AGENDA
EAST GRAND RAPIDS PLANNING COMMISSION
January 8, 2019 - 5:30 PM
Community Center – Commission Chambers

1.

Call to Order

2.

Approval of Minutes: December 11, 2018

3.

Review and approval of the 2018 Planning Commission Annual Report

4.

Discussion and possible recommendation of covered front porch front yard
setback requirements

5.

Public Comment

6.

Report of the City Commission

7.

Next Regular PC Meeting: February 12, 2019

8.

Adjournment

PROCEEDINGS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS
December 11, 2018
East Grand Rapids Community Center – Commission Chambers
Present: Chairman John Barbour, Commissioners John Arendshorst, Kevin Brant, Jeff Dills, Tom Getz, Mary
Mapes, Brian Miller, and Michael Naltner
Absent: Commissioner Jeff Olsen
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 5:30 PM.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – August 14, 2018
A motion was made by Commissioner Dills and supported by Commissioner Arendshorst to approve the minutes
as written.
Yeas: Commissioners Arendshorst, Barbour, Brant, Dills, Getz, Mapes, Miller, and Naltner - 8
Nays: -03. 2128 WEALTHY STREET: SPECIAL LAND USE REQUEST – 2 ND FLOOR RESIDENTIAL DWELLING IN
C-1 ZONING DISTRICT
Zoning Administrator Alek Mizikar introduced the request to turn the second floor space into a one-unit
residential dwelling. Per the commercial schedule of uses, residential dwellings on the second floor of
commercial buildings require a special land use permit. Currently the space is not being used. The schedule of
uses lists 5.74B as an additional requirement for second floor residential dwellings which is the parking
requirement. As of this date, the applicant has not submitted a parking agreement to meet that requirement.
There are five other second floor residential dwellings in the Gaslight area in the C1 district.
Commissioner Brant asked why the second floor required a parking variance, but the retail level does not.
Assistant City Manager Doug La Fave explained that the change in 2013 removed the parking requirements for
commercial businesses, but requirements for residential remains.
Chairman Barbour opened the public hearing.
Kevin Luciani – 2445 Oakwood Drive, S.E. – general contractor for the project
 Building has been in disrepair for quite some time.
 The second floor is configured for residential use.
 They are making progress on the main floor restaurant.
 They were not able to find appropriate parking within 300 feet. They have asked several property owners,
but did not get any cooperation.
 Requesting approval to use second floor space for an apartment and also asking for a variance to the
parking requirement.
 There is other residential in the district. There is parking to the south, to the north and to the west along
Wealthy Street.
 None of the construction is impacting the historical significance of the building.
Commissioner Mapes commented that residential use on the second floor makes the most sense.
Commissioner Getz asked about access to the upper residence. Mr. Luciani replied that there are two
storefronts. The main one is the restaurant and the one to the east leads to stairs for access to the apartment.

