
                                      
AGENDA 

Committee on Development and Planning 
Thursday, September 22, 2016 @ 10:00 a.m.  

10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 
 
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:  

 August 25, 2016 

 September 8, 2016 
 

4. Discussion/Action: 
 

A.) RESOLUTION – Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment; 125 W. 
Malcom X; LBWL Central Substation Project 

 
B.) RESOLUTION- SLU-3-2016; 125 W. Malcom X; LBWL Central Substation 

Project 
 

C.) RESOLUTION - ACT-7-2016; Authorize Construction of LBWL Central 
Substation Project 

 
D.) RESOLUTION – ACT-9-2016; Sale of 1020 W. Hillsdale Street to Habitat For 

Humanity Capital Region (HFHCR); Relocation and Renovation of Scott Center 
 
 

5) Other/Place on File 
 

6) Adjourn 





 
MINUTES 

Committee on Development and Planning 
Thursday, September 22, 2016 @ 10:00 a.m. 

10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 
 
CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 10:05 a.m.  
 
ROLL CALL 
Council Member Jody Washington, Chair 
Council Member Jessica Yorko, Vice Chair-left the meeting at 11:22 a.m. 

Councilmember Judi Brown Clarke, Member- excused 

 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Jim Smiertka, City Attorney- left the meeting at 11:25 a.m. 
Susan Stachowiak, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Todd Heywood, City Pulse 
Wayne Lynn, BWL 
Melanie Lynn, BWL 
Chris Knudstrup, BWL 
Annie Rzepecki, BWL 
Bob Ford,BWL 
Dick Peffley, BWL 
Steve Serkaian, BWL 
George Stojic, BWL 
Calvin Jones, BWL 
Price Dobernick, Union 
Mark Dotson, Deputy City  
Jim Smiertka, City Attorney 
Dave Erickson, Sierra Club 
Sharon Burton, Garden Club 
Dale Schrader, Preservation Lansing 
Ryan Smith, Cherryhill Neighborhood 
  
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Public comment would be taken during each agenda item. 
 
 
 



MINUTES 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM AUGUST 25, 
2016 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 2-0. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 
8, 2016 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 2-0. 
 
Council Member Washington amended the agenda to address item D) first, the ACT-9-2016. 
RESOLUTION – ACT-9-2016; Sale of 1020 W. Hillsdale Street to Habitat For Humanity 
Capital Region (HFHCR); Relocation and Renovation of Scott Center 
Ms. Stachowiak informed the Committee that Habitat for Humanity no long wanted to accept the 
house.  The topic will still stay on the November ballot, and the City will release a RFP to 
acquire someone to obtain the house and move it.  Council Member Washington asked if the 
concept was still the same, and Ms. Stachowiak could not verify that since there is no 
prospective interest at this point.  Council Member Washington then asked Mr. Peffley if BWL 
was still giving $100,000 towards the item, and it was confirmed they would. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO WITHDRAW THE REQUEST FOR ACT 9-2016 
DUE TO THE FACT THAT HABITAT FOR HUMANITY HAS WITHDREW THEIR INTEREST.  
MOTION CARRIED 2-0. 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION: 
RESOLUTION – Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment; 125 W. Malcom X; 
LBWL Central Substation Project 
RESOLUTION- SLU-3-2016; 125 W. Malcom X; LBWL Central Substation Project 
RESOLUTION - ACT-7-2016; Authorize Construction of LBWL Central Substation Project 
Council Member Washington started the conversations by stating that based on her comments 
from the last meeting she submitted questions to BWL representatives.  Those questions were 
answered, however some of the answers were not what she was looking for, and even stated 
that her questions were not relevant and therefore chose not to answer.  Since that time, there 
have been further discussions with BWL and at this point the Committee will move forward on 
obtaining more information at this meeting.  Council Member Washington informed the BWL 
representatives that Council needs to have the information to make an educated vote.  Mr. 
Peffley agreed to answer the important questions, and move forward. 
 
Mr. Peffley first spoke on the history behind why some questions were not answered, stating 
that 2 years ago the BWL received an intent to sue from the Sierra Club, along with the fact they 
are working with the EPA on alleged violations at a plant.  This provide an unique situation 
where they could not answer some of Council Member Washington’s questions.  Since her 
submission of questions, as recent as 9/21/2016, they have met with the Sierra Club to resolve 
their issue. A lot of the questions in the initial Council Member’s letter were related to the 
disclosure the Sierra Club was asking for.  Mr. Peffley clarified that when they responded to the 
questions, the perception of intent was not intended.  Council Member Washington asked Mr. 
Peffley to reach out via phone in the future if that situation arises again. 
 
Council Member Yorko referenced renderings from the last meeting presented by Mr. Schrader 
that depicted two different presentations, one showing distribution ducts and transition lines to 
South street, and another graphic that didn’t show that.  Since that meeting she had reached out 
to BWL and was informed the initial image that showed it, was a small distribution duct with a 
couple lines, and sufficient to serve residential on Washington Street.  This was nowhere near 
the ducts that currently exist under Eckert to GM to downtown.  The reason Council Member 



Yorko was given that it was taken from the later graphics was not to give people the 
understanding that the equal level of capacity was there.  BWL confirmed in no way did they 
intend to mislead. 
 
Council Member Washington began a detailed question and answer session going over some of 
her initial questions sent to BWL representatives on September 11, 2016.  Council Member 
Washington asked the following questions with answers being provided by BWL 
representatives. 

Question 3 We have been told that the substation would take about 18-24 months to 
build?  Which statement is accurate?  What is the actual written construction time table 
outlined for this project?  
Mr. Stojic stated it will take 2 years. 
Does the time table include all of the proposed amenities? 
Mr. Stojic stated it does. 
Have permits already been pulled for the Scott site?  If so, what permits and from which 
agencies? 
Mr. Peffley stated they had not been. 
 

Council Member Washington deterred from the questions to inform the BWL representatives 
that she was encouraging them to put forth additional efforts for more community engagement, 
since in this case the park is just used by just a single neighborhood, but the entire City.  The 
outreach needed to be broader.  Mr. Peffley agreed it has been a learning curve, and noted they 
hope in the future they will not have to build in another park.  Council Member Washington 
asked about the charrette that was done for the art on the wall, and why it was not for the actual 
design of the wall.  Mr. Peffley confirmed the planning of the wall can be as low as 8’ and they 
need to figure it out. There is flexibility on the wall, but it has to be a minimum of 8’ for security.  
BWL can recreate the wall with options and will have community engagement. 
 

Question 5 The BWL currently owns 117 properties in Lansing.  How many more 

properties does he BWL think they will need in the future? 

Mr. Peffley noted there are currently 123 well sites alone, substation locations, and 

booster locations, and very little of that property is vacant. Some of the vacant property 

is not in the City limits.  Currently there is nothing on the drawing boards that show 

purchasing property at this point, and they do look 5 years out.  The BWL future plans 

include replacing the coal plant 

 

Question 6 Currently there are three parks that have sub-stations sitting on them.  Does 

the BWL have plans in the future to be asking for more park land? 

Mr. Peffley stated no. 

 

Question 7 If the Scott Park site is not approved, what is the next financially prudent 

location for this substation (without the pole farm and other poles depicted in the 

presentation)? 

Mr. Peffley stated they would like to consider Eckert, but if it is a viable option we would 

have moved on it already.  It is an expensive option. 

 



BWL has stated it would add $12.5 million dollars to the cost of the program to have it 
located at the current Eckert site.  In the presentation given by BWL, the cost was $42 
million.  Add to the question was the example that Council is being told it will cost  
$30 million to fire up Eckert again. 
BWL Representatives noted that is a small piece of the co-generation, it also backs up 
the electrical for South Lansing.  A large percentage of the load covers downtown, the 
hospitals and the State. Council Member Washington asked if one on stand-by is 
enough.  Mr. Peffley informed the Committee that it takes 8 hours to start the coal to 
make electricity, and the base load of electricity is downtown.  If they relied on Eckert to 
cold start for the downtown area it would take 8 hours to create electricity.  Therefore 
they keep three running constantly so if one needs repair, there are two other already 
running that can immediately kick in, they do not have to cold start them.  Mr. Serkaian 
added to the conversation that it is $30 million to repower Eckert and $30 million to build.  
To keep the plant 7 years after the retirement date could take $60 million.  Mr. Peffley 
stated that in 2020 when Eckert is due to close, to extend it for 60 days, they would need 
to put in improvements and that could extend 7 years because the improvements would 
be to the turbine generators which have a 7 year life.  Council Member Washington 
asked if the cost to keep one on standby is less than $30 million.  Mr. Peffley confirmed 
it that would be less, but to extend its life would take 3 turbines.  Half of the funds are to 
comply with the EPA requirements, so the cost of 1 is 1/3 of the cost.  Mr. Stojic stated 
that they want to run a plant on a 50 year plan with 3 turbines, and not rely on one 
turbine.  Mr. Peffley assured the Committee that if they rehab one turbine, it would be 
less, but rehab does not make it new.    
 
Question 9 A separate substation will need to be built for GM.  If the “sweet spot” is 

Townsend and Malcolm X, would that be the probable site for the GM substation? Added 

to this question, it was noted that it appears GM could consider their power station on 

the other side of the garden, and Council Member Washington stated she does not want 

2 acres of substation, a park, then another substation. 

Mr. Peffley stated that area on GM is not the site they have been told.  BWL is involved 

in the GM substation design, however the location will be where GM wants it on their 

property.  Council Member Washington asked if they could encourage them not to put 

their substation next to the City.  Mr. Knudstop confirmed they have been in discussions 

with GM and they are proposing sites not near this site, and closer to MLK. 

