
                                      
AGENDA 

Committee on Development and Planning 
Thursday, July 28, 2016 @ 10:00 a.m.  
10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 

Updated 7/26/2016 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Jody Washington, Chair  
Councilmember Jessica Yorko, Vice Chair  
Councilmember Judi Brown Clarke, Member  
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Public Comment on Agenda Items 

 
3. Minutes 

 July 14, 2016 
 

4. Discussion/Action: 
 

A.) DISCUSSION – Responsible Bidding Ordinance 
 

B.) RESOLUTION – Set a Public Hearing; SLU-2-2016; Special Land Use Permit, 
Church in “F” Commercial & “D-1” Professional Office Districts at 5606 S. Martin 
Luther King, Jr. Blvd.  
 

C.) ORDINANCE - Z-5-2016; 2918 N East Street; AVMM, LLC Marco’s Pizza; “A” 
Residential District to “F” Commercial District 
 

D.) Presentation - Capital Area Housing (Amy Kraus) 
 

E.) SkyVue Development Question and Answers  
 

5) Other 
 

6) Adjourn 
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MINUTES 

Committee on Development and Planning 
Thursday, July 14, 2016 @ 10:00 a.m. 
10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 

 
CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 10:02 a.m.  
 
ROLL CALL 
Council Member Jody Washington, Chair 
Council Member Jessica Yorko, Vice Chair 
Councilmember Judi Brown Clarke, Member 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Bob Johnson, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Susan Stachowiak, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Adam Hussain, City County Member 
Jim Smiertka, City Attorney 
Pastor Trevino 
Mark Dotson, Deputy City Attorney 
Chris Knudstrup, BWL 
Anne Rezpecki, BWL 
Loretta Stanaway, Resident 
Mary Toshach, Resident 
Justin Hiddgo, The Bread House 
Victor Trevino, The Bread House 
Stephen Serkaian, BWL 
William Hubbell 
Ryan Smith, Cherry Hill Neighborhood Association 
Anne Schrader, Resident 
Dale Schrader, Resident 
Dave Bolan, BWL 
Jarl Brey, Capital Zip 
Susan Luter, Resident 
Bob Ford, BWL 
Sharon Burton, Garden Club 
Jeff Wood, Resident 
Dick Peffley, BWL 
Todd Heywood, City Pulse 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
Council Member Washington noted public comment will be offered during agenda items. 
 
MINUTES 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER BROWN CLARKE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM 
JUNE 23, 2016.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION 
RESOLUTION – ACT-7-2012; Sale of Former Fire Station #3; 629 W. Hillsdale Street 
Mr. Johnson noted this was the 3rd and final fire station sale from the closures in 2010.  There is 
an offer of $125,000 and it was appraised at $131,000.  Council Member Washington noted 
there were no comments at the public hearing and there was assurance from the zoning 
department medical marihuana dispensaries would not be allowed. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR ACT-7-
2012.   MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
RESOLUTION – Set a Public Hearing; SLU-2-2016; Special Land Use Permit, Church in 
“F” Commercial & “D-1” Professional Office Districts at 5606 S. Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Blvd.  
Ms. Stachowiak noted the property is zoned commercial, and a church in any district requires a 
SLU.  She admitted that in the past the staff has recommended in commercial, however in 
recent years that has not worked out and Planning Board not recommending approval. If not 
approved, they will not be able to hold church service, but can still do community outreach 
services. Mr. Johnson had no comments. 
Pastor Trevino and Mr. Hiddgo spoke about the start of the church in that location in 2013, the 
dedication and upkeep they have performed and the increase of members since that time.  They 
noted all the outreach services they have been providing the residents and members in the 
area.  Mr. Hiddgo noted that once they got the ticket for violation of the use, they went to the 
City to see what they needed to do and get things started. They have pulled permits; however 
feel they were misguided.  Ms. Stachowiak confirmed PN & D staff told them that staff has 
consistently recommended not for approval of the use, but there have been cases where they 
were approved by Council despite that recommendation.  She noted to the Committee that there 
was church representation at the Planning Board when it was recommended denial so the 
applicants are aware. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked the applicants what their understanding of the property 
was when they purchased it in 2013.  Pastor Trevino stated it was a vacant building, bank 
owned, and when they talked to the representative that it used to be a teaching center but they 
did not know the zoning.  They were not silent on their intentions and the real estate agenda 
noted there would be no problem.  They also noted they had reached out to the Fire Department 
to make sure assembly use would be ok with fire code.  Council Member Brown Clarke assured 
the Pastor that the Committee had no question of the work they were doing, but there was a 
concern with how it relates to the work and master plan.  The dilemma is the consistency.  
Council Member Yorko added that Council has a concern there have been issues with SLU’s 
granted for churches in commercial zones before and then with the results they have struggled 
with those decisions. 
Council Member Washington acknowledged the work they had been doing; however there have 
been complaints about their church in Fabulous Acres and the lack of outreach to the 
neighborhood.  She too reminded them they can continue doing their outreach without it being a 
church under SLU approval.  Ms. Stachowiak confirmed they can continue to do classes, tutor, 
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counseling, but cannot hold church services without the approval of a SLU.  Council Member 
Washington then admitted they have acquired a niche for what they can offer, but they need to 
find a more appropriate site for the church, and she offered her assistance in helping them 
locate a site.   
Mr. Hiddgo outlined their difference and asked for clarification on church services.  Council 
Member Washington reiterated the support of the work, but the question before the Committee 
is the zoning and future of the avenue. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION TO SET THE 
PUBLIC HEARING FOR SLU- 2-2016.  MOTION FAILED 1-2. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke reminded the group that the Master Plan was not just created by 
leadership, but created by a process of a blue print by the community and community leaders. 
 
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 10:34 a.m.  
 
RESOLUTION – License Agreement for Zip line at Riverfront Park; Zip the Grand Inc. 
Mr. Brey informed the Committee he had been working with Law on the lease for 2 sides of 
Grand River for a period of 10 years.  Mr. Brey acknowledged he was now asking for Council 
acceptance, at which point he can pursue funding. This will provide funds back to Parks and 
Recreation in addition to rental fees on the land.  Council Member Washington asked Mr. 
Smiertka if he had reviewed the document.  Mr. Smiertka admitted he had looked at it but was 
asking for more time to review it. 
 
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 10:38 a.m. 
 

Council Member Washington asked Ms. Stachowiak if the application had been before the 
Planning Board, which Ms. Stachowiak confirmed and also noted the Planning Board 
recommended approval. 
 
