City of East Grand Rapids
Regular City Commission Meeting
Agenda

April 15, 2019 – 6:00 p.m.
(EGR Community Center – 750 Lakeside Drive)

1.

Call to Order.

2.

Public Comment by persons in attendance.

3.

Report of Mayor and City Commissioners.

Regular Agenda Items
4.

Public hearing and request to approve a special use permit for an insurance company to operate on the ground floor of
2179 Wealthy within the C-1 Commercial District (action requested).

5.

Zoning variance hearing on the request of State Farm Insurance to allow the installation of an outdoor wall sign at 2179
Wealthy measuring 18.75 square feet instead of the allowed 13 square feet (action requested – 260 notices sent).

6.

Request to approve the division of land at 2020 Robinson (action requested - 27 notices sent).

Consent Agenda – Approval Requested
7.

Receipt of communications.

8.

Minutes of the regular meeting held March 18, 2019.

9.

Minutes of the regular meeting held March 25, 2019.

10. Report of Finance Committee on disbursement of funds: payroll disbursements of $421,125.39p; county and school
disbursements of $-0-, and total remaining disbursements of $875,895.85.
11. Public Safety Department handgun purchase program.
12. Preliminary minutes of the Parks & Recreation Commission meeting held March 11, 2019 (no action requested).
13. Preliminary minutes of the Planning Commission meeting held March 12, 2019 (no action requested).
FY 2019-20 Budget Work Session
14. Budget Overview Presentation (no action requested).
*

*

*

The City will provide reasonable auxiliary aids for individuals requiring them for effective communication in programs and services of the City.
Notice must be made to the City five (5) days prior to the program or service requesting the specific auxiliary aid.

CITY OF

EAST GRAND RAPIDS
750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE • EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506
(616) 949-2110
www.eastgr.org
ALEKSANDER P. MIZIKAR
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Planning Commissioners
Alek Mizikar, Zoning Administrator
March 18, 2019

RE:

Special Land Use Request – Insurance business on ground level in C-1 District
2179 Wealthy Street SE (Suite #2169) (PPN: 41-14-33-276-031)

Action Requested:
That the City Commission conduct a public hearing and vote on the special land use request from the
applicant, Bill Cole, to allow his State Farm insurance business to operate on the ground level within
the C-1 Commercial District.
Background:
State Farm has operated at its old location of 2143 Wealthy Street SE for the past 10 years. They now
wish to move their operations to Suite #2169 at 2179 Wealthy Street. This is the area previously
occupied by Studio Smooth right next to D&W Fresh Market.
The C-1 schedule of uses (Section 5.36) requires that a professional office such as an insurance office
must obtain a special land use permit if they wish to operate on the ground floor of a building. The C1 schedule of uses also lists Section 5.72(A) as additional requirements for this specific special land
use. Both Sections 5.36 and 5.72(A) are included with this memo for your reference.
The applicant was unaware of this special land use requirement, and was made aware by myself on
Monday, January 21, 2019. I gave Bill Cole’s office a call on Friday, January 18, 2019, once I
noticed an availability sign in the front of the business to see what their intentions were. I then
scheduled a meeting with Mr. Cole for the morning of Monday, January 21, 2019. I knew that other
locations were available within the C-1 district, and I wanted to make sure that Mr. Cole was aware
of any specific zoning regulations that would be of importance to his business if he planned on
moving somewhere in Gaslight Village. It was at this meeting that Mr. Cole told me that they were
planning on moving into their new location by early February. I gave Mr. Cole all the necessary
ordinances and paperwork, and told him that if he submitted his application by Friday, January 25,
2019, that his request could be introduced at the February 12, 2019, Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Cole has been informed that he may move his operations into this new space while he is going
through the special land use process, albeit at his own discretion.
At their March 12th meeting, the Planning Commission voted to recommend that the City
Commission approve this special land use request. The Planning Commission also voiced desire that
they wish to look further into ground floor schedule of uses in the C-1 Commercial district.

Section 5.72(A) Requirements:
Staff comments on the requirements listed in Section 5.72(A) are as follows:
1. This standard is not applicable due to the applicant meeting the off-street parking
requirements.
2. This standard is not completely applicable as the store front that this proposed use would be in
does not open up to a public sidewalk. When looking at all of the store fronts within this
specific commercial strip, this proposed location would be most ideal for an insurance office
out of all of them. The location is tucked away in the corner and does not have a large
window store front.
3. No exterior work is to be done at the new proposed location, besides the installation of a new
business sign. This sign will be requesting a variance, per the approval of this special land use
request.
4. This standard is understood by the applicant.
Parking Requirements:
Section 5.77.B (Minimum Parking Requirements) states that the required parking spaces for a
business, professional, or service office (such as an insurance office) is one (1) space for each three
hundred and thirty (330) square feet of usable floor area.
The floor plan submitted with the application shows approximately 1,010 square feet of usable floor
area. This results in a total of 3 parking spots needed.
There is no shortage of existing parking spots located at 2179 Wealthy Street. The parking study that
was included in our recent Master Plan states that:
“The Jade Pig parking structure and the D&W lot are the two largest facilities in the district,
accounting for 426 total parking spaces, or 43% of the total parking in Gaslight Village. The D&W
lot typically fills more than the Jade Pig structure (it is about half the size of the structure), but both
facilities were consistently under-utilized (less than 60% occupied).” (p. 21)
The off-street parking requirements for this request are met.
Special Land Use Standards:
Section 5.94 of the zoning ordinance outlines seven (7) review standards that need to be met. These
standards are as follows (the applicant has also addressed these standards in their narrative):
A. The proposed use will comply with the general objectives and land use policies of the City of
East Grand Rapids Master Plan.
Staff Comments: This proposed use complies with the Master Plan’s intent to promote more
variety of uses in Gaslight Village such as ground floor offices. As mentioned previously, the
Planning Commission also voiced their desires to start a discussion on making uses such as an
insurance office a permitted ground floor use.
B. The proposed use will be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so it is appropriate
and harmonious with the intended character and appearance of the surrounding area; will be
compatible with the intent of the zone district; and will not change the essential character of
the surrounding area.
Staff Comments: This proposed use will only consist of an interior remodel, and will not alter the
design or appearance of the location. The proposed use will not be drastically different from
adjacent uses and would only be in operation during standard business hours.

C. The establishment, maintenance, location, or operation of the use will not impede the normal
and orderly development and improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted in that
zone district.
Staff Comments: This proposed special use will not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of surrounding property for permitted uses.
D. The establishment, maintenance, location, or operation of the proposed use will not be
detrimental to or endanger the health, safety, or general welfare of any persons; will not be
injurious to or conflict with the use or enjoyment of neighboring property for the purposes
permitted; and will not result in any significant adverse impact on the natural environment.
Staff Comments: This proposed use will not endanger any nearby person or property.
E. The proposed use will not involve activities, processes, materials, and equipment or
conditions of operation that will be detrimental to any persons, property, or the general
welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, or odors.
Staff Comments: This proposed use will not result in increased or excessive traffic, noise, smoke,
fumes, glare, or odors.
F. Adequate utilities, highways, streets, access, drainage structures, police and fire protection,
refuse disposal, schools, and other necessary services or facilities have been or will be
provided to serve the proposed use; the proposed use will not place undue demands on public
services or facilities that result in exceeding their capacity.
Staff Comments: This proposed use will not place undue demands on public services or facilities.
G. The proposed use will, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the zone
district in which it is located, specific requirements of Article 8, all conditions of approval,
and all other applicable provisions of law, ordinance, or statute.
Staff Comments: All applicable regulations have been met.

___________________________________
Doug LaFave, Interim City Manager

Proposed New Location for State Farm (Old Studio Smooth)

Original Location of State Farm (2143 Wealthy Street SE)

Section 5.36

Schedule of Uses

Uses permitted in the nonresidential districts are listed in Table 5.36. Additional requirements
related to a specific use, if any, are referenced in the “Specific Requirements” column. Any use
not specifically listed shall be prohibited, unless the use is determined to be a similar use
according to Section 5.75(A).
Table 5.36 Schedule of Uses: Commercial District
P = Permitted use by right
S = Special Land Use
Accessory
Accessory uses clearly ancillary to the principal
use (accessory structures are not permitted)
Accessory outdoor customer service activities
such as delivery of products to customers’
vehicles, grocery cart use, escorting of customers
and home delivery
Accessory outdoor dining
Accessory outdoor sales and display (including
temporary sales)
Accessory outdoor storage
Dining and Entertainment
Microbrewery or brew pub
Restaurants, including standard service and
carry-out, excluding drive-through service and
entertainment/floor shows
Soda fountain, ice cream shop or candy store
Recreation/Cultural
Art gallery/studio
Parks and recreational facilities, publicly owned
Public facilities (government buildings, public
museums, public galleries, public libraries, etc.)
Residential
Residential dwellings above the ground floor of a
commercial building
Retail
Retail sales other than food/groceries, up to
10,000 sq. ft. gross floor area
Retail food/grocery, up to 50,000 sq. ft. gross
floor area, which may also include food items
prepared on site for sale on the premises
Services
Automatic teller machines, walk-up only,
accessory to or separate from a bank or similar
financial institution
Banks and similar financial institutions, without
drive-through facilities
Barber or beauty salon
Business service establishments, including
printing/copy centers, postal centers, travel
agents, graphics services
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Table 5.36 Schedule of Uses: Commercial District
P = Permitted use by right
S = Special Land Use
Dance or music studio
Drive-through facilities for banks and
pharmacies, but not including any other uses
Dry cleaner/laundry (including pick-up stations
and self-service laundries)
Health clubs and fitness centers, not including
physical therapy clinics staffed by medical
professionals
Personal service establishments, including small
electronics/ appliance repair, shoe repair,
dressmakers/tailors, tanning salons, decorating
and upholstery shops
Photographer
Other Uses
Essential services
Radio and television broadcasting stations
Similar uses
Wireless telecommunications systems
Offices
Medical/dental offices and clinics of physicians,
dentists,
psychologists,
chiropractors,
optometrists, physical therapists and similar or
allied professions (not including veterinary
establishments)
Non-profit professional, civic, social, fraternal,
political and religious organizations
Professional office services such as: insurance,
real estate, legal, sales and similar or allied
professions
Serviced offices
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Section 5.72
A.

Office Uses

Professional Offices on the Ground Floor. In approving a special use for an office use
on the ground floor, the Planning Commission shall find that all the following standards
are met:
1.

