City of East Grand Rapids
Regular City Commission Meeting
Agenda

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

Note:

An executive session is scheduled to take place following the meeting to discuss an attorney’s opinion in
accordance with Section 8(h) of the Open Meetings Act.

1.

Call to Order.

2.

Public Comment by persons in attendance.

3.

Report of Mayor and City Commissioners.

Regular Agenda Items
4.

Sergeant Promotion Ceremony (no action requested).

5.

Appeal of staff determination regarding resubmitted variance request at 2615 Hall (action requested).

Consent Agenda – Approval Requested
6.

Receipt of communications.

7.

Minutes of the regular meeting held April 15, 2019.

8.

Report of Finance Committee on disbursement of funds: payroll disbursements of $211,501.52; county and school
disbursements of $-0-, and total remaining disbursements of $597,275.84.

9.

Contract for carpet replacement at the Community Center.

10. Contract for corrosion protection for the elevated water tank.
11. Contract for manhole rehabilitation program.
12. Contract for asphalt patching program.
13. Fireworks permit for July 4 Celebration.
FY 2019-20 Budget Work Session
14. Capital Improvement Program (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.

Memorandum
Date:
To:
From:
Subject:

May 6, 2019
Honorable Mayor and City Commissioners,
City of East Grand Rapids
Mark A. Herald, Director of Public Safety
New Public Safety Sergeant - Mark Lindner

Mark Lindner, a graduate of Calvin College, is in his 20th year of law enforcement was
recently promoted to the rank of sergeant. He began his career as a patrol officer in River
Forest, Illinois where he responded to various calls for service, learned the craft of
forensic work, and served on the Crisis Intervention Team.
In 2006, Mark joined our Department as a public safety officer. He has served as a shift
officer, detective, and school/community liaison officer. Off-duty, Mark enjoys family
outings with his wife - Lianne - and their two daughters, Grace (14) and Naomi (12).
Currently, he is pursuing a Master’s in Criminal Justice at Liberty University and will
graduate at the end of the summer. As a sergeant, Mark indicates his primary goal is to
be a community-oriented servant providing ethical leadership and cultural competence.
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EAST GRAND RAPIDS
750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE • EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506
(616) 940-4817
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DOUG LAFAVE
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Honorable Mayor and City Commissioners
Doug La Fave, Acting City Manager
April 24, 2019

RE:

Appeal of Zoning Administrator’s Decision Regarding a Resubmitted Fence Variance
Application

Action Requested: That the City Commission consider an appeal from Philip and Elizabeth Skaggs of
2615 Hall Street with respect to the administrative decision permitted under Section 5.101.I of the
Zoning Ordinance (as referenced in Section 8.61.L of the Fence Ordinance) regarding the resubmittal
of a fence variance request.
Background: Philip and Elizabeth Skaggs submitted an appeal to the City of East Grand Rapids on
April 10, 2019 regarding the administrative decision (denial) dated March 22, 2019 in reference to
their letter and resubmittal of a variance for their fence at 2615 Hall Street dated March 18, 2019. The
original variance request that was denied by the City Commission at the October 15, 2018 meeting was
for a variance to allow the fence in the street side yard to be 6 feet in height within 1 foot of the
property line.
Section 8.61.L of the Fence Ordinance sites the exception (variance) process/procedure is the process
from the Zoning Ordinance, specifically Sections 5.100-5.105. Section 5.101.I notes that, “No
application for a variance which has been denied wholly or in part by the board shall be resubmitted
except upon proof of changed conditions satisfactory to the Director of Public Works or the director’s
designee.” Zoning Administrator Alek Mizikar (designee) reviewed the resubmitted request and made
the decision that the resubmittal of the fence variance request did not meet the “proof of changed
conditions.” The fence location on the resubmitted site plan has been modified slightly with respect to
the southeast fence corner adjacent to the garage, but the substance of the request remains unchanged,
that the resubmitted request is for a variance to allow the fence in the street side yard to be 6 feet in
height within 1 foot of the property line.
The site plan that is included with the materials is color coded to show where the current fence is
constructed (that was denied on October 15, 2018) in black/highlighted in yellow, the fence variance
request that was administratively denied per Section 5.101.I is noted in red and the current fence
ordinance requirement for a 6 foot fence in the context of the location noted under Section 8.61.C is
depicted in blue. The narrow focus of the appeal request to the City Commission is with respect to the
administrative denial of the submission from the Fence Ordinance through the Zoning Ordinance
appeals process noted for the Zoning Board of Appeals.

In the letter dated to the Zoning Administrator dated on March 18, 2019, the Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs
(applicants) make several arguments to support their resubmittal for their fence variance:
•

•

•

The first argument that is made is that the applicant’s fence is an existing non-conforming use
under zoning regulations doctrine of non-conforming use continuation.
Staff Comments: The fence is not governed by the zoning ordinance, but rather under the
fence ordinance in the former and current fence ordinance under the same regulation/citation.
Section 8.61.D.2 states, “If a preexisting fence or wall is moved for any reason, it shall
therefore conform to the regulations of subsections B and C.” The fence was completely
removed and therefore required to meet fence ordinance regulations.
The second argument is that the “changed conditions” are met because the Fence Ordinance
was amended.
Staff Comments: The Fence Ordinance was amended specific to street side yard setbacks for a
six (6) foot fence in a street side yard to go from a twenty (20) foot setback from the street
right-of-way line to a ten (10) foot setback from the street right-of-way line or must be in
alignment with the alignment of the current home, whichever is less. The Fence Ordinance
amendments with respect to street side-yard setbacks were openly known to the applicants
(specifically noted in September 4, 2018 e-mail to Philip Skaggs), staff, the City Commission
and the general public through required public notice requirements and open meetings. The
first reading of the Fence Ordinance amendments was held at the October 1, 2018 City
Commission meeting and the Final Reading and Public Hearing was held at the October 15,
2018 City Commission meeting as the next agenda item (item #7) after the three variance
requests at 2615 Hall Street. The approved meeting minutes from the October 15, 2018
meeting reflect that offers were made by the City Commission to consider approval of a
variance for a ten (10) foot setback for a six (6) foot fence which was not accepted by the
applicants (which was the proposed Ordinance change that was known by everyone and the
next agenda item #7). In addition a four (4) foot height consideration was also noted and not
accepted by the applicants. The fence location on the resubmitted site plan dated March 18,
2019 has been modified slightly with respect to the southeast fence corner adjacent to the
garage, but the substance of the request remains unchanged, that the resubmitted request is for a
variance to allow the fence in the street side yard to be 6 feet in height within 1 foot of the
property line.
The third argument is that the applicants are giving up “a significant portion of our backyard
and angle the fence in order to ensure a clear vision area. It is also substantially different
because we are dropping our prior requests for variances related to the construction of a small
shed in our back yard inside the fence. By angling the fence, we no longer have sufficient are
for any such storage facility (or for any storage whatsoever in that corner, for that matter.”
Staff Comments: The variance requests were individual, separate requests. The agenda for the
October 15, 2018 meeting reflects three separate variance requests, item 4.a was for the fence
under the Fence Ordinance and items 4.b. and 4.c. were separate requests under the Zoning
Ordinance. Each request is reviewed and judged separately, not considered together as one
request. In this case, the merits of dropping the tabled zoning variance requests related to the
Zoning Ordinance have nothing to do with the denial and resubmittal of the fence variance
request under the Fence Ordinance. It should also be noted that the clear vision alteration made
in the denied application does not meet the clear vision standards of the City Code. Many
corner lots have the further setbacks as required by the Fence Ordinance and make adjustments
to address needs. The Fence Ordinance variance request that immediately preceded the
situation at 2615 Hall Street was for 2525 Oakwood Drive for the placement of a street side