Commissioner Getz also asked about the parking lot that is back behind the one story building on Lovett. Mr.
Luciani stated that this lot would be the most appropriate because there are never more than five cars parked
there. He said they received no cooperation from owner of the property.
Mr. Luciani added that asking for allocation of a parking space is a tough request and that they had received
very little cooperation or even conversation regarding it.
Commissioner Mapes asked when the project would be completed. Mr. Luciani responded that the restaurant
would probably be open within the next 60 days and work has started on the apartment space.
Chairman Barbour closed the public hearing.
Discussion:
Commissioner Getz:
 Said he cannot think of anything other use that would work on the second floor. Other buildings that
have different uses upstairs have bigger blocks of space with shared hallways and amenities. Feels it
is a good transition between commercial and residential. The residential use is not an issue.
 Parking on Wealthy is time-limited in that block, so parking in front of the building would not be an
option. Parking around the corner is not limited, so there is a parking option within a half block.
Commissioner Dills:
 The use is fine. It's not really the Planning Commission's decision to determine if parking requirement
can be waived or not. That would be up to the City Commission.
Commissioner Miller:
 This is extremely compatible with the Master Plan. There might be a possibility of a parking spot
lease or any number of scenarios to solve the parking issue.
Commissioner Arendshorst:
 There are a few things that we are trying to push in the Master Plan that this is compatible with –
increasing density near Gaslight Village, providing some more affordable housing and some varying
living situations and also encouraging alternative modes of transportation which this is well set up for.
In favor.
Chairman Barbour:
 Of the five examples listed, two have shared parking agreements, one is on site and one doesn't have
any. Receiving no cooperation from other property owners to provide a space, it would be hard to
deny the request for that reason.
Commissioner Brant:
 The use makes a ton of sense and thanked the applicant for bringing the building back to life. It's been
vacant for a long time and it's good to see activity there.
Commissioner Naltner:
 The project is a great idea and great addition to what we're trying to achieve in Gaslight.
All commissioners were in favor of waiving the parking requirement for the residential space.
A motion was made by Commissioner Getz and supported by Commissioner Dills to recommend to the City
Commission to grant the special use contingent on either a parking plan approval or for the City Commission
granting a variance to not require the parking plan.
Yeas: Commissioners Arendshorst, Barbour, Brant, Dills, Getz, Mapes, Miller, and Naltner - 8
Nays: -04. FRONT YARD SETBACKS FOR PORCHES (DISCUSSION)
Chairman Barbour reviewed the December 3, 2018 memo provided by Zoning Administrator Alek Mizikar.
Commissioner Miller:
 Reported that the majority of front yard setback variance requests to the City Commission were for
covered non-enclosed front porches and that most often these are porches on existing houses.
Commissioner Dills:
 Asked if it would be written in the ordinance that the porches would not be enclosed at any time in the
future. Commissioner Miller responded that it would.
Commissioner Mapes:



Asked if anyone granted a variance had come back and ask to enclose the porch. Commissioner Miller
said that the City Commission has been very explicit in prohibiting the enclosure of front porches.
 Asked if there was requirement regarding the depth of the porches. Commissioner Miller responded
that depth standard has not been set. Chairman Barbour added that this would be one of the variables
that would be discussed.
Chairman Barbour:
 The porches seem to be very warm and inviting structures. From the walkable community aspect it
seems to be a technique and behavior that should be encouraged.
 Asked if any of the commissioners wanted to see the porches enclosed. All commissioners agreed that
they did not want to see enclosed porches into the setback line.
Commissioner Arendshorst:
 Asked if having screens would be considered an enclosed porch.
o Chairman Barbour responded that he was not a big fan of screens and that they seem to be
more like an enclosed porch.
o Commissioners Getz and Miller added that knee walls would also be considered an enclosure
and less neighborly.
o Assistant City Manager LaFave responded that these details could be clarified in the
recommendation to the City Commission by adding the specifics to table 5.61.
Chairman Barbour:
 Summarized the commissioners recommendations on covered porch encroachment into front the yard
setback:
o The greater of either five additional feet into the front setback or 15%
o Covered porches are fine, but no enclosed porches or screens
o Consider porch width in the approval process
o Encroachment into the front setback would be for both existing homes and new builds
Assistant City Manager La Fave:
 Before the next meeting, City Staff will take sampling of existing porches to see what's out there to
help with consideration at the next meeting.
 Staff will also put together formal language for the Planning Commission's review.
 A public hearing will be held at the next Planning Commission meeting on January 8, 2019.
5. REPORT OF THE CITY COMMISSION
Commissioner Miller reported that there had been a lot of discussion about Proposal 1 that passed at the State
level to legalize recreational marijuana and how that impacts local municipalities. Attorney Huff proposed a "no
for now" ordinance for the City. A survey was conducted on Facebook to get public input. About 200 responses
were received. The City Commission passed a ban for now with an 18 month expiration date to review again
when clarification is given at the State level.
6. PUBLIC COMMENT
No public comment received.
7. NEXT REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: January 8, 2019
8. ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Barbour adjourned the meeting at 6:10 PM.