A special use may be granted to a property that does not provide the required offstreet parking, if the Planning Commission finds that there are no opportunities to
meet the off-street parking requirement on or nearby the site and patrons have
adequate parking choices elsewhere within the C-1 District that are reasonably
accessible and convenient, especially during the expected peak times of the use,
without a negative impact to parking spaces serving retail and entertainment uses .

2.

If a building has both retail/service/entertainment uses and office uses on the
ground floor, the retail/entertainment/service use(s) shall be located in the
storefront, adjacent to the public sidewalk; however, a single entry door in the
façade that leads to the office use shall be permitted.

3.

The structure containing the office use shall maintain a retail character, with
ground floor display windows, facades, signs and lighting similar in nature to and
compatible with that provided by retail uses.

4.

a.

For existing structures, existing windows, doors or other wall openings
shall not be eliminated or enclosed, unless the Planning Commission finds
that any eliminated windows/doors are compensated by new windows,
doors or other wall openings and that the retail character and nature of the
building is retained.

b.

For new structures, any ground floor wall facing a street shall have
transparent areas, equal to at least seventy percent (70%) of its portion of
the facade, between one (1) and eight (8) feet from the ground. Walls on
upper floors facing a street shall have transparent areas equal to at least
thirty-five percent (35%) of its portion of the façade.

c.

Glass shall be clear or lightly tinted only. Opaque applications shall not be
applied to the glass surface, except for window signs as permitted in
Chapter 81, Signs.

The special use shall be limited to the floor area of office space approved via the
site plan review process. Any expansion (except for an expansion into a floor
above the ground floor) shall be considered an amendment to the special use and
shall be approved via the same process as for the original approval.

Article 11
Section 5.91

SPECIAL LAND USES
Intent

Special uses are generally consistent with the purpose of the zoning district in which they are
permitted but, due to unique operational characteristics, may not be desirable or compatible in all
locations. Factors such as traffic, hours of operation, noise, odor or similar potential effects
require that the special use be evaluated relative to its appropriateness on a case-by-case basis.
Therefore, special uses may be permitted within a zoning district, with city approval, following a
review of the use and its potential impact on its surroundings. This article establishes the review
procedures for special uses and the general standards that must be met for all special uses. Some
specific uses are also subject to additional standards and requirements to mitigate their potential
negative impacts.
Section 5.92

Scope

A special use shall be permitted only when the City Commission has approved the proposed use
and the associated site plan, as provided by this article and other applicable provisions of this
ordinance. Except as otherwise expressly provided by this ordinance, the general procedures,
standards, and requirements in this article shall apply to all special uses and shall be in addition
to any other requirements applicable to particular special uses. In those cases where the specific
requirements of this article are more restrictive than other provisions of this ordinance, the
special use requirements shall apply.
Section 5.93

Procedures

A.

Application. A person owning or having an interest in a property may apply for a special
use as provided in this ordinance.

B.

Filing. An application shall be filed with the Director of Public Works at least 30 days
prior to the Planning Commission meeting at which it is first to be considered. Further
consideration and scheduling before the Planning Commission shall not occur unless the
application is found to be complete.

C.

Fees. A non-refundable fee shall be paid when an application is filed. The application
shall not be considered until all fees, established by resolution of the City Commission,
have been paid in full.

D.

Application requirements. A completed application, signed by the property owner, must
be accompanied by the following:
1.

Copies of a site plan that meet the standards and requirements of Article 10.

2.

A statement indicating that the proposed use complies with the general standards
for approval in Section 5.94, any specific requirements for the use and with all
other applicable ordinance requirements.

3.

Any additional information deemed necessary to determine the impact of the
proposed special land use on adjacent properties, public infrastructure, and the
community as a whole. Information may include, but is not limited to traffic
impact analyses, environmental impact assessments, market studies (to determine
market demand and feasibility), fiscal impact analyses or reports and/or testimony
by officials representing state, county or local departments of public safety (police
and fire), health, highways or streets and/or environment. Any additional studies
deemed necessary may be completed by an individual or firm of the city’s
choosing, but at the applicant’s expense.

E.

Scheduling for special use and site plan review. The Director of Public Works will
review the application and if determined to be complete, shall schedule the special use
request before the Planning Commission.

F.

Review and Action.
1.

The Director of Public Works or designee shall review the application and, if
determined to be complete, shall schedule a public hearing to consider the special
land use. The public hearing shall be noticed as required by the Michigan Zoning
Enabling Act.

2.

The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing and also review the site
plan submitted with the application.

3.

Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission shall consider the
comments heard in relation to the special use standards of Section 5.94 and the
standards of Section 5.87 for site plan approval and shall recommend to the City
Commission approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the special use
application.

4.

The Planning Commission recommendation shall be forwarded to the City
Commission for final action. Prior to making its decision, the City Commission
shall conduct a public hearing, notice of which shall be in accordance with the
requirements of the Zoning Act. Following the hearing, the City Commission
shall consider the application, public comment, the recommendation of the
Planning Commission, the accompanying site plan and the standards of
Section 5.94 and shall approve, approve with conditions or deny the special use
request.

5.

Upon approval or approval with conditions of both the special use request and the
site plan, the Director of Public Works shall issue a special use permit, which
shall be subject to the conditions of approval, if any, and all other applicable
requirements for the proposed use and the zone district.

Section 5.94

Review Standards

A special use application and shall be approved only when it meets all of the standards of this
section and any specific standards that apply to the use as listed in Article 8.
A.

The proposed use will comply with the general objectives and land use policies of the
City of East Grand Rapids Master Plan.

B.

The proposed use will be designed, constructed, operated, and maintained so it is
appropriate and harmonious with the intended character and appearance of the
surrounding area; will be compatible with the intent of the zone district; and will not
change the essential character of the surrounding area.

C.

The establishment, maintenance, location, or operation of the use will not impede the
normal and orderly development and improvement of surrounding property for uses
permitted in that zone district.

D.

The establishment, maintenance, location, or operation of the proposed use will not be
detrimental to or endanger the health, safety, or general welfare of any persons; will not
be injurious to or conflict with the use or enjoyment of neighboring property for the
purposes permitted; and will not result in any significant adverse impact on the natural
environment.

E.

The proposed use will not involve activities, processes, materials, and equipment or
conditions of operation that will be detrimental to any persons, property, or the general
welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, or odors.

F.

Adequate utilities, highways, streets, access, drainage structures, police and fire
protection, refuse disposal, schools, and other necessary services or facilities have been
or will be provided to serve the proposed use; the proposed use will not place undue
demands on public services or facilities that result in exceeding their capacity.

G.

The proposed use will, in all other respects, conform to the applicable regulations of the
zone district in which it is located, specific requirements of Article 8, all conditions of
approval, and all other applicable provisions of law, ordinance, or statute.

Section 5.95

Validity of Permit

The special use or activity must commence within one year of approval or it shall expire. The
City Commission may approve one extension for up to one additional year, if a request is made
by the applicant in writing prior to the initial expiration.
Section 5.96

Amendments, Expansions and Change in Use

The site plan approved in conjunction with the special land use shall become part of the approval
record. Any improvements relative to the authorized use shall be consistent with the approved
site plan, unless a change is approved, in accordance with Section 5.90. Any change in use shall

be subject to the applicable requirements of the zoning district in which the property is located
and site plan review in accordance with Article 10.
Section 5.97

Revocation of an Approved Special Land Use

The City Commission shall have the authority to revoke a special use permit when the applicant
has failed to comply with any of the applicable requirements of this article, other applicable
sections of this ordinance, or the conditions of approval. The City Commission may revoke a
previous approval if it finds that a violation exists and has not been remedied. The special use
permit may be suspended or revoked according to the following procedures:
A.

Conditions that may result in a suspension or revocation include, but are not limited to,
the following:
1.

The special use was not constructed in conformance with the approved plans, or
the property is not being used in conformance with the approved special use, or

2.

Compliance with the special use permit and any conditions have not been
consistently demonstrated, and administrative attempts to secure compliance have
been unsuccessful; or

3.

The special use permit has been issued erroneously based on incorrect or
misleading information supplied by the applicant and/or his/her agents; or

4.

The operation of the use granted by the special use permit has created a risk or
danger to the public health, safety or welfare; or

5.

The special use violates any provision of this ordinance or other city, county, state
or federal regulations.

B.

If the Director of Public Works determines that a special use permit should be suspended
or revoked he/she shall prepare a report specifying the factual details of the violation and
the reasons to suspend or revoke the permit.

C.

The Director of Public Works shall file the report with the City Commission and provide
a copy to the owner, authorized agent or employee by certified mail, return receipt
requested.

D.

Within 30 days of filing the report with the City Commission, a hearing date will be set
for the City Commission to consider the alleged violation(s) to determine if the special
use permit should be suspended or revoked. The owner or authorized agent shall be
notified personally or by certified mail, return receipt requested, not less than 15 days
before the scheduled hearing.

E.

The owner shall have an opportunity to respond to any allegations made by: questioning
adverse witnesses; presenting witnesses on his/her behalf; and presenting arguments,
personally or through legal counsel in his/her own behalf.

F.

The City Commission shall prepare a written report of its findings within 30 days of
completing all hearings and provide them to the owner either personally or by certified
mail, return receipt requested. If the City Commission concludes that the special use
permit must be suspended or revoked, the owner shall immediately cease to conduct,
operate or carry on the business or use for which the special use permit was granted.

Section 5.98

Appeals

The City Commission’s decision regarding approval or denial of a special use application may
not be appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals. However, prior to consideration of a special
use, a variance to a dimensional requirement related to the building or property in question may
be filed with the Zoning Board of Appeals.
Section 5.99

Restrictions on Resubmittal of a Special Land Use Request

A special use application that has been denied may not be re-submitted for one year from the
date of denial, except when new evidence or information found sufficient by the Director of
Public Works justifies an earlier re-application.

Article 9

OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Section 5.76

Off-Street Parking, Loading, Access and Circulation Requirements

A.

Except as may be exempted below, there shall be provided in all districts, at the time of
erection or enlargement of any main building or structure, vehicular off-street parking
space, with unrestricted access to all spaces, in accordance with the requirements of this
Article.

B.

If the computation of the minimum number of parking spaces results in a fraction, any
fractional amount of .5 or greater shall be rounded up to the next whole number. All other
fractional results shall be rounded down to the previous whole number.