Mr. Smiertka noted he wanted to review it for financing, government immunity, to name a few. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER BROWN CLARKE TO TABLE THE REQUEST UNTIL THE 
AUGUST 11, 2016 MEETING.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
Communication; Ingham County Treasurer Schertzing; Local Purchase option on Tax 
Foreclosed Properties 
Mr. Johnson acknowledged the City had no interest in any of the properties listed.  Council 
Member Brown Clarke asked about any interest in 3827 Burchfield which was recommended by 
the Council Internal Auditor. Mr. Johnson showed no interest, and pointed out that if the Land 
Bank takes possession of those properties they would be demolished.   
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO PLACE ON FILE.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
RESOLUTION- Set a Public Hearing; SLU-3-2016; 125 W. Malcom X; LBWL Central 
Substation Project 
RESOLUTION – Set a Public Hearing; Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment; 
125 W. Malcom X; LBWL Central Substation Project 
Council Member Washington asked the question of if the sale of the home to Habitat has to be 
separate and if the house should or must go before a vote of people, also noted that Habitat is 
not a City agency.  Mr. Smiertka clarified that the City received it in 2003 which included Scott 
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Park and the house and/or center.  The resolution removes the real estate and the house from 
the designation of a park.  So the Committee decision to amend the Comprehensive Plan would 
remove both from the Resolution of 2003.  Council Member Washington noted that Council’s 
understanding was the they didn’t remove the land off a “park designation” was because the 
only issue was with the house, and Council Member Brown Clarke noted that on Monday, July 
11, 2016 Council was informed the park would maintain “park” status.  Mr. Smiertka clarified his 
earlier statement, not he misspoke, and the house/center was being removed and the land was 
going for approval of a SLU.  These resolutions will also be asking to undedicated the 
house/center.  Mr. Peffley noted they need to remove the house to build on the site.  Council 
Member Washington asked if Council sells the house if they are circumventing the Charter, and 
Mr. Smiertka noted Council has to remove the house from the 2003 Resolution. 
Council Member Yorko asked if the City can move the house to the Hillsdale parcel, then put it 
on the ballot to decide if they want the house to be designated “park” property or not.  Mr. 
Smiertka stated yes, but the original property will stay “park” property.  Council Member Yorko 
suggested putting the sale of the house on the ballot for the property on Hillsdale Street.   
Council Member Washington then suggested to Mr. Smiertka to redo the resolution to move it 
forward so everything is done property. 
Mr. Smiertka left the meeting to amend resolution. 
 
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 10:52 a.m. 
 

Council Member Washington outlined the amendment to the BWL representatives and asked if 
they would still be interested to move the house, and Mr. Peffley confirmed they would. 
  
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 10:54 a.m. 

 
Council Member Washington asked Mr. Johnson if the relocation can occur without the ACT.  
Mr. Johnson stated they can move the house without approval because the house would be 
moved from City property to another City property. 
 
Council Member Washington informed all present that at this time the Committee will set the 
public hearings for SLU-3-2016 and the Design Amendment.   
 
The discussion then lead into other options and a discussion had with BWL on other parcels in 
an industrial area which appeared to be in the same area a block south of another site BWL had 
admitted they had considered.   Mr. Peffley acknowledged he had been approached on this 
suggestion and had engineers do a cursory look at this proposed site.  There are other costs 
associated as part of the $100 million project, such as distribution costs, sub costs and area 
used to figure into the base.  Not including the cost of removing houses, currently it is $7.75 
million and since the suggested site was a larger amount they did not do any more due 
diligence.  The proposed industrial lot does put BWL further from the distribution cable.  BWL 
would have to cross the river to tie into the 18 circuits and would not able to complete by 2020.  
Based on the recent suggestion, which is south of the Reo plant, it would take $18.8 million of 
relocation cost over the base of the center substation with a bulk of the cost caused for running 
further for the distribution cost and crossing the river to the  2 acre site.  A timeline for the 
suggested site would allow cause them to miss the 2020 closing and therefore they would have 
to re-power Eckert.  In addition the suggested site is further away from the downtown customers 
so more line loss is involved.  Mr. Knudstrop added to the discussion that the further you go the 
more power you use.  BWL will have to buy power to replace and that will go back into the rates 
of the users. With the figures estimated in a short amount of time, the base side for the 
substation is $20 million which was a $6 million savings but the transmission distribution cost 
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sky rocketed.  Council Member Washington acknowledged their efforts and noted she was 
researching for unintended consequences. 
 
Mr. and Mrs. Schrader distributed photo renderings of the site and asked what increased cost 
would be to each user.  Mr. Peffley noted it would be 4% every year, over 7 years which would 
come to every customer rate base, in addition to any other rate increases coming from the new 
plant.  There have not been any rate increases in 2 years but there will be once the Eckert plant 
is replaced.  Ms. Schrader noted there appears to be no back up plan.  Mr. Peffley noted that all 
areas will see an increase in that vicinity. 
 
Council Member Washington asked if there is currently an infrastructure underground at the 
site, and Mr. Peffley noted there was none, and they will have to run from Eckert to GM to a 
corridor to 496, then in to the smaller circuits.  When a substation is installed, they feed from the 
power source, and that feed goes around the whole City.  There is no underground 
infrastructure at the suggested location that would feed downtown.  To get to the suggested site 
it would take $1.5 million.  A substation takes a large supply and makes it usable. 
 
Mr. Heywood asked if they are going from Eckert to a co-generation plant.  Mr. Peffley stated 
there are 138,000 volts.  Mr. Heywood then asked if that line is connected to downtown, which 
Mr. Peffley noted it does not.  The power station at Eckert comes off to make power then it goes 
underground.  This then goes around town to 14 substations; therefore that line cannot be tied 
into that is just output.  Mr. Knudstrup noted that there is a cost to that and there is a 
transmission line along tracks between Eckert and REO that they would tap into just like they 
will tap into a line at Scott Park.  If they used the suggested industrial site and it would cap into 
the Eckert to REO line, and cross the tracks twice, and that is all if they get the easements to do 
so.  There are large industries to work around to get into the sub stations.  That is one of the 
reasons they do not go up and down streets because it is to expense to work around 
businesses and turn corners.  Mr. Peffley added that once you leave the substation the costs is 
higher when you have to go underground. 
 
Council Member Washington asked about the recent 4 substation work.  Mr. Peffley stated 
those were remodels at existing locations with no rezoning’s needed, or locations in parks. 
 
Ms. Stanaway spoke in opposition of the use of Scott Park, and gave her opinion that the REO 
Town Board had changed their opinion and no longer supports the project.  In addition stated 
she also heard that the Garden Club will continue to support the park, but if the garden is moved 
they will not.  Ms. Stanaway went on to note her opinion that the plan is in contradiction to the 
Master Plan and City Mission Statement.  She did support placing the sale of the house on the 
ballot for the voters, but not moving it to the Hillsdale lot first.  Lastly Ms. Stanaway asked a few 
questions, such as information on a timeline, what will happen to Cooley Gardens, and what the 
difference is between a trail in the flood plains and the proposed substation.  
 
Ms. Luter asked why BWL has not spoken about 2 substations as they have presented in the 
past, asked if other parks are in jeopardy of substations, asked what happens if BWL no longer 
funds maintenance of the park, and spoke in opposition to the proposed wall because of her 
belief you will still be able to see the metal. 
 
Mr. Peffley tried to answer some of the questions, noting that there are substations in current 
parks such as Washington Park, Wood Street Park and Frandor.  The wall height will be 
determined, but they only have to build it to 8’.  They are interested in the suggestions from the 



DRAFT 

Community.  He admitted they will hear and see the wires, but they are there now, and a higher 
wall doesn’t look good but they can try to be accommodating. 
 