•

yard fence was tabled by the City Commission so the Infrastructure Committee (subcommittee
of the City commission) could review the regulation. Ultimately the regulation was modified
and 2525 Oakwood’s request became conforming.
The fourth argument that was made at the previous hearing is that the applicant’s contractor
had all necessary approvals because they required it in their contract with the contractor and he
told them he had the approvals from the City.
Staff Comments: As has been shared with the contractor, the applicants and the City
Commission, no front desk staff person, of which there are only two, are authorized or give
approvals for any Fence, Zoning or other applicable ordinances. There is no instance that we
are aware of this occurring despite many projects that are more sophisticated than a fence. In
this case, after front desk staff was interviewed they stated that they follow the normal process
of advising contractors or property owners that (at the time) no fence permit was required, but
that the Fence Ordinance applies to anything being done. The applicant’s contractor has
provided no formal documentation that an approval was secured from the City to the City or the
applicants. Even if they did, if incorrect information is given from a staff member, as you have
all been made aware by legal counsel, the Ordinance prevails. Typically when a contractor
does not get the appropriate permit or approval the property and owners are made aware of this
through interaction with the City, they in turn deal directly with the contractor and whatever
contractual arrangement they have to rectify any issues. In this case the applicants assert that a
verbal communication is sufficient for meeting their contractor meeting whatever contract
obligations they have in place and further believe that this alleged verbal approval entitles them
the right to construct a non-conforming fence.

The provision set forth in Section 5.101.I of the Zoning Code is common amongst local governments
to address applicants from repeatedly applying for the same or similar requests seeking a different
outcome.
The Zoning Board of Appeals Handbook published by the Michigan Municipal League (ISBN 1929923-02-3) has a section that discusses how members of a ZBA should review appeals (which is the
process the Fence Ordinance requires). Below is the excerpt from pages 7 and 8, the appeals section of
that document:
Appeals §21 The Zoning Board of Appeals is empowered to hear and decide appeals from any person aggrieved by
an administrative decision. An administrative decision is one made by a zoning administrator or the planning
commission, or by the legislative body when they are acting in an administrative capacity, (if, for example, the
legislative body approved all site plans). Most often, appeals are the result of a disagreement with a decision of the
zoning administrator, or, in some cases, a person aggrieved by a site plan review decision by the planning
commission. Appeals may be required to be filed within a specific time period set in the zoning ordinance.
The ZBA cannot hear two types of zoning decisions. The first is an amendment to the zoning ordinance (rezoning or
text change) – this is reserved for the legislative body. The second type of decision is for special land uses and
planned unit developments, which can only be heard by the ZBA if the zoning ordinance specifically allows for an
appeal.
Although the ZBA may reverse or affirm, wholly or partly, or may modify a prior decision, its powers are generally
limited to determining whether or not the official or body making the administrative decision acted properly. The
ZBA must recognize that the zoning administrator or planning commission has already made a decision regarding
the issue as part of its delegated duties. The role of the ZBA is to determine whether the decision was authorized or
supported by the zoning ordinance.
In addition, the ZBA should not treat the appeal as a new decision. Rather, review of the decision should be limited to
the information that was available to the body or person who made the decision initially. Allowing testimony or
evidence in addition to that previously submitted is inappropriate, unless the zoning ordinance directs otherwise.
In those instances where the official or body used proper procedures and standards, the ZBA should uphold the
decision, even if the members personally disagree with the result.
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ALEKSANDER P. MIZIKAR
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Mayor and City Commissioners
Alek Mizikar, Zoning Administrator
April 11, 2019

RE:

Timeline of Events Regarding a Fence Variance at 2615 Hall Street

Below is a timeline of events including, but not limited to, email conversations, sent/received letters,
application submittals, meeting materials, and any other information important to this fence situation
at 2615 Hall Street.
June 25, 2018

(Former) City Manager Brian Donovan emailed me about a new fence being
constructed at 2615 Hall Street. He asked that I check it out to make sure that
they were in compliance with the fence ordinance. That same day I stopped by
the property and spoke with Mr. Skaggs. I asked what his intention was, and he
informed me that he had removed his old fence and he was replacing it in the
same location with a same style and size fence. I told him that this new fence
would be in violation of the fence ordinance. I brought a map to show were a
compliant fence would need to be placed. I stated that a variance could be
applied for if he wanted to keep the fence in the same location.

June 29, 2018

An email was sent from Mr. La Fave to Mr. Skaggs responding to questions
that were emailed from Mr. Skaggs to Mr. La Fave following a phone call
about the situation. Mr. Skaggs states that he plans on applying for a variance
to keep the fence in the same location. Later the same day, Mr. Skaggs drops
off his fence variance request application. On the submitted site plan, there is a
small shed in a non-conforming location which had never been discussed
before. This shed was added as an additional zoning variance request. Mr.
Skaggs was made aware that the City Commission had already adopted a
policy (while Mr. Skaggs was on the City Commission) that the City
Commission would deny all requests for separation distance variances between
a house and an accessory structure. Mr. Skaggs insisted that this additional
zoning variance be included with his request. The scheduled City Commission
hearing date is August 6, 2018.

July 2, 2018

More information is dropped off by Mr. Skaggs for his variance requests. This
includes a separate application for the accessory structure zoning variance
requests as well as updated narrative statements.

July 3, 2018

An email was sent from myself to Mr. Skaggs requesting more information on
his variance requests. Mr. Skaggs replied that he was super busy and that he
would call later in the week.

July 11, 2018

An email is sent from Mr. Skaggs to myself requesting that the City
Commission hearing date be moved from August 6th to August 20th. The
reason for this move was due to Mr. Skaggs’ contractor not being able to make
the August 6th meeting. City staff granted his request.