Respectfully submitted,
Lynda Taylor
Recording Secretary
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Planning Commissioners
Alek Mizikar, Zoning Administrator
December 26, 2018

RE:

Public Hearing on Covered Front Porch Setback Requirements

Action Requested:
That the Planning Commission continues their discussion on covered front porch setback requirements and
conduct a public hearing. A recommendation may or may not be voted on at the conclusion of the public
hearing.
Background:
At the December 11, 2018, Planning Commission meeting, the commission discussed requirements on covered
front porch setbacks and ended discussion with the following thoughts:
 5’ allowable encroachment into required front yard setbacks, or 15% encroachment, whichever is
least.
 The commission discussed restrictions on width, but next reached a conclusion on that discussion.
Some commissioners liked the idea of having a limit on width.
 The commission discussed whether to allow for porch railings, screens, etc., but never reached a
conclusion on that discussion. The majority of commissioners seemed to like the idea of not allowing
any sort of enclosing elements such as screens or porch railings.
Two documents that showed examples of covered front porches and front door canopies were given to the
commission before the December 11th meeting. The reason for providing these examples was to show that
covered front porches currently have to use principle structure setback requirements (Section 5.28), and front
door canopies are allowed a 5’ encroachment into required front yard setbacks (per Section 5.61). I wanted to
show what each looked like to help aide discussion.
Attached to this memo are pictures of the previous front porch variance approvals mentioned in my first
memo.
Moving Forward
After further research, many online sources state that 6’ is the desirable depth for a front porch, and 8’ is the
ideal depth for a front porch. A 4’ depth would be the bare minimum to allow for simple chairs and space to
walk in front of the chairs.
Staff would recommend increasing the percentage used, if a percentage is still something that the commission
wants to use. Front setbacks vary tremendously throughout the city, and a 15% limit may not be reasonable for
some houses. For example, a 15% limit on a 25’ setback results in a 3.75’ encroachment. Staff would
recommend that the percentage instead be increased to 20% to allow for better accommodation.

If covered front porches are allowed a certain encroachment into the front yard setback, then we need to also
have specific language on how front yard setbacks will be measured to calculate established averages.
Currently, the front yard setback is measured to the front edge of a covered front porch. If a 5’ encroachment is
allowed, would the front yard setback instead be measured to the nearest wall of the principle structure, or
would it be measured 5’ into the covered porch?
Remaining Items to Discuss
 Width restrictions, if any
 Restrictions on porch railings, screens, etc., if any
 Measuring front yard setbacks with existing covered front porches

Exhibits:
a. Supplemental information on past covered front porch variance requests
b. Section 5.28
c. Section 5.61
d. “Revised” Section 5.61 to reflect possible changes
e. Copy of public hearing notification

1132 Eastwood Avenue

Notes:



Received a variance for a 29’ front yard setback, instead of 33.5’ required. A variance of 4.5’.
The porch is 8’ deep and 14’ wide.

2073 Hall Street

Notes:



Received a variance for a 26.7’, instead of 28.5’ required. A variance of 1.8’.
The porch is 5.5’ deep and covers the full width of the house.

1222 Eastlawn Road

Notes:




Received a variance for a 16.8’, instead of 25’ required. A variance of 8.2’.
The porch is 8’ deep and covers the full width of the house.
Guard rail was not shown on variance concept plan.

509 Manhattan Road

Notes:



Received a variance for a 24.2’, instead of 29’ required. A variance of 4.8’.
The porch depth varies and is not completely covered.

2360 Lake Drive (Concept Drawing)

Notes:



Received a variance for a 38.5’, instead of 58.4’ required. A variance of 19.9’.
The porch is approximately 6’ deep and covers the full width of the house.

947 Lakeside Drive (Concept Drawing)

Notes:



Received a variance for a 34.2’, instead of 38.8’ required. A variance of 4.6’.
The porch is 6’ deep and covers the full width of the house.