Ms. Luter asked again about the two substation plan.  Mr. Knudstrop acknowledged there had 
been discussion from the Planning Board about two sites, but engineering had difficulty finding 
two workable sites.  In addition two sites would have a larger footprint combined and larger than 
2 acres.  The BWL has never had two sites; they will not be feeding the Lansing customers and 
GM from this new substation.  When GM builds they will have to find their own location. 
 
Council Member Washington wanted to remind the public that if it moves out of Committee on 
this date it is to set the public hearing, not that it is an affirmative vote at Council.  The hearing 
allows for another opportunity for public input.  The BWL engineers were also asked for 
information on other sites. 
 
Mr. Johnson outlined his research on the parcels in questions, their history, transactions and 
involvement of the City and GM.  This information was provided at the Committee of the Whole 
meeting on July 11, 2016. 
 
Mr. Schrader spoke in support of saving the property and distributed additional renderings. 
 
Mr. Smith stated his opinion that BWL is searching for loop holes in the City Charter and law to 
take the rights away from the people. Mr. Smith then asked why was there no discussion in the 
past when the City was working on the Master plan.  Lastly Mr. Smith spoke in support of 
keeping it dedicated park land and placing the decision in the hands of the voters.  Council 
Member Washington acknowledged Mr. Smith’s comments and stated again Council needs to 
consider all the unintended consequences, then asked Mr. Smiertka if the Council has the ability 
to put the land on the ballot.  Mr. Smiertka reminded the group that the people did adopt the 
Charter by a public vote, he would need to review the transcripts from the Charter Commission 
to determine if there was discussion and their thoughts when putting together the Charter.  This 
includes provisions that the BWL uses all City owned property and they have the ability to use 
all public spaces.  The designation of a park land can be changed from time to time, and in this 
case it is not embedded in the title for the property.  Mr. Smith acknowledged he understood 
that BWL has the right to use the property, but still held his opinion that they were circumventing 
the Charter by not looking at the right of the voter. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked BWL representatives if they considered flipping the 
location of the substation on the site, making it flush with the GM industrial site.  Mr. Peffley 
noted it had been considered, and Council Member Brown Clarke asked they address that at 
the public hearings. 
 
Ms. Toshach spoke in opposition to the substation at the proposed site, and stated that BWL 
has never come to her neighborhood, Printers Row Condos, for their inputs. 
 
Council Member Washington asked Mr. Peffley to work with Council for the sufficient 
information at the public hearing. 
 
Ms. Stanaway challenged BWL to not look at this project as controversy, but a look at what the 
public wants. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked BWL to provide a diagram, mapping where the services 
fan out, and boundaries along with how BWL will tap in before it branches off. 
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MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER BROWN CLARKE TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION TO 
SET THE PUBLIC HEARING FOR AUGUST 22, 2016 FOR SLU-3-2016 125 W. MALCOM X; 
LBWL CENTRAL SUBSTATION PROJECT.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION TO SET THE 
PUBLIC HEAIRNG FOR AUGUST 22, 2106 FOR DESIGN LANSING COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN AMENDMENT; 125 W. MALCOM X; LBWL CENTRAL SUBSTATION PROJECT WITH 
THE CHANGES MADE BY CITY ATTORNEY SMIERTKA ADDING IT IS SUBJECT TO THE 
APPROVAL OF THE SALE OF THE SCOTT CENTER BUILDING BEING APPROVED BY THE 
ELECTORATE.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
RESOLUTION - ACT-7-2016; Authorize Construction of LBWL Central Substation Project 
RESOLUTION – ACT-9-2016; Sale of 1020 W. Hillsdale Street to Habitat For Humanity 
Capital Region (HFHCR); Relocation and Renovation of Scott Center 
Council Member Washington stated the two items, which are the ACT for sale and authorization 
for construction cannot be acted upon until the public hearings for the SLU and Plan 
Amendment have been heard and acted upon. Therefore they will appear on the Committee 
agenda on August 25th, when the other two return to Committee. 
 
Mr. Serkaian asked all citizens present to take his business card and email him questions and 
they will prepare responses at the public hearing.  It was also offered that the public can meet 
with him beforehand also. 
 
Placed on File 

 Communication from Hank Frechtling of Locke Township: RE: Scott Sunken Garden 

 Community from Judy Scott Teegardin; RE: Scott Sunken Garden 
 
OTHER 
Ms. Burton with the Garden Club distributed photos and spoke in opposition to the proposal. 
 
Mr. Wood spoke in support of keeping the garden as it is./ 
 
Adjourn at 12:13p.m. 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary,   
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on_________________   
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ORDINANCE NO. ___________ 1 

 AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LANSING, MICHIGAN, TO ADD SECTION 2 

206.25 TO CHAPTER 206 OF THE LANSING CODIFIED ORDINANCES BY REQUIRING 3 

TRANSPARENCY IN THE BIDDING AND OPENING OF BIDS FOR PROJECTS THAT 4 

RECEIVE CERTAIN ECONOMIC INCENTIVES APPROVED BY THE LANSING CITY 5 

COUNCIL.   6 

 THE CITY OF LANSING ORDAINS: 7 

 Section 1.  That Section 206.25 be added to Chapter 206 of the Codified Ordinances of 8 

the City of Lansing, Michigan to read as follows: 9 

(A)  PURPOSE.  THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION IS TO PROMOTE FAIRNESS IN 10 

BIDDING ON PROJECTS THAT RECEIVE ECONOMIC INCENTIVES BY ENSURING 11 

TRANSPARENCY IN DISTRIBUTION, OPENING, AND AWARDING OF BIDS.  THIS 12 

ORDINANCE EXCLUDES THE DEVELOPERS CHOICE OF A CONSTRUCTION 13 

MANAGEMENT FIRM OR GENERAL CONTRACTOR.  THE INTENT OF THE 14 

ORDINANCE IS TO CREATE A TRANSPARENT AND FAIR BIDDING PROCESS FOR 15 

ALL SUBCONTACTING OF CONSTRUCTION.  ANY CONSTRUCTION WORK 16 

INCLUDED IN THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF A GENERAL CONTRACTOR OR 17 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT FIRM IS NOT EXCLUDED FROM THE ORDINANCE.   18 

ANY CONTRACT AT OR BELOW $10,000 SHALL NOT BE SUBJECT TO THE 19 

ORDINANCE. 20 

(B)  DEFINITIONS.  AS USED IN THIS SECTION: 21 
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(1)  “APPLICANT” MEANS A PERSON, CORPORATION, PARTNERSHIP, OR OTHER 1 

ENTITY THAT HAS APPLIED FOR AND RECEIVED ECONOMIC INCENTIVES 2 

APPROVED BY LANSING CITY COUNCIL, INCLUDING THE APPLICANT’S 3 

CONTRACTORS OR SUBCONTRACTORS, ON A PROJECT.   4 

(2)  “BID” MEANS A SEALED OFFER TO PROVIDE SERVICES PURSUANT TO A 5 

PERMIT.   6 

(3) “BID QUOTE” MEANS THE TOTAL BID AMOUNT IN DOLLARS AS READ ALOUD 7 

AND RECORDED AT THE BID OPENING. 8 

(4)  “ECONOMIC INCENTIVES” MEANS ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:   PAYMENT IN 9 

LIEU OF TAXES (PILOT) LOW INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDITS (LIHTC); A TAX 10 