Council Member Washington referenced the BWL budget and note it appeared they were 
projecting a 2.4 increase in rates, and asked if that was every year or compounded.  Mr. Peffley 
assured her it was not a rate hike, it is an inflation projection.  BWL does understand that as 
they move forward with the new generating plant, they will have to have plan for an increase, 
but until it is sized they won’t know what that will be.  The 2.4 is not approved by the Board, it is 
in there just as a place holder.  It is being used as a placeholder for a projection of 2.4 for each 
of the 3 years.  Council Member Washington asked if this would be on top of the other price; Mr. 
Peffley confirmed. 
 

Question 10 What is the tipping point that will no longer make the BWL competitive with 

private utility companies?  Where are we in that regard? 

Mr. Peffley stated they are 2.5% under Consumers Energy and hope to be double digits 

for residents.  Consumers is cheaper in the commercial in rates, but BWL is still getting 

commercial customers based on name sake.  It is been heard that Consumers is 

proposing a rate hike, however BWL has a goal to be double digits under the 



competitors.  They are competitive with Consumers and DTE, and have a goal of 9% 

under Consumers, and a larger spread under DTE.  Council Member Yorko referenced 

earlier community review team meetings, where they discussed the closing and 

replacements.  At that time when they spoke on rates increases, 2.4 was predicted, and 

to keep Eckert it would be an additional 4.5%.  There is an understanding that replacing 

the baseload from Eckert will be an additional expense to the Board, and you would 

expect there would be a cost to that, and therefore she questioned if the 2.4 predicts 

those costs.  Mr. Peffley confirmed they do not.  Council Member Yorko made it noted 

that she was comfortable with an additional rate increase for replacing the base load, but 

not with a rate increase to keep Eckert open.  Mr. Peffley acknowledged her statement, 

and reiterated that maintenance on a new plan will be less than maintenance on the old 

one. 

 

Question 12 Who was contacted at GM in regard to building the substation on 

Townsend?  Has there been any further discussion? 

Mr. Serkaian confirmed that GM indicated there is no room on their Grand River plant 

site for a station, and the Mayor’s office also confirmed that after their discussions. 

 

Question 14  If two smaller substations were built, not on park land, what site would be 

considered and how much would it cost? 

Mr. Knudstrop stated that they did look at two smaller options, but size wise they would 

add up to 50% more space than one.  And then when they looked around for property 

there were not a lot of sites. 

 

Question 16  We need to build a new gas plant?  When is this to be built?  Where is the 

proposed site? 

Mr. Peffley stated BWL has hired a firm to look at sites, where they can be closed to the 

gas line, and close to a transmission line. BWL hopes to have information by early 2017 

of proposals for those sites.  The BWL will keep the City updated on those locations, 

even if they are not in the City limits. Council Member Yorko asked if land acquisition is a 

component.  Mr. Peffley confirmed they have engaged neighborhoods and some options 

include rehabs of existing sites.  Council Member Yorko asked if there is land acquisition 

needed for the next ones they have foreseen.  Mr. Peffley stated there is not, they will be 

rehabs. The only proposed new one is on the south side, across from a current one that 

will be removed.  That land has already been purchased. 

Mr. Dotson left the meeting at 10:39 a.m. 
 

Mr. Peffley continued stated that the existing are rehabilitations of the sites and the 
public in those areas have been engaged.  Council Member Washington asked that they 
also contact the Council Members in the Wards those will take place. 
 
Question 20  Is REO operating at 100%?  

Mr. Peffley stated that REO operates at whatever load is needed. It is capable of running 

at full load. Currently with the recent weather conditions, the electric side is running at 

full load, and the steam side is dispatched on an as need basis 

 



Question 21  Are the emissions from the Erickson Plant actually higher than what is 

coming from Eckert? 

Mr. Peffley assured the Committee that depends on how the load is.  If Erickson is not 

on line, there are no emissions, but it is capable of 160 megawatts,  if running one 

turbine.  They are in compliance with all state guidelines. 

 

Question 22 Erickson needs to come down by 2030?   

Mr. Peffley noted that it will not be the same as what they are doing now.  Erickson does 

not have a substation required to be built to be shut down.  It is also not required to be 

shut down by 2030, but might be part of the negotiations with the Sierra Club.  This date 

of 2030 will be close to the end of its life, and is currently just a date that is floating 

around. 

 

Question 27  How will the size of substations increase/decrease with the advancement 

of technology? 

Mr. Peffley noted there maybe percentage but the transformer is rated for a certain 

amount of power.   

 

Question 28  What are the industry best practices (not the cheapest) for the amount of 

poles and wires on aerial installations? 

Mr. Peffley acknowledged it is not the industry best practice, but the lowest cost. 

Mr. Dotson returned to the meeting at 10:45 a.m. 
 

Mr. Peffley continued, noting that with poles there is higher risk of a storm taking them 
down, and currently the service is already underground from Eckert GM to the park.  If 
they go underground from an alternate site that is where the cost will rise.  BWL has 
been asked to show the lowest cost option.  Council Member Yorko asked if BWL had a 
recommendation on how to handle the scenario if it was being installed above ground.  
Mr. Peffley stated they have the costs for underground. 
 
Question 29  Does the BWL have the power of eminent domain? 

Mr. Peffley stated their attorney has told them yes.  Mr. Smiertka stated that the City 

does, but BWL is just a part of the City.  It has been restricted to a “public purpose” not 

private. 

 

Question 34  What is the life expectancy of underground distribution lines? 

Mr. Knudstrop informed the Committee it was 40 years.   The duct banks have 40-60 

years, and the cable 40 years.  Mr. Peffley added that the can replace a cable in the duct 

bank any time without any disruption.  Mr. Knudstrop noted that there are some duct 

banks that are 80-90 years old they still use. 

 

Question 35 When was the BWL first notified that Ecker must be closed?  Who 

determined the timeline? 

Mr. Stojic there was no specific date.  When they started reviewing REO Town in 2011-

2012 they also reviewed smaller units in the Moores Park area.  Mr. Peffley also noted 

that when steam was taken off, units 1-3 were shut down spring 2016 and REO picked 



those up.  Now they are running units 4-6, and those are the ones the new ones will 

replace. 

 

Question 38  If Bob Ford was hired a year before the unveiling of the project, why was 

the community not in involved during that time? 

Council Member Washington asked BWL to do this process different in the future. 

 

Question 40  What is the actual cost for placing the substation at the Scott site without 

the proposed amenities? 

The BWL representatives stated $27.9 million. 

 

 

Question 43  I was first told that the Diamond Reo site would cost $18 million more than 

the Scott site?  If 4% would raise about $70 million, what would the percentage actually 

be for the $18 million? 

Mr. Peffley stated that it is $18 million to build it, then they roll in cost of extending the life 

of Eckert.  Mr. Serkaian confirmed that the first answer was a quick response answer, so 

the new cost was based on comparative cost analysis.  The 2.4%  is a place holder. 

 

Question 46  The 2020 - 2022 budget shows $1.3million each year for capital outlay for 

Eckert.  If Eckert is closing, what is the capital outlay money going to be used for? 

Mr. Peffley acknowledged that when the question came through the first time he was not 

able to locate the details or placeholder for his in their budget.  The current projection will 

include work on the dam and that will stay ongoing.  There will also be exiting costs to 

make the property available for a developer.  These would be a line item under capital 

outlay for Eckert.  Council Member Washington asked them to continue to search for the 

reference and if they locate it to forward to Council staff. 

 

Question 47  Which other entities, i.e., engineering companies, etc., were involved in 

choosing the Scott site for the substation? 

This was referenced only, and the answers were provided in the original responses. 

 

Question 49 Is this due to a NERC reliability requirement? If so cite the specific 

regulation. Do the Eckert coal burning units need to be in active service to meet this 

requirement and if so why?  [This is the most likely scenario, but as soon as the new 

substation is up and running they will be able to satisfy this requirement and Eckert can 

be retired] 

Mr. Peffley responded no. 
 

Question 50  Is this due to a MISO capacity requirement? If so cite the specific 

regulation. Can the Eckert coal burning units be retired while still using the existing 

substation and other infrastructure at the Eckert site until the new substation is 

complete? In other words, can you purchase the limited capacity requirement (about 80-

100 MW) from the national grid on a short term basis to satisfy the MISO requirement? 

(regardless of whether or not this is the BWL's preference) 

Mr. Peffley responded no. 



Question 51  Is this due to an EPA pollution regulation? If so cite the specific regulation. 

If this is the result of the Mercury and Air Toxics rule (MATS), the BWL has already 

installed temporary controls at the Eckert station to meet this. Was this only allowed for a 

limited time? 

Mr. Peffley stated no. 
 
Question 52 Is this due to a negotiated consent agreement with the EPA and/or MDEQ 

such as the EPA Notice of Violation of March 2015 for permit violations at the Erickson 

power plant? If so is the final agreement available to support the need to retire Eckert by 

January 1, 2020? 

Mr. Peffley stated no. 

 
Question 53  If one or more of these are true then document the costs associated with 

failing to meet the requirement. 

It was not this question was irrelevant. 

Question 54  I know we are planning on $100,000 to move the house, $40,000 

endowment for the garden and $20,000 every three years for art, but what is the actual 

cost of each of the other amenities?  The viewing platform?  Improvements to the actual 

riverfront?  Art on the walls?  Fish platforms?  The walls around the substation? 