July 16, 2018

An email is sent from myself to Mr. Skaggs stating that I still need revised
materials and that I need them by the end of the week. Mr. Skaggs responded
that they had updated plans ready.

July 16, 2018

A fence variance request for 2525 Oakwood is heard at the City Commission
meeting. This request at 2525 Oakwood is similar to that of 2615 Hall in that it
involves a fence in the “street side yard” of a corner lot. This request is tabled,
and the Mayor requested that a review of the city’s fence ordinance be done.

July 17, 2018

I sent an email to Mr. Skaggs explaining that his fence variance request will be
postponed due to a previous request being tabled and the fence ordinance
beginning its review process.

July 18 or 19, 2018

Mr. Skaggs has a phone conversation with Mr. La Fave discussing the variance
request. (I am unaware of the exact date of this phone call).

July 18, 2018

Mr. La Fave sent an email to Mr. Skaggs responding to questions brought up in
their phone conversation. Temporary fencing was discussed, as the current
fence was still unfinished due to the pending variance request. Also discussed
was the fact that Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs’ request would be postponed due to a
separate (and somewhat similar) fence variance request being tabled to allow
for the City Commission to review and possibly amend the existing fence
ordinance.

August 24, 2018

The Infrastructure Committee met for the first time to discuss possible
amendments to the city’s fence ordinance. This was the earliest date to meet
due to scheduling conflicts amongst the entire committee.

August 30, 2018

The Infrastructure Committee met for the second and last time to discuss
amendments to the city’s fence ordinance. Amendments were agreed upon, and
a draft amendment was passed on to be introduced at the next possible City
Commission meeting.

September 4, 2018

Mr. Skaggs replied to Mr. La Fave’s July 18th email stating that he could no
longer use temporary fencing, and that he had his contractor finish the fence as
initially planned. The Infrastructure Committee was ready to recommend an
amendment of the fence ordinance to the City Commission, and this
amendment would not change the situation with Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs. Since
the fence was now constructed and did not comply to either the old fence
ordinance or the newly amended fence ordinance, Mr. La Fave instructed me
to reach out to Mr. Skaggs about scheduling his request at the next possible
meeting. I sent an email to Mr. Skaggs the same day explaining that we will be
scheduling his request at the next available meeting since he would still be
non-compliant under the new fence ordinance.
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September 11, 2018 I sent another email to Mr. Skaggs regarding putting his request on the next
available City Commission meeting (October 15, 2018). I detailed what would
need to be submitted in order to meet the property public notice deadlines.
September 13, 2018 Mr. Skaggs responded to my email requesting that he not have to pay the
required $700 post-construction fee for finishing his fence before the public
hearing. He also stated confusion on which fence ordinance section he would
be applying for a variance from as the current fence ordinance is in the process
of being amended.
September 13, 2018 Mr. La Fave responded to Mr. Skaggs’ September 13th email providing a
detailed list of misunderstandings and answers to his questions.
September 14, 2018 Mr. La Fave sent another email to Mr. Skaggs stating that the post-construction
fee could be waived and stating a list of items that need to be submitted in
order to meet the October 15th City Commission deadlines.
September 18, 2018 After no response from Mr. Skaggs, Mr. La Fave sent another email to Mr.
Skaggs.
September 19, 2018 Public Notices are sent to the newspaper for the October 15th City Commission
meeting.
October 1, 2018

An amendment to the city’s fence ordinance is introduced to the City
Commission.

October 15, 2018

A public hearing was held at the City Commission meeting for Mr. and Mrs.
Skaggs’ fence variance and shed zoning variances. The commission, acting as
the Zoning Board of Appeals, voted 1-6 to deny the fence variance request.
They did not vote on the shed variance requests, instead postponing those
requests. After Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs’ request, the City Commission voted to
approve the new fence ordinance amendment, reducing the setback for a fence
over 3’ in height in the street side yard of a corner lot from 20’ to 10’ (or inline with the existing house if closer than 10’). Fence permits are now also
required before any new fence construction can begin.

October 19, 2018

A letter was sent from City Attorney John Huff to Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs
formally notifying them of their fence variance request denial. The letter states
that the Skaggs need to either bring their fence into compliance, or apply for
considerably different fence variance.

October 31, 2018

Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs’ landscaping contractor Richard Angell came to the city
office to meet with Mr. La Fave regarding solutions to the fence at 2615 Hall
Street.

November 1, 2018

Mr. La Fave sends an email to Mr. Angell recapping their meeting and
providing a site plan of where a compliant fence would need to be under the
new fence ordinance.

December 6, 2018

Mr. Angell sends an email to Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs stating how he would like
to resolve this issue in order to close out their project. Mr. Angell forwards this
3

email to Mr. La Fave. Noticing some inaccuracies in the email, Mr. La Fave
responds to everyone correcting those inaccuracies.
February 20, 2019

A letter was sent from myself to Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs stating that the city has
not received any form of communication regarding how they plan on bringing
their fence into compliance, nor has the city received a new fence variance
request that would be considerably different. I gave them three weeks from the
receipt of letter to inform me on how they plan on moving forward.

March 18, 2019

A letter was hand delivered by Mrs. Skaggs detailing their new fence variance
request. A variance application was included with this letter, along with a new
site plan and narrative statement.

March 28, 2019

A letter dated March 22, 2019, was sent from myself to Mr. and Mrs. Skaggs
stating that city staff did not find their new fence variance request to be
considerably different than their initial request, and that we would not schedule
this request to go in front of the City Commission. The letter gave them until
April 14, 2019, to either bring their fence into compliance or submit a fence
variance request that is considerably different than their first request.

April 10, 2019

A letter dated April 10, 2019, was hand delivered by Mrs. Skaggs to Mr. La
Fave stating a formal request to appeal the Zoning Administrator’s decision to
not schedule their second fence variance request to go in front of the City
Commission.