ABATEMENT ISSUED UNDER PUBLIC ACT 328 OF 1998;  A  BROWNFIELD 11 

APPROVED UNDER PUBLIC ACT 381 OF 1996; OR, AN OBSOLETE PROPERTY 12 

REHABILITATION ACT ABATEMENT ISSUED UNDER PUBLIC ACT 146 OF 2000.   13 

(5)  “PERMIT” MEANS A BUILDING PERMIT, MECHANICAL PERMIT, ELECTRICAL 14 

PERMIT, OR PLUMBING PERMIT, ISSUED BY THE LANSING BUILDING SAFETY 15 

OFFICE.   16 

(6)  “PROJECT” MEANS THE WORK WHICH WILL BE DONE PURSUANT TO A 17 

REQUIRED PERMIT ON THE DEVELOPMENT WHICH IS RECEIVING THE ECONOMIC 18 

INCENTIVE.   19 

(7) “PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE LOCATION” MEANS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 20 

LOCATIONS: LETTS COMMUNITY CENTER; ALFREDA SCHMIDT COMMUNITY 21 

CENTER, GIER COMMUNITY CENTER, FOSTER COMMUNITY CENTER, LANSING 22 
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CITY HALL CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, OR A CITY OWNED BUILDING  DURING 1 

REGULAR BUSINESS HOURS. 2 

(8)  “PUBLICLY ADVERTISED” MEANS: 3 

I.  ADVERTISED AT A TIME AND LOCATION CUSTOMARY IN THE RELEVANT 4 

TRADE; AND, 5 

II.  PUBLISHED ONCE IN A NEWSPAPER. 6 

(9)  “RESPONSIBLE BIDDER” MEANS A PERSON WHO HAS THE CAPABILITY IN ALL 7 

RESPECTS TO PERFORM FULLY THE CONTRACT REQUIRMENTS SET FORTH IN 8 

THE INVITATION FOR BIDS. A RESPONSIBLE BIDDER MUST NOT BE IN DEFAULT 9 

OF THE PAYMENT OF ANY TAXES, LICENSES, FEES, PERMITS OR ANY OTHER 10 

MONEY DUE TO THE CITY OR IN ANY OTHER RESPECT DISQUALIFIED 11 

ACCORDING TO ANY FEDERAL OR STATE LAW OR ANY CITY ORDINANCE 12 

PROVISION, AND SHALL HAVE OR PROCURE: 13 

A.  A VALID FEDERAL TAX IDENTIFICATION NUMBER, OR IF AN INDIVIDUAL, A 14 

VALID SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER; 15 

B.  ALL REQUIRED LICENSES; 16 

C.  CERTIFICATION OF INSURANCE SHOWING THE FOLLOWING COVERAGE IF 17 

NECESSARY FOR THE PROJECT: 18 

I.  GENERAL LIABILITY; 19 

II. WORKERS’ COMPENSATION; AND 20 

III. AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY. 21 
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(10)  DEVELOPER, GENERAL CONTRATCTOR OR CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 1 

FIRM SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INVITATION FOR BIDS.  2 

(C)  INVITATION FOR BIDS.  WHEN AN APPLICANT USES INVITATIONS FOR BIDS, 3 

THE INVITATIONS WILL BE PUBLICLY ADVERTISED AND BIDS SHALL BE 4 

SOLICITED FROM A REASONABLE NUMBER OF SUPPLIERS, REGARDLESS OF 5 

LABOR ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION, PROVIDING PROSPECTIVE BIDDERS 6 

REASONABLY SUFFICIENT TIME TO RESPOND ON OR PRIOR TO THE DATE AND 7 

TIME SET FOR RECEIVING ALL BIDS.  THE INVITATION FOR BIDS WILL INCLUDE 8 

THE TIME, DATE AND LOCATION FOR THE OPENING OF THE BIDS.  A LIST OF ALL 9 

BIDDERS INVITED TO SUBMIT BIDS WILL BE PROVIDED BY THE APPLICANT UPON 10 

REQUEST TO THE CITY OF LANSING.   11 

(D)  BID OPENING.  APPLICANT AGREES TO OPEN ALL BIDS AT THE DATE, TIME 12 

AND PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE LOCATION PRESCRIBED IN THE INVITATION FOR 13 

BIDS.  AS EACH BID IS OPENED THE NAME OF THE BIDDER AND BID QUOTE 14 

AMOUNT SHALL BE READ ALOUD AND RECORDED BY THE APPLICANT.  AT THE 15 

END OF THE BID OPENING EVENT, A COPY OF THE LIST OF BIDDERS AND BID 16 

AMOUNTS SHALL BE MADE AVAILABLE TO ALL WHO ARE PRESENT.  A COPY 17 

WILL ALSO BE PROVIDED TO THE CITY OF LANSING UPON ITS REQUEST.  THE 18 

APPLICANT IS NOT REQUIRED TO AWARD A CONTRACT FOR THE JOB AT THE 19 

TIME OF BID OPENINGS.  20 

 (E)  AFTER AWARDING A CONTRACT TO A BIDDER WHOSE BID QUOTE FOR 21 

SERVICE WAS NOT THE LOWEST BID AS RECORDED AT THE BID OPENING, 22 



DRAFT #9 
JUNE 13, 2016 

 

5 
 

APPLICANT AGREES TO NOTIFY IN WRITING WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS ALL 1 

BIDDERS WHOSE PREVIOUSLY RECORDED BID WAS LESS THAN THE CHOSEN 2 

BIDDER.   3 

(F)  A COPY SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE CITY OF LANSING UPON ITS REQUEST.     4 

(G)  APPLICATION.  THIS ORDINANCE SHALL ONLY APPLY TO THE PROJECT FROM 5 

THE TIME THE ECONOMIC INCENTIVE IS APPROVED BY THE LANSING CITY 6 

COUNCIL UNTIL PROJECT COMPLETION AS DEFINED BY: A DEVELOMENT 7 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE APPLICANT AND THE CITY OF LANSING OR IF NO 8 

AGREEMENT EXISTS, BY THE ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY BY 9 

THE CITY OF LANSING.  THIS ORDINANCE SHALL NOT APPLY TO ECONOMIC 10 

INCENTIVES INITIATED BY THE INGHAM COUNTY LAND BANK OR THE DEWITT 11 

CHARTER TWP. – CITY OF LANSING NEXT MICHIGAN DEVELOPMENT 12 

CORPORATION.  THIS ORDINANCE SHALL NOT APPLY TO ANY ECONOMIC 13 

INCENTIVE OR PROJECT APPROVED PRIOR TO THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS 14 

ORDINANCE.   15 

(H)  NOTHING IN THIS ORDINANCE SHALL BE INTERPRETED TO PROHIBIT OR 16 

REQUIRE AN APPLICANT, OR ANY CONTRACTOR OR SUBCONTRACTOR OF AN 17 

APPLICANT, FROM REQUIRING IN BID SPECIFICATIONS THAT A SUCCESSFUL 18 

BIDDER ENTER INTO A PROJECT LABOR AGREEMENT OR OTHER COLLECTIVE 19 

BARGAINING AGREEMENT AS A CONDITION OF CONTRACT AWARD. 20 

(I)  CITY COUNCIL MAY WAIVE THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS ORDINANCE BY 21 

