
AGENDA 

Planning Commission 

Monday, April 20, 2026– 6:00 p.m. 

I. Call to Order

II. Roll Call

III. Pledge to the Flag

IV. Approval of the March 16, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

V. Correspondence

VI. Brief Public Comments & Questions (Limited to 3 minutes)

VII. New Business

A. Review of Attorney Letter Regarding Rezoning Standards

VIII. Reports

A. Staff Report

B. Commissioner Comments

IX. Extended Public Comments & Questions (Limited to 4 minutes)

X. Adjournment

Persons wishing to speak at public hearings, on agenda 

items, or extended comments, must fill out a “Speakers 

Form” located on the counter. Completed forms must 

be submitted to Township Staff prior to the meeting. 
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MEETING MINUTES 

GRAND HAVEN CHARTER TOWNSHIP 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 16, 2026  

I. CALL TO ORDER

Chair Cousins called the meeting of the Grand Haven Charter Township Planning Commission

to order at 6:00pm.

II. ROLL CALL

Members present: Cousins, Frifeldt, Loftis, Wagenmaker, Taylor, Mesler, Hesselsweet, Lemkuil,

and Reenders

Member Absent: None

Also present: Senior Planner Chaphalkar, Associate Planner Hill and Assistant Manager Sherwood

Without objection, Cousins instructed Hill to record the minutes. 

III. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Without objection, the minutes of the March 3, 2026, meeting were approved.

V. CORRESPONDENCE – NONE

VI. PUBLIC COMMENTS – NONE

VII. PUBLIC HEARING

A. B CUBED REZONING – AG TO RR

Cousins opened the public hearing at 6:03 PM 

Chaphalkar gave a brief overview of the project from a memo dated 3/12/2026. 

Steve Wilson, representing B Cubed, LLC, was present to provide an overview of the request: 

• Desire is to divide parcel and build a home on one of the resulting divisions.

• Felt AG zoning did not reflect appropriate use of parcel.

The public hearing was closed at 6:08PM 
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VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

A.  B CUBED REZONING – AG to RR 

Commissioners had the following points of discussion:  

• Discussed the “Three C’s” for rezoning applications.  

• Regarding consistency with the Master Plan, a majority of Commissioners acknowledged 

the misalignment of the proposed Rural Residential zoning with the desired Agricultural 

Preservation zoning indicated on the Future Land Use Map.  

• Discussed capability of development on Warner Street, which is not paved, but is a treated 

dirt road.  

• Inquired about potential divisions if zoned Rural Residential.  

• Clarified that current AG zoning allows for a house. 

• Asked staff if the parcel could be zoned to Rural Preserve as an alternative option.  

o Chaphalkar explained a new public notice would have to be issued for a hearing.  

• Commissioners were generally supportive of the idea of creating multi-acre parcels. 

• Stated that the goal of the Planning Commission was to protect the public, and that the 

masterplan had public input. 

 

Motion by Wagenmaker, seconded by Mesler to recommend the Township Board 

approve the rezoning application for Parcel #70-07-15-400-024, a vacant parcel 

on Warner Street, from Agricultural (AG) to Rural Preserve (RP) based on the 

application meeting the rezoning standards of the Zoning Ordinance and Master 

Plan. 

 

 Which motion failed, per the following roll call vote: 

 Yes: Wagenmaker, Mesler  

 No: Cousins, Frifeldt, Loftis, Taylor, Hesselsweet, Lemkuil, Reenders 

  

Motion by Taylor, seconded by Loftis to recommend the Township Board deny 

the rezoning application for Parcel #70-07-15-400-024, a vacant parcel on Warner 

Street, from Agricultural (AG) to Rural Preserve (RP) based on the application 

not meeting the rezoning standards of the Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan. 

 

 Which motion passed per the following roll call vote:  

 Yes: Cousins, Frifeldt, Loftis, Taylor, Hesselsweet, Lemkuil 

 No: Wagenmaker, Mesler, Reenders 

 

IX. NEW BUSINESS 

A. PRE-APPLICATION – BLUEBERRY WOODS PUD AMENDMENT 
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Chaphalkar gave an overview of the project from a memo dated 3/12/2026 

Representing the application was Dale Kraker - President of JTB Homes and Interra 

Homes, Dave Stebbins – Redstone Homes, and Rick Pulaski of Nederveld, who 

provided the following information: 

• Described anticipated lot dimensions and setbacks.  

