St. Joseph Planning Commission
Commission Chambers
700 Broad St, St Joseph, MI 49085
AGENDA
January 4, 2018
4:30 PM
Call to Order
Approval of December 7, 2017 Meeting Minutes
Regular Minutes of Thursday, December 07, 2017
Old Business
Continued Deliberation of Text Amendment to Sections 4.6.3 (Table 4-1), 4.6.4 (Table 4-2) and
Section 11.12.22 of the Zoning Ordinance as it relates to Social Institutions in the CO-A and COB District - Area Agency on Aging - Public Hearing was conducted and closed on December 7,
2017
Request for Continuation to February 1, 2018 Meeting - 707 Lake Boulevard, 702, 708/712 and
720 State Street - Krasl Art Center - Planned Unit Development - Public Hearing was conducted
and closed on December 7, 2017
Continued Discussion - Zoning Board of Appeals - Front Yard encroachment in certain areas
New Business
2844 Niles Avenue - Sign Center and Harding's Markets - Special Sign Approval for one greater
than 32 square feet in size
Review of Draft 2017 Annual Planning Commission Report
Public Comments
Adjournment
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Minutes of the St. Joseph Planning Commission Meeting held in the Commission Chambers, 700 Broad
St, St Joseph, MI 49085 on December 7, 2017.
Call to Order
Status
Present
Present
Present
Absent
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

Arrived

Approval of November 2, 2017 Minutes
Regular Minutes of Thursday, November 02, 2017
RESULT:
AYES:
ABSENT:

ACCEPTED AS AMENDED [UNANIMOUS]
Chair Hartzell, Commissioner Burczak, Commissioner Wipper, Commissioner Miller,
Commissioner Sanderson, Commissioner Maki, Commissioner Rice, Commissioner Ebbert
Commissioner Gresens

New Business
Public Hearing - Text Amendment to Sections 4.6.3 (Table 4-1), 4.6.4 (Table 4-2) and Section
11.12.22 of the Zoning Ordinance as it relates to Social Institutions in the CO-A and CO-B
Districts - Area Agency on Aging
Mr. Ebbert recused from participating in the discussion because his employer is working on the
building renovation project for the Area Agency on Aging, who requested the text amendment in
relation to the project. Mr. Ebbert left the room.
Chair Hartzell opened the public hearing for a request from the Area Agency on Aging to amend
the zoning ordinance to allow Social Institution Use on the ground floor in the CO Commercial
Office District.
Mr. Arunas Rumsa, architect with Pearson Construction and Terra Architects, stated the
companies have been involved with Area Agency on Aging since 1997. The current location at
2900 Lakeview is zoned R1-A; a special use permit was necessary for the limited neighborhood
business use to expand in 2010 to provide space for PACE, SeniorNet and the Disability
Network. In 2016 the Area Agency on Aging purchased the adjacent property at 2920 Lakeview
which is the former Honor Credit Union location located in the CO-A Commercial Office
District. Area Agency on Aging is planning on using this building for additional office space, a
meeting room and a computer classroom. The zoning administrator determined that the use of the
building with the meeting space and computer classroom falls under Social Institutions, which is
a conditional use, not allowed on the ground floor in the CO-A Commercial Office District.
Mr. Rumsa stated that the CO districts were established to provide a buffer from the commercial
and residential uses and in many places the buildings are one-story. The Area Agency on Aging
is requesting that Social Institutions be either permitted by right on the ground floor or that they
be allowed as a conditional use on the ground floor.
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The meeting was called to order at 4:30 PM by Chair Patsy Hartzell
Attendee Name
Title
Patsy Hartzell
Chair
Kathy Burczak
Commissioner
Ceile Wipper
Commissioner
Richard Gresens
Commissioner
Aaron Miller
Commissioner
Jack Sanderson
Commissioner
Phillip Maki
Commissioner
Becky Rice
Commissioner
Sean Ebbert
Commissioner
Kristen Gundersen
Community Development Director
Laurie Schmidt
City Attorney
Cecil Derringer
Chief Building Official