RESOLUTION UNDER A POLICY DEVELOPED BY THE LANSING CITY COUNCIL. 22 
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(J)  IN THE EVENT AN APPLICANT VIOLATES THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS 1 

ORDINANCE, THE CITY MAY TAKE WHATEVER ACTION LEGALLY PERMISSIBLE 2 

TO REVOKE ECONOMIC INCENTIVES GRANTED UNDER THE ENFORCEMENT 3 

POLICY DEVELOPED BY THE LANSING CITY COUNCIL, AND THE APPLICANT WILL 4 

NOT BE ELIGIBLE FOR FUTURE ECONOMIC INCENTIVES.   5 

 Section 2.  All ordinances, resolutions or rules, parts of ordinances, resolutions or rules 6 

inconsistent with the provisions hereof are hereby repealed. 7 

 Section 3.  Should any section, clause or phrase of this ordinance be declared to be 8 

invalid, the same shall not affect the validity of the ordinance as a whole, or any part thereof 9 

other than the part so declared to be invalid. 10 

 Section 4.  This ordinance shall take effect on the 30th day after enactment, unless given 11 

immediate effect by City Council. 12 

  13 

Approved as to form: 14 
 15 

__________________________________________ 16 
City Attorney 17 

 18 
Dated:  ________________________________ 19 

 20 

 21 



TO: City Council President Judi Brown Clarke and Councilmembers 

FROM: Mayor Virg Bernero 

DATE:  May 19, 2016 

RE: Resolution— Setting Public Hearing and Approval of SLU-2-2016—Special 
Land Use Permit, Church in the “F” Commercial & “D-1” Professional Office 
Districts at 5606 S. M.L. King  Jr. Blvd.  

The attached correspondence is forwarded, without recommendation, for your review and 
appropriate action. 

VB/rh 
Attachment 
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City of Lansing 

Inter-Departmental 
Memorandum

To: Virg Bernero, Mayor 

From: Susan Stachowiak, Zoning Administrator 

Subject: CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM - SLU-2-2016, 5606 S. MLK, Church 

Date: May 11, 2016 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

The Lansing Planning Board, at a special meeting held on May 2, 2016, voted (7-0) to recommend 
denial of the request by the Bread House South for a Special Land Use Permit to permit a church at 
5606 S. ML King.    

The Planning Board found, based on testimony, evidence and the staff report, that the proposed Special 
Land Use does comply with all of the criteria established by Section 1282.02(f)(1-9) of the Zoning 
Ordinance for granting special land use permits.  

At the Planning Board public hearing held on May 2, 2016, the applicant’s representative spoke in 
support of the request and no other comments were received.  

Please forward this resolution to City Council for placement on the Agenda. 

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please give me a call. 

Attachments

“Equal Opportunity Employer” 



SU l-2-2016 

APP UC ANT: 

OWNER: 

REQUESTED ACTION: 

EXISTING LAND USE: 

EXISTING ZONING: 

PROPERTY SIZE & SHAPI·:: 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 

5606 S. M.L. King 111vd. 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

The Hrcad House South 
5606 S. ML King Blvd. 
Lansing, Ml 48911 

Victor Trevino 
209 S. Holmes Street 
Lansing, MI 48912 

Pagel 

Special Land Use permit to permit a church at 5606 S. M.L. 
King Jr. Boulevard 

Office Building 

"F" Commercial & --D-1 ··Professional Office Districts 

Rectangular Shape - See attached map 
I38.6' x 662" = 91,753 square feet (2.1 acres) 

N: 
S: 
E: 
W: 

N: 

Auto Repair facility 
Auto Sales Business 
Multiple Family Residential 
Consumers Energy Power Lines 

''F'' Commercial & --0-1 '· Professional Onicc 
S: ''f" Commercial & "D-1 '' Professional Office 
E: "DM-1 ''Residential 
W: "A'' Residential 

MASTER PLAN DESIGNATION: The Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan designates the 
subject property for "Suburban Commercial'' land use. S. 
M.L. King Jr. Blvd. is designated as a major arterial. 

SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

This is a request by The Bread House South for a Special Land Use permit to utilize the building at 
5606 S. M.L. King Jr. Blvd. for a church. Churches arc permitted in the "F" Commercial & ·'D-1'" 
Professional Oftice districts, which are the zoning designations of the subject property, if a Special 
Land Use permit is approved by the Lansing City Council. 



Sl.ll-2-2016 

BWL: 

Building Safety: 

Development: 

rirc Marshal: 

Parks & Recreation: 

Public Service: 

"l'nmsportation: 

5606 S. M.L. King Blvd. Page 2 

AGENCY RESPONSE,S: 

There is no oppos1t1on for SLU-2-2016 however, prior to any 
occupancy of the building, a licensed architect in responsible charge, 
would need to be retained to provide drawings for a '"Change of Use·· 
permit. A plan review and building permit would be required for life 
and fire safety. sprinkler and fire alarm requirements, occupant loads, 
means of egress, accessibility. etc. Plan review and building permit 
applications would need to be applied for in the building safctyonicc 
and an approved plan review and building permit vvoul<l need to b~ 
provided by this otlicc prior to any work completed or occupancy of 
the premises. 

Development Office has no comment. 

No comment. This docs not involve Parks and Recreation 

The proposed use should not create tranic issues based on the 
projected peak times of use. The applicant is responsible for 
making sure that all parking requirements. including the 
appropriate number of ADA accessible spaces, arc met. 

ANALYSIS 

Section 1282.03(t)(l)-(2) sets forth the criteria which must be used to evaluak a Special Land 
Use permit n·t1ucst. The criteria and evaluation arc as follows. 

1. ls the proposed spcciill land use designed, constructed, operated and maintained in a 
manner harmonious with the character of adjacent property and the surrounding 
area'? 

The S. M.L. King BIYJ. corridor in the vicinity of the subject property is characterized by 
commercial and quasi-industrial land uses. While churches arc an important and valuable 
component of any community, so are vibrant commercial districts. Church activi ties arc 
generally infrequent and occur outside of normal blL';iness hours. The majority of the time, 
there is little activity and vacant parking lots which detract rather than contribute to a 
commercial environment. 



SLU-2-2016 5606 S. M.L. King Blvd. Page 3 

2. Will the proposed special land use change the essential character of the surrounding 
area'? 

The proposed church will change the general character of the area. The Zoning Ordinance 
makes provisions for allowing churches in all zoning districts. including residential and 
office. where the conditions for evaluating special land use permits can be satislied. 
Conversely. cornmen:ial uses are limited to major corridors. S. M.L. King Blvd. is zoned. 
rnasti.:r planned and designed for customer-oriented, cornmcrdal uses that generate a high 
volume of traffic on a daily basis. Given the location of the site and the surrounding zoning 

and land use patterns in the area. a church docs not appear to bi: the most appropriate use of 
the property. 

While it is recognized that religious organizations are an extremely important and valued part 

of the community. there needs to be a balance between daytime uses such as stores and 
restaurants. -.vhich create a critical mass of activity that attracts the public and uses. such as 
religious facilities, that are primarily dormant during weekdays. There are numerous 
churches in and around the core downtown area of the city that serve as a prime example of 
the limited amount of activity that churches generate in a commercial environment. 