• Explained site layout and home types.  

• Addressed anticipated off site improvements.  

• Addressed Commissioner questions regarding traffic, explained a traffic study 

had been completed for the previously approved development.  

 

Commissioners had the following points of discussion: 

• Asked what the parcels are currently zoned.  

• Asked about anticipated lot sizes and setbacks.   

• Discussed potential concerns with screening from existing residents near the 

proposed townhomes.  

• Inquired regarding pond access for owners without frontage.  

• Suggested the addition of visitor parking near the townhomes.  

• Asked how condos would control traffic into the private road. 

• Asked if the DDA or the developer would be responsible for sewer expansion.  

• Requested the traffic study information be provided for review.  

 

X. REPORTS – NONE 

 

XI. EXTENDED PUBLIC COMMENT— 

 

Greg Czarnik – 12993 144th Ave: 

• Opined that setbacks and lot size standards should be kept to established norms.  

  

XII. ADJOURNMENT 

Without objection, the meeting adjourned at 7:10pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Harrison Hill 

Acting Recording Secretary 





Community Development Memo 

DATE:  April 16, 2026 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Cassandra Chaphalkar – Senior Planner 

RE: Rezoning Standards 

BACKGROUND 

Following the March 16th meeting, staff reached out to the Township Attorney for guidance about 

potential deviations from the established rezoning standards (i.e.“the three C’s”). 

Attorney Redick provided the letter included in the meeting packet, which explains the rezoning 

criteria as well as potential consquences from deviating from the established standards. Attorney 

Redick will be at the meeting to provide an overview of the letter and address questions from 

Commissioners.  

Please contact staff with any questions. 





 
  

 

Ronald M. Redick 

Direct Dial/Fax (616) 632-8053 

E-mail rredick@mikameyers.com 
 

  
#3490685v1 

Privileged and Confidential  

This Letter is Subject to the Attorney-Client Privilege −   

Not Subject to Disclosure Under the Freedom of Information Act 

Do Not File this Letter with Records which  

May be Made Available to the Public 

 

March 24, 2026 

 

 

Ms. Cassandra Chaphalkar, Senior Planner 

Grand Haven Charter Township 

13300 168th Ave. 

Grand Haven, MI 49417 

CChaphalkar@ghtmi.gov  

 

 

Re: Decisional Criteria for Rezoning Applications 

Dear Cassie: 

In your e-mail correspondence of March 17, 2026, you asked that I provide an opinion on 

the possible consequences of the Planning Commission deviating from established criteria for 

evaluating rezonings (commonly known as “the three C’s”), including, in particular, the criterion 

that asks whether a proposed rezoning is consistent with the recommendations of the Master Plan.  

Provided below are my opinions on this subject. 

CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERING REZONING REQUESTS 

It is the common practice of planning commissions and legislative boards to evaluate a 

standard rezoning application1 based on what are known as “the Three C’s.” That is:  

• Consistency.  Is the proposed rezoning consistent with the recommendations of the 

community’s master plan?  

 
1 By using the phrase “standard rezoning,” I am referring to a proposed rezoning to a non-

PUD District, such as the Township’s AG, RP, RR, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, C-1, C-2 and I-1 Districts.  

Applications for rezoning to a PUD district are subject to a broader set of standards, as reflected 

in Section 7.01 and 7.02 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

mailto:CChaphalkar@ghtmi.gov
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• Compatibility.  Is the proposed rezoning compatible with the zoning and land uses 

on surrounding and nearby properties?  

• Capability.  Does the land proposed for rezoning have the capability to support the 

land uses that would be allowed by the proposed rezoning, with respect to necessary 

infrastructure, such as roads and utility services?2 

In applying these standards, none of them are typically treated as determinative, but 

“consistency” with the master plan is almost always given the greatest weight; provided, that is, 

that a community’s master plan has been appropriately updated and regularly reviewed, as required 

by statute3, to ensure that it properly reflects current community conditions and planning.   

This cornerstone principle arises from the language of Michigan’s various zoning enabling 

statutes, which, through time, have always required that a zoning ordinance be based on a plan. 