Thursday, December 7, 2017

4:30 PM

Ms. Wipper stated that two options are available, either obtain approval of a text amendment or
move the large meeting room and classroom space back into the 2900 Lakeview building.
Mr. Rumsa stated that the Area Agency on Aging prefers keeping the public space for classroom
and meeting space on the ground floor to group the public uses in one area, which helps with
security issues. The first floor is most cost effective and there are few physical changes that
would be needed to the 2920 Lakeview property.
Ms. Burczak stated she was surprised to see that social institutions, that service the aging and
disabled, were prohibited on the ground floor.
A man and woman in the audience stated they supported the proposal.
Chair Hartzell closed the public hearing at 4:43 pm after receiving no additional comments from
the audience.
Ms. Gundersen explained the different locations of the CO-A and CO-B Districts and referenced
the map provided in the packet.
Chair Hartzell noted that a text amendment to allow social institution use as a permitted use as
requested would impact all CO districts. She noted this location is CO-A, and reviewed the
definition of social institution.
Ms. Wipper questioned whether the use should be permitted or a conditional use on the ground
floor. She could not determine why social institution use was not allowed on the first floor.
Mr. Maki stated he believed that not allowing the use on the ground floor in the D Downtown
District is appropriate; however, he did not see the need for a conditional use in the CO Districts.
There was discussion that a reason for prohibiting social institution uses on the first floor in the
CO and D districts was to encourage and strengthen commercial uses in those districts, and
restricting uses that could negatively impact commercial uses.
Mr. Miller agreed with keeping the regulations for the D Downtown District.
Mr. Sanderson asked about Section 7.3.4 “Required Conditions” in the CO District.
Ms. Gundersen stated she did not know the reasoning behind the language and that other zoning
ordinances she has worked with did not include the language.
Ms. Burczak made a motion to recommend approval of the request to amend the Zoning
Ordinance to allow Social Institutions as a permitted on the ground floor in the CO-A and CO-B
Districts.
Mr. Sanderson seconded the motion.
Mr. Miller questioned if there should be conditions for the social institution use in the CO-A and
CO-B Districts.
Discussion was held on the potential impact to the Commercial Office District under various
social institution uses, such as soup kitchens and trucking schools. The Limited Neighborhood
Businesses use conditions were pointed out as an example of restrictions that prohibit negative
impact to neighboring properties, such as increased traffic, noise, light, odor, vibration, garbage
and other impacts. Similar impacts could be included as conditions if there is concern that in
some situations, social institution uses could cause a negative impact on commercial use of
property.
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4:30 PM