______________________________________
Doug La Fave, Interim City Manager
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ALEKSANDER P. MIZIKAR
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Mayor and City Commissioners
Alek Mizikar, Zoning Administrator
September 28, 2018

RE:

Request for Zoning Variances – 2615 Hall Street SE – PPN: 41-14-34-376-031

Action Requested:
That the City Commission, acting as the Zoning Board of Appeals, conducts a public hearing and
votes on the applicant’s zoning variance request for the following:
• Chapter 83 Section 8.61.C – A variance to allow a fence in the street side yard to be 6’ in
height within 1 feet of the property line, rather than the 3’ height maximum within 20 feet
from the property line.
• Chapter 50 Section 5.70.A.8.b – A variance to construct a 7’ by 6’ detached pool accessory
structure in the street side yard of their corner lot 1’ off of the property line. The structure is to
be 6’ in height.
• Chapter 50 Section 5.70.A.6 – A variance to construct a 7’ by 6’ detached pool accessory
structure 7’1” from the principle structure. Structure must be 10’ away.
Background and Findings:
The applicants, Philip and Elizabeth Skaggs, have requested three (3) zoning variances for the
construction of their fence and shed. A site plan is included in the agenda packet. The requests are as
follows:
Chapter 83 Section 8.61.C – The applicants wish to construct a 6’ wooden privacy fence 1’ off of
the property line in their street side yard of their corner lot. Any fence within 20’ of the street side
yard lot line on a corner lot cannot be larger than 36”, or it must be see-through such as a chain-link
fence. Due to the presence of a swimming pool, the Michigan Building Code requires a 4’ fence to
enclose the pool.
Chapter 50 Section 5.70.A.8.b – The applicants wish to construct a 7’ by 6’ detached pool accessory
structure in their street side yard 1’ off of the property line. The structure is to be 6’ in height.
Detached accessory pool structures must be in a rear yard, or in a side yard location that is 60’ from
any street right-of-way. Since this is a corner lot, the street side yard also acts as a ‘front yard’. So
any accessory structure must be built no closer to a street right-of-way line than the existing principle
structure setback.
Chapter 50 Section 5.70.A.6 – The applicants wish to construct a 7’ by 6’ detached pool accessory
structure 7’1” from their principle structure. The required distance separation is 10’.The applicant
was made aware that the City Commission adopted a policy in July of 2016 in which all separation
distance variances would be denied for properties over 5,000 square feet in size.

Standards for Review:
Per Section 5.103(c) of the City of East Grand Rapids Zoning Ordinance, the following criteria must
be met for a variance to be granted:
A. That special conditions or circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure or
building involved and which are not generally applicable to other lands, structures or
buildings in the same district.
Staff comments: This corner lot is not different than the average corner lot in East Grand Rapids. A
large majority of the yard is covered by a pool and pavement around the pool. The pool and original
6’ fence were installed previous to when the applicants purchase the property.
B. That the special conditions or circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant.
Staff comments: The applicants did not create any of these special conditions or circumstances.
C. That authorizing a variance will not be of substantial detriment to the neighboring property
and will not be contrary to the spirit and purpose of this chapter.
Staff comments: Since the last fence ordinance amendment in 2014, no fence variance has been
approved. Also, approving the separation distance variance would be in direct opposition to the
policy passed by the City Commission in July of 2016.

_____________________________________
Brain Donovan, City Manager

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND ARTICLE I OF CHAPTER 83 OF TITLE VIII
OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS

THE CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS ORDAINS:
Section 1.
Article I of Chapter 83 of Title VIII of the Code of the City of East Grand
Rapids is hereby amended in its entirety to read as follows:
ARTICLE I
GENERAL FENCE REQUIREMENTS
The intent of this ordinance is to create openness and clear vision within the City's
neighborhoods so that pedestrians and vehicles can safely proceed on sidewalks and
streets without views of other pedestrians and vehicles being blocked by a fence.
8.61

Requirements and restrictions.
A.

Fences or walls located in a side or rear yard shall not exceed six (6) feet
in height, measured from the natural grade to the uppermost portion of the
fence or wall.

B.

Fences or walls erected in any front yard, including both street sides of a
through lot, shall not exceed thirty-six (36) inches in height, measured
from the natural grade to the uppermost portion of the fence or wall, and
shall be no more than fifty percent (50%) opaque.

C.

A fence or wall up to six (6) feet in height shall be at least ten (10) feet off
of the street right-of-way line on the street side yard of a corner lot, or
must be in alignment with the current house setback, whichever is less.
Any fence or wall within that ten (10) foot setback, or closer than the
established side yard setback of the house, shall not exceed thirty-six (36)
inches in height, measured from the natural grade to the uppermost
portion of the fence or wall, or shall have clear visibility through it (such as
a chain link fence or a metal rod fence) and be set back at least one (1)
foot from the right-of-way line. In addition, no fence or wall may be
located in the clear vision area required by Section 3.38 of the City Code
unless it has clear visibility through it.

D.

A fence or wall lawfully in existence as of the adoption of subsections B
and C above that does not conform to the requirements of subsections B
and C (a "preexisting fence or wall") may be continued so long as it
remains otherwise lawful, subject to the following provisions:
1.

No preexisting fence or wall may be enlarged or altered in a way
which increases its nonconformity.

2.

If a preexisting fence or wall is moved for any reason, it shall
thereafter conform to the regulations of subsections B and C.

3.

Repair and maintenance work may be performed on a preexisting
fence or wall provided that its nonconformity as it existed at the
time this section was adopted is not increased.

4.

Nothing in this section shall be deemed to prevent the
strengthening or restoring to a safe condition of a preexisting fence
or wall or part thereof declared to be unsafe by any official charged
with protecting the public safety, upon order of such official.

E.

Fences and walls shall be constructed and maintained vertical to the
contour of the adjoining land. All fences constructed or reconstructed
following the adoption of this section shall have the finished side facing
neighboring property. The back side of a fence shall face the owner's
property and shall contain the fence posts and bracing.

F.

There shall not be attached, affixed, or placed on any fence or wall any
spike, nail, barb (including barbwire), or other pointed instrument, and all
cleaved selvages and sharp points on wire fences shall be removed or
bent to eliminate any sharp extrusions.

G.

No fence or wall shall be constructed or maintained which is charged or
connected with an electrical current.

H.

Temporary construction fences or fences for protection around
excavations shall comply with all requirements of the National Building
Code. Such fences shall not be maintained for a period greater than a
year without approval of the Zoning Board of Appeals.

I.

Fences enclosing tennis courts shall not exceed twelve (12) feet in height
and shall be of a standard open wire-mesh type and if in excess of six (6)
feet in height shall not encroach upon the side yard required to be
maintained under the provisions of Chapter 50, Zoning, of this Code
without the prior approval of the City Commission. The City Commission,
in considering applications to construct such fences, shall give
consideration to the character of the neighborhood and the preservation of
property values and may attach to its approval such conditions regarding
the location, character, landscaping, or treatment thereof as it may deem
to be reasonably necessary for the protection of the neighbors and for the
furtherance of the intent of this chapter.

J.

No fence or wall shall be erected within one (1) foot of any lot line abutting
a street right-of-way line.
-2-
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K.

Provisions of the City Code in Title VIII dealing with fencing requirements
for swimming pools may in some instances be inconsistent with the
requirements of this section. Any such inconsistencies shall be addressed
by filing for an exception as provided in subsection L below.

L.

The City Commission may, for good cause, authorize exceptions from the
strict requirements of this chapter upon written application and following a
public hearing. The procedure for such application and hearing shall be
as set forth in Section 5.100 to 5.105, inclusive, of this Code with respect
to variances from the City Zoning Ordinances.