Demolition of the existing wall?  Building of the new parking lot?  Actual cost of the bike 

path and walking path that is proposed?  Is this this 4 million minus the 160,000.   

Mr. Peffley noted that art is rolled into the $4 million.  BWL has not done details or 

specifications on the components, so they are assuming it will be $4 million based on 

discussion with the consultants.  BWL has placed in the worst case scenario for the 

tallest wall, priced out at 25’, and he noted the wall does not have to be the same height 

all the way around.  Council Member Washington encourage BWL to look at the Lou 

Adado park sculpture and have it moved to the site.  Mr. Peffley stated there is a 8-10’ 

wall proposed along Washington and they are working to move that back to provide a 

greenspace.  Mr. Knudstrop stated they could move it back 10’, but continue to work on 

the projection. 

Question 55  Will trees need to be cut down to do a new parking lot? 
BWL representatives noted that trees and parking lot design will come up in the design 
process. 

 
Council Member Washington acknowledged BWL for their apology and response.  Council has 
been in a unique position, and every organization and public approaches them with their point of 
view.  The Charter leaves it up to Council to make this difficult decision. Council Member 
Washington encouraged BWL to consider the fact that the Eckert property is river front property, 
and provides an opportunity for them to do something wonderful.    The question then was 
raised on what BWL vision is for renewable energy.  Mr. Peffley noted that LEAP has been 
involved with bringing prospective buyers to the Eckert site well before this project is done so 
that they are out in front of this to make sure people know it will be available.  As regards to 
renewals, the State itself is struggling with a renewal portfolio goal.   BWL has a goal of 20%, 
and has a goal of 40% clean energy by 2030. It was noted that no other utility  has that goal in 
this area.  BWL is working on a solar project of 20 megawatts in Delta now, and working on a 
wind farm up north.  They currently have a contract with hydro power, and will use that to offset 



the running of new plant.  There is no economical large storage of electricity. BWL will continue 
to work with the Sierra Club with where they are going with renewables. 
 
Council Member Yorko asked if BWL was securing grants for the renewables.  Mr. Peffley 
acknowledged they have not reached out yet to secure grants but have spoken to people about 
20 megawatt storage.  They have a goal 30% by 2020, increasing in each year. 
 
Council Member Washington again acknowledged BWL for their apology and responses, and 
encouraged them to work and communicate with Council in the future. 
 
Council Member Yorko also acknowledged the difficulty in the decision, and understanding the 
emotional connection to the parks.  All the concerns are important and equally valuable.  Taking 
in to account all the information, and all the opportunities presented, the City needs reliable 
electricity that people can afford.  She concluded by stating she believed that what is needed 
can be addressed on this site, understanding they will lose something historical.  
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR THE 
DESIGN LANSING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT; 125 W. MALCOM X; LBWL 
CENTRAL SUBSTATION PROJECT.  MOTION CARRIED 2-0. 
 
Ms. Burton  spoke in opposition to the differential costs on cleanup, rates, and the numbers 
presented for the project.  Ms. Burton asked for continued research on other sites, and power 
from other sites.  Mr. Peffley assured Ms. Burton they have looked at other sites but those could 
take longer to build, there could be an acquisition of land, building of underground banks, and 
issue of not being able to use some of the road ways because of existing utilities underground.  
Ms. Burton asked about the site at the 7th Day Adventist Church, and Mr. Peffley stated it would 
not big enough to build on and so they would have to move into the surrounding properties, and 
if they would not sell to them, they would have to condemn, and then the cost gets higher. 
 
Council Member Washington assured the group Council will continue to take questions but at 
this point they are at a standstill, and for the sake of the City they have to move forward at this 
time.  The full Council will see the items for a vote on September 26, 2016.  
 
RESOLUTION- SLU-3-2016; 125 W. Malcom X; LBWL Central Substation Project 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR SLU-3-
2016. 
 
Mr. Smiertka corrected the proposed resolution, stating that the SLU is not conditional so any 
references to such should be removed.  Therefore the second resolved clause should be 
eliminated, and the words “with conditions” should be removed from the third resolved clause. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR SLU-3-
2016 WITH THE AMENDMENTS MADE BY LAW.  MOTION CARRIED 2-0. 
 
RESOLUTION - ACT-7-2016; Authorize Construction of LBWL Central Substation Project 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR ACT-7-
2016.  MOTION CARRIED 2-0. 
 
Council Member Yorko left the meeting at 11:22 a.m.  
 



Mr. Erickson supported the questions that were asked, and asked the Committee to considering 
placing those questions to outside experts.  One question he noted asked was what was the 
definition of “clean energy”, noting that GM recently stated they want 40% renewables.  Mr. 
Peffley confirmed that BWL would support that. 
 
Mr. Smiertka left the meeting at 11:25 a.m. 
 

Mr. Erickson asked about the other forms of energy BWL has, and Mr. Stojic informed the group 
that BWL is well balanced.  Mr. Peffley also added that BWL continues its conversations with 
the Sierra Club, but due to negotiations on the pending case, they have been asked to keep any 
negotiations silent. Mr. Erickson concluded his statements stated his opposition to the 
answering of the questions, stating again that other experts should weigh in. Council Member 
Washington stated clearly to the group that she has continued to keep these submissions open 
for months to get answers, and she has performed her due diligence. The times of secrecy and 
lack of transparency need to come to an end, and it is important to change the culture in the 
City, she concluded. 
 
Mr. Schrader also acknowledged Council Member Washington for her work, but spoke in 
opposition on a decision that was made in an hour.  Mr. Schrader encouraged the Committee 
and Council to learn from the experience and stated his fear that BWL will again “push” in the 
future.  He noted there are no specifications on the proposed amenities and wall.  Mr. Peffley 
acknowledged that BWL has learned through this process, and they understand that some 
residents agree and some do not, but the outcome is the correct outcome. 
 
Council Member Washington reminded the group that she could not speak to how the vote 
would be on Monday, September 26, 2016, but they do need to go forward, and Council will be 
left to deal with the issues.  The studies could go on for year, and they would still not have all 
the answers.  At some point the question has to be called. 
 
Mr. Smith spoke in opposition to the process that was followed, and point to the issue that the 
restoration of the Eckert property will be paid for by the City when they are asked to approve 
bonds, Brownfields and other forms to make the property buildable.  Council Member 
Washington suggested that BWL consider making that property into a greenspace.  Mr. Smith 
referenced his recent visit to an urban garden under renovation by DTE in Detroit as an option 
for BWL to consider.  His suggestion was that BWL take the $4 million to commission a new 
park in downtown, or enhance a park, or even consider an indoor park for year round 
concessions.  Mr. Peffley stated that BWL has no issue with the discussions, and can even work 
with the City Parks and Recreation Director.  
  
Adjourn at 11:37 a.m. 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary,   
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on October 13, 2016   



DRAFT 

 
MINUTES 

Committee on Development and Planning 
Thursday, August 25, 2016 @ 10:00 a.m. 
10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 

 
CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 10:04 a.m.  
 
ROLL CALL 
Council Member Jody Washington, Chair 
Council Member Jessica Yorko, Vice Chair- left the meeting at 11:27 p.m. 

Councilmember Judi Brown Clarke, Member- excused 

 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Jim Smiertka, City Attorney 
Council Member Carol Wood 
Bill Rieske, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Mark Dotson, Deputy City Attorney 
Kathy Miles 
Shirley Woodruff, Grand Haven Manor, Reenders Inc., 
Mackie Woodruff, Grand Haven Manor, Reenders, Inc. 
Price Dobernick, UAW 333 
Mark Mello, Sheet Metal Union 7 
Kim Sakowski, DEQ 
Janet Michaluk, DEQ 
Bret Stuntz, SkyVue 
Jeff Hukill, DEQ 
Matt Marshall, Rise 
Jamerson M. Ries, Wolverine 
Steve Willobee, LEAP 
Bill Rieske, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Brent, ATK Peerless 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Council Member Washington stated all comments will be taken during each agenda item. 
 
MINUTES 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER BROWN CLARKE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM 
AUGUST 11, 2016 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 2-0. 
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DISCUSSION/ACTION: 
RESOLUTION –ACT-1-2016; Grand Haven Manor; Farrell Drain Easement Reduction; 3215 
W Mt. Hope 
Mr. Rieske outlined the request, based on the anticipation of a possible expansion and new 
building for the Grand Haven Manor building.  The owners have asked for the drain easement to 
be reduced in size to accommodate the building.  The Department on Public Service have 
performed an investigation and determined the City does not need any of the easement.  
Therefore the proposed resolution is to vacate nearly all of easement.  It was noted that at the 
south end, off their property, there is a manhole that feeds into the Deerfield Avenue drain.  Law 
has determined the manhole in question is not on this property, therefore not included in the 
legal of the easement. 
 
The group discussed the current Grand Haven Manor, site for expansion which is land locked, 
and lending.  Ms. Woodruff confirmed for the Committee that they will be establishing a condo 
association to address the land lock issue and to build their 78 new senior mixed income 
independent units offering congregate services, etc.   
 
Council Member Wood asked about the history of water issues on the site. Ms. Woodruff stated 
they are addressing that with enlarging the detention on the west, and they have gone thru the 
MDEQ wetland approval process so it will be engineered to accommodate.  
 
Council Member Wood asked of the existing tree buffer will be staying, and it was 
acknowledged that some tree clearing will be done, but nothing beyond the drain. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR ACT-1-
2016; FARRELL DRAIN EASEMENT REDUCTION; 3215 W MT HOPE.  MOTION CARRIED 2-
0. 
 