(Revised Chart)
Section 5.61

Encroachments into Required Yard Setbacks

The following elements and appurtenances may encroach into or over a required yard setback as
provided in Table 5.61:
Table 5.61 Encroachments into Required Yard Setbacks
Allowed Encroachment into a Setback
Front Yard
Side Yard
Rear Yard

Type
Accessory
detached

structures,

residential,

See Section 5.70

Least encroachment necessary to meet state or federal
Accessible ramps, wheelchair lifts and
requirements, but no more than 8 ft.; must maintain a 3-foot
similar structures
side yard setback
3 ft.
3 ft.
Air conditioning units, generators and
None
1
other mechanical equipment
No more than 5 ft. from the building
Arbors, trellises and pergolas (attached
to principal building)
5 ft.
3 ft.
10 ft.
Awnings and canopies
Balconies
5 ft.
None
10 ft.
Bay windows
3 ft.
3 ft.
3 ft.
Chimneys
3 ft.
3 ft.
3 ft.
Eaves and gutters
1 foot
1 foot
1 foot
Fences and walls
See Section 8.61 of the City Code of Ordinances
Flagpoles
Permitted up to 6 ft. from all lot lines
Light poles (not including groundPermitted up to 6 ft. from all lot lines
mounted lights)
Paved patios and similar at-grade
Up to 3 ft. from a Up to 3 ft. from a
structures (not including driveways and
10 ft.
side lot line
rear lot line
sidewalks), un-roofed and unenclosed 2
Porches, decks and stoops, uncovered
5 ft.
3 ft.
10 ft.
and unenclosed 2
Least of 5 ft. or
Porches, covered and unenclosed in
20% of req.
?
?
front of house
setback
Signs
See City Code Chapter 83
Stairways (not including steps to main
None
3 ft.
10 ft.
floor entry) and below-grade stairwells
Swing sets and similar play structures
Up to 3 ft. from a Up to 3 ft. from a
None
(attached)
side lot line
rear lot line
Window wells and egress windows,
3 ft.
3 ft.
3 ft.
below grade
Footnotes:
1

See Section 5.68 for screening requirements.
Any covered or roofed porch, deck, patio, stoop or similar structure shall be considered part of the principal building and shall comply with the
required setbacks for the principal building, except as mentioned otherwise in this chart.
2

Section 5.61

Encroachments into Required Yard Setbacks

The following elements and appurtenances may encroach into or over a required yard setback as
provided in Table 5.61:
Table 5.61 Encroachments into Required Yard Setbacks
Allowed Encroachment into a Setback
Type
Front Yard
Side Yard
Rear Yard
Accessory
structures,
residential,
See Section 5.70
detached
Least encroachment necessary to meet state or federal
Accessible ramps, wheelchair lifts and
requirements, but no more than 8 ft.; must maintain a 3-foot
similar structures
side yard setback
3 ft.
3 ft.
Air conditioning units, generators and
None
1
other mechanical equipment
No more than 5 ft. from the building
Arbors, trellises and pergolas (attached
to principal building)
5 ft.
3 ft.
10 ft.
Awnings and canopies
Balconies
5 ft.
None
10 ft.
Bay windows
3 ft.
3 ft.
3 ft.
Chimneys
3 ft.
3 ft.
3 ft.
Eaves and gutters
1 foot
1 foot
1 foot
Fences and walls
See Section 8.61 of the City Code of Ordinances
Flagpoles
Permitted up to 6 ft. from all lot lines
Light poles (not including groundPermitted up to 6 ft. from all lot lines
mounted lights)
Paved patios and similar at-grade
Up to 3 ft. from a Up to 3 ft. from a
structures (not including driveways and
10 ft.
side lot line
rear lot line
sidewalks), un-roofed and unenclosed 2
Porches, decks and stoops, uncovered
5 ft.
3 ft.
10 ft.
and unenclosed 2
Signs
See City Code Chapter 83
Stairways (not including steps to main
None
3 ft.
10 ft.
floor entry) and below-grade stairwells
Swing sets and similar play structures
Up to 3 ft. from a Up to 3 ft. from a
None
(attached)
side lot line
rear lot line
Window wells and egress windows,
3 ft.
3 ft.
3 ft.
below grade
Footnotes:
1

See Section 5.68 for screening requirements.
Any covered or roofed porch, deck, patio, stoop or similar structure shall be considered part of the principal building and shall comply with the
required setbacks for the principal building.
2