M.

Prior to installing or having a fence installed upon a parcel of property, the
owner of the property or the owner's contractor must obtain a fence permit
from the City. The procedure for obtaining this permit will be set forth in
the Fee Resolution adopted by the City from time-to-time for other
required permits.

Maintenance of fences.
A.

All fences shall be protected from deterioration with properly applied paint,
stain, or other protective coating, with the exception of metal fences,
redwood and cedar fences, or fences constructed with pressure-treated
lumber which are of a type not customarily intended to be so painted,
stained or coated, but such fences shall be properly maintained to prevent
deterioration.

B.

Fences shall be maintained to retain their original appearance, shape and
configuration.
Elements of the fence that are missing, damaged,
destroyed or deteriorated shall be replaced and repaired to maintain
conformity with the original fence design.

C.

Any fence which because of a failure to comply with the provisions of this
chapter becomes unsafe so as to create possibility of bodily injury or
becomes unsightly to neighbors or the general public is hereby declared a
nuisance. The building inspector shall serve the owner, agent or person in
control of the property upon which such fence is located, a written notice
describing the unsafe or unsightly condition and specifying the required
repairs or modifications to be made or requiring the fence or any portion
thereof to be removed, and shall provide a time limit for such repair,
modification or removal. Any person failing to comply with such notice
within the time limited therefor shall be guilty of a violation of this Code.
(Ord., 11-4-84)

Section 2.

This Ordinance shall be effective on October 26, 2018.

-3-

Section 3.
Notice of adoption of this Ordinance shall be published within ten days of
its enactment by a publication of a digest, summary, or statement of purpose of the
Ordinance as provided by Chapter VII, Section 7.5 of the Charter of the City of East
Grand Rapids.
NOTICE OF ADOPTION OF ORDINANCE BY THE CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS:
Notice is hereby given that on October 15, 2018, the City Commission of the City of
East Grand Rapids adopted an ordinance restating Article I of Chapter 83 of Title VIII of
the City Code. The purpose of this ordinance is to regulate fences within the City. The
ordinance requires that a permit be acquired before installing a fence and contains
placement restrictions on the location of fences and height restrictions also based upon
the location of fences. The full text of the ordinance is available for inspection by and
distribution to the public at the office of the City Clerk. No further or additional
publication of this ordinance is required or contemplated.

City of East Grand Rapids

By
Karen K. Brower
City Clerk
13970884

-4-

Article 12

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

Section 5.100

Creation and Membership

The City Commission shall act as a Zoning Board of Appeals upon all questions arising
under this chapter. The mayor shall be the chairman of the Zoning Board of Appeals and
shall appoint a vice-chairman and such other officers deemed necessary. The city clerk
shall be the secretary of the Zoning Board of Appeals.
The concurring vote of a majority of the members of the board shall be necessary to reverse
any order, requirement, decision or determination of any administrative official, or to
decide in favor of the applicant upon any matter which the board is required to pass under
this chapter or to effect any variation in this chapter, except that a concurring vote of twothirds (2/3) of the members of the board shall be necessary to grant a variance from uses of
land permitted in this chapter.
In the event that any members of the board are absent from a meeting at which the required
concurring vote is not obtained, and if the affirmative vote of such absent members would
have resulted in the required concurring vote, the matter shall be continued on the agenda
of the board for consideration and decision at the next subsequent meeting when all
members of the board are present.
The board shall adopt rules of procedure. These rules shall be available for public
inspection at the office of the board.
Section 5.101

Proceedings

Meetings shall be held at the municipal offices and shall be open to the public.
A record of the proceedings of each meeting shall be kept by the board, relating evidence
presented by the applicant and the resolution by the board, the vote of each member on
each question, or, if absent or failing to vote, indicating such fact. These shall be a public
record and immediately filed in the office of the board.
The board shall receive reasonable assistance from other departments in carrying out the
functions of the board.
The Zoning Board of Appeals shall not consider any application or appeal without the
payment of an application fee in an amount established by the City Commission. The
application or appeal shall be filed with the Director of Public Works, who shall transmit
the application, together with all plans, specifications, and other papers pertaining to the
application or appeal, to the secretary of the board.
An appeal from any ruling of the Director of Public Works or other administrative officer
administering any portion of this chapter may be taken by any person, including the city,
affected or aggrieved. Notice of such appeal shall be filed with the city clerk and shall

specify the grounds of such appeal, and it shall be filed within 15 days after the order,
requirements, decision or determination appealed from is made.
An appeal shall stay all proceedings in furtherance of the action appealed from unless the
building inspector certifies to the board, after notice of appeal shall have been filed, that
by reason of facts stated in this certificate, a stay would, in his or her opinion, cause
imminent peril to life or property. In such case, proceedings shall not be stayed otherwise
than by restraining order which may, on due course shown, be granted by the board or by
the circuit court on application, after notice to the Director of Public Works.
When an application or appeal has been filed in proper form and with the required data,
the secretary of the board shall immediately place the application or appeal upon the
calendar for hearing and cause notices stating the time, place and object of the hearing to
be served. Such notices shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the city
and served personally or by mail at least 15 days prior to the day of such hearing, upon the
applicant or the appellant, the Director of Public Works and the owners of record and
occupants of property within 300 feet of the premises in question, which notices, if by mail,
shall be addressed to the respective property owners of record at the address given in the
last assessment roll. Any party may appear at the hearing in person or by attorney.
Upon the day for hearing any application or appeal, the board may adjourn the hearing in
order to permit the obtaining of additional information, or to cause such further notice as it
deems proper to be served upon such other property owners as it decides may be interested
in said application or appeal. In the case of an adjourned hearing, persons previously
notified and persons already heard need not be notified of the time of resumption of said
hearings unless the board so decides.
No application for a variance which has been denied wholly or in part by the board shall
be resubmitted except upon proof of changed conditions satisfactory to the Director of
Public Works or the director’s designee.
Section 5.102

Powers and Duties

The Zoning Board of Appeals, in conformity with the provisions of this chapter and of Act
110 of the Public Acts of 2006, as amended, may reverse or affirm, wholly or in part, or
may modify the order, requirements, decision or determination appealed from, and shall
make such order, requirement, decision or determination as in its opinion ought to be made
in the premises, and to that end shall have all the powers to hear and decide all matters
referred to it or upon which it is required to pass under this chapter.
The provisions of this article are to be construed as consistent with the applicable
provisions of the statutes of the State of Michigan, as established by the Michigan Zoning
Enabling Act (PA 110 of 2006, as amended). In the event of a conflict between the
provisions of this article and said statutory provisions, the statutory provisions are to
prevail.

