed something like this; that when he was on City Council there 
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would have been nothing like this; the need to consider the feelings of the people; 
compared this formerly quiet side of town as being similar to a Las Vegas strip. Urged the 
commissioners to go into their hearts and look at what they want South Haven to be; to 
“do it right, look at places like Petoskey and Charlevoix”.  
 
Pat Gaston, 97 Superior Street: Spoke about it being time to pause, take a breath, 
consider all aspects, all possibilities; recalled that when she was on the commission 
somebody needed a use permit to do manicures in their home but “we don’t need any 
permits for this.” Spoke about the only people who are opposed to taking a breath and 
thinking this over are those who have money at stake; that “we aren’t gaining anything 
monetarily, so we’re asking this for the rest.”  
 
Trish King. Asked a question regarding the number of bedrooms and bathrooms at the 
Cass Street property.  
 
Paull stated the commission is not considering anything to do with Cass Street.  
 
Anderson stated that anyone can come into the building department any time and look at 
any plans of anything being built. 
 

      5. Commission Will be Voting on a Limited Residential Construction Moratorium. 
 
Paull explained that the commission will be considering a piece of legislation in front of 
you, a recommendation to City Council, will ask Anderson to read it. Paull will make a 
statement; other commissioners  may then make a statement. 
 
Paull: “The commission is currently facing an onslaught of residential construction that is 
out of character for the community and as such needs to be addressed. We need to do 
this with deliberation and with some calmness and the particular reason for this request to 
City Council is to give us time to do that. This is not designed to be a statement against 
anything; I want to make that clear. We are not against anything; we want the opportunity 
to be able to deliberate to come up with some appropriate legislation for our 
neighborhoods.” 
 
Anderson read the resolution as follows: 
 
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THAT THE CITY COUNCIL IMPOSE A 
MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE OF PERMITS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
LARGE DWELLINGS 

WHEREAS, a number of concerns have been raised regarding large dwellings in residential 
zoning districts that are rented on a short-term basis. 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has undertaken a review and is preparing to make a 
recommendation to the City Council regarding potential ways to address these concerns. 

WHEREAS, it would be in the best interest of the public health, safety, and general welfare to 
temporarily suspend the issuance of certain permits relating the construction of large dwellings. 

Now, therefore, the Planning Commission resolves as follows: 

A. The Planning Commission recommends that the City Council impose the following moratorium, 
to be in effect for 6 months: 
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MORATORIUM 

1. Except as otherwise provided, the City shall not issue any zoning, building, or other 
permits or approvals relating to the construction or expansion of a single-family or two-
family dwelling that, upon completion, will:  

 a. Be over 3,000 square feet in size including unfinished basement space; 

b. Have more than 4 bedrooms, which means rooms intended for sleeping or placement 
of a bed; or 

 c. Have more than 3 toilets.   

2. This moratorium shall not apply if the property owner:  

 a. Applies for and obtains site plan approval for the dwelling in accordance with the 
standards and procedures in Sections 1402 through 1407 of the Zoning Ordinance; 

 b. Certifies in writing that the dwelling will not be rented for a period of less than 90 days 
at one time; and 

 c. Certifies in writing the number of bedrooms and the intended purpose of other rooms 
that could conceivably be used as bedrooms. 

B. All resolutions and parts of resolutions are, to the extent of any conflict with this resolution, 
rescinded. 

 
Anderson then noted that Section 1402 requires that a site plan be approved by Planning 
Commission and Section 1407 requires that all fees associated be paid. 
 
Anderson reminded the commissioners that any motion they make should be made in the 
form of a recommendation to City Council. 
 
Judi Stimson, in reference to 2b, asked if that intends that one person or one family can 
rent such a dwelling for ninety (90 days). Anderson said they would not be able to rent for 
less than a ninety (90) day period. Frost noted that Anderson added “at a time” to which 
Anderson clarified that Section 2b should include that the dwelling will not be rented for a 
period of less than ninety (90) days at one time. 
 
Paull asked why it’s limited to ninety (90) days to which Anderson responded that the 
Planning Commission could change that if that is their desire after discussion, noting that 
the city attorney recommended that time period and the commission can recommend 
something else.  
 