Section 5.28

Area, Height and Placement Requirements

A. Dimensional Requirements. Building height, setbacks, lot coverage, and
minimum lot area for development in the residential districts shall conform to the
requirements of Tables 5.28-1 and 5.28-1a for the R-1, R-2 and R-3 districts, and
Table 5.28-2 for the MFR District. The requirements in footnotes are an integral
part of this chapter and shall apply in all instances. (Amended 10/2/15)
Table 5.28-1 Dimensional Requirements: Single Family Residential Districts
Requirement/District
R-1
R-2
R-3
12,000
7,200
5,000
Minimum area (sq. ft.)
Distance from street line in which minimum
120
100
100
1
area must be met (ft.)
100
72
50
Minimum lot width (ft.)
30
25
25
Front
24
18
14
Total
Minimum yard
3
10
7
7
Least side
2 Side
setback (ft.)
24
20
12
Adjoining a street
4
25
25
25
Rear
35
35
35
Maximum
Feet
2
2½
2½
2½
Stories
building height
1
The minimum lot area shall be determined by measuring from the front street line the specified
distance along the side lot lines from the intersection of each side lot line with the front street line,
and connecting the points thus determined with a single straight line. The minimum lot area shall be
met within the polygon thus created.
2
See additional requirements or exceptions in Sections 5.28(B), (C), (E), and 5.114(A).
3
The stated side yard setbacks shall apply only to the principal dwelling on single family lots. For all
other permitted principal buildings, the side yard shall not be less than the stated requirement or
20 feet, whichever is greater.
4
A corner lot that adjoins in the rear a lot in a residential district may have no rear yard; see
Sections 5.28(C) and 5.62.
Table 5.28-1a Maximum Lot Coverage
Maximum Building
Coverage1

Maximum
Impervious Surface

Maximum Not-toExceed Impervious
Surface (square feet)

< 5,000 SF

35 %

50 %

2,500 SF

5,000 - 7,199 SF

35 %

50 %

3,240 SF

7,200 - 11,999 SF

35 %

45 %

4,800 SF

≥ 12,000 SF

35 %

40 %

Lot Size (square feet)

1

Includes principal and accessory buildings and structures, including covered walkways; but does not
include unroofed structures such as porches, patios, or decks.

Table 5.28-2 Dimensional Requirements: MFR Multiple Family Residential District
Requirement

Single family
5,000
50
25
14
7
12
25
35
2½

Two family
Multiple family
1
3,000
Minimum area per unit (sq. ft.)
80
n/a
Minimum lot width (ft.)
25
30
Front
20
40
Total
Minimum yard
8
20
Side
Least side
setback (ft.)
12
30
Adjoining a street
25
25
Rear
35
35
Feet
Maximum building
height
2½
2½
Stories
2
45
50
Buildings
Maximum lot
2
coverage (percent)
60
75
Pavement and buildings
1
Density for multiple family units shall not exceed 18 units per gross acre.
2
Lot coverage requirements for single family dwellings shall be as specified in Table 5.28-1a.

B. Established Front Yard Setback (See Figure 1). In the R-1, R-2 and R-3 districts, if 25
percent or more of all of the parcels on one side of a street between two intersecting streets
contain a principal structure, the minimum front yard setback shall be the average of the front
yards established by the principal structures located on lots on the same side of the street
within the same block that are within 200 feet in each direction from the subject property (not
including corner lots where the front setback is on the intersecting street), provided:
Figure 1: Established Front Setback, Single Family Districts

1.

If this average results in a setback that is greater than the
established front yard setbacks of the principal structures on
both of the lots adjacent to the property in question, the

required setback shall be the average of the established
setback of the adjacent lots.
2.

For a double frontage (through) lot, the requirements of this
subsection shall apply only to the established setbacks from
the street upon which the lot is addressed. In the case of a
row of three or more contiguous double frontage lots, these
requirements shall apply only to the established setbacks
from the street upon which the majority of the lots are
addressed.

3.