Section 5.103

Decisions

The board shall decide all applications and appeals within 30 days after the final hearing
thereon. A copy of the board’s decision shall be transmitted to the applicant or appellant,
and to the Director of Public Works. Such decision shall be binding upon the Director of
Public Works and observed by him, and he shall incorporate the terms and conditions of
the same in the permit to the applicant or appellant whenever a permit is authorized by the
board. The decision of the board shall be final.
The board, after public hearing, shall have the power to decide applications, filed as
hereafter provided, for variances:
1.

Where it is alleged by the appellant that there is error or misinterpretation in any
order, requirement, decision, grant or refusal made by the Director of Public Works
or other administrative officer in the carrying out or enforcement of the provisions
of this chapter.

2.

Where by reason of the exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of a specific
piece of property, or by reason of exceptional topographic conditions, or other
extraordinary situation or condition of the land, building or structure, or of the use
or development of property immediately adjoining the property in question, the
literal enforcement of the requirements of this chapter would involve practical
difficulties or would cause undue hardship.

3.

Where there are practical difficulties or unnecessary hardship in the way of carrying
out the strict letter of this chapter relating to the construction, structural changes in
equipment, or alterations of building or structures, or the use of land, building or
structures so that the spirit of this chapter shall be observed, public safety secured,
and substantial justice done.

A variance from the provisions or requirements of this chapter shall be authorized only
upon an affirmative finding by the board, based upon competent material and substantial
evidence on the whole record, that the following criteria are satisfied:
1.

That special conditions or circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land,
structure or building involved and which are not generally applicable to other lands,
structures or buildings in the same district.

2.

That the special conditions or circumstances do not result from the actions of the
applicant.

3.

That authorizing a variance will not be of substantial detriment to the neighboring
property and will not be contrary to the spirit and purpose of this chapter.

4.

That with respect to use variances, the property cannot reasonably be used in a
manner consistent with the existing zoning.

A nonconforming use of neighboring lands, structures or buildings shall not, in itself, be
considered grounds for granting a variance.
Section 5.104

Time Limit on Variances

Unless otherwise specifically provided by the board as a condition of approval, any variance
granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals shall automatically become null and void after a period
of 24 months from the date granted, unless the owner or his/her agent has demonstrated that
substantial steps have been taken toward effecting the variance.
Section 5.105

Automatic Termination of Use Variance

Any use variance granted by the board shall automatically become null and void if either of the
following conditions is found to exist:
The use approved by the board ceases or is otherwise discontinued for a period of 12
consecutive months or more.
The use to which the property is put is a use allowed by the existing zoning district.

April 19, 2019
Mayor, City Commission
750 Lakeside Drive SE,
East Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Re:

Zoning Appeal Request of Phillip and Elizabeth Skaggs
2615 Hall St. SE,
East Grand Rapids, MI 49506

To the Mayor and City Commission,
I am writing in support of the fence variance request brought by Phillip and Elizabeth
Skaggs in regard to their residence located at 2615 Hall St., SE, East Grand Rapids, MI. My wife
and I are neighbors of the Skaggs, residing at 2639 Hall St, just a few doors down. As neighbors,
we walk by their house often, giving us an opportunity to watch the construction of their home
improvements, including the building of the fence in question.
I can attest that the fence is a beautiful addition to the property. It serves to guard the
Skaggs property from intended and unintended trespassers who may wish to access the pool
located on the property, which - without the fence - could cause a great safety risk to children in
the neighborhood. Further, the fence is of sturdy construction; built with high-quality materials of
great aesthetic value.
I understand the purpose and intention of the fence ordinance (Chapter 50, Section 5.101.I),
but also understand that every property is unique and requires individual attention and care. In my
opinion, as a neighbor and community member, the Skaggs have addressed both safety and
aesthetic concerns in the construction of this fence. Further, the Skaggs personally spoke to each
and every neighbor when they sought this variance, explaining the reason behind the request.
I can imagine no better cause to grant this variance than the cause placed before this
Commission. I urge this Commission to grant this request to our neighbor and community member.
Respectfully submitted,
/S/ Jonathan J. Paasch, esq.

cc: Phillip and Elizabeth Skaggs.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY COMMISSION
CITY OF EAST GRAND RAPIDS
Regular Meeting Held April 15, 2019

Commission President Miller 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 and Zagel

Absent:

Mayor Seibold

Also Present:

City Attorney Huff; Interim City Manager LaFave; Finance Director Mushong, Public Safety Director
Herald; City Clerk Brower; Captain Buikema, Zoning Administrator Mizikar; Communications Specialist
Licari

2019-65.

No public comment was received.

2019-66.

Commissioner Hamrick noted that some wild turkeys had been spotted in Gaslight Village.
Interim City Manger LaFave reported road construction programs would begin this week. Residents can find
information and follow the progress of various projects at www.eastgr.org/construction.

2019-67.

Request to approve a Special Use Permit for State Farm Insurance to use the ground level space as professional
offices.
Zoning Administrator Mizikar reported that State Farm Insurance wants to move their office into the corner of
the shopping center building but needs a special land use permit to operate on the ground floor of a building in
the C-1 commercial district. Mr. Mizikar noted that all parking requirements were met.
Bill Cole of State Farm Insurance offered to answer questions on this request.
Commission President Miller opened a public hearing. The following communications were received at City
Hall concerning this variance request:
- Steve Dodgson, Gaslight Properties

No issue with special land use

No other public comment was received. Commission President Miller closed the public hearing.
2019-67-A.

Zagel-Duncan. That a Special Use Permit be approved for State Farm Insurance to allow the use of a
ground level space at 2179 Wealthy, Suite 2169, as professional offices within the C-1 Commercial
District.
Commissioner Zagel noted this business had been a valuable contribution to Gaslight Village for many years
and that the new master plan recommended these types of requests be accommodated.
Commissioner Miller reported the Planning Commission had reviewed this request and voted to approve. The
Planning Commission is also looking at ordinance changes as recommended in the master plan.
Yeas:
Nays:

2019-68.

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

A zoning variance hearing was held regarding 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.
Zoning Administrator Mizikar explained the sign ordinance limited the size of the proposed sign to 10% of the
front wall area and because the business was in an interior corner of the building, the size of the sign would be
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smaller than those businesses around it. He noted the proposed sign would be similar in size to others on the
building.
Commission President Miller opened a public hearing. The following communications were received at City
Hall concerning this variance request:
- Steve Dodgson, Gaslight Properties

Felt larger signage was not warranted.

No other public comment was received. Commission President Miller closed the public hearing.
2019-68-A.

Zagel-Favale. That 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 be approved.
Commissioner Zagel felt the location and roof line made the situation a little unique and noted the proposed
sign would fit in well with the others.
Commissioner Walters agreed the corner location meant the percentage calculation was not fair to this
storefront and agreed the variance request was reasonable.
Yeas:
Nays:

2019-69.