C.

For any use not specifically listed, the Director of Public Works shall determine if the use
is similar to any listed uses, and shall apply that parking requirement. If the use is not
similar to any listed uses, the Planning Commission shall determine a reasonable parking
space requirement, based upon a parking generation study provided by the applicant. The
Planning Commission, in reviewing this study, may require it to be reviewed by a traffic
engineer, transportation planner or similar professional prior to making a decision.

D.

Required parking shall be installed prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

Section 5.77
A.

Minimum Parking Requirements

Residential and Institutional Uses. The minimum number of off-street parking spaces
by type of use shall be determined in accordance with the “Residential and Institutional
Parking Space Requirements” table.

Residential and Institutional Parking Space Requirements
Use
Minimum Number of Parking Spaces Per Unit of Measurement
Residential Uses
Single family and two
Two (2) spaces per dwelling unit
family residential uses
Multiple
family
Two (2) spaces per dwelling unit
residential uses
Institutional Uses
Churches and similar One (1) space for each three (3) seats or six (6) feet of pews in the
places of worship
main unit of worship
Hospitals
Two (2) for each one (1) inpatient bed, plus four (4) spaces per each
1,000 square feet of usable floor area dedicated to administrative
offices, pharmacies, medical clinics and similar uses.
Private and parochial
elementary and junior One (1) space for each teacher, employee, or administrator
high schools
Private and parochial One (1) space for each teacher, employee, or administrator, and one
senior high schools
(1) space for each ten (10) students

1.

No person shall park a vehicle, as defined in Section 79 of the Michigan Vehicle
Code (P. A. 300 of 1949, MCL 257-79), in the front yard of any residential lot
except on an improved driveway. For purposes of this section, “improved
driveway” shall mean a driveway constructed of concrete, asphalt or a permeable
surface approved by the Director of Public Works. No improved driveway shall
occupy more than 40 percent of the front yard.

2.

The following requirements shall apply to all parking areas located within
residential zones, except for parking spaces that service one and two family
dwellings:
a.

Parking areas shall conform to the front yard setback requirements of the
residential zone in which it is located; provided, where a setback line has
been established by existing residential buildings occupying 50 percent or
more of the frontage within the same block, such established setback shall
apply.

b.

Parking areas shall have a minimum side yard greenbelt of ten feet on any
side that is adjacent to property in single family residential districts. All
required front and side yards shall be planted and landscaped and properly
maintained to screen the adjoining properties. These parking areas shall be
enclosed by a fence or wall six feet in height sufficient to screen the
parking lot from adjoining residential areas.

c.

Parking areas shall be used solely for the parking of passenger
automobiles and other vehicles of less than 7,000 pounds gross vehicle
weight. No commercial repair work or services or storage of any kind
shall be conducted on such parking lot.

d.

No sign, other than entrance, exit and condition of use signs shall be
maintained; all signs shall conform to the provisions of Chapter 81, Signs,
of the City Code.

e.

Where the parking lot access adjoins a commercial zone, access shall be
from the street on which the commercial zoned property has frontage,
wherever practical, and shall be at least 20 feet from any adjacent property
line in a R-1 district and five feet from any adjacent property in a R-2
district.

B.

Business Uses. Except as otherwise modified or exempted in Section 5.78, uses in the C1 Commercial District shall comply with the parking space requirements in the “C-1
District Parking Space Requirements” table.
C-1 District Parking Space Requirements
Use
Required Parking Spaces
Permitted residential uses
One and one-half (1.5) spaces per dwelling unit
Retail stores except as otherwise One (1) space for each three hundred (300) square
specified in this table
feet of usable floor area
One (1) space for each two hundred (200) square feet
Banks
of usable floor area, including employee work space
Beauty parlor or barber shop
Two (2) spaces for each beauty or barber shop chair
Dry cleaners, laundries and drop-off One (1) space for each five hundred (500) square feet
stations
of usable floor area
Personal
and
business
service
One (1) space for each three hundred (300) square
establishments except as otherwise
feet of usable floor area
specified in this table
One (1) space for each eight hundred (800) square
Furniture and appliance, household
feet of usable floor area. For floor area used in
equipment, repair shops, showroom of
processing, one (1) additional space shall be
a decorator or similar trade
provided for each two (2) processing employees
Offices for business, professional or One (1) space for each three hundred thirty (330)
service uses, except medical
square feet of usable floor area
Offices for doctors, dentists or similar One (1) space for each two hundred (200) square feet
medical professions
of usable floor area
One (1) space for each one hundred (100) square feet
Restaurants
of usable floor area
Supermarkets/grocery
stores/
One (1) space for each two hundred fifty (250)
convenience stores and other retail
square feet of usable floor area
food sales
One (1) space for each two hundred (200) square feet
Health and fitness clubs , dance studios of usable floor area, plus one (1) space per employee,
or other similar uses
plus two (2) spaces for each indoor tennis or
racquetball court
1.

Every parcel of land used as a community or private parking area in the C-1 zone
shall be developed and maintained in accordance with the following requirements:
a.

Off-street parking areas shall be effectively screened on any side adjoining
or facing a residential zone district or institutional use by a solid,
uniformly painted fence or wall not less than four nor more than six feet in
height, maintained in good condition; provided, where the adjacent owners
agree in writing, a screening of hedge or other natural landscaping may be
substituted for the required fence or wall. Fences or hedges adjacent to
parking spaces shall be protected from vehicles by curbs or wheel stops.

b.

2.

i.

Surface water from any off-street parking or loading area of 1,000
square feet or more must be disposed of through an underground
drainage system. The underground system must include such catch
basins, manholes, storm sewer connection and other structures
necessary to properly dispose of surface water. In the event that a
public storm sewer system is not available for connection, then
plans for disposal of storm water shall be approved by the Director
of City Services. No off-street parking or loading area drainage
system may be connected to a sanitary sewer system.

ii.

Off-street parking and loading areas shall be enclosed by fences,
walls or barriers necessary to insure that motor vehicles may not
enter or exit at points other than those expressly provided for that
purpose and that motor vehicles using the parking area or loading
area may not encroach on adjacent public rights-of-way or private
property.

iii.

Lighting provided for off-street parking or loading areas shall be
arranged to reflect away from the adjoining residence buildings or
streets.

Application for the approval of construction or paving of parking or loading areas
shall be made in accordance with the requirements of Article 10, Site Plan Review.

Section 5.78
A.

All off-street parking areas and loading areas shall be surfaced and
maintained with an approved asphalt, bituminous or Portland cement
binder pavement, to provide a durable and dustless surface and shall be
graded and drained to dispose of all surface water. Permeable surface
materials may satisfy this requirement, if approved by the Director of
Public Works.

Modifications and Exemptions

Exemptions. Uses within certain locations in the Gaslight Village business district shall
be exempt from the parking requirements otherwise applicable, as specified in the C-1
District Parking Space Requirements table.
1.

Exempt Zone Defined. For the purposes of this section, the “exempt zone” shall
include all properties zoned C-1 within the following described areas:
a.

all properties that have frontage on the south side of Wealthy Street;

b.

the properties with frontage on the north side of Wealthy Street, beginning
at the northeast corner of Wealthy Street and Lovett Street, extending 133
feet southeasterly along the north side of Wealthy Street;

c.

the east side of Lovett Street;

2.

3.

B.

d.

the east and west sides of Croswell Street; and

e.

the east and west sides of Bagley Street.

Non-exempt Uses. Regardless of location, however, the following uses shall not
be exempt from the C-1 District Parking Space Requirements table:
a.

Any permitted residential use shall comply with the requirements of the
table.

b.

Special land uses shall provide off-street parking as required in the table,
subject to all other specific conditions applicable to that use.

Existing Parking.
a.

Any public or private off-street parking space existing on or created after
the effective date of this Article shall comply with all applicable
requirements of this Article with respect to required size and location of
parking facilities..

b.

Any public or private off-street parking spaces existing on the effective
date of this Article shall be maintained and the number of existing parking
spaces on any property shall not be reduced, unless approved by the
Planning Commission. In making a determination that a reduction is
warranted, the Planning Commission shall find that the property meets one
or more of the requirements of Section 5.79(B), Modifications to Parking
requirements.

Modification of Parking Requirements. The minimum number of parking spaces
required by this Article may be modified by the Planning Commission in consideration of
the following factors:
1.

Shared parking by multiple uses is feasible where there will be a high proportion
of multipurpose visits, or uses have peak parking demands during differing times
of the day or days of the week.
a.

Shared parking areas shall be on the same lot, upon an adjacent lot or lots,
or within 300 feet (measured from the nearest edge of the parking lot to
the front door of the business) of the business(es) served by the shared
parking area. However, the City may approve a shared parking agreement
that does not meet this requirement, provided the following conditions are
met:
i.

The applicant(s) shall provide a parking study showing how the
use of on-site, adjacent and/or remote lots meet the requirements of
this ordinance;

ii.

Remote parking spaces shall be designated for use by employees
only. The City Commission, after recommendation by the Planning
Commission, may permit remote spaces to be occupied by vehicles
belonging to non-employees if the applicant provides a valet
service from the place of business.

iii.

The applicant shall provide a means of motorized transit between
remote lots and the place of business, when any remote lot is more
than 500 feet from the place of business (measured from the
nearest pedestrian access of the parking area, along the nearest
public pedestrian pathway, to the front door or employee entrance
of the business).

b.

Pedestrian, and vehicular connections shall be maintained between the lots
and the business(es) served.

c.

Shared parking agreements shall be filed with the county register of deeds
and the city.

2.

Convenient municipal off-street parking is available to meet peak time parking
demands of the use. The City Commission may require payment of fees to offset
acquisition, construction and maintenance costs in accordance with the
Community Parking provisions of this Article.

3.

On-street parking spaces located along the site’s frontage are available.

4.

Walk-in trade can reasonably be expected due to sidewalk connections to adjacent
residential neighborhoods, employment centers or other nearby commercial uses,
where it can be determined that some portion of the patronage of these businesses
comes from other uses (e.g., employees of area offices patronizing restaurants,
etc.).
a.

The site design shall incorporate pedestrian connections to the site and onsite pedestrian circulation providing safe and convenient access to the
building entrance.

b.

The reduction in the required number of spaces allowed under this
subsection shall not exceed twenty percent.

5.

Other forms of travel such as transit are available and can reasonably be expected
to off-set some parking demand. The Planning Commission may require the site
design incorporate pedestrian connections to nearby transit stops or bicycle
parking facilities.