Mr. Maki stated he did not believe there should be restrictions on how a user designs the space or
activities.
Several members suggested the social institution use be no more intense than what would be
allowed in the CO District.
Mr. Maki stated that social institutions should not have stronger regulations that commercial uses.
Ms. Burczak withdrew her motion. Mr. Sanderson withdrew his support.
Mr. Maki moved to recommend approval of an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to allow
social institution use as a permitted use in the CO Commercial Office Districts. Ms. Burczak
seconded the motion. Motion failed 3-4. Ayes: Ms. Burczak, Mr. Maki and Ms. Rice. Nayes:
Chair Hartzell, Mr. Miller, Mr. Sanderson and Ms. Wipper. Recusing: Mr. Ebbert
Chair Hartzell questioned if additional discussion should take place at the January meeting. She
noted there seemed to be support for Area Agency on Aging’s planned uses on the CO property,
but the Planning Commission has to look at all possible scenarios before recommending an
ordinance change to the City Commission. Based on the comments made, Chair Hartzell
believed with a few more changes, there was a way to recommend a Zoning Ordinance
amendment that would allow social institution use on the ground floor.
Chair Hartzell asked Attorney Schmidt to explain the applicant’s options for proceeding on its
request.
Attorney Schmidt stated that the applicant could request that the Planning Commission continue
further discussion on the request at its January meeting. This would allow staff time to draft
language that might address the comments and concerns expressed by the Planning Commission.
The other option is the applicant could take the Planning Commission’s recommendation that the
proposed ordinance amendment be denied to the City Commission for the City Commission’s
action.
Ms. Wipper stated that the consensus was that the social institution use are okay and that the
project should move forward. She questioned whether the Planning Commission could move to
approve the amendment today to allow social institutions as a permitted use on the ground floor
of the CO, while continuing to work on additional amendments in future meetings to address the
concerns expressed.
Attorney Schmidt explained the timing of the text amendment process which requires one public
hearing before the Planning Commission and two readings of an ordinance before the City
Commission, and a 10 day period before the ordinance becomes effective. Once it becomes
effective and social institution uses would all be allowed as a permitted use without any
restrictions until further amendments are approved. Any uses established during that time would
then have a right to continue as a nonconforming use. She also stated that a motion can be made
to allow social institutions as a conditional use on the ground floor with certain conditions being
met; that the City Commission reviews the Planning Commission’s recommendations and can
accept, reject or modify them.
Mr. Sanderson questioned if language similar to that found in Section 11.12.10.A.1 and 2 for
neighborhood businesses could be modified to address the concerns expressed.
Mr. Maki questioned why have conditions for social institutions and no requirements for
commercial businesses in the CO Commercial Office Districts?
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Attorney Schmidt stated that originally this item had been tentatively scheduled for the December
11th meeting of the City Commission as no public hearing is required. At this time, the applicant
would need to request that the Planning Commission continue its discussion to the January 4th
meeting. The Planning Commission would need to approve a motion to continue discussion of
the request at the January 4th meeting. No new public hearing or application would be necessary.
Mr. Rumsa stated that his client is requesting that the Planning Commission continue its
discussion to the January 4th meeting. Ms. Kellogg, Chief Executive Officer of Region IV Area
Agency on Aging, was in the audience and indicated agreement.
Ms. Burczak moved to continue discussion of the request by Area Agency on Aging to amend the
zoning ordinance to allow Social Institutions on the ground floor in the CO Commercial Office
District to the January 4, 2018 meeting. Mr. Sanderson seconded the motion. Motion approved
7-0.
Mr. Ebbert returned to the meeting at 5:52 pm.
RESULT:

MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:
RECUSED:

1.

TABLED [7 TO 0]
Next: 1/4/2018 4:30 PM
Kathy Burczak, Commissioner
Jack Sanderson, Commissioner
Chair Hartzell, Commissioner Burczak, Commissioner Wipper, Commissioner Miller,
Commissioner Sanderson, Commissioner Maki, Commissioner Rice
Commissioner Gresens
Commissioner Ebbert

Public Hearing - 707 Lake Boulevard, 702, 708/712, and 720 State Street - Krasl Art Center Planned Unit Development
Chair Hartzell opened the public hearing for the Krasl Art Center request for a planned unit
development at 707 Lake Boulevard, 702, 708/712 and 720 State Street at 5:54 p.m.
Tami Miller, Curator of Art & Education for the Krasl Art Center introduced Julia Gourley,
Executive Director, Jameson Skaife representing RATIO Architects and Jason Vetne with DLZ
Engineers.
Ms. Miller stated that Krasl opened its doors at 707 Lake Boulevard in 1980 after receiving a
special exception use permit from the City Commission. In 1996 a new parking lot was approved
on the east side of the alley known as 708/712 State Street. Krasl provides family events,
galleries for art exhibits, group tours and there are four classrooms, each large enough for 16
students. It also sponsors the Krasl Art Fair on the Bluff and collects contemporary sculpture that
is placed on the grounds. New sculptures have been commissioned in five year increments and
Krasl is currently working with artist Richard Hunt for a piece to be placed on the 707 Lake
Boulevard property in late 2018.
Ms. Miller stated that a public meeting/open house took place at Krasl on November 6 th, 2017,
with approximately 15 people attending. Many of the concerns made were about traffic flow and
parking along with the future use of the 702 and 720 State Street buildings. The plan was created
based on goals of the Resilient St. Joseph Master Plan which suggests additional public gathering
places are needed in the community. A prior plan for the property had been created, however,
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Mr. Rumsa asked for clarification on the process needed if his client agrees to additional
discussion at the January 4th Planning Commission meeting.