Paull said the onslaught is of any length, short term, seasonal rentals. Paull’s concern is 
to put a moratorium on that intent as well because that is the problem we are trying to 
resolve over the next six (6) months. Part of the problem is the intent of building for short 
term, less than ninety (90) days, seasonal rentals.  
 
Frost asked where Paull is getting a reference to three (3) days, noting that certifying in 
writing isn’t accomplishing what it is intended to accomplish. Frost stated that the 
certification needs to certify that you are not going to rent for a period of less than ninety 
(90) days. Frost also pointed out that If the house is sold, a new owner will not be bound 
by the certification.  
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Anderson added that at the end of six (6) months the moratorium has to be lifted and 
applicants will have to abide by whatever code has been adopted. 
 
Smith asked if “c” is necessary if “b” is met to which Frost responded, that, yes, it would 
be all-inclusive. Anderson clarified that is a matter for discussion. Frost agreed, saying, 
“As written, yes, but it could be changed.”  
 
Peterson questioned whether, during the moratorium, anything being built goes to site 
plan review. Anderson responded that this moratorium does not affect any ongoing or 
commercial or industrial building. This only applies to the houses described in Section 1, 
those over three thousand (3,000) square feet in size, having more than four (4) 
bedrooms and more than three (3) toilets.  
 
Paull noted that there is also legislation going before city council limiting building heights.  
 
Peterson noted that he had an issue with 1a but 2a seems to take care of that. Anderson 
stated that was the point, the city could not legally stop all construction. Someone coming 
in to build a family house, a house for their family, could do so with approval by the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Gruber stated that we are a commission of diverse individuals; “except for myself, who 
gets a huge salary as a City Council member,” and expressed appreciation for the 
volunteerism and the effort taken by the commissioners to do what they do. Everybody 
has the ability to be heard and should have the right to vote. There are no conflicts of 
interest from anybody with what is before us right now.  
 
Paull: Thanked Gruber for his statement, which Paull now does not have to make. Stated 
now is the time for commissioner comments. Asked if the commissioners are ready for 
the question and stated, upon no questions, that a motion is needed. 
 
Motion by Gruber to recommend that City Council impose a moratorium on the issuance 
of permits for construction of large dwellings. Second by Frost. 
 
Smith noted that he openly supports this; does not know that it is going to accomplish a 
lot, but it lets the discussion start. 
 
Paull added that the moratorium allows the commission time to accomplish something 
without acting quickly to stop stuff coming down the pike. “Now we have breathing space 
to do it right. In six (6) months this legislation has got to be done right.”  
 
Stimson stated that she does not understand what Smith was concerned about to which 
Smith responded that this moratorium is not the solution, it just allows the discussion to 
start. Frost added this is the time to step back, take a breath and reflect. 
 
Heinig wondered if anyone has asked the attorney about someone who bought a property 
and whether this will this stop them. Anderson said yes, if someone has purchased a 
property and if it falls under the criteria of the moratorium, it will stop them. Heinig 
wonders what going to happen to those builders who have already invested in a site and 
do not have a permit as yet. Paull reiterated that they will have to wait. Heinig 
commented, “Or get their attorney to support them.”  
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A roll call vote was taken. 
 
Yeas: Frost, Gruber, Heinig, Peterson, Smith, Stimson, Webb, Paull 
Nays: None 
Abstain: None 
Absent: Miles 
 
Motion carried. 
 

6. Adjourn  
 

Motion by Smith, second by Stimson to adjourn at 10:42 a.m. 
 
 All in favor. Motion carried. 
 

 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 
 
Marsha Ransom 
Recording Secretary 
 



Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

December 3, 2015 

 

Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
Agenda Item #6 

Proposed Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance 
 

City of South Haven 

 
 

 
Background Information:  
 
Since the adoption of the Master Plan in 2011, the planning commission has been working on 
amendments to the ordinance intended to support the plan recommendations. In addition, the 
planning commission has worked on some general housekeeping amendments such as 
clarifying certain use groups and adding several new definitions. Of particular interest are the 
new provisions addressing building height and additional required parking for larger homes. 
During this past summer the proposed amendments were completed and what is presented in 
this packet represents approximately half of the proposed amendments.  The remaining 
amendments will be presented at a later date. 
 