6.

A parking study, prepared by a qualified traffic engineer or transportation planner,
has been submitted by the applicant demonstrating that another standard would be
more appropriate based on actual number of employees, expected level of
customer traffic or actual counts at a similar establishment. The Planning

Commission may require a parking study to document that any one of the criteria
1 through 5 above would be met.
C.

Mixed uses. In the case of mixed uses, the total requirements for off-street parking areas
shall be the sum of the requirements of the individual uses computed separately.
Collective provision for off-street parking areas for two or more buildings or uses shall be
permitted; provided, the total off-street parking spaces shall not be less than the sum of
the requirements for the various uses computed separately. Cumulative parking
requirements for mixed-use occupancies or shared facilities may be reduced by the
Planning Commission, in accordance with the provisions of Section 5.79(B).

D.

Community Parking. The provisions of this Article relative to nonresidential off-street
parking may be met by participation in a municipal or community parking program
designed to serve the area in which the use is located. Any community parking program
shall be established by city ordinance, which shall designate the parking area; the area to
be served by the parking program and the allocation of the cost of the program. The
ordinance shall provide for open space to be distributed throughout the parking area, as
the City Commission deems necessary for the public health, safety and general welfare.

E.

Maximum Parking. In order to minimize excessive areas of pavement that detract from
aesthetics, contribute to high rates of storm water runoff and generate added heat, the
minimum parking space requirements of this article shall not be exceeded by more than
ten percent, unless approved by the Planning Commission as part of site plan review. In
considering additional parking, the Planning Commission shall determine, based on
documented evidence, that the parking is needed to accommodate the use on a typical
day.

Section 5.79
A.

Off-Street Parking Facility Location and Design

Location. Off-street parking facilities shall be located as hereinafter specified:
1.

For all residential uses and for all nonresidential uses within residential zones,
required parking shall be provided on the same parcel as the building.

2.

For all nonresidential uses in the C-1 zone, required parking spaces shall be
provided within 300 feet of the building being served, measured along public
rights-of-way from the nearest point of the parking facility to the nearest point of
the building.
a.

Required parking may be provided off-site, on a lot or lots where there is a
lease or shared parking agreement to accommodate parking, provided such
arrangement is approved by the Planning Commission. Any lease or
shared parking agreement shall include a provision that requires
notification to the building official of any change in the terms or
expiration. The building official may allow modifications to parking
agreements where parking compliance is achieved in some other manner
or a parking variance is granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

b.

B.

All off-street parking required to meet the standards of this Article shall be
provided within the same zoning district as the principal use and shall be
within a convenient walking distance of the building entrances, as
determined by the Planning Commission, except that valet parking may be
provided elsewhere.

Parking Design. Wherever off-street parking is provided, it shall be laid out in
accordance with the following table:
Parking Pattern
0 (parallel)
30 to 53
54 to 74
75 to 90

Parking
Maneuvering Lane
Width-Minimum
12 ft.
12 ft.
15 ft.
24 ft.

Parking Space
Width

Space Length

8 ft.
8 ft. 6 in.
8 ft. 6 in.
9 ft.

23 ft.
18 ft.
18 ft.
18 ft.

1.

The location and design of entrances, exits, surfacing, landscaping, marking and
lighting shall be subject to the approval of the Director of Public Works to ensure
adequate regulation to traffic safety and protection of the adjacent residential area.

2.

If parking spaces are adjacent to and accessed from a two-way parking
maneuvering lane, the minimum width of the lane shall be 24 feet, regardless of
the parking angle.

3.

Except for one and two family dwellings, all parking spaces shall be designed so
ingress and egress to each space is unobstructed at all times. On properties with a
one or two family dwelling, the parking spaces may be designed so a space is
blocked by a vehicle occupying another space.

4.

All parking spaces and driveways shall be hard surfaced and drained. Permeable
surfaces approved by the Director of Public Works may be used to satisfy this
requirement.

Section 5.80

Off-Street Loading Requirements

In all districts, every building, or part thereof, hereafter erected, which is to be occupied by a
retail store or block of stores of over 10,000 square feet, hospital, laundry, dry cleaning or other
uses similarly requiring the receipt or distribution in vehicles of materials or merchandise, there
shall be provided and maintained on the same premises with the same building, off-street loading
spaces in relation to gross floor area as follows:
A.

Up to 20,000 square feet GFA: 1 space

B.

20,001 to 50,000 square feet GFA: 2 spaces

C.

50,001 to 100,000 square feet GFA: 3 spaces

D.

One additional space for each additional 100,000 square feet GFA or part thereof,
provided that:
1.

a.

For conventional trucks - At least ten feet in width, 25 feet in length and
fourteen 14 feet in height.

b.

For tractor/trailers - At least ten feet in width, 50 feet in length and
fourteen 14 feet in height.

2.

A loading space may occupy all or any part of any required yard or court space,
except that no loading space may be located in the front yard.

3.

No such space shall be located closer than 50 feet to any lot in any residence
district unless wholly within a completely enclosed building or enclosed on all
sides by a wall or uniformly painted solid board or masonry fence of a uniform
appearance not less than six feet in height.

Section 5.81
A.

Each loading space shall have the following dimensions:

Storage and Repair of Vehicles

Recreational Vehicles and Recreational Units in Residential Districts. No recreational
vehicle or recreational unit may be kept or stored outdoors on any property in a
residential district for a period longer than 72 hours, except in compliance with all of the
following conditions:
1.

The recreational vehicle or unit is owned by the occupant of the property on which
it is stored.

2.

Storage shall be in the rear yard only.

3.

The vehicle shall be kept in good repair and in a sightly condition.

4.

Recreational vehicles and recreational units shall be shielded from view from
streets or adjacent lots, by shrubbery or fencing compatible with the general
appearance of the neighborhood and the requirements of this Article.

B.

Inoperable Vehicles. No unlicensed, inoperable, partially dismantled, wrecked, junked
or discarded motor vehicle, recreational vehicle or recreational unit shall be parked or
stored on any premises in any residential district for longer than seven days, except if
stored in a fully enclosed building.

C.

Mechanical Work. Within a residential district, mechanical work on vehicles not owned
or leased by the occupant of a dwelling for his/her personal use is prohibited. In any case,
such mechanical work that is permitted shall only occur within an enclosed garage.

Section 5.82

Commercial Vehicles

Commercial vehicles shall not be located on any property within a residential zone, unless
parked or stored within a completely enclosed garage or building. This shall not prevent the
temporary location of any such vehicle on property while engaged in a delivery, pickup or
service run to the property where located.
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ALEKSANDER P. MIZIKAR
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Mayor and City Commissioners
Alek Mizikar, Zoning Administrator
March 18, 2019

RE:

Request for Sign Variance – 2179 Wealthy St. SE (Suite #2169)
(PPN: 41-14-33-276-031)
Wall Sign in C-1 Commercial Zoning District

Action Requested:
That the City Commission conducts a public hearing and votes on the applicant’s sign variance
request for the following:
• Section 8.19 Wall Sign Size in the C-1 District – The applicant proposes to construct a wall
sign that is 18.75 square feet. The maximum size a wall sign can be for this location is 13
square feet.
Background and Findings:
Pending the approval of the applicant’s Special Land Use request to operate an insurance business on
the ground floor of the C-1 Commercial District, the applicant wishes to install a sign to advertise his
State Farm business. Section 8.19 of the sign ordinance states that a wall sign in the C-1 district can
only occupy 10% of the front wall area occupied by the business, up to 25 square feet. Unfortunately,
the space to be occupied by the applicant’s State Farm business does not have a business store front
comparable to adjacent businesses in the D&W strip mall. The business is in the corner and only has
approximately 130 square feet of wall frontage. The area used to calculate this area is the area around
the front entrance, and the slanted area above where the existing “Studio Smooth” sign is. This results
in a maximum sign size of 13 square feet. The applicant has stated that a sign this small would look
out of place next to nearby existing business signs.
Standards for Review:
Per Section 8.24(D)(2) of the City of East Grand Rapids Sign Ordinance, the following criteria must
be met for a variance to be granted:
1. The applicant has demonstrated a variance is needed due to a practical difficulty on the site
or unique condition that is more than mere inconvenience or mere inability to attain a
supposed higher financial return or incur additional costs. These conditions may include
varied topography, horizontal or vertical road curvature, or presence of structures or desired
trees that limits visibility of a sign on the premises compared to similar sites with conforming
signs in the same zoning district.
Staff Comments: Due to the nature of space in which the applicant’s business is occupying, they are
not allowed the same size sign as adjacent businesses in the same strip. This corner space has a
section of slanted wall above it that is intended to be used for a wall sign. If the sign ordinance were

to be followed, this space would have an abnormally small sized sign that would not be harmonious
with nearby business signs.
2. A variance is warranted due to circumstances exceptional and peculiar to the property for
which the variance is requested, and those conditions do not exist generally throughout the
City. These conditions may include such considerations as the significantly larger size of the
site, frontage or building in comparison to other establishments in the same zoning district.
Staff Comments: The space to be occupied by the applicant’s State Farm business does not have a
business store front that is comparable to adjacent businesses in the D&W strip mall. The business is
tucked away in the corner and only has approximately 130 square feet of wall frontage. This results
in a maximum sign size of 13 square feet. The applicant has stated that a sign this small would look
out of place next to nearby existing business signs.
3. If applicable, a variance would significantly bring a nonconforming sign closer to conformity
with this Chapter.
Staff Comments: This standard is not applicable, as not current State Farm sign exists at this location.
However, there is an old sign for the previous “Studio Smooth” business that is still present where the
new State Farm sign is to be installed. This old sign would be non-conforming to the current sign
ordinance, and so granting this variance would bring a new sign of similar size into conformity.
4. That allowing the variance will result in substantial justice being done, considering the public
benefits intended by the regulations, the rights of others whose property would be affected by
the allowance of the variance are not impaired, or adversely affect the health, safety and
welfare of the public.
Staff Comments: The approval of this variance would result in substantial justice being done and
would not adversely affect the surrounding environment.
5. The variance will not be contrary to the purpose and intent of the regulation(s) being
considered for the variance.
Staff Comments: This variance will not be contrary to the purpose and intent of the sign ordinance.
6. The variance granted will be the minimum necessary to allow the applicant to enjoy the same
rights as other establishments in the same zoning district, and ensure a reasonable outlet for
free speech where no others may reasonably exist.
Staff Comments: The requested sign size of 18.75 square feet would not be a huge ask and would still
be under the maximum 25 square feet that is allowed for wall signs.
Exhibits:
1. Sign Variance Application
2. Applicant Narrative
3. Sign Concept Drawing
_____________________________________
Doug LaFave, Interim City Manager