DISCUSSION – Ordinance 206.25; Transparency in Bidding 
Law distributed new version of the proposed ordinance dated 8/25/2016.  Council Member 
Washington outlined the process and involvement on how it had gotten to this point.  Mr. 
Smiertka outlined the ordinance highlighting that revisions were made based on comments from 
the Committee and outside organizations.  The first revision was page 4 adding (6) per the 
Committee request and (7) per Law recommendation.  Page 5 removed the waiver section, 
because Mr. Smiertka noted that under this proposal there is no reason for it, but would be 
needed in the dialogue that will occur during conversations with the developer.  Page 5 the 
Committee asked for the addition of line 14, and line 16 was also added.  Again it was stated 
this is not a regulatory ordinance.  There is an application for incentive that Council will look at, 
and then Mr. Smiertka referenced an example from Corunna.  Mr. Willobee confirmed that 
LEAP does a contract and it can be modified to reflect the changes.  Council Member 
Washington asked to see the agreements, and Mr. Willobee noted the use a universal 
agreement currently.  Council Member Wood asked if going from a regulatory ordinance to 
contract, where each will be different, can Council pick and choose, or will Council see each 
item.  Mr. Smiertka stated that Council has the criteria, then referred the group to the definition 
on page 3, noting that this information should all be vetted before it even gets to Council. 
 
The Committee and other public reviewed the “Requirements” on page 3- 4.  Council Member 
Wood voiced a concern with items that the developer could choose not to.  Mr. Smiertka noted 
they can have it written out, but if Council wants it in there, then Council can send it back to 
LEAP to renegotiate.   
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Mr. Dobernick asked for the requirements to be written into the LEAP boiler plate agreement.  
Mr. Willobee answered they the agreement they use is a universal agreement created under the 
Executive Order of 2008.  Since it is an executive order no revisions can be made, and if are 
they are not substantiated.  If Council has the power to change the executive order the LEAP 
can consider it.  Council Member Wood referenced the universal agreement and concern with 
the item that states the developer will “attempt to use local and union labor.”  There is no criteria 
if they say they tried, and have nothing to prove they have or haven’t.  She pursued having this 
language of criteria built in which could be in the contract enforced by LEAP before it comes to 
Council.  Per Law if this is passed by Council, it will be initiated in the documents they will work 
with LEAP on.   Mr. Willobee reminded the Committee that if it is desire of the Council to move 
forward in this way, they are currently under the Executive Order and PA98.  They will work with 
Law to do what Council considers, but they want to sure not a fraudulent agreement that could 
end up in litigation.  Mr. Dobernick asked Mr. Smiertka if there be an issue going against the 
Executive Order.  Mr. Smiertka noted that this appears to be a local concern, and the LEAP is a 
universal agreement.  Mr. Willobee suggested adding the requested items into the “best effort” 
category, but the question would be how you do that without butting up against the Executive 
Order.    
 
Council Member Yorko asked if it would be best to go back to the 2008 version; however Mr. 
Smiertka noted that one was a regulatory ordinance and it created the potential for multi law 
suits from non-parties, disgruntled bidders.  Mr. Dobernick stated again his concern that there is 
nothing enforceable.  The majority of the contracts that are dealt with are last minute, and 
Council needs to get away from that.  Mr. Smiertka suggested that even though Council won’t 
look at projects case by case, each project will look different.  The standards will be the same.  
Whatever agreement the LEAP is talking about, Law would review and LEAP would make sure 
it meets the Council intentions.  Council Member Washington pointed out that if they do not 
exercise fair and open bidding that will be addressed.   
 
Mr. Willobee informed the group that many times the applicant has begun its investigative and 
financial work before Council even sees it. Can they move forward before Council takes any 
action.  Mr. Smiertka reminded him it would be at their risk, and they will have to work with 
developer on the criteria.  Council Member Washington noted that they are not asking for the 
bidding topic to be addressed for the architect, or general, but once the general contractor puts 
out for bids for the subcontractors open bidding should be addressed.  Council Member Yorko 
suggested changing the language to state “upon approval of incentive”.   
 
Council Member Wood encouraged Mr. Willobee to start encouraging all current applications to 
follow what has been discussed in this ordinance, and Mr. Willobee acknowledged there are 
some projects already under way that might not be able to go back. 
 
Mr. Smiertka went back to review of the ordinance noting the original ordinance was regulatory 
which had mandatory items. It the developer did not have the times it was a civil infraction.  
Council Member Yorko referred the Committee to page 4, Section D.  Council Member 
Washington asked Law if all this Section would take place before Council approval.  Mr. 
Dobernick admitted that it would be typical to bid after the incentive is approved.  Mr. Willobee 
noted what can occur, and based on the ordinance there would be a delay.  LEAP would have 
no issue with loosening up the language on page 4 and give the developer both ways.  Mr. 
Smiertka clarified that what it says now, whatever they have done pre-bid or not, they will come 
to Council with a plan, so his opinion was that he was not sure if there needs to be a change.  
Mr. Willobee stated that if the applicant has followed every posting requirements and all 
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ordinance, then they come for consideration.  Council Member Washington suggested that all 
the documentation be brought at the time of consideration of a Brownfield.  Council Member 
Yorko again pointed out that there need to be a modification because now the ordinance says 
after approval.  It needs language to assure that open bidding could occur before approval.  Mr. 
Willobee stated it can be changed if possible, and Mr. Smiertka stated it would be. 
 
Mr. Willobee asked for details on what “bidding” applies to since there a lot of federal funds with 
the activity in question, so is it what is being directly funded.  Items included clean up, materials, 
etc.  Mr. Smiertka referred them to page 2,  and stated they could add a definition of 
“construction”. 
 
Council Member Yorko referred the group to page 2, which stated low income tax credits, and 
question how that could be listed since the City does not issue those.  Mr. Smiertka stated it is a 
PILOT so that would cover it, but he could reference MSHDA.   Council Member Yorko again 
asked that it be removed since it is an incentive the City does not have jurisdiction or control 
over.   Mr. Smiertka stated he would make the change. 
 
Council Member Yorko then referred to page 4, an asked why those items were listed under 
requirements.  Council Member Wood stated they were in the original ordinance. 
 
Council Member Yorko asked Mr. Dobernick if the labor councils and trades were promoting this 
and if so what other municipalities have adopted it.  Mr. Dobernick confirmed he has spoken to 
Ingham County, Delta Township and East Lansing, however Lansing is further along in the 
process.  There has been no push back from those municipalities though. 
 
Mr. Mello spoke in support of the ordinance and the City setting precedence. 
 
Council Member Washington outlined the process, with the last revision coming back 9/8/2016, 
then introduction and setting of a public hearing on 9/21/52016.  The hearing will then be set 
10/10/2016, and will be back to the Committee on 10/24/2016.  Law should provide the final 
draft to the Committee the week of August 29th, and any concerns should be sent to herself of 
Law.   
 
Discussion – SkyVue Development Questions and Answers 
Introductions 
 
Council Member Washington outlined the request for SkyVue Developers to attend the meeting 
which included questions on environmental cleanup, incentives, and the process of reporting.  
This is to educate Council and assure them who are responsible.  Council is never been given a 
check list to follow when they give out incentives and abatements.  Therefore Council never 
knows what, why the cost and assurance it was done and done responsibility.   
 
Mr. Hukill began the conversation stating they administer the ACT 31 tax incentive which the 
City applied for, for SkyVue.  The process includes the developer submits a work plan for 
review, and in the work plan there are specific criteria on what has to be included on the plan.  
In the plan they have to propose what to do, then propose a plan to reduce that off the site.  
This is not to clean up the site to present conditions, but purpose how they will reduce the risk to 
make it safe.  The developer proposes a plan on due care responsibility of the owner of 
property, and to make the site safe for anyone who comes along.  They have proposed how to 
mitigate with a variety of implementations.   When they get ready to buy a parcel, they do a 
Phase 1 environmental testing, then baseline.  Those are in the environmental assessments 
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and submitted to the DEQ for their liability protection. The purchasers/developers are not the 
contaminators, but they are pursuing to protect the third party.  They are not responsible for 
clean up as long as they follow the due care to make sure process is followed and meets the 
plan.  The plan will have a due care, then a budget of do not exceed. Then the DEQ will review 
the plan and make sure it is active, reasonable and appropriate, and evaluate the costs.  In 
regards to the SkyVue project they have performed two (2) reviews, one under the letter of the 
law, and the other to look at the activities to make sure what they are proposing will make it 
safe. If the criteria is met, they issue them the approval to use the mills to fix it.  Ms. Sakowski 
noted that when they do a review if it is contaminated soil, they can’t move, but have to properly 
dispose of it.  Mr. Willobee added that they also look at the ground water level, and DEQ 
reviews it to make sure the environmental conditions will not be made worse.  They are trying to 
get the site back to a safe level.  Mr. Hukill also clarified that that does not mean they have to 
remove anything, it needs to be safe, and it depends on what the contaminates are.  There are 
many options, types of contaminates, and levels.  For example for a due care for vapors, there 
could be vapor barriers, venting, etc.   They need to make sure no one comes in contact with 
contaminates, and try to isolate contamination.  In the case of the SkyVue plan, this is being 
considered a “construction on site” and there was no level of contamination.  In Lansing there 
are other incentives or eligible activities they were approved for with MEDC. The parking 
structure, the site preparation, and land balancing would be brought up to level if they would 
have been a greenfield.  The purpose of the site is a Brownfield, regardless of contamination or 
blight.  The eligible activities can be used on either, however there has to be contamination for 
the DEQ to allow for tax incentive on school mills.  Mr. Mello asked if the DEQ works with 
MIOSHA and the EPA, and who follows up on  the tanks that were removed, and he also asked 
for those documents.  Ms. Sakowski confirmed they do work with the EPA and has info on the 
tanks which can be FOIA from the State of Michigan.  Mr. Mello wants to speak to the EPA and 
MIOSHA. 
 