See, e.g., MCL 125.3203(1) (“A zoning ordinance shall be based upon a plan . . .”).  Reflective of 

that core, statutory principle, in Selective Group, Inc v Farmington Hills, 180 Mich App 595; 447 

NW2d 817 (199), the Court of Appeals stated, “[a] zoning ordinance must be in accordance with 

a comprehensive zoning plan in order to be valid.” Id. at 605.  

The importance of making rezoning decisions that are consistent with the recommendations 

of a community’s master plan has been emphasized in a number of Michigan court opinions.  For 

example, in City of Essexville v Carrollton Concrete Mix, Inc, 259 Mich App 257; 673 NW2d 815 

(2003), the Court of Appeals highlighted that zoning decisions consistent with a master plan are 

less likely to be deemed arbitrary or capricious. The court noted that the zoning ordinance in 

 
2 I have seen some planning commissions refer to differently-stated rezoning criteria, but 

those other criteria are essentially subsumed by the Three C’s. For example, it is sometimes 

considered whether the rezoning would constitute “spot rezoning.”  But that question is really just 

asking whether the proposed rezoning would be compatible with the surrounding land use and 

zoning, because “spot zoning” is the antithesis of compatibility.  Similarly, it is sometimes 

considered whether there has been sufficiently changed conditions or circumstances since the 

property was originally zoned, to justify a rezoning. Again, this is just another way to inquire into 

the compatibility of surrounding land uses and zoning.  Finally,  it is sometimes asked whether the 

rezoning would be “reasonable.”  But that is the same question answered by all of the Three C’s. 

The Three C’s, in combination, are all designed to determine the reasonableness of a proposed 

rezoning or of the existing zoning.  

3 The Michigan Planning Enabling Act, MCL 125.3801, et seq., requires that a municipality 

review its master plan at least every five years to determine whether it should be amended or a 

new master plan should be adopted. MCL 125.3845(2).   
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question was enacted after careful consideration of the city’s development plan, which provided a 

reasonable framework for future development. The court contrasted this with cases involving 

isolated zoning amendments that were inconsistent with an overall zoning plan, which could be 

seen as “haphazard” or “piecemeal” decisions. The court affirmed that a master plan can serve as 

a general guide for future development, provided it reflects a coherent and reasonable approach to 

land use planning. 

Conversely, in Troy Campus v Troy, 132 Mich App. 441; 349 NW2d 177 (1984), the Court 

of Appeals highlighted the adverse consequences that can result from a municipality not acting in 

accordance with its master plan.  In that case, the city had refused to grant a property owner’s 

request to rezone its property from a residential district to a commercial-office district, based on 

the city’s master plan having recommended that the property owner’s land – as well as the nearby 

lands along the same thoroughfare – be used for single-family purposes.  The court nonetheless 

reversed the city’s denial of rezoning to a commercial-office district, holding that, while a master 

plan can be a legitimate guide to future development, the city could not rely on it in this instance 

because the city had regularly deviated from the master plan by approving rezonings for office 

development in and around the applicant’s property, along the same thoroughfare.  

That is not to say, however, that a master plan is always dispositive. The weight to be given 

to a master plan’s recommendation is to be considered in light of the following factors: (a) the 

extent to which the goals of the master plan are advanced by the use limitations imposed on a given 

parcel of land; (b) the stability of the master plan; and, (c) the extent to which the master plan 

constitutes a commitment to a coherent development plan for the neighborhood which takes into 

account existing conditions and legitimate future expectations.  Troy Campus, supra at 457. 

Accordingly, the weight given to the “consistency” element of the “Three C’s” requires 

consideration of these additional subsidiary factors.  

That nuance aside, Michigan case law does support the general proposition that rezoning 

decisions are more likely to be upheld if they are consistent with the community master plan. And 

conversely, if a municipality has historically deviated from its master plan by granting rezonings 

that are inconsistent with the plan’s recommendations, the courts are more likely to disregard the 

master plan and to  prohibit the municipality from relying on it as a basis for supporting its rezoning 

decisions.  

As such, the best practice for a planning commission is to follow the recommendations of 

its master plan when considering rezoning requests. This allows a municipality to better defend its 

rezoning decisions in court, and to prevent a court from disregarding the master plan as a basis for 

justifying a rezoning decision.   
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If you have question about the above opinions, please feel free to contact me.  

Yours very truly, 

 

 

 

Ronald M. Redick  

 

cc (by e-mail): William Cargo 

  Karen Sherwood 

  Harrison Hill  
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