Karen Brower
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steve Dodgson <sdodgson@dodgsonrealty.com>
Monday, April 01, 2019 8:45 AM
Karen Brower
State Farm

Karen, as owner of 2 commercial properties in Gaslight Village we just wanted to communicate our support of
State Farm occupying 1st floor space in the district, but feel the push for the larger signage is not warranted.
Thank you.
Gaslight Properties
Steve Dodgson, Partner
Steve Dodgson, CCIM
Dodgson Realty Co.
Dodgson Management Co.
4265 28th Street, SE
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49512
616.458.1588
F 616.235.3423
C 616.299.7192
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Mayor and City Commissioners
Alek Mizikar, Zoning Administrator
March 18, 2019

RE:

Property Line Adjustment
2020 Robinson Rd SE – PPN: 41-14-28-376-005
2050 Robinson Rd SE – PPM: 41-14-28-376-006
Zoned: R-1 Single Family Residential

Action Requested:
That the City Commission conducts a public hearing, per section 5.406(E) of Chapter 54, and votes
on the application of Peter Faber of 2020 Robinson Road and Jack and Susan Smith of 2050
Robinson Road to adjust their shared property line by transferring approximately 12,850 square feet
from 2020 Robinson Road to 2050 Robinson Road.
Recommended Conditions:
If the City Commission grants this property line readjustment request, approval should be contingent
upon two standard conditions that have traditionally been applied to all land division and property
line adjustment approvals, as follows:
• Compliance with the legal descriptions and surveys submitted with this application.
• Transfer and recording of the relevant deed(s) or land contract(s) with the Kent County
Register of Deeds within 90 days of the Commission's action.
The city commission may attach reasonable conditions to the approval of this land division, per
Section 5.406(A)(5).
Background:
Peter Faber of 2020 Robinson Road wishes to sell and transfer approximately 12,850 square feet (50
feet of frontage) to Jack and Susan Smith of 2050 Robinson Road. These properties are located
between Plymouth Road and Lakeside Drive, on the north side of Fisk Lake. Currently, 2020
Robinson Rd is approximately 93,750 square feet and 2050 Robinson Rd is approximately 29,600
square feet. If approved, both properties and structures within would be conforming to the R-1 Single
Family Residential zoning requirements.
The applicant states in their narrative statement that the owner of 2050 Robinson has agreed not to
build any structures on the newly transferred property. This agreement has not been recorded within
any kind of legal document (as far as I am aware). If approved, the resulting parcels would become
more harmonious to surrounding parcels in terms of size and shape.

Review of Standards:
Chapter 54, Section 5.406A of the East Grand Rapids Zoning Ordinance states: No platted lot shall
be split or divided or otherwise combined with any other lot, nor shall the boundary line of a platted
lot be altered, unless approved beforehand by the city commission pursuant to following standards:
1. Lot area not less than required in the zone district – The required lot area for the R-1 single
family zoning district is 12,000 square feet in the first 120 feet of lot depth. Both new parcels
would conform to these requirements. The required lot width in the R-1 single family zoning
district is 100 feet. Both new parcels would conform to this requirement.
2. Adequate easements for each lot to existing public utilities – Both parcels would continue to
have adequate access to public utilities.
3. The proposed land division will not adversely affect adjacent uses or properties and will be
consistent and harmonious with the character of adjacent properties (within 500 feet) in the
surrounding area, including consideration of the following:
a. Conformity with zoning ordinance standards; consistent and in harmony with nearby
parcels – If approved, both new parcels would be conforming to the R-1 single family
zoning requirements, as well as all structures within the parcels. The resulting parcels
would also be more consistent with nearby parcels, as 2050 Robinson is currently one of
the smaller parcels on the stretch of Robinson Road. If approved, 2050 Robinson would
be more consistent in size to adjacent properties.
b. Conformity with nearby parcels as to size, width, and width-to-depth ratios – A lot size
comparison chart has been provided with this memo. The resulting parcels would remain
consistent with nearby parcels, and no one would even know there was a change unless
they looked at a property line map.
c. The ability to develop building sites on each parcel without unreasonable disturbance of
floodplain areas, wetlands, drainage courses and terrain – The ability to develop building
sites will remain the same as it currently is. As mentioned before, the owners of 2050
Robinson do not plan to build on this newly transferred property. There are no wetlands in
this area, and no other terrain that would be disturbed by the readjustment of this property
line.
d. The relationship of front, side and rear yards and the orientation of buildings on other
existing parcels – The approval of this property line adjustment would not change the
orientation of the houses on either properties.
4. Will not place demands on public services, roads, and facilities in excess of their current
capacities – No new demand on public services would result from this property line
adjustment.
All required application information as set forth in Chapter 54 of Title V, Subdivision Control,
Section 5.406D has been submitted and is on file with the Public Works Department. This includes
the required survey, legal descriptions, title search, and impact statement.

_____________________________
Doug LaFave, Interim City Manager
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2020 and 2050 Robinson Rd EGR

The owner at 2050 Robinson rd would like to buy 50 ft from the adjacent parcel
owner at 2020 Robinson Rd. This conforms with the adjacent parcels on either
side and balances these lots. Both land owners will have more than 60 feet on
the side set back.
The owner of 2050 Robinson has agreed not to build any structures on this 50 ft
that he is purchasing.
This new lot line adjustment at 2050 Robinson rd. not only meets code but also
provides consistency in parcel size. Similarity in lot sizes will now be established
and 2050 Robinson will now fit the character of adjacent properties even more.
Because no structures will be built on this 50 feet , section 3(c) regarding
floodplains, wetlands, drainage courses, and the ability to develop a building site
is not applicable.
This lot line adjustment does conform to all requirements. It will help establish
even more conformity with the surrounding land.

Lot Area Comparison - 2020 and 2050 Robinson Rd

Address
250 Plymouth Rd
1950 Robinson Rd
1990 Robinson Rd
2000 Robinson Rd
2002 Robinson Rd
2010 Robinson Rd
2060 Robinson Rd
2096 Robinson Rd
2098 Robinson Rd
1901 Robinson Rd
1903 Robinson Rd
201 Woodward Ln
1905 Robinson Rd
2001 Robinson Rd
2055 Robinson Rd
2089 Robinson Rd
2097 Robinson Rd
190 Robinwood Ave
2099 Robinson Rd

Square Feet
240,314
90,972
13,689
40,967
56,037
27,167
50,530
68,829
49,333
85,232
22,675
25,922
22,058
340,553
29,243
48,168
183,029
32,520
29,510

2020 Robinson Rd - current
93,748
2050 Robinson Rd - current
29,597
2020 Robinson Rd - proposed
80,898
2050 Robinson Rd - proposed
42,447
Highlighted parcels not in EGR
Range
.31 - 7.82
Mean
1.76
Median
1.11
All calculations exclude subject property.

Acres
5.52
2.09
0.31
0.94
1.29
0.62
1.16
1.58
1.13
1.96
0.52
0.60
0.51
7.82
0.67
1.11
4.20
0.75
0.68
2.15
0.68
1.86
0.97

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY COMMISSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS
Regular Meeting Held March 18, 2019

Mayor Seibold called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. in the City Commission Chambers at the East Grand Rapids
Community Center and led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Present:

Commissioners Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Mayor Seibold

Absent:

None

Also Present:

City Attorney Huff; Interim City Manager LaFave; Finance Director Mushong, Public Safety Director
Herald; Zoning Administrator Mizikar; City Clerk Brower; Captain Buikema; Staff Sergeants Smith,
Metternich and Schweitzer; Sergeants Davis, Kolster; PSOs Perez, Bradley, Wallace, DeJonge, Lobezoo,
Karnes, Conklin, Katje, Buter, Lindner, Brown, Hollis, Gruzin and Nagtzaam

2019-50.

No public comment was received.

2019-51.

Commissioner Zagel noted there have been some changes in the parking in Gaslight Village and reminded
everyone that most parking areas are private and not city-owned. He asked that everyone work together and be
patient when trying to find parking.
Commissioner Miller commented on the successful Irish Jig event last weekend and thanked the Public Safety
Department for handing all the traffic associated so many runners and spectators in the area.
Mayor Seibold thanked Interim City Manager Doug LaFave for stepping into the city manager role for an
extended period when the candidate selected declined to take the position due to family matters.

2019-52.

A zoning variance hearing was held regarding the request of Ryan & Kim McLaughlin of 834 Ross Court to
allow the construction of a new home:
a) with a front yard setback of 13’ rather than the required established average front yard setback of 20.7;’ and
b) total impervious coverage of 58.6% instead of the 50% allowed.
Zoning Administrator Mizikar explained the plan to demolish the existing home but to remodel the detached
garage. He explained the new home would be placed at the 13’ line rather than the 20.7’ average established
front yard setback for this street and that the full height of the home, with no front porch, would be placed along
the 13’ setback.
Kim & Ryan McLoughlin, 834 Ross Court, stated they were looking forward to becoming part of the
neighborhood.
Commissioner Hamrick questioned whether the applicants would be able to get vehicles in and out of the
garage if the home were moved back on the lot. Matt Girard of Visbeen Architects stated the porch steps would
be 20’ from the garage and it would be more challenging to maneuver cars if it were any closer. He further
noted they chose to seek a variance for the impervious coverage requirement because they felt pavers were too
expensive and difficult to maintain.
Mayor Seibold opened a public hearing. The following people were present to express their opinions:
- Jim Benedict, 842 Orchard

Cautious about bringing the home so much closer to the street.
Felt it was a very large home for this neighborhood and may
be unsightly for the neighbors.

Proceedings of the East Grand Rapids City Commission
Regular Meeting Held March 18, 2019
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The following communications were received at City Hall concerning this variance request:
- Nick Jasinski, 2218 Lake Drive
- Isidore & Cary Okoro, 840 Ross Ct

Opposed to both variances.
Suggested 16’ setback and use of pavers to reduce stormwater
runoff.

No other public comment was received. Mayor Seibold closed the public hearing.
2019-52-A.