Recommendation:  
 
Staff recommends that the planning commission again review the attached documents and 
prepare for the public hearing. If certain amendments are found to be controversial or not yet 
ready for city council recommendation, portions may be held for further study without delaying 
the entire package.  
.  
 
Attachments: 
 
Zoning ordinance sections with proposed amendments 
Staff summary 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Linda Anderson 
Zoning Administrator 













































































































































SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
 
ARTICLE II - DEFINITIONS 
New definitions: 
 
Most of the following are definitions for terms already used in the ordinance 
Access* 
Amusement Enterprise 
Building footprint 
Buildable area 
Drive Through  
Easement* 
Group Day care facility (Large) 
Building height (clarification of average grade) 
Lot of Record (clarification only) 
Nonconforming Lot (clarification only) 
Open Air business 
Personal Service business 
Planned Shopping center 
Professional Service business 
Public facilities 
Recreation Uses 
Retail businesses 
 
New building height definitions pertaining to mansard and flat roof allowable height 
Half story definition and references deleted in all residential zones 
 
 
*Amendments resulting from ZBA interpretation 
 
ARTICLE IV –SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL  
 
Added is a lot width and depth requirement for flag lots 
 
Height is changed from 40 feet at the peak to 35 feet. Currently there are 2 measurement points 
(midway between eave and peak and at the peak). A survey of west Michigan communities 
showed the height maximum ranges from 28 to 35 feet. No community was found to have a 40 
foot residential maximum. 
 
ARTICLE VI – CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) 
 
Use list is streamlined to add defined, more general terms such as Professional Service 
Businesses and Indoor Recreation Centers allowing a small amount of flexibility as new uses 
arise. For example, convenience stores, bakery and antique shops are all retail stores under the 
proposed definition.  
 
ARTICLE VII – NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS (B-1) 
 
The intent statement in this section specifically states that businesses in this zone are intended 
to be on a neighborhood scale. New commercial building size limits now reflect that. 



 
As with the CBD article the use list for B-1 has been shortened by combining uses into groups 
such as retail (bakeries, book stores, candy stores, clothing stores, etc.) and professional 
business (doctors, attorneys, dentist and other types of offices). Also permitted are small 
personal service businesses such as barber shops, nail salons, tailors and drycleaners. 
 
Some of the business which remain as a separate category include home occupations, ATMs, 
recreation centers, convenience stores not larger than 3000 square feet and dwellings above 
permitted commercial uses. 
 
ARTICLE VIII – GENERAL BUSINESS (B-2) 
 
Several permitted and special uses have again have been consolidated into groups, this time 
allowing slightly larger businesses than in the B-1 zone. Personal service businesses and retail 
businesses up to 5000 square feet are allowed. 
 
 
ARTICLE IX – WATERFRONT BUSINESS (B-3) 
 
There were only a few consolidated uses in this zone due to the limited number of uses 
permitted. 
 
ARTICLE X – MAJOR THOROUGHFARE BUSINESS (B-4) 
 
The only significant change to this district is the deletion of Adult Entertainment Businesses. 
Those uses are now proposed for only the industrial zones. Allowing these uses in the B-4 zone 
would open the door to adult businesses in the outlots around Meijer and Walmart as well as in 
Phoenix Square. 
 
ARTICLE XI – LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (I-1), INDUSTRIAL (I-2) 
 
Adult Entertainment Facilities have been added to the permitted use lists in these zones. 
 
ARTICLE XII – PROFESSIONAL BUSINESS (PB-1) 
 
Since this zone is home to some medical and dental offices, pharmacies and medical supply 
stores have been added to the zone use list. 
 

ARTICLE XIV – SITE PLAN REVIEW  
 
In the application procedures section, the number of paper copies required is reduced in 
electronic copies are available. 
 
The submittal requirements have been amended to allow the planning commission or zoning 
administrator to require traffic studies for new projects which are expected to generate traffic 
over a stated threshold. The text also clarifies that all costs associated with the study will be the 
responsibility of the applicant. 
 
 
 



 
ARTICLE XV – SPECIAL LAND USES 
 
The regulations for Adult Entertainment Facilities have been modified to delete tattoo parlors 
and state licensed professional massage therapists from the list of included uses. It also clarifies 
that sexually provocative live music and entertainment does not include standard television or 
bands in bars in restaurants. Also was added a prohibition on children under the age of 18 being 
allowed on premises. 
 