Mr. Hukill went on to outline that the due care compliance, when the project is complete, is a 
document on what they did, when the development is complete that document will be completes 
as well.  At that point the DEQ will then know what the site is.  They are not required to submit it 
to DEQ periodically but have to have on site. They only have to submit to the DEQ upon 
request. Mr. Mello stated to the group that it now falls on Council.  Council Member Wood asked 
if the DEQ performs any periodic audits. They do receive the manifest directly from the landfill, 
provided by the environmental consultant, but an audit is not done.  ATK Peerless is on site 
during excavation, there is not an audit but a daily inspection.  They can ask for additional 
information, which is vetted and reviewed.  It is a verification during the review of the process.  
The project engineer outlined the “chain of custody process” which involves ATK Peerless at the 
landfill before the excavation of soils, where they give them the data expectations.  ATK then 
oversees the excavation details, and obtains a signed ticket and weight.  ATK the will match the 
manifest from what they told the landfill would come in with the truck manifest, then the land fill 
manifest.  The documents state what was to be done was done, then that goes to the cost 
incurred, what payments were made, and all done prior to the BEA.  All this has to be done 
before BEA can approve the reimbursement.  Brownfield and work plans are caps up to 
estimates.  These are “not to exceed amounts”, and in this case in the purpose of “construction”.  
If say 6 tons, for footings, cutting for site prep, if that is a smaller tonnage, then record as actual 
ATK has done assessed environmental conditions on site, and reviewed the based on site, in 
Phase I and II, and based on those conditions they determine what needs to be done, then in 
turn have verified and against what they proposed, and what the building meets all the 
requirements to be protective of people living on property.   
 
Council Member Yorko left the meeting at 11:27 p.m. 
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Lastly, what is submitted for the Brownfield reimbursement is what was done.  Ms. Sakowski 
noted this is a reimbursement program, they can only submit for what has been done, with not 
to exceed amounts.  When this is established they are estimates.  For an example, if there was 
an estimate of 6 tons, but they only had to take 4 tons, they will only get approved for 
reimbursement on the 4 that was done.  They are always doing on site sampling, and working 
with the environmental engineer.  If the test shows an area is not contaminated, they do not 
remove.  If there is an amendment to increase the removal, that will have to occur before the 
activity.  Mr. Hukill stated again that the developer is not the liable party, they just need to 
review the amount of soil on what they need to develop.  It is not up to them to clean up, and if 
they properly dispose it will help the site.  
 
Council Member Washington thanked DEQ representatives and ATK Peerless engineers for the 
breakdown on the process, and reiterated it is the goal to educate Council on what they find, 
what they are doing, when it is done, what was the cost and process. 
 
Ms. Sakowski said that to reimburse as ACT 381, LEAP reviews and makes sure it is in line , 
then DEQ has checks and balances.  Council Member Washington asked LEAP to put together 
a sheet on the checks and balances they review which would show it was done. 
 
Ms. Miles spoke in opposition to the process of documentation after the project is complete.  
Ms. Miles also asked why Mr. Mello is not getting the information he has requested.  Mr. 
Willobee stated they have provided information that they have, information Mr. Mello seeks 
could be acquired from the State. 
 
Mr. Mello asked what would happen if the property is not properly abated, and stated again his 
request for information on who did the abatement.  Mr. Willobee confirmed LEAP has fulfilled 
the FOIA request with the information they have.  They will not have any additional information 
until the project is complete. There are enforcement agencies he can call if he sees something 
illegal, such as the EPA, the police if there is dumping, but they cannot assume everyone is 
guilty. 
 
Mr. Jameson informed them there is a 10 day process for demo and abatement, and perc 
contract they have to file with the State.  The State can visit and inspect anytime, in addition 
there are checks and balances with LARA.  Mr. Dobernick asked if Wolverine inspects, and Mr. 
Jameson clarified that Wolverine is the oversight as the general contractor, but they are not 
competent in abatement that is why they hired an abatement contractor that is competent. 
 
Council Member Wood asked for a list of deliverable, which included a check list; compliance 
that when a request is made on the development it is being responded to, and that LEAP 
reaches out to the developer to get the information if they do not have it.  She then asked Mr. 
Willobee if there were completed Brownfields that did not met the criteria.  Mr. Willobee stated 
he would have to get that information from Mr. Dorshimer.  Another deliverable is an end project 
sheet, a system to find information, and lastly if there is an issue, notify Council.  Mr. Willobee 
was directed by Council Member Washington to provide those three (3) items back to the 
Committee.  She then acknowledged DEQ, RISE, Wolverine and ATK Peerless for working 
through the process, that this meeting was never an attack but a learning process. 
 
Mr. Dobernick asked for a list of contractors on site and list of employees.  Council Member 
Washington explained the need for the request to verify the contractors are paying taxes. 
 
Mr. Smiertka asked if a FOIA was sent by Mr. Mello, and Mr. Mello stated he would resubmit it. 
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Council Member Wood asked Mr. Jameson for a list of contractors and employees.  Mr. 
Jameson stated that is possible but he was not sure if can get everyone.   It is written in their 
contracts, however some contractors are only there for hours or one day. We do have it written 
in their contract. 
 
Mr. Jameson asked how the City knows for any individual that works in the City if they have paid 
income taxes, and Council Member Wood admitted they are working through that process.  Mr. 
Jameson then asked if there was a department in the City that can produce that information, 
and Mr. Mello answered his belief it was the Treasurer.  Mr. Willobee noted that it could be a 
taxing responsibility for one person to verify every person who works in the City even for a day.  
Council Member Wood then asked Mr. Jameson to provide the Committee with a list of the 
subcontractors on the site and their employees and the City will follow up if they are filed in the 
Treasurer office.   This can be provided to LEAP and the LEAP can forward to Council.  Mr. 
Jameson noted that this request should be made to every business and project in the City not 
just this project.  Wolverine has a head count on site daily, but do not require a sign in for 
everyone on the site in a day.  The subcontractors themselves should be withholding the City 
income taxes, not the General Contractor. 
 
Adjourn at 12:00 p.m. 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary,   
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on_________________   
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MINUTES 

Committee on Development and Planning 
Thursday, September 8, 2016 @ 10:00 a.m. 

10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 
 
CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 10:03 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 
Jim Smiertka, City Attorney 
Council Member Carol Wood 
Josh Hughes, Miller Valentine 
Joy Gleason 
Sharon Burton 
Shirley Woodruff, Grand Haven Manor 
Bob Ford 
Brian Branwick 
Chris Knudstrup 
Melanie Lynn, LBWL 
Clair Lindemann 
Wayne Lynn, LBWL 
Heather Shawna-DeCook, LBWL 
Stephen Serkanian, LBWL 
Annie Rzepedri, LBWL 
Calvin Jones, LBWL 
Richard Peffley, LBWL 
Norris Gibson 
Susan Stachowiak, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Bob Johnson, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Bill Rieske, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Loretta Stanaway 
Dale Schrader 
Ryan Smith, Cherry Hill 
Nancy Mahlow 
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Scott Munto, MMTB 
Melissa Quon Huber 
Jarl Brey, Zip the Grand 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Public comment was taken during each agenda item. 
 
MINUTES 
Action on the minutes from August 25, 2016 will be addressed at the next meeting. 
 
Council Member Washington amended the agenda moving the item on Ordinance; Section 206 
to the first item, followed by the three PILOT topics.  After the PILOTs, the Committee will 
address ACT-6-2015 for Zip the Grand, then ACT-4-2016 for an alley vacation; SLU-2-2016 for 
the church on MLK, then lastly address the four (4) items regarding BWL.  
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION: 
Ordinance; Section 206.25; Transparency on Bidding 
Mr. Smiertka outlined the three changes to the Ordinance from the last meeting.  Page two (2) 
now reflects the standard definition for “Construction Work”, and line 9 now includes “that is 
contingent on receiving approval from Lansing City Council”.  Page four (4) corrects typos, and 
page 5 now reflects the changes to line 6-11 which now states “the acceptance of an application 
by the City does not constitute the approval of an economic incentive…”.  
 
Council Member Yorko referred the Committee back to page 2, line 10 and questioned the 
inclusion of the item “low income housing tax credits (LHTC)” since the City does not have 
authority to issue low income housing tax credits.  Mr. Smiertka confirmed those are issued by 
MSHDA, so he will remove “low income housing tax credits (LIHTC).” 
 
Council Member Washington recapped the ordinance process to allow local contractors and 
unions to bid on City projects where the City is giving credits.  Again, they do not have to give to 
local contractors, but this ordinance emphasizes the efforts.  Council Member Wood spoke in 
support of the proposed ordinance, and that it will be part of the contract the developers will 
enter into.   
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER BROWN CLARKE TO INTRODUCE THE ORDINANCE AND 
SET THE PUBLIC HEARING FOR SECTION 206.25 FOR THE SEPTEMBER 26, 2016 
MEETING, TO INCLUDE THE PROPOSED DELETION OF LOW INCOME HOUSING TAX 
CREDITS (LHTC).  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
The Michigan Building Trades representative spoke in support of the ordinance. Ms. Mahlow 
asked if the ordinance spoke to a requirement the developers speak to the neighborhoods.  
Council Member Washington informed the group this ordinance was specifically for bidding.  
 