Miller-Zagel. That the request of Ryan & Kim McLaughlin of 834 Ross Court to allow the construction of
a new home with a front yard setback of 13’ rather than the required established average front yard setback
of 20.7’ be approved.
Commissioner Miller noted he struggled with the front setback request because after tearing down the old
home, the applicants have almost a clean slate to work for the placement of the home. He was concerned
that having the full size of the house at 13’ would feel very imposing on this particular street.
Commissioner Zagel noted a front yard setback of 16’ would match the homes on either side.
Commissioner Walters felt a setback of 13’ would be detrimental to the surrounding properties but agreed
that 16’ would better match the homes on either side.

2019-52-B.

Walters-Miller. That the motion be amended to allow a 16’ front yard setback.
Yeas:
Nays:

Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 7
-0-

Commissioner Walters felt a 16’ setback would meet the variance standards and would not be detrimental to the
area or conflict with the spirit of the ordinance. He felt this area was unique because of the small lots.
Commissioner Duncan stated she was still uncomfortable with a setback of 16’ because of the concerns of the
neighbors who have to see this every day.
Commissioner Hamrick agreed that without a front porch, this home would be more imposing than most others,
but felt moving it back 3’ would still allow enough turning radius for vehicles into the garage
Mayor Seibold also noted the lack of a porch would make this home more imposing from the street. She stated
the applicant had lots of options once the old home is torn down and she could not support this request.
Vote on 2019-52-A., as amended:
Yeas:
Nays:
2019-52-C.

Favale, Hamrick, Walters and Zagel – 4
Duncan, Miller and Seibold – 3

Zagel-Favale. That the request of Ryan & Kim McLaughlin of 834 Ross Court to allow the construction of
a new home with total impervious coverage by buildings and pavement of 58.6% instead of the 50%
allowed be approved.
Commissioner Duncan expressed environmental concerns about storm water runoff and did not like setting a
precedent by approving these types of variances.
Commissioner Miller agreed and noted the ordinance was recently amended to make it easier to comply than in
prior years. He felt the applicant had options to meet this ordinance.
Commissioner Zagel also agreed there were other options to reduce the amount of impervious surface.
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Mayor Seibold noted that other requests had been declined and many homeowners had made concessions on the
amount of paving or used other paving materials to comply with this regulation.
Yeas:
Nays:
2019-53.

-0Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 7

A zoning variance hearing was held regarding the request of Brian & Elena Gill of 2760 Lake Drive to allow
the construction of an accessory structure in the front yard instead of in the rear or side yard.
Zoning Administrator Mizikar explained that accessory structures are required to be in the rear or side yards and
showed a drawing noting the front, rear and side yards of this property. He noted that while this would be more
challenging on this particular property, the applicants stated the proposed location is for privacy rather than
necessity. The structure would be placed inside the existing fence, which is currently grandfathered but does
not comply with the current fence ordinance and could not be placed in the same location if replaced in the
future.
Brian Gill, 2760 Lake Drive, stated they effectively do not have a side yard and this building would be 30’ from
the street. He showed photos from the home and street explaining how little privacy they have behind the
fence. Mr. Gill noted the building needed a southern exposure and the property drops off too much to place the
building in the rear yard. He felt this was the best location for the structure because of the distance from the
neighbors and the need for privacy near the pool. Mr. Gill further stated it would not be a detriment to the
neighbors because it will be partially obscured by the fence and very modest compared to some outbuildings.
Elena Gill, 2760 Lake Drive, spoke about how nice looking the building will be and how they will use lots of
landscaping.
Commissioner Hamrick questioned whether there were other locations for the pool. Mr. Gill stated they do not
want to cut trees down to install the pool and the surrounding homes had many shade trees as well, making any
other location unacceptable.
Mayor Seibold opened a public hearing. The following communications were received at City Hall concerning
this variance request:
- Mariel Poortenga, 2755 Hall
- Adam Panter, 2820 Lake Drive

Opposed.
In Favor.

No other public comment was received. Mayor Seibold closed the public hearing.
2019-53-A.

Duncan-Walters. That the request of Brian & Elena Gill of 2760 Lake Drive to allow the construction of
an accessory structure in the front yard instead of in the rear or side yard be approved.
Commissioner Duncan stated she could not support this request because she felt the building could be placed
elsewhere. She also noted the fence may be removed some day and this building would be very out of place.
Commissioners Miller and Hamrick also agreed there were other locations on this property for the structure.
Mayor Seibold suggested the applicants consider other options for the pool, the accessory building and keep the
fence ordinance in mind when designing their improvements.
Commissioner Walters noted there did not seem to be a practical difficulty in meeting the current ordinance and
he did not support the variance request.
Yeas:
Nays:

-0Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 7
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2019-54.

Gypsy Moth management request.
Interim City Manager LaFave outlined the recommendation to provide tree band barriers to residents and to
contract for aerial spraying to combat the current outbreak of Gypsy moths in the Coronado/Cornell area. He
noted that the City of Grand Rapids will spray their public parks, but may not spray private property, which will
limit the effectiveness of our program. He stated the spraying will be done in late May or early June and the
city will use social media, e-newsletters and email blasts to communicate the exact times to the property owners
affected.
Mayor Seibold opened this issue for public comment. The following people expressed their opinions:
- Antoinette Kuske, 1351 Cornell
- Patty McConnell, 2000 Coronado

Supported aerial spraying.
Tried banding and treating the trees, but feels aerial spraying
will be more effective.

The following communications were received at City Hall concerning this issue:
- Karin Lannon, 1145 San Jose
- Mike & Sheila Eppinger, 1331 Cornell
- Meggen Frendt, 1320 Cornell
- Ellen Cherveny
- Teri Tesseris, 1061 Plymouth

Supported aerial spraying.
Supported aerial spraying.
Supported aerial spraying.
Supported all treatment methods.
Supported all treatment methods.

No other public comment was received. Mayor Seibold closed the public comment.
2019-54-A.

Zagel-Duncan. To approve the purchase of tree band barriers for resident use and to approve aerial spray
application of insecticide treatment for gypsy moth treatment of 38.2 acres in the amount of $2,960.50 by
Hamilton Helicopter, Inc.
Commissioner Zagel thanked the residents for the patience while staff explored all the options. He encouraged
the residents to continue using the bands and other methods to control the Gypsy moths. Mayor Siebold agreed
a multi-pronged approach would get the best results.
Yeas:
Nays:

2019-55.

Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 7
-0-

Resolution adopting water and sewer rates effective March 1, 2019.
Finance Director Mushong and Interim City Manager LaFave explained the proposed water and sewer rates to
provide an additional $200,000 in annual funding to continue replacing the aging water and sewer mains.
Mayor Seibold opened this issue for public comment. No public comment was received. Mayor Seibold closed
the public comment.

2019-55-A.

Miller-Duncan. That a resolution approving new water and sewer rates and readiness-to-serve charges
effective April 1, 2019 be adopted as attached in Exhibit “A.”
Yeas:
Nays:

2019-56.

Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 7
-0-

Public Safety Department Organization Modifications.
Mayor Seibold explained it is common practice to review each department’s structure and duties when there is a
vacancy and noted there have been several proposals under consideration for the last few months.
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Mayor Seibold opened this issue for public comment. The following people expressed their opinions:
- Dan Lobezoo, PSO Union President

Expressed frustrations of staff and concerns for the proposals
that remove the daily administrative presence. Suggested
keeping the current structure in place for the time being and
eventually replacing the captain position with a 40-hour per
week school liaison officer to provide a higher level of police
service to the schools and investigations (hereinafter referred
to as Model 7).

- Eric Smith, Command Union President

Noted that unions should have been consulted when
discussing options as they know the daily operations best.
Stated that the current model, done correctly, is the best
option. Requested the issue be tabled to seek officer input.

The following communications were received at City Hall concerning this issue:
- EGR PSO Union
- EGR Command Union
- EGR Command Union

Proposing Model 7.
Various suggestions; request to discuss.
Suggested modifications to Model 7.

No other public comment was received. Mayor Seibold closed the public comment.
Mayor Seibold asked commissioners to speak about their preferred restructuring model and give reasons for
their choices.
Commissioner Walters spoke in favor of models 2 and 7, stating it was important to support the school liaison
program. He felt Model 2 would offer oversight of office operations and save a modest amount of money. He
also liked using the availability of command staff for emergencies during the day.
Commissioner Miller also favored Models 2 and 7. He felt the school liaison officer should be full-time and like
the idea of rotating command personnel and increased communications.
Commissioner Hamrick agreed, noting better communication with residents and staff would be preferable. She
appreciated the efficiency of Model 2.
Commissioner Duncan also supported Models 2 and 7 for the full-time liaison officer option. She felt both
options could be adjusted over time if needed.
Commissioner Zagel thanked the officers for coming to the meeting and giving their input. He noted this
reorganization was an opportunity to increase efficiency and reduce frustrations. He supported making the
liaison officer a full-time position but did not want to see drastic change in the administrative functions.
Commissioner Favale agreed.
Mayor Seibold noted that Model 2 keeps most administrative functions essentially the same but adds the fulltime school liaison officer. She noted this also increases day-time continuity in the office.
2019-56-A.

Zagel-Miller. To direct management to proceed with implementing a plan as close to Model 2 as possible,
and to authorize the Interim City Manager and the Public Safety Director to begin work on any portion of
the model that may require collective bargaining.
Commissioner Walters reiterated his support of Model 2 as minor change to the command structure while
increasing school and investigative support.
Yeas:
Nays:

Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 7
-0-
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2019-57.

Duncan-Hamrick. To approve the consent agenda as follows:

2019-57-A.

Minutes of the regular meeting held March 4, 2019.

2019-57-B.

Payroll disbursements of $216,571.08; county and school disbursements of $72,548.44, and total remaining
disbursements of $162,211.90.

2019-57-C.

The proposed list of meeting dates for FY 2019-20 for the City Commission, Planning Commission,
Finance Committee, Library Commission, Parks & Recreation Commission and the Board of Review.

2019-57-D.

Public Safety quarterly report for the period ending December 31, 2018.
Yeas:
Nays:

2019-58.

Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 7
-0-

Mayor Seibold announced the Goals & Objectives work session would be held at the next meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 8:03 p.m., subject to the call of the Mayor until March 25, 2019.
____________________________________
Karen K. Brower, City Clerk
Attachments:

A – Resolution setting water and sewer rates

Attachments listed above are available for inspection at the office of the City Clerk.