3. Will the pm posed spel·ial land use interfere with the enjoyment of ad_jaccnt property'? 

The primary concern with churches in terms of interfering with the enjoyment of adjacent 
properties is the potential conflicts vvith liquor licenses. By state law. a church has an 
opportunity to object to all new liquor licenses within 500 feet of the church property. In 
this case. there are numerous commercially zoned properties within 500 feet of the subject 
property. These zoning districts allow bars, taverns and restaurants as uses permitted by 
right. Such uses contribute to the economic vibrancy of commercial corridors by attracting 
large numbers of people to the area. The potential for a church to jeopardize the ability for 
businesses \Vith liquor licenses to locate in a commercial area could have serious impacts on 
its future as a thriving commercial district. 

-t Will the proposed spl'cial land use represent an improvement to the use or character of 
property under consideration and the surrounding area in general, and will till~ use be 
in keeping with the natural environment of the lot'? 

The proposed church \Viii not represent an improvement to the use or character of the 
property or the surrounding area. S. M.L King is a major arterial that is designed to carry a 
high volume of traffo.:. which is why the properties that front along S. M.L. King Blvd. arc 
zoned und master planned for commercial land use. The church will resu lt in a hole o l' litt lc 
activity, with a great deal of parking. \Vi thin an otherwise fairly active commercial area. 

With regard to the natural environment of the lot, no changes arc proposed for the site. 
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5. Will the proposed special land use be ban1nlous to adjacent property or inn1ln uses, 
acth·itics, materials or equipment which arc detrimental to the health, safety or ''clfare 
of pcrsons or property through the exccssiYc production of traffic, noise, smoke. odor. 
fumes or glare'! 

The church will not gcnL'ratc any nuisances or ha/.ardous conditions. 

6. Will tht' proposed special land use he adequately scn·cd hy essential publk facilities 
and sen ices, or is it demonstrated that tin> person responsihk for the proposed special 
land use is able to continual!~ pnnide adequately for thl' senices and facilities deemed 
essential to the special land use under consideration'? 

The subject properly is currently served by ~ill necessary public SLTVices and utilities. No 
negative comments h:t\T been rec~i,·txl frum any ol'the re1iC\\ ing departments or <tg.1.:nci1..·s. 
Inspect inns \\ill he neccssar: to determine if the structure complies \\ ith l'UlTL'l1l huilJing 
codl' and lire coJc n.'quirL·nwnts for an :isscmbl~ use. 

7. \Viii tin' proposed special land use place dl'mand on puhlic sen·ices and facilities in 
l'XCess of current cap a city'! 

The propuscJ special bnd use is not C\pc1..·ll..'d to incre:'lse tlw 1.kmand on public ~1..'l"\ ices and 
facilities in c.\ccss Llf current capacity. 

8. Is the proposed special land use consistent with the intent and purpose of this Zoning 
Code and the ohjcctivt's of ;rny currently adopted Comprehensive Plan? 

The proposed church is not consistent \\Ith the intent and purpose lil'LiK' /.oning Ordinance or 
lhc lksign T .ansing Co111prchcnsi,·c Plan. lhc intent ol' the Zoning Ordinance is tu 
concL'ntratc commL'rcial land uses along 111ajur arterials stale trunklincs. Such strc1..'ts arc 
cksibncd to accommndak uses that generate ~1 hi !!h \ ol umc n r \ch icu l ar trips un a dai I: basis 
and receive hca,·y trud dcli\l.'rics. l.1i1lih· rnmmcrcial uses. the /.uning Ordinance allu\\S 
churches. \.vith a special land use permit. in rcsiucntial and ulTicL' districts. Churches arc 
considered compatible uses in residential neighborhoods <rnd o!'lice districts since thL·y arc 
quiet. tl11..· majority of the traffic is on \\'CL'kcnds and there is no hca\'y truck traffic assllciakd 
\\ith thL'ir use. 

The inlcnt ofthi: ··District J\!i:-;td Lsc Center". \laster Plan designation is: 

""To al low for general retail and rnmrncn.:ial use. inc 1 udi ng large fontpri nt and 
automobik-oricnll'd uses. in a suburban development ll.1rmal that also L'llCtHtr~1gcs a 
mi" l)r uses and ~H.:cn111modates pedestrians. cyclists and transit users:· 

The !\laster Plan Ii sts the I'll lkm·ing ns t 111..' types of uses that should be prnmoll'd in the 
··District Mixed Lsc Center" area: 
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.. General and convenience retail uses: medium-density residential in a suburhan 
format (see Medium-Density ResidcntiuL above); ofliee; und light industrial with 
special approval." 

The proposed church is clearly in conflict with the goals of both the Zoning Ordinance and 
the Master Plan. It is not a customer-oriented business and \1,1i II not generate the type of 
activity that would complement the existing husinesses in the area and encourage additional 
economic growth. 

9. Will the proposed special land use meet the dimensional requirements of the district in 
which the property is located? 

There arc no physical changes proposed for the exterior of the building or the si te at 30 l 5 S. 
M.L. King Blvd. and therefore. the only dimensional requirement that applies to this request 
is parking. The Zoning Ordinance requires I parking space for each 3 scats in the main 
sanctuary. There arc more than 60 parking spaces on the subject property which would 
allow a seating capacity of at least 180 persons. 

SUMMARY 

This is u request by The Bread llouse South for a Special Land Use permit to uti li ze the building at 
5606 S. M.L. King Jr. Blvd. for a church. Churches arc permitted in the "F" Commercial & .. D-1" 
Professional Onice districts. which are the zoning designations of the subject property. if a Special 
Land Use permit is approved by the Lansing City Council. 

Based on the findings contained in this staff report. the proposal does not comply with all of the 
criteria of Section 1282.03(t)( I )-(9) of the L.oning Code for evaluating Special Lund Use permits. 

l. The proposed Special Land Use will not he harmonious with the character of udjacent 
properties and srnToumiing uses. 

2. The proposed Special Land Use will change the essential character of the surrounJing 
properties . 

3. The proposed Special Land Use may intcrlcrc with the general enjoyment of udjacent 
properties. 

4. The proposed Special Land Use does not represent an improvement to the lot as it currently 
exists. 

5. The proposed Special Land Use \Viii not be ha1.ardous 10 adjacent properties. 
6. The proposed Special Land Use can be adequately served by public services and utilities. 
7. The proposed Special Land Use will not place any demand on public services and facilities in 

excess of cLment capacities. 
8. The proposed Special I .and Use is not consistent with the specific designations of the Zoning 

Code and the Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan. 
9. The proposed Special Land Use will comply with the dimensional requiretnents of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 
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R ECOM \IE:\ DAT I ON 

Stair l\.'CLH111l1Cllds denial ll rs I, l 1-2-201 (1. ~l special I and USC permit lo allm\ a church at 5606 S. f\l I .. 
King .lr. Bouk\ ~ird. hased uplll1 the lindi11gs u!' fact ~ls 11utlincd in this staff report 

lksp~ctfully Suhmitted, 

Susan Stachowiak 
Zoning ,\dministrntor 



------

- ----------------
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BY THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING 

RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING 

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Lansing that a public hearing be set for Monday,            
, 2016, at 7 p.m. in City Council Chambers, Tenth Floor, Lansing City Hall, 

124 West Michigan Avenue, Lansing, Michigan, for the purpose of approving or opposing the 
Ordinance for rezoning: 

SLU-2-2016:   Special Land Use Permit, Church in the “F” Commercial & “D-1” 
Professional Office Districts at 5606 S. M.L. King  Jr. Blvd.   