RESOLUTION- Set a Public Hearing; PILOT Amendment Grand Haven Manor Retirement 
Community 
Council Member Washington noted that due to a conflict, she was referring the item back to the 
Council President.  Council President Brown Clarke discharged and referred the item to the 
Committee of the Whole for the September 12, 2016 meeting. 
Mr. Smiertka confirmed that the full Council can discharge the Committee, so the Council 
President can refer for placement on the Committee of the Whole agenda for a vote to 
discharge to that Committee. 
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RESOLUTION – Set a Public Hearing; PILOT Shiawassee Senior Lofts 
Council Member Washington noted that due to a conflict, she was referring the item back to the 
Council President.  Council President Brown Clarke discharged and referred the item to the 
Committee of the Whole for the September 12, 2016 meeting. 
 
RESOLUTION – Set a Public Hearing; PILOT Amendment The Crossing 
Council Member Washington noted that due to a conflict, she was referring the item back to the 
Council President.  Council President Brown Clarke discharged and referred the item to the 
Committee of the Whole for the September 12, 2016 meeting. 
 
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 10:17 a.m. 

 
RESOLUTION – ACT-6-2015 Zip the Grand; Lease Approval 
Mr. Smiertka informed the Committee the contract was approved to form, and at the last 
meeting there were items that addressed upfront payments, the age limit of workers and 
security.  Mr. Kaschinske with the Parks & Recreation Department was to address those with 
the applicant. 
 
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 10:19 a.m. 

 
Mr. Brey agreed he had spoken to Mr. Kaschinske after the last meeting, and agreed to the 
condition of upfront lease payments, the waiver was still be finalized by Mr. Dotson, Deputy City 
Attorney, and he did agree to have cameras on site available to the City Lansing. Mr. Brey also 
agreed to no workers under the age of 18 on the structure, but there will be eligible 16 year old 
workers at the other areas such as the retail center.  Mr. Smiertka asked about the release form.  
Mr. Brey stated they are working on that also. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER BROWN CLARKE TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR 
ACT-6-2015 AND THE LEASE FOR ZIP THE GRAND.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
RESOLUTION - SLU-2-2016; 5606 S Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.  “F” Commercial to “D-1” 
Professional Office 
Council Member Washington outlined the application and process thus far with this application.  
The applicant had been operating as a church on this site, after doing what they thought was 
due diligence on verifying their use of assembly, and services.  However what were classes 
held there in the past is not the same as the form of assembly the church is doing. Therefore the 
application is a SLU for church services.  Council Member Washington acknowledged she did 
visit the site, and there has been a lot of progress on the property.   It was noted the Planning 
Board did recommend denial on this project. 
  
Council Member Brown Clarke noted for the record she does not have an issue with the 
services the applicant is performing, but her decision is based on what the master plan looks 
like, not what the church itself is doing or what they offer.  
 
Council Member Yorko pointed out the applicant did make every attempt in the beginning when 
they were purchasing to make sure the LFD was involved and their real estate agent also lead 
them to believe there were classes held there in the past.  Realtors need to be knowledgeable, 
and in this case there was no intent to be dishonest by the church. 
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MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE SLU-2-2016 FOR 5606 S MARTIN 
LUTHER KING JR. BLVD. TO ALLOW THE REQUESTED USE.   MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
Mr. Johnson confirmed his office does work with realtors, and in this case no permits were 
pulled so there was no contact with the church itself. 
 
Council Member Washington asked Mr. Johnson and Ms. Stachowiak if there is any leverage 
with the applicants when they apply and are granted a SLU for a church but do not comply, 
which the Council has seen in the past.  Ms. Stachowiak noted to the Committee there is no 
claw back. 
 
RESOLUTION – ACT-4-2016; 1200 Block of Turner Street- Alley Vacation 
Mr. Lindeman detailed the area he has requested to be vacated, which is a portion of the alley 
behind the 1200 block of Turner going east to west, and 50 ft.’ north to south.  This area, once 
vacated, will be for trash removal, access for cleanup, and allow for needed repair of the alley.  
Currently Mr. Lindeman has been working with all City Departments on the upgrades and they 
have signed off.  Mr. Lindemann confirmed he owns all the property adjacent to the alley in this 
phase of the project request. 
 
Mr. Rieske confirmed the Planning Board has looked at it, and Mr. Lindeman has also reached 
out to the surrounding property owners.  The other property owners have given Mr. Lindemann 
written endorsement for this phage.  The alley is necessary for utilities, but is unpassable 
without going onto private property.  The Planning Board did recommended approval to vacate 
10’ of the east/west alley and north 50’ 12’ wide.  This is stage 1 of 2 stages. During Stage 2, at 
a later date, Mr. Lindeman will work with other property owners to develop shared driveway 
easements to make the area usable. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR ACT-4-
2016 FOR THE ALLEY VACATION IN THE 1200 BLOCK OF TURNER STREET.  MOTION 
CARRIED 3-0.  
 
RESOLUTION – Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment; 125 W. Malcom X; 
LBWL Central Substation Project 
RESOLUTION- SLU-3-2016; 125 W. Malcom X; LBWL Central Substation Project 
RESOLUTION - ACT-7-2016; Authorize Construction of LBWL Central Substation Project 
Council Member Washington spoke on the difficulty Council is facing with the project and 
proposal when they are approached from different angles.  She herself acknowledged she did 
not know how she would vote but will vote the vote of her constituents.  Council Member 
Washington continued by stating her frustration on why BWL came to Council and the 
Committee in the last minute, and presented it as a done deal.  Council found out at a press 
conference this was the plan.  Her frustration was also noted with the loss of green space, and 
the feeling that BWL is pushing Council into a decision.  Mr. Price was asked to attend this 
Committee meeting, however he informed Council Member Washington that he had nothing to 
present or say, just that the BWL Board approved this unanimously when they approved the 
budget.  Council Member Washington asked BWL representatives questions such as the costs 
and figures, and why there are always differences, along with differences in the renderings they 
present.  It was then noted to the group, that Council Member Washington had heard from 
residents that they initiated communications with GM, and were told GM has turned the interest 
over to their IGR Committee, however BWL keeps telling Council that GM said no.  Council 
Member Washington continued with her questions which included the timeline, if there will be a 
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rate increase proposed, what are the plans for Eckert, and modulation.  Lastly it was noted there 
would be no more questions, and asked for all issues to be brought to her.  
 
Council Member Washington concluded that she will provide the questions to BWL by 
September 9th or as late as September 11th for them to review and provide answers by the next 
meeting.  The answers should include supporting information to back up the answers.  Mr. 
Peffley confirmed the questions will be answered. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke noted the Committee will meet again on September 22, 2016, 
with the potential of Council seeing it again on September26, 2016, and Council Member 
Washington confirmed the Committee date, but would not lock in the Council date. 
 
Ms. Quon Huber presented Council Member Washington with questions from Preservation 
Lansing, who she stated have been working around the clock to find a win-win solution.  Mr. 
Johnson confirmed that they did meet with Preservation Lansing in February.  They have never 
spoken about privatization, and the Mayor does not take that position.  Council Member 
Washington pointed out that Council has heard from the FHT that privatization will be proposed. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke admitted she will wait to more weeks for information, but her 
desire to move it out of Committee on September 22 then to Council September 26 for a vote. 
 
Ms. Stanaway asked to receive a copy of the questions Council Member Washington was 
presenting to BWL so her group could review and add to them.  Council Member Washington 
stated this was a dialogue between the Committee and BWL at this point, the questions will be 
answered at the next meeting at which point they will all hear the information then. 
 
Ms. Gleason spoke in opposition to the communications from BWL to the communities and 
neighborhoods.  She encouraged asking other groups to answer the questions Council Member 
Washington is posing to BWL because her belief the answers are not always correct.  Council 
Member Washington did consider bringing in other people to look at, but that would have be 
part of the budget to hire a 3rd party, which the City does not have the time of the funds for. 
 
Ms. Stanaway asked for an Ad Hoc group to be created as an Advisory Task Force to look at 
options and create an analysis.  Council Member Washington noted there is not time for that, 
but she would consider adding that into her questions. 
 
Mr. Schrader presented the Committee with two different renderings he stated were provided by 
BWL, and asked why they were different.  He also stated a concern on the proposed 2020 
closing of Eckert, and if they do not build is there a penalty. 
 
Mr. Smith suggested BWL buy from the grid if they still have to close by 2020. 
 
Ms. Stanaway informed the Committee that the Garden Club will be receiving an award for the 
park in October.  Council Member Washington confirmed also that she received information and 
verification that once the park is moved it will no longer be historical. 
 
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 asked if the resolution was for the condo development and the 
sale of the land.  Mr. Johnson confirmed it was for the condo, and it would be contingent on the 
vote of the residents.  The sale of the property will be $1 to Habitat for Humanity.  Council 
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Member Washington asked how Habitat was going to set up and manage a condo association, 
and if they have considered if low income mortgages residents will know they have to pay condo 
associations fees.  Ms. Stachowiak stated Habitat will not be responsible for the condo 
association it will be made up of owners of the condos.  They will not be renting, but selling.  
Council Member Washington spoke on her concerns with the affordability of association fees, 
but in favor of Habitat.  The next question would be if Habitat could do single family instead.  
Ms. Stachowiak stated to do that they would have to rezone and a PRD.  This will be similar to 
the East Village development.  
 
The Committee agreed to take no action on this ACT at this time, and have representatives from 
Habitat to the next meeting to provide examples of other habitat models and how those worked 
out. 
 