RESOLUTION ADOPTING WATER/SEWER RATES
WHEREAS Section 2.83 and 2.83-1 of the City Code provides that the City Commission
shall by resolution establish a consumption rate and readiness-to-serve charge for water and sewer
service.
BE IT RESOLVED that for the period from April 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020 water and
sewer rates shall be as follows:
Residential

Non-Residential

READINESS-TO-SERVE:

READINESS-TO-SERVE:

Average Monthly
Consumption

Meter Size

0 - 7,000

Readiness-to-Serve
Monthly Charge

Readiness-to-Serve
Monthly Charge

$40.00

7,001 and up

$40.00 + $3.00 per
thousand gallons of
usage over 7,000

Multi-units

$40.00 plus $10 per
unit

Yard Meters Flat Fee:

3/4”
1”
1-1/4”
1-1/2”
2”
3”
4”
6”
Multi-businesses

RTS (above) plus
$20 per additional
business on meter

500,000 and up
(gallons per month)

Add $3.00 per
thousand gallons of
usage over 500,000

$28.00 per month
(plus usage)

Sewer Only Flat Fee:

40.00
53.50
83.50
120.00
213.50
480.00
853.50
2,560.00

$12.00 per month
(no usage charge)
COMMODITY:
WATER:

$2.85 per 1,000 gallons

SEWER: $3.65 per 1,000 gallons

COMMODITY:
WATER:

$2.85 per 1,000 gallons

SEWER: $3.65 per 1,000 gallons

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY COMMISSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS
Regular Meeting Held March 25, 2019

Mayor Seibold called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. in the City Commission Chambers at the East Grand Rapids
Community Center and led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Present:

Commissioners Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Mayor Seibold

Absent:

Commissioner Duncan

Also Present:

City Attorney Huff; Interim City Manager LaFave; Finance Director Mushong, City Clerk Brower; Captain
Buikema, Zoning Administrator Mizikar

2019-59.

No public comment was received.

2019-60.

Commissioner Favale reported the fundraising events for the EGR School Foundation over the weekend were
well attended and fun for all. She thanked all those who donated or participated in the events.
Commissioner Hamrick noted she had attended the Michigan Municipal League’s Capital Conference in
Lansing last week and attended sessions on various municipal and budget-related issues.

2019-61.

Request to approve the division of land at 3115 Manhattan Lane.
Zoning Administrator Mizikar explained the request to divide the lot into two separate parcels. He noted the
existing detached garage on Parcel A would become nonconforming due to the size of the Parcel A unless the
existing attached garage is converted into living space. Mr. Mizikar noted King & Macgregor have issued a
preliminary report finding extensive wetlands on Parcel B and recommending further study in the spring. Mr.
Mizikar reported there is a storm water system in the area that may not be able to handle increased runoff from
the construction of one or more new homes.
Commissioner Zagel questioned whether there was a buildable area on this new lot given the large area of likely
wetlands. Mr. Mizikar did not believe there would be sufficient area given the preliminary maps but felt the
DEQ would be able to provide further guidance after analyzing the property.
Commissioner Miller asked for clarification on the capacity of the storm water system in this area. Interim City
Manager LaFave gave an overview of the drainage situation in the area and noted a drainage outlet was upsized
last year to help with existing conditions. He stated that without construction plans for the possible 1 or 2 homes
possible from this and another nearby lot split, he could not give an opinion on whether the existing storm sewer
capacity in the neighborhood would be affected. Mr. LaFave further noted that the preliminary wetland maps
show wetlands on the proposed new lot, but the size and location could change if detailed plans are submitted
and a comprehensive study is performed by the DEQ.
Chris Kohler, 3115 Manhattan Lane, stated he did not know who would purchase the land or whether they
would choose to preserve the green space or develop the site. He has spoken with neighbors and the only
concern seems to be that any new home not have deeded access to the Manhattan Beach area. He agreed the
wetlands may be an issue but felt that would be up to the new owner to work out if they decide to build.
Mayor Seibold opened a public hearing on this request. The following people expressed their opinions:
- Aleda Codell, 3145 Manhattan

Stated all water drains down to their property and causes
flooding due to inadequate drainage. Felt new home would
cause more water. Asked for a hydraulic engineer to issue a
statement promising there would be no impact to their
property before this is approved.
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- Richard Codell, 3145 Manhattan

Showed several photos of standing water and the drainage
inlet in their back yard that is often clogged. Recommended
the city clean out the pipe/ditch immediately and annually.
Requested the pipe be enlarged with a catch basin added to
help with debris and requested the drain pipe from Manhattan
Park be closed to keep water from his property.

- John Stephenson, 3027 Manhattan Lane

Asked that drainage continue to flow to the catch basin.

The following communications were received at City Hall concerning this issue:
- Chris Kohler, 3115 Manhattan Lane

Shared feedback from neighborhood.

No other public comment was received. Mayor Seibold closed the public comment.
2019-61-A.

Miller-Favale. That the request of Christopher and Jennifer Kohler of 3115 Manhattan Lane to divide the
property into two conforming parcels with the southern parcel (A) containing the existing home measuring
150’ wide with 35,009 square feet of area fronting on Manhattan Lane, and creating a new northern parcel
(B) of undeveloped land with a width of 151.5’ and approximately 22,541 square feet fronting on Reeds
Lake Boulevard be approved with the following conditions:
1. The split complies with the surveys and legal descriptions presented in the land division application;
and
2. The relevant deed(s) or land contract(s) be recorded with the Kent County Registrar of Deeds within 90
days of approval; and
3. Prior to any property transfer, the applicant is to record with the Kent County Register of Deeds an
easement, approved by the Director of Public Works, granting the right for Parcel B to discharge storm
water drainage across Parcel A, and the right to access public utilities located in Manhattan Lane via the
same easement. Storm water utility rights are not explicitly called out in the easement but can be added
and approved by the Director of Public Works before being recorded; and
4. Prior to any property transfer, the applicant must remodel the existing attached garage into “living
space” to make the existing detached garage compliant. Once the attached garage has been remodeled
and approved by the Director of Public Works or Zoning Administrator, the applicant would then be
permitted to record the lot split with the Register of Deeds.

Commissioner Miller stated he had no issue with the lot size but was concerned with the wetlands issue.
Commissioner Favale noted that this lot split met the requirements and was confident that the DEQ would ensure
compliance if a buyer decided to develop the new parcel in the future.
Commissioner Walters felt that all standards other than 3c addressing wetlands were met. He suggested waiting for a
DEQ wetland delineation report to decide on this issue, otherwise he could not support the request.
Commissioner Hamrick agreed and stated her concerns about the infrastructure not being able to handle the extra
water. She felt that getting a DEQ determination will tell us whether the pipes could handle the runoff.
Commissioner Zagel also felt more information was needed as he wasn’t sure there was enough room to build a
home on this new lot with the noted wetlands.
Mayor Seibold agreed that condition C was not met and noted she was not in favor of approving this lot split without
knowing what will happen and how it would impact the wet area.
City Attorney Huff stated that the applicant could resubmit the same request at a later date because the land division
ordinance does not require subsequent requests to be substantially different from prior requests.
Commissioner Walters questioned whether the applicant would be willing to request a letter from the DEQ about
this property. Mr. Kohler felt he had provided the necessary information and questioned what could be gained from
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seeking DEQ approval. Mayor Seibold reiterated that there was no information on the exact area of the wetlands or
what impact there would be to the wetlands or drainage from future development. Commissioner Miller added that
the DEQ would be able to give the exact size and location of the wetlands to determine if and where a home could
be built by a future owner.
Mayor Seibold noted that the impact on storm water and drainage was a primary concern and asked that any future
proposal have more information on potential impacts so the commission could make an informed decision.
Yeas:
Nays:
2019-62.

-0Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 6

Contract for street milling and overlay program.
Interim City Manager LaFave explained the city had included an alternate bid to create a traffic circle at the
intersection of Alexander/Cambridge/Rosewood in conjunction with the other resurfacing and maintenance
projects proposed for the 2019 construction season. When the bids for a traffic circle were within the city’s
budget, the city notified the neighbors about the possibility and held an open house to show the plans and
answer questions. He stated most neighbors were supportive of a traffic circle due to the odd configuration and
safety concerns of this five-way intersection. Mr. LaFave noted that dedicated street millage funding could not
be used for the requested irrigation or landscaping but stated the city could look at these requests later if the
basic landscaping around the new traffic circle was insufficient.
Chris Sullivan of Progressive AE gave a brief overview of the proposed traffic circle and noted that after the
initial period of people getting used to the traffic circle, he felt it would work well in this area.
Mayor Seibold opened this issue for public comment. The following people expressed their opinions:
- Dustin Sommer, 975 Rosewood

Felt a traffic circle was overkill for this area and would affect
his front yard views with all the signage, pavement markings
needed and headlights into his home. Did not like the nonresidential feel, the sidewalk corners or the plans for a grass
center. Complained he would have 10% more yard to mow
and maintain.

The following communications were received at City Hall concerning this issue:
- 11 comment cards from open house

Ten in favor, some asking for landscaping, irrigation and street
lights. One opposed due to lack of irrigation, sidewalk
alignments and multiple signs.

- Michael Fee, 950 Cambridge

In Favor.

- Kathleen Bruinsma, 1748 Alexander

In Favor.

- Jim Bruinsma, 1748 Alexander

In Favor.

- Frank Griggs, 1738 Alexander

Suggested enforcement of stop signs and speed limit instead.

No other public comment was received. Mayor Seibold closed the public comment.
2019-62-A.

Miller-Zagel. That a contract be awarded to Lodestar Construction, Inc. of Grand Rapids in the amount of
$687,047.25 for street milling/overlay projects, including alternate #1 for traffic circle at the
Alexander/Cambridge/Rosewood intersection.
Mr. Sullivan noted that some of the advance warning signage could be removed after traffic gets used to the
traffic circle.
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Jared Halverson, civil engineer, noted this project would use the existing curb lines and road base as much as
possible to keep costs down. He stated there was a watermain through the center of the intersection that could
be used to irrigate later, if needed.
Commissioners Walters and Zagel spoke in support of the traffic circle project and asked staff to not lose sight
of the landscaping and signage concerns raised by the neighbors.
Mayor Seibold noted this was a great approach to a unique area of concern and would increase safety, which is
one of the primary areas of importance to the city and its residents.
Yeas:
Nays:
2019-63.

Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 6
-0-

Zagel-Hamrick. To approve the consent agenda as follows:

2019-63-A.