If less than 25 percent of the parcels on one side of a street
between two intersecting streets contain a principal structure,
the required front setback shall be as required for the zoning
district." (Amended 2/27/15)

C. Corner Lots. Where the rear
yard of a corner lot in the R-1, R-2
or R-3 district adjoins any
residential district, no part of the
principal building within 25 feet of
the common lot line shall be nearer
the side street than the established
front yard on the adjoining lot;
however, any portion of the
principal structure on the corner lot
that lies beyond the established front
yard on the adjoining lot may be
erected to the minimum least side
yard requirement of that zone
district (See Figure 2).
Figure 2 Corner Lot Setbacks

D. Through Lots.
1. Primary Front Yard. The Director of Public Works shall designate the primary front street
upon which the principal structure shall face and be addressed. The primary front yard
shall abut the primary front street and the opposite street shall be the secondary front
street. The primary front yard setback shall be determined through Section 5.28 B,
Established Front Yard Setback. The designation of primary front street will consider the
following:

a. Location and orientation of existing or proposed buildings on the through lot in
relation to existing buildings on properties in the same general neighborhood,
historic development patterns, and existing developed through lots.
b. Location and impact of existing vegetation, water, or other natural features
affecting the location of buildings or structures on the lot in question.
2. Secondary Front Yard. The secondary front yard setback shall be a line parallel to the
secondary street and shall be established by a line that is the continuation of a required
rear setback line of an adjacent interior lot addressed on the primary street. In the case of
two differing rear setback lines on adjacent lots, the more restrictive shall apply.
3. Established Through Lot Development. In the case of three or more contiguous through
lots recorded prior to the date of adoption of this ordinance, the secondary front setback
shall be established by the minimum front setback requirements of the zoning district in
which the lots are located. (Amended 2-27-15)
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Planning Commissioners
Alek Mizikar, Zoning Administrator
December 26, 2018

RE:

2018 Planning Commission Annual Report

Action Requested:
That the Planning Commission review and approve the 2018 Planning Commission Annual Report.
Once approved, this report will be forwarded on to the City Commission.
Background:
The Michigan Planning and Enabling Act of 2008 (MPEA), as amended, states that a Planning
Commission must prepare an annual written report to the legislative body concerning its operations
and the status of planning activities, along with recommendations regarding actions by the legislative
body related to planning and development. East Grand Rapids is somewhat unique in that our
Planning Commission only acts as a recommendation board to the City Commission, rather than a
final approval for site plan review and other planning related activities, so the City Commission ends
up seeing all activity that the Planning Commission reviews. Regardless, this report will be a good
way to summarize all planning and zoning activities that occurred in the year of 2018.
Membership
Planning Commission Member
John Barbour (Chairman)
John Arendshorst
Kevin Brant
Michael Naltner
Jeff Dills
Tom Getz (Vice- Chairman)
Mary Mapes
Jeff Olson
Brian Miller (City Commission Liaison)

Term Expiration
6/30/2020
6/30/2021
6/30/2019
6/30/2021
7/30/2020
6/30/2019
6/30/2019
6/30/2020
Appointed by Mayor

Meetings
The Planning Commission met 9 times in 2018. This meets the requirements of the MPEA (minimum
of 4 meetings a year). Two of these meetings were joint meetings with the City Commission. An
outline of the meetings is as follows:
 January 9th
o Master Plan – Discussion of community development tools for commercial districts,
and discussion of residential land use.
 February 6th
o Blodgett Hospital – Introduction of Blodgett Hospital site plan.
 February 13th (Joint Meeting)
o Master Plan – Review of master plan draft.
 March 20th
o Blodgett Hospital – Spectrum Health gave a presentation on their revised Blodgett
Hospital site plan.
 April 24th
o Blodgett Hospital – Spectrum Health’s Blodgett Hospital site plan was voted on to be
recommended to the City Commission.
 May 22nd (Joint Meeting)
o Master Plan – The master plan was voted on to recommend to the City Commission.
 July 10th
o 2755 Hall Street Rezoning Introduction
 August 14th
o 2755 Hall Street Rezoning vote to not recommend to City Commission.
 December 11th
o 2128 Wealthy Street Special Land Use request Public Hearing – Planning Commission
voted to recommend the request to the City Commission, on the conditions that the
applicant either obtain a parking agreement that meets the requirements or the
applicant obtains a zoning variance for relief from the parking requirement.
o Discussion of front yard setback requirements for covered front porches.
Master Plan Review
The Planning Commission and City Commission adopted a new Master Plan in June of 2018. The
Michigan Planning and Enabling Act of 2008 states that a community’s planning commission must
every five years review the Master Plan and determine whether to amend the plan or create a new
plan. City staff is already working on implementing the goals and objectives outlined in the Master
Plan.
Zoning Ordinance Amendments
The planning commission did not amend any sections of the zoning ordinance in 2018. Front yard
setbacks for covered front porches was discussed at the December 11, 2018, Planning Commission
meeting.
Development Reviews
Spectrum Health Blodgett Hospital (1840 Wealthy Street SE) – Site Plan Review
 The Planning Commission reviewed and voted to recommend the parking and wayfinding
project for Spectrum Health at Blodgett Hospital.
St. Stephen Church/School (740 Gladstone Avenue SE) – Administrative Site Plan Review
 Staff administratively approved a site plan for interior remodel, façade remodel, exterior door
canopies, and new vestibule entrance at St. Stephen Church/School.