Ms. Gleason asked if the homes would be the same architectural style as the Scott House that 
is moving there.   
 
Council Member Washington spoke in support of owner occupied housing, but affordable. 
 
Mr. Smith spoke in opposition with participation also by the owners of a condo, and an issue 
with the lack of experience residents have at running management dues. 
 
Council Member Yorko spoke out on comments made by Mr. Smith, and stated that residents 
that buy a habitat home participate in extensive training through the Center of Financial Health, 
and there are networks for people to enter into.  Council Member Washington clarified her 
understanding of Mr. Smith comments, that he did not say low income residents were not 
qualified.  Some associations run themselves, and some don’t.  Ms. Stachowiak was asked to 
reach out to Habitat to let them know the questions to address in two weeks. 
 
Adjourn at 11:30 a.m. 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary,   
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on_________________   



TO: City Council President Judi Brown Clarke and Councilmembers 

FROM: Mayor Virg Bernero

DATE:  6-23-16 

RE:            Resolution—Approval of Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment –  
125 W. Malcolm X –Lansing Board of Water & Light— Central Substation Project 

The attached correspondence is forwarded for your review and appropriate action.

VB/rh
Attachment



City of Lansing

Inter-Departmental 
Memorandum

To: Virg Bernero, Mayor 

From: Susan Stachowiak, Zoning Administrator 

Subject: CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment - 125 W. Malcolm X 

Date:  June 22, 2016 

________________________________________________________________________________________ 

The Lansing Planning Board, at a special meeting held on June 21, 2016, voted (5-2) to recommend 
approval of an amendment to the Design Lansing Future Land Use Plan to change the future land use 
designation of the east, approximately 4 acres of the Scott Park property at the SW Corner of 
Washington Ave. and Malcom X Street (125 W. Malcolm X Street), from “Open Space -Dedicated 
Park” to “Open Space – Quasi-Public / Utility”.   This purpose of the amendment is to permit the 
construction of a Lansing Board of Water and Light substation on the eastern portion of the site, with 
park improvements to the remaining open space. 

At the Planning Board public hearing held on May 17, 2016, the applicant’s representatives and 3 other 
individuals spoke in favor of the request and 10 individuals spoke in opposition to the request.  

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” 



BY THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING

LBWL Central Substation project
Amendment to in Resolution #0145 of 1981
Adoption of Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment #1

WHEREAS, on June 22, 1981, as recommended by the Lansing Parks Board and 
presented by the Parks and Recreation Department, the Lansing City Council adopted a 
classification report listing designated parkland under Resolution #0145; and

WHEREAS, Scott Park, located at 125 W. Malcom X Street, Lansing, Michigan 48933, 
(hereinafter “Property”) is classified as designated parkland under Resolution #0145 of 
1981, and

WHEREAS, the Property is also designated on the Design Lansing 2012 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Plan as “Open Space – Dedicated Park”; and

WHEREAS, the City of Lansing is desirous of repurposing the eastern portion of the 
Property for Lansing Board of Water and Light (“LBWL”) purposes as set forth herein; 
and

WHEREAS, the City of Lansing is the owner of the subject Property; and

WHEREAS, the Lansing City Charter Section 8-402.6 states: “No park, recreation, 
cemetery, or waterfront land may be sold without the approval, by a majority vote, of the 
electors of the City voting on the question at a regular or special election”; and

WHEREAS, both LBWL and the Parks and Recreation Department are divisions of the 
City of Lansing in accordance with the Lansing City Charter, adopted on August 8, 
1978; and

WHEREAS, on February 10, 2016, LBWL, with concurrence of the Parks and
Recreation Director, presented a plan to the Lansing Parks Board for constructing a 
Central Substation on the Property for the purpose of providing reliable, environmentally 
friendly electrical service to Lansing’s downtown while also enhancing the underutilized 
parkland surrounding the new substation; and

WHEREAS, according to the plan for the proposed Central Substation:

� the substation will be encircled with a masonry wall featuring public art and
displays,

� A walkway which will provide public pedestrian access from Washington Avenue
to Townsend Street will be constructed along the south wall of the substation,
north of the Grand River,
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� the Sunken Garden will be relocated near Cooley Gardens, a more prominent
location within the park, and made accessible in compliance with the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA),

� ADA access will be provided to Cooley Gardens, which will remain otherwise
undisturbed,

� the parking lot will be relocated,

� the Scott House will be relocated off-site, portions offered for salvage, or
demolished,

� the Women’s Historical Museum will be unaffected,

� the City of Lansing retains ownership of the Property, and there is no violation of
any deed restrictions regarding the use of this property; and

WHEREAS, at its meeting on April 13, 2016, the Parks Board concurred with the 
recommendation of the Parks and Recreation Director, and voted 5 to 3 to recommend 
that the eastern portion of the Scott Park property be repurposed for Board of Water 
and Light (LBWL) purposes as set forth herein, to amend the inventory of dedicated 
parkland by removing approximately 4 acres of the Property from Scott Park, and to 
further recommend that LBWL prioritize recreational opportunities in the southeast 
corner of the substation site, subject to operational restraints; and

WHEREAS, the City of Lansing initiated Amendment #1 to the Design Lansing
Comprehensive Plan, to change the future land use designation of the eastern portion 
of Scott Park from “Open Space – Dedicated Park” to “Open Space – Quasi-Public / 
Utility”, and to develop the Property in accordance with the plan for the Central 
Substation described above; and

WHEREAS, copies of the proposed Amendment # 1 were forwarded to all adjoining 
jurisdictions, railroads, and utilities at least forty-two (42) days prior to holding a public 
hearing before the Planning Board regarding the proposed Amendment #1, in 
accordance with Section 41 of the Michigan Planning Enabling Act, and as authorized 
by City Council; and

WHEREAS, no comments were received from these jurisdictions, railroads, and utilities; 
and

WHEREAS, at a special meeting on May 17, 2016, the Lansing Planning Board held a 
duly noticed public hearing at the Neighborhood Empowerment Center, 600 W. Maple 
St., regarding the proposed Amendment #1, at which thirteen members of the public 
spoke; and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Board also received public comments at its regular meeting 
held June 7, 2016 and its special meeting held June 21, 2016, and

WHEREAS, at the special meeting on June 21, 2016, the Planning Board took into 
consideration the testimony presented at said public meetings, and voted 5 to 2 to 
approve Amendment #1 to the Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan, and to 
recommend its adoption by the Lansing City Council; and

WHEREAS, on Monday, ___________, the Lansing City Council held a duly noticed 
public hearing to hear comments regarding the Amend #1 proposal; and

WHEREAS, the Committee on Development and Planning has reviewed the proposed 
Amendment #1, and the recommendations of both the Parks and Planning Boards, and 
concurs therewith;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lansing City Council hereby amends 
the Property as listed in Resolution #0145 of 1981 for the purpose of removing up to 4 
acres of the Property, as described in Resolution #1045 of 1981, from the list of 
“dedicated parkland”, as recommended by the Parks Board.

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Lansing City Council hereby adopts the Design 
Lansing Amendment #1 as described above, and changes the Future Land Use 
designation of the eastern portion of Scott Park, particularly described as:

Lots 13 thru 17 inclusive except the Easterly 4 feet of Lot 13 and the Westerly 33 
feet of Lot 17, ALSO except an area of land lying between the water’s edge of 
the Grand River and a line 25 feet Northerly thereof, all in Block 177 of the 
Original Plat of the Town of Michigan now the City of Lansing, as recorded in 
plats, Ingham County Records, Ingham County, Michigan,

from “Open Space – Dedicated Park” to “Open Space – Quasi-Public / Utility” to 
accommodate the proposed Central Substation.
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TO: City Council President Judi Brown Clarke and Councilmembers 

FROM: Mayor Virg Bernero

DATE:  6-23-16 

RE: Resolution— Setting Public Hearing for SLU-3-2016, Public Utility— 125 W. 
Malcolm X— Lansing Board of Water & Light—Central Substation Project 

The attached correspondence is forwarded for your review and appropriate action.

VB/rh
Attachment



City of Lansing

Inter-Departmental 
Memorandum

To: Virg Bernero, Mayor 

From: Susan Stachowiak

Subject: CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM - SLU-3-2016, Public Utility - 125 W. Malcolm X 

Date: June 22, 2016 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

The Lansing Planning Board, at a special meeting held on June 21, 2016, voted (5-2) to recommend 
approval of a request by the Lansing Board of Water & Light for a Special Land Use to construct a
power substation at 125 W. Malcolm X Street.  The subject property is zoned “C” & “DM-4” 
Residential, which districts permit “a structure which is owned or operated by a public utility”, if a 
Special Land Use permit is approved by the Lansing City Council. 

The Planning Board found, based on testimony, evidence and the staff report, that the proposed Special 
Land Use complies with all of the criteria established by Section 1282.02(f)(1-9) of the Zoning 
Ordinance for granting special land use permits. Based upon these findings, the Planning Board 
recommended approval of SLU-3-2016. 

At the Planning Board public hearing held on January 5, 2016, the applicant’s representatives and 3
other individuals spoke in favor of the request and 10 individuals spoke in opposition to the request.  