[28112:2:20160511:090159] 



CITY OF LANSING 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

SLU-2-2016, 5606 S. M.L. King Jr. Blvd. 
Special Land Use Permit – Church 

The Lansing City Council will hold a public hearing on Monday,           , 2016, at 7:00 p.m. in 
Council Chambers, 10th Floor, Lansing City Hall, 124 W. Michigan Avenue, Lansing, Michigan 
to consider SLU-2-2016.  This is a request by The Bread House South for a Special Land Use 
permit to utilize the building at 5606 S. M.L. King Jr. Blvd. for a church.  Churches are 
permitted in the "F" Commercial & “D-1” Professional Office districts, which are the zoning 
designations of the subject property, if a Special Land Use permit is approved by the Lansing 
City Council. 

For more information, please call Lansing City Council at 517-483-4177. If you are interested in 
this matter, please attend the public hearing or send a representative. Written comments will be 
accepted between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on City business days if received before 5 p.m., Monday,         
           2016 at the City Clerk’s Office, Ninth Floor, City Hall, 124 West Michigan Ave., 
Lansing, MI 48933 or email city.clerk@lansingmi.gov. 

Chris Swope, City Clerk 

mailto:city.clerk@lansingmi.gov


RESOLUTION _____ 

BY THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING 

SLU-2-2016, 5606 S. M.L. King Jr. Blvd.  
Special Land Use Permit – Church in the “F” Commercial & “D-1” Professional Office Districts 

WHEREAS, the applicant, Riverview The Bread House South, is requesting a Special Land Use 
permit (SLU-2-2016) to utilize the building at 5606 S. M.L. King Jr. Blvd. for a church; and 

WHEREAS, the property is zoned “F” Commercial & “D-1” Professional Office Districts, where 
churches are permitted subject to obtaining a Special Land Use permit; and 

WHEREAS, a review was completed by staff evaluating the character, location and impact this 
proposal would have on the surrounding area and the impact on the environment, utilities, 
services and compliance with the Zoning Code and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board held a public hearing on May 2, 2016, at which a representative 
of the Church spoke in favor of the request and no other comments were received; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board, at its May 2, 2016 meeting, voted (7-0) to recommend denial of 
SLU-2-2016 for a Special Land Use permit to allow a church in the building at 5606 S. M.L. King 
Jr. Blvd.; and 

WHEREAS, in making its recommendation, the Planning Board found that: 

1. The proposed church would not be harmonious with the character of adjacent
properties and surrounding uses.

2. The proposed church will change the essential character of the surrounding
properties.

3. The proposed church may interfere with the general enjoyment of adjacent
properties.

4. The proposed church does not represent an improvement to the lot as it currently
exists.

5. The proposed church is not consistent with the specific designation of the Design
Lansing Comprehensive Plan.

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing regarding SLU-2-2016 on  , 2016; and 

WHEREAS, the Committee on Development and Planning has reviewed the report and 
recommendation of the Planning Board and concurs therewith; and 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Lansing City Council hereby denies SLU-2-2016, 
a Special Land Use permit to utilize the building at 5606 S. M.L. King Jr. Blvd. for a church.  

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that in denying this request, the City Council determines the 
following: 



1. The proposed church would not be harmonious with the character of adjacent
properties and surrounding uses. The subject property is located in a commercial
area and church activities are generally infrequent and occur outside of normal
business hours.  The majority of the time, there is very little activity which detracts,
rather than contributes to a commercial environment.

2. The proposed church will change the essential character of the S. M.L. King area
which is primarily characterized by nonresidential land uses.  S. M.L. King Blvd. is
zoned, master planned and designed for customer-oriented, commercial uses that
generate a high volume of traffic on a daily basis.

3. The proposed church could interfere with the general enjoyment of adjacent
properties since the subject property is located in a commercial area and
churches, by state law, have the ability to object to liquor licenses within 500 feet of
its property lines.

4. The proposed church will not represent an improvement to the lot as it currently
exists since the church will result in a hole of little activity within an otherwise active
commercial area.

5. The proposed church is not consistent with the “Suburban Commercial” land use
designation for the subject property being advanced in the Design Lansing
Comprehensive Plan. The Plan states that the intent of this designation is “To
allow for general retail and commercial use, including large footprint and
automobile-oriented uses, in a suburban development format that also
encourages a mix of uses and accommodates pedestrians, cyclists and transit
users.”  The proposed church conflicts with the as it is not a customer-oriented
business and will not generate the type of activity that would complement the
existing businesses in the area and encourage additional economic growth.



City of Lansing 

Inter-Departmental 
Memorandum

To: Virg Bernero, Mayor 

From: Susan Stachowiak, Zoning Administrator 

Subject: CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM - Z-5-2016, 2918 N. East Street, Rezoning 

Date: June 8, 2016 

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

The Lansing Planning Board, at its regular meeting held on June 7, 2016, voted (6-0) to recommend 
approval of a request by AVMM, LLC to rezone 2918 N. East Street from “A” Residential District to 
“F” Commercial District.   The purpose of the rezoning is to bring the commercial use of the property 
into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.  

The Planning Board found, based on testimony, evidence and the staff report, that the proposed 
rezoning is consistent with the existing land use and zoning patterns in the area and with future land 
use pattern being advanced in the Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan.  

At the Planning Board public hearing held on June 7, 2016, the applicant’s representative spoke in 
favor of the request and no other comments were received.  

Please forward this resolution to City Council for placement on the Agenda. 

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please give me a call. 

Attachments

“Equal Opportunity Employer” 

XV  A. 2. a.



Z-5-2016 

APPLICANT/OWNER: 

REQUESTED ACTIONS: 

EXISTING LAND USE: 

EXISTING ZONING: 

PROPOSED ZONING: 

PROPERTY SIZE: 

SURROUNDING LAND USE: 

SURROUNDING ZONING: 

MASTER PLAN: 

DESCRIPTION: 

2918 N. East Street 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

AVMM,LLC 
c/o Byron P. Gallagher 
P.O. Box 1800 
East Lansing, MI 48826 

Page 1 

Rezone 29 18 N. East Street from "A'' Resident ial to F"' 
Commercial Distri ct 

Commercial Building - Marco's Pizza 

"A" Residential District 

"F" Comm ercial District 

60' x 223'= 13,380 square feet - .3 1 acres 

N : 
S: 
E: 
W: 

N: 

Office 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Office/Residential/Commercial 

.. A" Residential, '"F'' Commercial & ··y Parking 
Districts 

S: "F'' Commercial & "J" Parking Districts 
E: "H'' Light Industrial District 
W: "A'' Residential, "E-1 " Apartment Shop & ''F" 

Commercial Districts 

The Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan designates the 
subject pro perty for "Suburban commercial" land use. N. 
East Street is designated as a princi pal arterial. 