The proposed amendments also remove the city council ability to waive the requirement for 
distance between the adult uses and churches and schools. 
 
The section titled Elderly Housing has been incorporated into the Convalescent and Retirement 
Facilities section.  
 
ARTICLE XVII – GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
The provisions for accessory buildings do not differentiate height or setback requirements 
between attached and detached structures. Text has been added for clarification. Wording was 
also added prohibiting the use of accessory buildings as dwellings and the use of trailers, trucks 
or buses as accessory structures. 
 
In the section on temporary use, the zoning text is proposed to make it more in line with the city 
code for the same. 
 
Section 1734 required design compatibility between new construction and nearby structures. It 
also references nonexistent historic districts in the city. This section is proposed for deletion as 
there are no specific standards included as to what defines design compatibility. 
 
ARTICLE XVIII – PARKING AND LOADING SPACES 
 
In cases where an applicant can demonstrate that the required number of spaces is excessive, 
the planning commission may allow some parking area be set aside as greenspace. Should the 
additional parking be found to be necessary, the zoning administrator shall require the 
remaining spaces to be installed. 
 
Retail and commercial parking required reduced from one space for every 150 square feet of 
usable floor are to one pace for every 250 feet of useable floor area. For large scale shopping 
centers (60k square feet of usable area or more) the parking is on a sliding scale as the usable 
floor area increase. 
 
Parking space dimensions amended per the city engineer’s recommendation. 
 
 

 

 

 



 

ARTICLE XVIII – PARKING 

This proposed amendment increases the minimum parking requirement for new houses with 
more than 4 bedrooms. 

 Use Number of Minimum Parking Spaces Per Unit of Measure 

a. Residential Single 
Family and two Family 

Two (2) for each dwelling unit with four (4) or less bedrooms. 

For single family residences with five (5) or more bedrooms, 
one (1) additional space is required for each additional 
bedroom. 

 
Also included is a requirement for area of residential off-street parking for more than four (4) 
vehicles shall be located on a pervious surface other than gravel. 

 



Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

December 3, 2015 

 

Planning Commission Staff Report 

 
Agenda Item #7 

 

Site Plan Review for New Residence Which Exceeds 
Square Footage of the Moratorium Limits 

 
City of South Haven 

 
 

 
Background Information:  
 
On November 16, 2015, the city council adopted a six month moratorium on construction of new 
single family homes which exceeded 3500 square feet in total area and/or had more than four 
bedrooms or toilets. An exception was written into the moratorium which allowed for such 
homes to be built provided that the property owner: 
 

 a. Applies for and obtains site plan approval for the dwelling in accordance with the 
standards and procedures in Sections 1402 through 1407 of the Zoning 
Ordinance; 

      b. Certifies in writing the number of bedrooms and the intended purpose of other 
rooms that could conceivably be used as bedrooms; and 

 c. Certifies in writing that for the next 5 years or until the City adopts an ordinance 
regulating and permitting short-term rentals: 

i.  The residence will be used in a manner so as to qualify for a personal 
residence exemption for property-tax purposes; or 

ii.   The residence will not be rented for periods of less than 90 days. 
 
After the moratorium was in place, a contractor submitted plans for a home which exceeded the 
square foot limit but not the bedroom and toilet limit. (The proposed house is two stories with 
6000 square feet including the unfinished basement space.) He explained that the property 
owner is a physician who will be moving to the city with his family and will be employed at the 
hospital. The owner intends to live in the house with his family and has no intention of renting 
the house.  
 
The proposed house complies with zoning requirements. A driveway permit from the city 
engineer will be required before any construction permits are issued. 
 
The city attorney is working on a certification document for the owner to sign and will have the 
document prepared by the date of the planning commission meeting.  

 
 
 
 



Planning Commission 
Staff Report 

December 3, 2015 

 

Recommendation:  
 
This application is an example of why the site plan approval option was written into the 
moratorium language. It is the intention of the city council to encourage new year-around 
residents to the city while offering a pause in the construction of large units intended solely for 
short term rental.  
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the attached documents and approve 
the plan for the residence at 800 St. Joseph Street with the certification documents signed as 
required. 
.  
 
Attachments: 
 
Application 
Site and Plan Drawings 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Linda Anderson 
Zoning Administrator 
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