Thursday, December 7, 2017

4:30 PM

Krasl had an unexpected opportunity to purchase the single-family residence at 702 State Street in
2016 and the office building at 720 State Street earlier in 2017. This required Krasl to rethink the
site.
Mr. Skaife stated that in phase I of the plan they are trying to create an open and engaging space
which decreases on-site parking, removes the Lake Boulevard curb cut, adds a fire feature near
the southwest corner of the property, adds outdoor seating and new sculpture.
Other
improvements include creating a ramped walkway from the north to the main entrance and a large
oval lawn area to accommodate outdoor classes. Sculpture pieces are proposed on all parcels,
creating an art walk around the block. New uses for the property would include a temporary
special event tent for weddings, food truck vendors and a possible bike-rental opportunity.
Mr. Skaife, stated that phase II is also proposed which would reconfigure the parking lots along
State Street and installation of a permeable surface on the smaller parking lot along the south lot
line. Krasl is hoping to break ground in May 2018 and have phase I completed by the fall of
2018.
Chair Hartzell noted that there were no audience members present.
Ms. Burczak questioned the size of the parking stalls, and why the parcels are not considered
corner lots.
Ms. Gundersen referenced the code section for parking stall dimensions and noted that Figure 181 dimensions do not correspond with the written text, the written text controls and is what the
City has historically applied. The parcels are not considered corner lots because there are no lots
that front the side street.
Ms. Burczak expressed concern that the proposed three foot sculpture setbacks was too close to
the sidewalk, causing safety concerns
Ms. Miller stated that in several places as sculpture is three feet from the lot line and there have
not been any problems.
Ms. Wipper questioned if the Parks Master Plan was reviewed when creating this plan.
Ms. Miller stated they did not look at the Park Master Plan, but did review and study the 2016
Master Plan for the community.
Ms. Burczak stated she believed parking is a problem to accommodate events with 150 people
and that the special event tent will require additional parking beyond that required by the zoning
ordinance. She questioned if off-site locations or parking arrangements with other property
owners had been reviewed, and if there were opportunities for increased parking on-site.
Ms. Miller stated that art exhibit openings typically have 150 people attending. They also have
an annual event on-site which includes a tent and approximately 300 people each September. The
proposed special event tent would provide for a maximum of 150 people and would be rented in
conjunction with the art gallery. Krasl is proposing the tent be allowed from May through
October, up to eight times a month. Parking has not been a problem.
Chair Hartzell noted the application did not limit the number of events, and if they plan to hold 8
events a month, it would amount to two events a weekend. She questioned if the special events
would take place when the facility is open, noting it would impact parking. She also wondered
who was notified of the community meeting.
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Ms. Miller stated that they preferred that special events would take place when the facility was
closed and that all properties within 300 feet were notified; she believes the Old St. Joseph
neighborhood group let others know.
Ms. Burczak was concerned that the handicapped parking locations were not located close
enough to the building.
Ms. Wipper questioned when the phase II parking would be expanded.
Mr. Skaife stated that the application states phase II if constructed would be completed prior to
2022.
Mr. Miller questioned what temporary parking proposed on the southside of the Krasl building
meant.
Ms. Gundersen stated she did not count the temporary spaces as part of the total on-site parking
because they are located in the loading dock area so they are not always available for parking.
Mr. Sanderson asked why the single-family residence at 702 State Street was included in the
application. He also noted that the 1979 approval was for an art center and Krasl is now
expanding beyond its original mission by requesting special events for weddings, bicycle rentals
and food trucks.
Mr. Skaife stated that Krasl included 702 State Street because it wants to project a campus feel
and look for the entire block and that they are proposing to install sculptures and landscaping on
this parcel to tie the block together.
Ms. Miller stated that the proposed new uses expand and compliment the Krasl’s purpose.
Mr. Sanderson stated that he believes a special event or wedding venue will be successful,
however there will be problems because of insufficient on-site parking. He asked whether Krasl