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

Request to approve the division of land at 2020 Robinson Road.
Zoning Administrator Mizikar reviewed the request and stated that both lots will meet the size requirements for
the zoning district and the standards set up in the land division ordinance. He noted the increase to the lot size
for 2050 Robinson Road would not allow larger accessory buildings.
Peter Faber, 2020 Robinson, stated his neighbors were interested more outdoor living space and would be
purchasing a section his of property to increase their side yard. Mr. Faber noted there would be language in the
deed restricting the ability to build on this portion of the land.
Commission President Miller opened a public hearing. No public comment was received. Commission
President Miller closed the public hearing.

2019-69-A.

Duncan-Hamrick. That the request of Peter Faber of 2020 Robinson Road to transfer approximately 12,850
square feet with 50’ of frontage to Jack and Susan Smith of 2050 Robinson Road 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
Commissioner Duncan felt this property transfer would be good for both owners and she was not concerned
about new structures being built.
Commissioner Zagel questioned whether portions of the existing fence would be removed. Interim City
Manager LaFave noted the fence was not in violation of any ordinances and the property owners could work
this out between themselves. Commissioner Zagel recommend the owners determine the future of the fence
before the transfer of property and put the agreement in writing for future owners to know the intentions.
Yeas:
Nays:

Duncan, Favale, Hamrick, Miller, Walters and Zagel – 6
-0-
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2019-70.

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

2019-70-A.

Minutes of the regular meeting held March 18, 2019.

2019-70-B.

Minutes of the rescheduled regular meeting held March 25, 2019.

2019-70-C.

Payroll disbursements of $-0-; county and school disbursements of $421,125.39p; county and school
disbursements of $-0-, and total remaining disbursements of $875,895.85.

2019-70-D.

Approval of the request to allow public safety officers to purchase their former pistols after new weapons
are purchased.

2019-70-E.

The preliminary minutes of the Parks & Recreation Commission meeting held March 11, 2019.

2019-70-F.

The preliminary minutes of the Planning Commission meeting held March 12, 2019.
Yeas:
Nays:

2019-71.

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

Finance Director Mushong presented an overview of the FY 2019-20 budget and the issues that will be
discussed at the upcoming work sessions.

The meeting adjourned at 7:02 p.m., subject to the call of the Mayor until May 6, 2019.

____________________________________
Karen K. Brower, City Clerk

CITY OF

EAST GRAND RAPIDS
750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE • EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506
(616) 940-4817

www.eastgr.org

DOUG LAFAVE
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Honorable Mayor and City Commissioners
Doug La Fave, Assistant City Manager
4/5/2019

RE:

Community Center/Public Safety/Library Carpet Replacement

Action Requested: That the City Commission consider approval of various carpet replacement areas in the
Library, Community Center and Public Safety buildings through MiDeal contract #071B9200174 with
Tarkett/Lansing Tile & Mosaic of Lansing, MI in the amount of $5,678.71 for scheduled carpet
replacement and $13,550 for carpet replacement due recent water damage.
Background: Building maintenance staff has carpet furnishings evaluation bi-annually with replacement
estimates added to the capital improvement plan (CIP) for budget consideration for the applicable FY.
Carpet replacement for the Community Center main entrance (13 years old) and various locations in the
Public Safety building (20 years old) were included in in the current FY budget for $6,500. The MiDeal
State of Michigan carpet bid pricing for replacement for these areas is $5,678.71.
Additionally, with the recent water damage to the library from broken pipes, the City is utilizing the same
MiDeal bid vendor for replacing carpet that was damaged that could not be dried/salvaged. The amount for
this replacement is $13,550, which has been pre-approved by insurance for reimbursement for the full
replacement amount back to the City.
This has been reviewed by the Finance Committee and found to be in order.

CITY OF

EAST GRAND RAPIDS
750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE • EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506
(616) 940-4817

www.eastgr.org

DOUG LAFAVE
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER

MEMORANDUM

TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Honorable Mayor and City Commissioners
Doug La Fave, Assistant City Manager
April 3, 2019

RE:

Cathodic Protection-New Rectifier and Anode System-Water Tank

Action Requested: Consideration to approve the installation of a new rectifier and anode system for
cathodic protection of the water tank with Corrpro of Medina, OH in an amount not to exceed $15,250
with 10% contingency.
Background: The elevated water storage tank at Woodlawn and Norfolk is an integral part of the East
Grand Rapids water distribution system. The tank ensures adequate hydrostatic pressure and outside of
pumping from Grand Rapids serves as an additional/immediate supply of water for the system.
All potable water storage tanks are susceptible to corrosion. Corrosion is a natural phenomenon that is
based on the laws of chemistry, metallurgy and electricity. In the process of smelting and refining iron
ore to produce the steel used in the construction of water storage tanks, energy is added. This results in
an imbalance of energy. Nature works to reverse this imbalance by releasing back the energy in the
form of electrons, causing the metal to corrode and return to iron oxide, or rust.
Corrosion is controlled through the application, monitoring and maintenance of protective coatings and
cathodic protection system. Exterior tank coatings are the accepted protection method for the external
environment. Interior corrosion control for a water storage tank is different. Due to the different
interior environment an adequate interior coating and cathodic protection is required to prevent metal
deterioration of the tank. The exterior and interior wet area of the tank were sandblasted and recoated
in 2013. The tank will not need interior or exterior coatings again for another 10-15 years.
Cathodic protection provides current through disposable anodes composed of metals with higher
electrical potentials (magnesium or zinc). The anodes are electrically connected to the steel tank being
protected. As the anodes release energy, they begin to deteriorate instead of the steal water tank
structure. Cathodic protection works in conjunction with a coating system to prevent metal
deterioration. As noted all metals have a natural energy level, and during processing, an unnaturally
high electrical potential is transferred to the steel. With the current furnished by a cathodic protection
system, the steel can maintain this higher artificial level and remain protected.
The City worked through Dixon Engineering with respect to the annual inspection and
recommendation of replacement of the cathodic protection system of the water tank. Corrpro is noted
as a sole source for this project with respect to potable water tanks.
This has been reviewed by the Finance Committee and found to be in order.