Payroll disbursements of $-0-; county and school disbursements of $72,548.44, and total remaining
disbursements of $565,356.76.

2019-63-B.

The reconfiguration of the Parks & Recreation Department to eliminate the Assistant Director position and
to add a full-time recreation supervisor.

2019-63-C.

A three-year lawn maintenance contract with Thornapple Inc for the years 2019 through 2022 in the
amount of $187,203.

2019-63-D.

A contract with Epic Excavating for the rehabilitation of the Manhattan sanitary sewer lift station in the
amount of $149,895, plus contingencies and engineering for a not-to-exceed cost of $173,000.

2019-63-E.

A contract not-to-exceed $150,000 with Groundhawg Excavating and Landscaping LLC for the 2019-20
sidewalk repair and replacement program.
Yeas:
Nays:

2019-64.

Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters, Zagel and Seibold – 6
-0-

City Commission and City staff members discussed goals and objectives for the upcoming fiscal year.

The meeting adjourned at 8:02 p.m., subject to the call of the Mayor until April 16, 2019.

____________________________________
Karen K. Brower, City Clerk

Memorandum
Date:

April 15, 2019

To:

Honorable Mayor and City Commissioners, City of East Grand Rapids

From:

Mark A. Herald, Director of Public Safety

Subject:

Firearm Purchase Agreement

Action Requested:

That the City Commission authorize any public safety officer to purchase his/her
old Sig Sauer P229R .40 Caliber Pistols from the City of East Grand Rapids for
the price of $365.00.

Background:

The Department just completed transition training to new pistols procured
through a purchase/trade agreement with Sig Sauer. According to Sig Sauer, the
trade-in-value for each old pistol is $365.00. Eight officers have expressed a
desire to buy their old pistols from the Department. Officers purchasing their gun
will be subject to all local, state, and federal firearms regulations. It should be
noted that the practice of officers buying their old side arms is common among
law enforcement agencies. All revenues generated from the purchase of non
current duty weapons will be applied to the purchase cost of the new pistols.
I recommend the Firearms Purchase Agreement be approved.
The Finance Committee has reviewed this and found it to be in order.

_________________________________
Acting City Manager, Doug LaFave

EAST GRAND RAPIDS
PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION MEETING
EGR COMMUNITY CENTER
COMMISSION CHAMBERS
6:00 PM
MONDAY, MARCH 11, 2019
The regular meeting of the Parks and Recreation Commission was held in the City Commission
Chambers in the East Grand Rapids Community Center.
Rick Sprague called the meeting to order at 6:01 pm.
PRESENT:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

Nick Abraham, Carol Campbell, Katie Favale, Mark Hessler, Liz Mitchell, Adam
Rogalski, Aaron Smith and Rick Sprague
Brad Andrzejewski
Fred Bunn and Diane Ritzke

Report of Commissioners:
Nick Abraham - None
Liz Mitchell - None
Adam Rogalski – None
Katie Favale - None
Carol Campbell – None
Mark Hessler – None
Aaron Smith – None
Rick Sprague – None
Minutes for the January 14, 2019 Parks and Recreation Commission meeting were presented for
approval. A motion was made to approve the minutes for the January 14, 2019 Parks and Recreation
Commission meeting.
MOTION:
Adam Rogalski
SUPPORT:
Mark Hessler
YES: Abraham, Campbell, Favale, Hessler, Mitchell, Rogalski, Smith and Sprague (8)
NO: (0)
The Community Plan Timeline for 2019 was reviewed by Director Fred Bunn. The first public
workshop is scheduled for June 10, 2019 with a plan completion date of January 2020. Fred reviewed
the top two projects that were in the previous plan but not yet completed. The top two projects he
reviewed were:
1. Waterfront Park Phase II
2. Manhattan Park
Fred also reviewed the role of the Commissioners in this process. Discussion followed.
The Special Event Calendar was reviewed.
Special Events were presented for approval:
A. EGRMS Cardboard Boat Regatta – September 20, 2019
B. Resolution Run – December 31, 2019
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Director Fred Bunn reviewed these events. Both are returning events.
A motion was made to approve the special event permits for the EGRMS Cardboard Boat Regatta,
September 20, 2019 and the Resolution Run, December 31, 2019.
MOTION:
Carol Campbell
SUPPORT:
Katie Favale
YES: Abraham, Campbell, Favale, Hessler, Mitchell, Rogalski, Smith and Sprague (8)
NO: (0)
Director’s Report
Fred Bunn, Director of Parks and Recreation reported on the following:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Susan Perry, Assistant Director of Parks and Recreation will be retiring on March 20th. She
has worked for the East Grand Rapids Parks and Recreation Department for over 27 years. A
reception will be held on March 20th from 3-5pm if Commissioners would like to stop by to
wish her well.
There will not be a Parks and Recreation Commission meeting in April.
The Community Plan survey will go out the 2nd week of April.
Invasive Species Workshop – the next event is April 6, 2019 from 9-12:00 noon at Waterfront
Park. Anyone interested in participating at this workshop can either pre-register or just stop in.
The last workshop was held on February 16, 2019 and had about 10-12 volunteers.
The Tennis Ball Recycling program at Canepa netted about 1,100 tennis balls. The City will
look at putting the recycling containers at other public courts in the City.
Manny Toribio will be starting his position as City Manager here in East Grand Rapids at the
end of this month.
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, May 13, 2019 @ 6:00 pm.

A motion was made to adjourn the meeting @ 6:44pm.
MOTION:
Adam Rogalski
SUPPORT:
Katie Favale
YES: Abraham, Campbell, Favale, Hessler, Mitchell, Rogalski, Smith and Sprague (8)
NO: (0)
3/13/19 - dfr

PROCEEDINGS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS
March 12, 2019
East Grand Rapids Community Center – Commission Chambers
Present: Chairman John Barbour, Commissioners John Arendshorst, Kevin Brant, Jeff Dills, Tom Getz,
Mary Mapes, and Jeff Olsen
Absent: Commissioners Brian Miller & Michael Naltner
Also Present: Assistant City Manager Doug LaFave, City Zoning Administrator Alek Mizikar, City
Attorney John Huff and Recording Secretary Lynda Taylor
1. CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Barbour called the meeting to order at 5:32 PM.
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – February 12, 2019
A motion was made by Commissioner Dills and supported by Commissioner Mapes to approve the
minutes as written.
Yeas: Commissioners Arendshorst, Barbour, Brant, Dills, Getz, Mapes and Olsen - 7
Nays: -03. PUBLIC HEARING AND CONSIDERATION OF THE SPECIAL LAND USE REQUEST OF
BILL COLE FOR HIS STATE FARM INSURANCE BUSINESS TO OPERATE ON THE
GROUND LEVEL AT SUITE #2169 OF 2179 WEALTHY STREET SE.
Zoning Administrator Alek Mizikar reported that there had been no changes to the request since the
last Planning Commission meeting. The owner added a sign to the storefront which will require a
variance because of the size.
Chairman Barbour opened the public hearing.
Bill Cole – owner of the State Farm Office at 2179 Wealthy, Suite 2169:
Stated that he wanted to continue to be a part of the Gaslight Village business community. He had
been at the previous office location in Gaslight Village for ten years and had to move because of size
constraints within the building and parking issues behind the building. He said he appreciated the
Planning Commission's consideration.
No other public comment was received. Chairman Barbour closed the public hearing.
A motion was made by Commissioner Arendshorst and supported by Commissioner Getz to approve
the Special Land Use request to locate an insurance business office on the ground level in the C1
district at 2170 Wealthy Street, Suite 2169.
•
•

Chairman Barbour: What would have to be done to be able to bypass this type of land use
request in accordance with the Master Plan?
Commissioner Getz: Since the Master Plan suggests more mixed use, how could professional
office services be made a permitted use?

•
•

Acting City Manager Doug LaFave: This would come from the City Commission. He
recommended that a communication from the Planning Commission Chairman to the Mayor
would be helpful to get it moving.
City Attorney John Huff: This would require a modification of the ordinance because it would
need to be shown as an allowed use.

Yeas: Commissioners Arendshorst, Barbour, Brant, Dills, Getz, Mapes and Olsen – 7
Nays: -04. PUBLIC COMMENT
No public comment was received.
5. REPORT OF THE CITY COMMISSION
City Attorney Huff reported that a land division at 2755 Hall Street was denied unanimously. He
added that this property had recently been before the Planning Commission for a rezoning request
which had also been denied.
ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Commissioner Olsen: Expressed concern about the empty retail store fronts in Gaslight Village and
recommended that the Planning Commission look into bypassing the land use request for ground
floor offices in the C1 district.
Acting City Manager La Fave: Said he would pass the information if that was the consensus of the
commissioners.
Commissioner Brant: Having an extra review would make sense.
Commissioner Dills: Not completely on board with the idea because of parking, particularly,
employees taking up spaces during the business day.
Commissioner Getz: Said it would be worth having the discussion to consider it because of the
empty store fronts.
Acting City Manager La Fave: Will provide an informational report from Howard Cohen of the
Chesapeake Group which suggests possible uses in Gaslight Village.
Bill Cole – Owner of State Farm Insurance: Said he has as many walk-in customers as the retail
businesses and these customers are not just from East Grand Rapids. He agreed that that there was a
need for customer parking in the area.

6. NEXT REGULAR PC MEETING: April 9, 2019
7. ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Barbour adjourned the meeting at 5:48 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Lynda Taylor
Recording Secretary
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Mayor and City Commissioners
Karen Brower, City Clerk
April 9, 2019

RE:

Budget Overview Session

At the end of the City Commission meeting on April 15, Finance Director Karen Mushong will give a
brief overview of the upcoming budget process and highlight some of the issues facing the City in the
future. You will not need to bring any of your budget or capital books with you to the meeting.
As a reminder, the future steps in the budget process are:
5/6/19

-

City Commission CIP work session following City Commission meeting.

5/20/19

-

City Commission to hold a budget work session following City Commission meeting.

5/28/19

-

City Commission to hold a budget work session at 6:00 pm. (if needed).
This session will be held only if needed. If all items are settled to the commission’s
satisfaction at the May20 work session, there will be no need to hold the meeting on
May 29. Please keep this on your calendar for the time being.

6/3/19

-

City Commission to conduct public hearing on budget.
City Commission to conduct special meeting following regular City Commission meeting
to adopt the budget and to set the millage rate.
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