considered demolishing 702 State Street to allow for a larger parking lot.
Ms. Miller stated the plan is pragmatic, looking to the foreseeable future. Krasl purchased two
properties that were for sale and at this time do not plan on removing either structure on State
Street. Krasl turns down many requests to use the property for special events and will not be able
to accommodate all. The use of off-site parking will be further investigated.
Ms. Burczak stated she is struggling with being able to support the request because the location of
fire pit is too close to the residences and sidewalk; inadequate on-site parking; the number and
size of special events occurring every weekend will further burden the neighborhood noise, traffic
and parking issues; and several of the existing parking spaces on the 720 State Street parcel are
under size. Ms. Burczak wondered if any discussion had taken place with properties that have
underutilized parking lots that could be used for the special events.
Ms. Gourley asked if the Planning Commission would feel more comfortable if Krasl returned
with more formal plans for the special events.
Chair Hartzell expressed concern about the parking needed for the proposed special events and
stated that many people do not like to park off-site and wait for a trolley or something to get to
their car. She asked staff if any comments had been received on the application.
Ms. Gundersen stated that she had not heard from anyone regarding the application.
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Chair Hartzell questioned the discussion at the public meeting and thought if the neighbors were
concerned about parking they would have attended this meeting.
Mr. Skaife stated that Krasl does not believe the special event tent will be used each and every
time for 150 people.
Mr. Maki stated that for many years the City and the Planning Commission have struggled with
parking but the City has promoted events that require parking in the neighborhoods. He has
mixed feelings on parking but questioned why Krasl should have to address all of the parking
issues when the City has not found a method to address parking concerns. He also understands
the need for nonprofits to find additional revenue streams.
Mr. Ebbert stated that for him to support the proposal, the curb cut on State Street would need to
be removed. There are few, if any, curb cuts on State Street in the residential neighborhood. It is
a traffic and safety concern.
Mr. Skaife stated the State Street curb cut was left in to help with the traffic flow.
Mr. Sanderson stated that plan is nice, but they have the potential to alleviate parking problems
and believes parking will become a larger problem if they do not provide more on-site parking.
Ms. Miller stated the neighbors want the two houses on State Street to remain; Krasl is not
planning to remove them.
Chair Hartzell stated she agrees with Mr. Maki that Krasl should not bear all the burden of
parking as it relates to art related events; however, she struggles with additional parking needed
for uses that are unrelated to the original mission, such as the wedding venue. It alters the
dynamic of parking for those events and is concerned with how that can be addressed.
Mr. Miller stated that Krasl is a strong community organization and he hopes they are able to find
off-site shared temporary parking for the special events. He does not want to see the residence at
702 State Street removed because he believes the parking lot would sit vacant most of the time.
A special event taking place eight times a month seems to be excessive.
Mr. Ebbert stated that using shared parking can be problem because it is difficult to enforce. He
has concerns regarding location of the fire pit, location of the special event tent next to
residences, 24 hour lighting and food trucks, and those issues have not been satisfactorily
addressed. Krasl has always been a nice buffer between the residential and downtown districts.
Ms. Wipper stated she had lived across the street from Krasl and personally knows that the
existing lighting spills over across the street into the homes. She would like to see a photometric
plan submitted to make sure light spill is contained within the property. Discussion ensued on
how the pedestrian light fixtures work.
Mr. Jameson stated the pedestrian light fixtures would be located in the plaza space and near the
building and walkways. The fixtures provide a low glow.
Chair Hartzell stated she would like to see the exact location of the light fixtures.
Ms. Burczak expressed concern of the location of the fire pit near the intersection and believes it
should be closer to the building. She expressed concern that in the past special events have
become loud and disruptive to the neighborhood and wondered if there were other places on the
property for the special event tent.
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Ms. Miller stated that when Krasl is open, any special event is open to the public, however,