Z-5-2016: This is a request by A VMM, LLC to rezone the property at 2918 N. East Street from .. /\'' 
Residential District to "F" Commercial District. The purpose or the rezoning is to bring the 
commercial use of the property into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. 

AGENCY RESPONSES 

BWL: 



Z-5-2016 

Building Safety: 

Development Office: 

fire Marshal: 

Parks & Recreation: 

Pub I ic Service: 

Traffic Engineer: 

2918 N. East Street Page 2 

The Building Safety Office has no objections. 

No comment from the Development Office. 

No comments. 

The Transportation and Non-Motorized Section of the Public 
Service Department docs not have any issues with the rezoning 
request. Please note, however, that the driveway to the south of the 
building is almost exclusively on O 'Reilly Auto Parts' property. 
Due lo the proximity of the building lo the south propeny line, it is 
not possible to have two way vehicular access along the south side 
of the building without using the adjacent O'Reilly Auto Parts 
parcel. It appears that a similar issue may exist with the driveway 
on the north side of the parcel. 

COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING LAND USE: 

The subject property contains a commercial building (Marco's Pizza) and is located on N. East 
Street which is an area that is characterized by auto-oriented commercial and quasi-industrial 
uses. As evidenced by the attached zoning map, the overwhelming majority of the properties 
along N. East Street are currently zoned "F" Commercial. The subject property is zoned "A" 
Residential, which district only permits single family residential uses as a matter of right. Single 
family residential use at this location would be contrary to the established land use pattern in the 
area. In addition, given the surrounding commercial land uses and the location of ti1e site on a 
high traffic volume, commercial highway, a single family residential use at this location would 
be completely inappropriate as it would not be conducive to a proper living environment. 

Since the "/\." Residential district does not permit commercial uses, the current use of the 
property is considered legally nonconforming by the standards of Chapter 1294 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. As a nonconforming use, there is a limit of35% of the value of the building that can 
be put into it for restoration costs. The limit is increased to 50% of the value of the building if it 
is damaged by fire or other catastrophe. Therefore, if the building were to be damaged beyond 
50% of its value, it could not be rebuilt as an office building. This puts the owner's investment 
into the property at signifi cant risk. Rezoning the property to "F" Commercial will not only 
clean up a spot zone but will also allow the commercial use at this location to continue without 
the restrictions and liabilities of being considered a "nonconforming use" . 
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COMPLIANCE WITH MASTER PLAN: 

The Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan designates the subject property for "Suburban 
Commercial" land use. The Plan specifics the fo llowing for this land use classification: 

"To allow for general retail and commercial use, including large footpri nt and automobile
ori ented uses, in a suburban development format that also encourages a mix of uses and 
accommodates pedestrians, cycl ists and transit users." 

The Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan establishes the following placemaking characteristics for 
the '·Suburban Commercial"· land use category: 

'·Buildings located close to the street (with parking located to the side and rear) should be 
encouraged at major intersections; otherwise, parking should be pc1m incd between buildings 
and the street. Buildings should be oriented toward the street with a clearly-defined primary 
entry. Landscaped setbacks should be required to screen parking from the street. Interior 
parking lot landscaping should be required to provide pedestrian access routes, define 
vehicular circulation patterns and provide for tree planting and stormwater management. 
Shared driveways and connections between parking lots on adjacent parcels should be 
encouraged to limit driveway curb cuts. Sidewalks should be required." 

The 'T " Commercial district is the most appropriate zoning designation to facil itate the "Suburban 
Commercial .. land use development strategy being advanced in Design Lansing M£>ster. It allows 
for restaurants, retail stores, gaso line stations, car washes and other general commercial uses as well 
as automobile-oriented site design regulations. In fact, the current use of the site and its design are 
consistent with the uses and placemaking characteristics described above. 

IMPACT ON VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC: 

The proposed rezoning will have no impact on traffic in the area. The subject property is primarily 
accessed via N. East Street which is a princ ipa l arterial designed to carry a high volume of traffic. 

IMPACT ON PUBLIC J<'ACILITIES: 

The s ite is already served by all necessary public facilities. No changes are proposed for the site 
that would have an impact on public facilities. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

The proposed rezoning will have no environmental impacts as the site is already developed and no 
changes are proposed at this time. New construction would require administrative site plan review 
at which time the site would have to be brought into compliance with all City codes and ordinance 
including those regulating storm water management. 
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IMPACT ON FUTURE PATTE RNS OF DEVELOPMENT: 

As evidenced by the attached zoning map, rezoning the subject property to ·'F" Commercial will 
make the zoning o f the property cons istent with the established zoning pattern in the area. In 
addition, it will help to eliminate a ·'spot zone" which is typically considered to be an inappropriate 
planning practice. If the rezoning were to be denied, it would deprive the property owner ofland 
use ri ghts that are already afforded to the other property owners that surround the subject property. 

SUMMARY 

This is a request by AVMM. LLC to rezone the property at 2918 N. East Street from ·'/\..'. 
Residential Distri ct to --p'· Commerc ia l District. The purpose of the rezoni ng is to bring the 
commercial use of the property into compliance with the Zoning Ordinance. 

The lindings of fact as outlined in this staff report support a positive recommendation for the 
requested rezoning. The proposed rezoning w ill be consistent with the existing zoning and land use 
patterns in the area and with the future land use pattern being advanced in the Design Lansing 
Comprehensive Plan. Additionally, the proposed rezoning will have no negative impacts on traffic 
patterns, the environment or future patterns of development in the area. 

RJ~COMMENDATIONS 

Pursuant to the find ings described above, the fo llowing recommendation is offered for the Planning 
Board 's consideration: 

Z-5-20 16 be approved to rezone the property at 29 18 N. East Street from --A'" Residential 
District to --f" Commercial District. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Susan Stachowiak 
Zoning Administrator 
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ORDINANCE # _______ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LANSING, MICHIGAN, PROVIDING FOR THE 
REZONING OF A PARCEL OF REAL PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY OF LANSING, 
MICHIGAN AND FOR THE REVISION OF THE DISTRICT MAPS ADOPTED BY 
SECTION 1246.02 OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES. 

The City of Lansing ordains: 

Section 1.  That the district maps adopted by and incorporated as Section 1246.02 of the Code of 
Ordinances of the City of Lansing, Michigan be amended to provide as follows: 

To change the zoning classification of the property described as follows: 
Case Number:  Z-5-2016 
Parcel Number’s: 33-01-01-03-155-011 
Legal Descriptions: Lots 3 & 20, also the South 20 feet of Lots 4 & 19, Elmore M Hunt 

Subdivision, City of Lansing, Ingham County, MI, from “A” 
Residential District to “F” Commercial District.  

Section 2.  All ordinances or parts of ordinances inconsistent with the provisions hereof are 
hereby repealed. 

Section 3.   This ordinance was duly adopted by the Lansing City Council on _________, 2016, 
and a copy is available in the office of the Lansing City Clerk, 9th Floor, City Hall, 124 W. 
Michigan Avenue, Lansing, MI 48933. 

Section 4.   This ordinance shall take effect upon the expiration of seven (7) days from the date 
this notice of adoption is published in a newspaper of general circulation.  
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