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” 



BY THE COMMITTEE OF DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING

SLU-3-2016
125 W. Malcolm X Street
Public Utility in the “C” & “DM-4” Residential Districts 

WHEREAS, the applicant, Lansing Board of Water & Light, has requested a Special Land Use
permit (SLU-3-2016) to construct a power substation at 125 W. Malcolm X Street; and

WHEREAS, the property is zoned “C” & “DM-4” Residential Districts where a structure which is 
owned or operated by a public utility is 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, the environment, public services and compliance 
with the intent and purpose of the Zoning Ordinance and Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan; 
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board held a public hearing on May 17, 2016, at which time the 
applicant's representatives spoke in favor of the request, 3 individuals spoke in support and 10
individuals spoke in opposition to the request; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Board (based upon testimony, evidence and the staff report) at its 
June 21, 2016 meeting, voted (5-2) to recommend approval of SLU-3-2016 to permit the 
proposed Lansing Board of Water & Light power substation at 125 W. Malcolm X Street; and

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing regarding SLU-3-2016 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 approves SLU-3-
2016, to permit the proposed Lansing Board of Water & Light power substation at 125 W. 
Malcolm X Street. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Special Land Use permit shall remain in effect only so 
long as the petitioner fully complies with this resolution, and if the petitioner fails to comply, the 
Special Land Use permit may be terminated by City Council Resolution.  

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that in granting this request with conditions, the City Council has 
considered the factors listed in Section 1298.07(B)(2), and determines the following:

1. The proposed power substation is compatible with the essential character of the
surrounding area, as designed.

2. The proposed power substation will not change the essential character of the
surrounding area.

3. The proposed power substation will not interfere with the general enjoyment of
adjacent properties.



4. The proposed power substation will not impact adjacent properties as it will not
be detrimental to the use or character of the property under consideration.

5. The proposed power substation will not impact the health, safety and welfare of
persons or property in the surrounding area.

6. The proposed power substation can be adequately served by essential public
facilities and services.

7. The proposed power substation will not place any demands on public services
and facilities in excess of current capacities.

8. The proposed power substation is consistent with the intent and purposes of the
Zoning Code and in conformance with the Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan.

9. The proposed power substation will comply with the requirements of the “C” &
“D-4M” Residential Districts.



























































































TO: City Council President Judi Brown Clarke and Councilmembers 

FROM: Mayor Virg Bernero

DATE:  6-23-16 

RE: Resolution— Act-7-2016— Lansing Board of Water & Light— Authorize 
Construction of Central Substation Project

The attached correspondence is forwarded for your review and appropriate action.

VB/rh
Attachment



City of Lansing

Inter-Departmental 
Memorandum

To: Virg Bernero, Mayor 

From: Susan Stachowiak, Zoning Administrator 

Subject: CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM - Act-7-2016, LBWL Central Substation Project 

Date: June 22, 2016 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

The Lansing Planning Board, at a special meeting held on June 21, 2016, voted (5-2) to recommend 
approval of a request by the Lansing Board of Water & Light to authorize a new power substation on 
the City owned property at 125 W. Malcolm X Street, in accordance with the location, character, and 
extent criteria set forth in Act 33.

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” 



BY THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING

Act-7-2016, LBWL Central Substation project

WHEREAS, the Central Substation proposal is a component of LBWL’s Lansing Energy 
Tomorrow initiative, which includes the Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) process that 
will specify how the BWL will replace the Eckert Power Station, 1950s era-coal fired 
plant that will close by 2020, and prepare for the Clean Power Plan, EPA’s regulations 
for reducing greenhouse gas emissions; and

WHEREAS, the City initiated Amendment #1 to the Design Lansing Future Land Use 
Plan to change the future land use designation of the east 4 acres (approx.) of the Scott 
Park property at the SW Corner of Washington Ave. and Malcom X Street (125 W. 
Malcolm X Street), from “Open Space -Dedicated Park” to “Open Space – Quasi-Public 
/ Utility”; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the amendment is to permit the construction of a 
$26,000,000 Board of Water and Light substation on the eastern portion of the site, with 
park improvements to the remaining open space, specifically:

• the substation will be encircled with a masonry wall featuring public art
and displays,

• a walkway which will provide public pedestrian access from Washington
Avenue to Townsend Street will be constructed along the south wall of the
substation, north of the Grand River,

• the Sunken Garden will be relocated near Cooley Gardens, a more
prominent location within the park, and made accessible in compliance
with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA),

• ADA access will be provided to Cooley Gardens, which will remain
otherwise undisturbed,

• the parking lot will be relocated,
• the Scott Center will be relocated off-site, portions offered for salvage, or

demolished,
• the Women’s Historical Museum will be unaffected; and

WHEREAS, at its meeting on June 21, 2016, the Planning Board recommended 
adoption of the Design Lansing Comprehensive Plan Amendment #1 to accommodate 
the proposed Substation; and

WHEREAS, the on June 21, Board reviewed the location, character, and extent of the 
proposed Central Substation project in accordance with Section 61 of the Michigan 
Planning Enabling Act (P.A. 33 of 208), and found that:

� LBWL is phasing out the Eckert Power Station due to the obsolescence of the
facility and anticipated regulatory changes.
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� LBWL and City staff have conducted a thorough search for an appropriate
location for the substation.

� Due to the Eckert Station’s location within the 100 year floodplain, the extreme
rain events in recent years, increasing flood risks, and increasing uncertainty of
our weather conditions, the Eckert Station site is not considered a viable option.

� The subject property is the most appropriate location for a substation to serve
LBWL’s customers in the downtown area, including LCC, the Accident Fund and
Sparrow Hospital, with the impending decommissioning of the Eckert Power
Station.

� The proposed project will include several amenities to benefit the public including
pathways, public art, viewing platforms and ADA access to both Cooley Gardens
and the relocated Sunken Garden.

� The proposed substation will be designed to minimize its adverse impact on the
remainder of the site.

� The substation is designed for reliability and to meet the current and future needs
of downtown Lansing, including its major employers.

� The property known as Scott Park was acquired from General Motors, not
donated to the City by the Scott estate for park purposes.

� LBWL has been respectful of Scott Park’s features, and has proposed to:

o contribute $100,000 to the relocation of the Scott Center building,

o relocate the Sunken Garden “brick by brick, stone by stone, and plant by
plant,” and contribute $40,000 to endowment to its perpetual care.

� A vote of the electors is neither required nor appropriate to approve this Plan
amendment, Act 33 Review, and Special Land Use permit; and

WHEREAS, on June 21, 2016, the Planning Board voted 5-2 to recommend approval of 
Act-7-2016, to authorize the construction of the Central Substation project; and

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

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Lansing City Council hereby approves 
the construction of the Central Substation as proposed.
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BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Mayor, on behalf of the City, is hereby authorized 
to sign and execute all documents to complete this proposal, subject to prior approval 
as to content and form by the City Attorney.
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TO: City Council President Judi Brown Clarke and Councilmembers 

FROM: Mayor Virg Bernero

DATE:  6-23-16 

RE: Resolution— Act-9-2016— Sale of 1020 W. Hillsdale Street to Habitat For 
Humanity Capital Region (HFHCR)—Relocation and Renovation of Scott Center

The attached correspondence is forwarded for your review and appropriate action.

VB/rh
Attachment



BY THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING

Act-9-2016, 1020 W. Hillsdale (PPN 33-01-01-17-478-007), Sale to Habitat for 
Humanity

WHEREAS, the City of Lansing proposes to convey the former site of the Union 
Missionary Baptist Church located between W. Lenawee and W. Hillsdale along the 
east side of N. Martin Luther King Blvd.; and

WHEREAS, the property has been unoccupied since 1998, and the building was razed 
in 2008, and no public purpose has been identified for retaining the property; and.

WHEREAS, Habitat For Humanity Capital Region (HFHCR) proposes to purchase the 
property for the relocation and renovation of the Scott Center into affordable, owner-
occupied housing, and the construction of additional housing units; and

WHEREAS, the property is 2.22 acres of vacant land, with a market value of less than 
$50,000; and

WHEREAS, the on June 21, Planning Board reviewed the location, character, and 
extent of the proposal in accordance with is Act 33 Review procedures, and found that:

� the property has been vacant with no public purpose since 1998, and vacant land
since 2008, with no public purpose identified,

� the property is designated for residential development in the Comprehensive
Plan,

� conveying this parcel for the relocated Scott Center will allow for redevelopment
of the property after eight years of vacancy, in conformity with the
Comprehensive Plan, in a manner beneficial to the neighborhood, while creating
housing for low to moderate income families, and putting the property on the tax
rolls; and

WHEREAS, on June 21, the Planning Board voted unanimously (7-0), to recommend 
the conveyance of this property for the purposes outlined above; and

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

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Lansing City Council hereby approves 
Act-9-2016, the conveyance of the property legally described as:

W 20 FT LOT 7, ALL OF LOTS 8, 9, 10, 13, 14 & 15, ALSO LOTS 11 & 12 EXC 
PARTS USED AS STREET ROW; BLOCK 8 BUSH, BUTLER & SPARROWS 
ADD

for the above purposes as proposed, for the sum of One Dollar ($1.00).
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BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that the Mayor, on behalf of the City, is hereby authorized 
to sign and execute all documents to complete this transaction, subject to prior approval 
as to content and form by the City Attorney.
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City of Lansing

Inter-Departmental 
Memorandum

To:  Virg Bernero, Mayor 

From:   Susan Stachowiak, Zoning Administrator 

Subject: CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM - Act-9-2016, 1020 W.  Hillsdale, Sale of Land 

Date:  June 22, 2016 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

At a special meeting held on June 21, 2016, the Planning Board voted (7-0) to recommend 
approval of Act-9-2016, to sell the former site of the Union Missionary Baptist Church located 
at 1020 W. Hillsdale Street to Habitat For Humanity Capital Region (HFHCR) for the 
relocation and renovation of the Scott Center into affordable housing, and the construction of 
additional housing units.

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” 
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