2128 Wealthy Street SE – Special Land Use Request
 The Planning Commission reviewed and voted to recommend the special land use request for
a 2nd floor residential dwelling in the commercial building at 2128 Wealthy Street, contingent
upon the applicant either obtaining a parking agreement or receiving a zoning variance for the
parking requirement.
Zoning Variances
Zoning variances are not heard by the Planning Commission, but a list is being provided so that both
the Planning Commission and the City Commission have a general idea of what kind of zoning
variances have been heard in 2018.
Location
2912 Beechwood

Zoning
Section
R-2

705 Croswell

MFR

1840 Wealthy

R-1/R-2

1930 Lake

R-1

2510 Lake

R-2

750 San Jose

R-2

2525 Oakwood

R-2

2615 Hall

R-2

3043 Mary

R-1

947 Lakeside
1447 Woodcliff

R-2
R-1

Description

Status

Front average setback, new
attached 3-stall garage
Front setback for single family
home in MFR District
2 variances for building coverage
and Sherman St setbacks
Accessory building size and front
yard location
Accessory structure side yard
setback
Attached garage addition into side
yard setback
Fence variance, side yard height

Denied

Date of
Action
1/15/2018

Approved

2/5/2018

Approved

4/16/2018

Approved

6/4/2018

Withdrawn

N/A

Withdrawn

N/A

Tabled/Ruled N/A
unnecessary
Denied/Tabled 8/6/2018

Fence variance, side yard height,
and accessory structure placement
Accessory structure between Reeds Approved
Lake Blvd and Reeds Lake
Front yard setback
Approved
Rear yard setback
Denied

9/17/2018
11/19/2018
12/17/2018

Actions by Legislative Body
Below is a list of legislation passed by the City Commission that may impact Residential and
Commercial Development.
 Construction Board of Appeals
o An resolution was passed at the March 5th City Commission meeting eliminating the
East Grand Rapids Construction Board and Appeals, and adopting the use of the
Cascade Township Joint Construction Board of Appeals.
 Fences
o An amendment was passed at the September 17th City Commission changing the
setback requirements for 6’ tall privacy fences in corner lot street side yards from 20’
to 10’, or in-line with the current house setback, whichever is least. A fence permit is
also now required before a new fence can be installed or altered in any way.
 Swimming Pools
o An amendment was passed at the September 17th City Commission stating that all
swimming pools in East Grand Rapids will still require 4’ fences to enclose the
property where the pool is. Water testing language was removed as the city does not
regulate pool water.



International Property Maintenance Code
o An amendment was passed at the September 17th City Commission meeting adopting
the International Property Maintenance Code.

Rezoning Requests
There were no changes to the zoning map in 2018. Below is a list of rezoning requests in 2018:
 2755 Hall Street
o Requested to rezone from partially R-1 and R-2, to completely R-2. Zoning change
was needed for potential lot split.
o The Planning Commission voted to not recommend the approval of this zoning
request.
o The applicant withdrew their request before it was heard at a City Commission
meeting.
Trainings
Below are training sessions that were offered during the 2018 calendar year:
 MSU-Extension Citizen Planner
o This training is offered throughout the year online, and was also offered in-class on
multiple dates throughout the year as well.
 MML/MAP Joint Annual Conference
o This conference was in Grand Rapids from September 20-22.
 MEDC Redevelopment Ready Best Practices Trainings
o These two trainings were on August 2nd and September 14th.