CITY OF

EAST GRAND RAPIDS
750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE • EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506
(616) 949-4817

www.eastgr.org

DOUG LAFAVE
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Honorable Mayor and City Commissioners
Doug La Fave, Assistant City Manager
4/3/2019

RE:

Manhole/catch basin rehabilitation

Action Requested: That the City Commission approve sanitary sewer manhole rehabilitation with
Advance Rehabilitation Technology of Bryan, OH for contract bid pricing of $225 per LF and storm
sewer catch basin rehabilitation from Havener Tech, LLC of Troy, MI for $500 per structure for FY
18/19 and FY 19/20.
Background: As part of the sanitary sewer manhole rehabilitation program and as a component of the
City infrastructure asset management strategy, the City utilizes an inspection program to prioritize
rehabilitation of sanitary sewer as well as storm water catch basins. It is most cost effective and less
disruptive when rehabilitation is able to take place in advance of a structure failure. Cured-in-place
and other polyurethane system technologies allows for creating a new solid, one piece structure
within an old structure that is constructed of hundreds of independent bricks with mortar. This
application rehabilitates and repairs structures and prevents leaks and ground water intrusion
(otherwise known as infiltration and inflow). At the surface this prevents sink holes and helps reduce
the need to adjust structures at the surface in the street/roadway. The process takes minutes to several
hours depending on the application and condition/size or the structure and requires no excavation or
disruption to the surrounding area.
Contract pricing for sanitary manholes is available through Kent County Public Works at $225 per
vertical foot with Advance Rehabilitation Technology of Bryan, OH. Funds are programmed in the
FY 19/20 budget at $45,000. Contract pricing for catch basins is available through Michigan Intergovernmental Trade Network (MITN) (similar to the Kent County Reverse Auction) contract #ITB
fh-18-19-2071 for $500 per structure. Funds are programmed at $44,000 for FY 18/19 and $70,000
for FY 19/20.
This has been reviewed by the Finance Committee and found to be in order.

CITY OF

EAST GRAND RAPIDS
750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE • EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506
(616) 940-4817

www.eastgr.org

DOUG LAFAVE
ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Honorable Mayor and City Commissioners
Doug La Fave, Assistant City Manager
4/22/2019

RE:

Asphalt Patching Contract

Action Requested: That the City Commission consider approval of a contract for asphalt patching with
Superior Asphalt or Grand Rapids, MI at $21.50/square yard for removal and $94.00/ton for 4C asphalt
patching as needed/approved in the budget.
Background: The City of East Grand Rapids Department of Public Works completes some asphalt
removals/patching repairs in-house, but also has to contract out repairs depending on a variety of factors.
The City of Wyoming has bid out removal and paving for similar operations for 1-year contract estimated
at $425,000 under contract No. 2019-00000428. The City of East Grand Rapids spends between $40,000$100,000 per year on asphalt patch repairs for road surface condition and utility repairs. Bidding out
smaller volume work along with not having a contract in place not only can have a financial impact but also
a customer service impact where the City desires to have repairs completed in an expedited manner.
Superior Asphalt has agreed to extend the City of Wyoming contract that is effective if approved through
March 6, 2020.

City of East Grand Rapids, Michigan
PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Mayor and City Commissioners
Fred S. Bunn, Director of Parks and Recreation
May 1, 2019

RE:

July 4th Fireworks

ACTION REQUESTED: That the City Commission approve the Permit for Fireworks submitted
by Great Lakes Fireworks on behalf of the City of East Grand Rapids for 2019.
BACKGROUND: Great Lakes Fireworks will once again be providing their services for our
fireworks display on July 4. Each year the Michigan Department of Licensing & Regulatory Affairs
requires the governing body to approve a “Permit for Fireworks Other Than Consumer or Low
Impact” allowing the vendor (Great Lakes Fireworks) to transport, set up and display fireworks.
Upon City Commission approval the Mayor or designee will sign the permit and copies will be sent
to Great Lakes Fireworks for their files.

Doug La Fave, Acting City Manager
I:\Fireworks\City Comm Approval Memo.doc

Partners with

MUNICIPAL OFFICES
750 Lakeside Drive SE • East Grand Rapids, Michigan 49506
Telephone (616)-949-1750 Fax (616)-831-6144 www.eastgr.org

2019
Authority:

Permit for Fireworks Other Than Consumer or Low Impact
The LEGISLATIVE BODY OF CITY, VILLAGE OR TOWNSHIP BOARD will not discriminate against any individual or group because of race, sex, religion,
age, national origin, marital status, disability, or political beliefs. If you need assistance with ready, writing, hearing, etc. under the Americans with Disabilities
Act, you may make you needs known to this Legislative Body of City, Village or Township Board.

2011 PA 256

This permit is not transferable. Possession of this permit authorizes the herein named person to possess, transport and display fireworks in the amounts, for
the purpose of an at the place listed below only through permit expiration date.
TYPE OF PERMIT(S) (Select all applicable boxes)

□

Agricultural or Wildlife Fireworks

■ Public Display
□

□

Articles Pyrotechnic

□

Private Display

■

Display Fireworks

FOR USE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY OF
CITY, VILLAGE OR TOWNSHIP
BOARD ONLY.

PERMIT(S) EXPIRATION DATE
(ENTER DATE OF EXPIRATION)

July 8, 2019

Special Effects Manufactured for Outdoor Pest Control or Agricultural Purposes

NAME OF PERSON PERMIT ISSUED TO

AGE (18 YEARS OR OLDER)

City of East Grand Rapids

■

□

YES

NO

ADDRESS OF PERSON PERMIT ISSUED TO

750 Lakeside Drive, S.E., East Grand Rapids, MI 49506
NAME OF ORGANIZATION, GROUP, FIRM OR CORPORATION
ADDRESS
NUMBER AND TYPES OF FIREWORKS (Please attach additional pages if necessary)

Approx. 275
Approx. 475
Approx. 250
Approx. 35

3” shells
5” shells
6” shells
8” shells

EXACT LOCATION OF DISPLAY OR USE

2210 Reeds Lake Blvd, East Grand Rapids, MI (Remington Park)
CITY, VILLAGE, TOWNSHIP

DATE

East Grand Rapids

July 4, 2019
(Rain date: 7/5/19)

BOND OF INSURANCE FILED

Yes

TIME

Approx. 10:00 pm
AMOUNT

$5,000,000

Issued by action of the Legislative Body of a
□
X City

□ Village

East Grand Rapids
20th
May
□ Township of _______________________________
on the _____________
day of ______________________,
2019.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Signature and Title of Legislative Body Representative)

*THIS FORM IS VALID UNTIL THE DATE OF EXPIRATION OF PERMIT*

CITY OF

EAST GRAND RAPIDS
750 LAKESIDE DRIVE SE • EAST GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49506
(616) 949-2110
www.eastgr.org
KAREN BROWER
CITY CLERK

MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:

Mayor and City Commissioners
Karen Brower, City Clerk
April 29, 2019

RE:

Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) Worksession: May 6, 2019

There will be a worksession following the City Commission meeting on Monday, May 6th to review
the Capital Improvement Plan for FY 2019-20 to FY 2023-24. Please bring your
Capital Improvement Plan book with you (green cover).
The worksession will be held in Room 103 in the Parks & Recreation Department. A light dinner will
be served at the worksession.

kb/9513