special events taking place outside of normal business hours would be private.
Ms. Wipper questioned if there will be wayfinding signage.
Mr. Skaife stated they are planning on wayfinding signage, however, have not designed anything.
The new ground sign has not been finalized.
Mr. Ebbert questioned whether the sculptures would be considered structures under the zoning
ordinance, and voiced concern about setting precedent.
Attorney Schmidt stated based on the zoning ordinance definition of a structure, sculptures fixed
or placed in, on or attached to a base having location on the ground they are structures. The
height and requested reduced setbacks are part of a planned unit development and would not be
setting a precedent.
Mr. Sanderson asked about the curb cut on the north side of the Krasl building.
Ms. Gundersen stated that the area has been designed as a bus drop off location. It requires City
Commission approval.
Mr. Miller asked about the shaded plaza area on the south side of the property.
Mr. Skaife stated they are proposing a permeable pavers or a decomposed granite with moveable
tables and chairs to allow for a gathering place not in the sun. It could also be used for classes
when weather permits.
Ms. Miller also stated that the area is designed to attract people to the property and allows for a
gathering location.
Mr. Ebbert stated there are many waivers being requested.
Mr. Maki stated he was not in a position to vote and needed more information; he suggested the
Planning Commission should provide direction to the applicant on things that need to be
modified. Mr. Ebbert agreed.
Mr. Miller repeated concerns about the tent location and wondered about liquor control rules.
Chair Hartzell supported the overall general concept but shared concerns about the impact on the
neighborhood and would like to see the plan amended to mitigate it. She requested additional
information about the location, type and details of lighting, including the 24-hour time frame for
the lighting to remain on, and requested a photometric plan be submitted. In addition, she
suggested adding operational guidelines for the food trucks and bicycle rental. Chari Hartzell
stated the location of the fire pit at the corner might be bothersome to the area residents and was
too close to the street. Parking calculations, size, and configurations needed more exploration
and Krasl may need more than originally planned. She asked whether the art sculptures would be
defined or standards established, and believed a waiver for height of an accessory structure would
be needed. She suggested the sculptures be located farther from the lot lines.
Ms. Wipper questioned the likelihood of phase II being completed and suggested that if Phase 1
is the only likely portion to be completed, perhaps the request should be limited to Phase 1 with a
potential for Phase 2 in the future.
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Mr. Maki suggested Krasl consider refining its plan to include rules and regulations on special
events, including permitted hours, prerequisites, etc. He suggested the same for food trucks. Mr.
Maki stated that the planned unit development process becomes very in-depth and at times
unpleasant; however, it gives the property owner the opportunity to request waivers from the
zoning ordinance. The plan need close scrutiny because if its location and the need to consider
every8ithing around it.
Ms. Burczak requested more details site plan with finalized lighting, signage and wayfinding
information including dimensions and locations, and other required details set forth in the site
plan checklist. She did not believe the site plan was acceptable and thought construction type
drawings would be more acceptable. She suggested pursuing shared parking option and increased
setbacks along Lake Boulevard.
Chair Hartzell questioned the next steps in the process.
Attorney Schmidt stated that the public hearing can be closed and the request voted on or
continued to a future meeting if approved by the Planning Commission. If the public hearing is
closed, there is be no need to schedule a second public hearing before the Planning Commission.
Ms. Gourley requested that Krasl’s application for a Planned Unit Development be continued to a
future date to give them time to amend the proposal and she would contact staff regarding the
January 4th or February 1st meeting.
Chair Hartzell closed the public hearing at 7:51 pm after receiving no further comment and seeing
no members of the public in the audience.
Mr. Sanderson stated that the curb cut along State Street should be removed in Phase II and that
the applicant needs to make a decision about the time of phase II.
Mr. Ebbert moved to continue the discussion on Krasl’s request for a Planned Unit Development
to a future meeting date, per the applicant’s request. Ms. Rice seconded the motion. Approved 80.
Ms. Rice left the meeting at 7:58 pm
RESULT:

MOVER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

TABLED [UNANIMOUS]
Next: 1/4/2018 4:30 PM
Becky Rice, Sean Ebbert
Chair Hartzell, Commissioner Burczak, Commissioner Wipper, Commissioner Miller,
Commissioner Sanderson, Commissioner Maki, Commissioner Rice, Commissioner Ebbert
Commissioner Gresens

Old Business
Continued Discussion - Zoning Board of Appeals - Front Yard encroachment in certain areas
Mr. Ebbert stated that the Zoning Board of Appeals has seen the same type of request to reduce
setbacks numerous times in the same general location and the ZBA questioned whether this was
such a recurrent issue that the Zoning Ordinance should be changed. He suggested this be
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discussed at a future meeting and that he was bringing the concern to the Commission as the ZBA
Chair.
Public Comments

Adjournment
The meeting was closed at 8:04 PM
______________________________________
Presiding Officer
______________________________________
City Clerk/ Recording Secretary
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Agenda Item
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kristen Gundersen, Community Development Director

RE:

Continued Deliberation of Text Amendment to Sections 4.6.3 (Table
4-1), 4.6.4 (Table 4-2) and Section 11.12.22 of the Zoning Ordinance
as it relates to Social Institutions in the CO-A and CO-B District Area Agency on Aging - Public Hearing was conducted and closed
on December 7, 2017

MEETING DATE:

January 4, 2018

On December 7, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted and closed a public hearing on a request from
the Area Agency on Aging to amended portions of the zoning ordinance associated with Social
Institutions in the CO Commercial Office District. The zoning ordinance currently does not allow Social
institutions at street level or on the first floor of a building and requires a conditional use permit be issued
for those on the second floor (the established condition for the conditional use permit). Below are the
comments and concerns expressed regarding the proposed amendment:
1. There was concurrence that the rules for the D Downtown District should remain the same.
2. The purpose of the CO District is to provide a buffer between commercial/industrial zoning
districts and residential districts.
3. Many of the examples stated provide services to the aged and disabled and should be able to have
facilities on the ground floor which is more accessible rather relying on staircases and elevators to
gain access to space on upper levels.
4. Social Institutions should not be treated differently than office or commercial uses in the CO
Commercial Office District.
5. There are some uses described under the Social Institutions heading that should not be allowed by
right on the ground floor.
6. It was unknown if the current ground floor prohibition was to encourage and strengthen
commercial uses in the CO district, even though the uses are allowed in the C District.
7. Concern was expressed regarding soup kitchens and truck driving schools that might negatively
impact an area, especially if there were several in close proximity to others.
Based on the comments heard, staff further reviewed options available to address the concerns. No
changes are proposed to the current regulations for the D Downtown District. Attached are three options
that staff drafted after the meeting. To help in the comparison, strikethrough is used for eliminated text
and bold/underline for new text has been used. Below is a synopsis of the redlined options:

Updated: 12/29/2017 12:50 PM
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Action Item (ID # 4010)

Meeting of January 4, 2018

Sheet 1

EXISTING LANGUAGE

Sheet 2

OPTION 1 - creates a permitted and conditional use class with conditions use on the
street level or on the first floor of a Building in the CO Commercial Office Districts.

Sheet 3

OPTION 2 - Maintains conditional use permit, while allowing use on ground floor in CO
Commercial Office District under specific conditions. Establishes four conditions.

Sheet 4

OPTION 3 - Requires a Special Use Permit for some Social Institutions to be located on
street level or on the first floor of a Building. Establishes five conditions that must be
met in addition to the General Standards for a Special Use Permit under Section 11.5.2
when a use is proposed at street level or on the first floor of a Building.

Ordinance Regulations.
Article XXII Amendments provides the purpose, process and review factors to be reviewed when either a
map (rezoning) or text amendment is proposed.
Below is Section 22.3 Factors to Consider on Rezonings: In reviewing any application for an amendment,
the Planning Commission shall evaluate all factors relevant to the application. The Planning Commission
may solicit information from public agencies or from individuals or firms with relevant experience. The
factors to be considered shall include, but are not limited to, the following:
A. What conditions related to the application have changed since the Zoning Ordinance was adopted
which justify the proposed amendment?
B. What are the possible precedential effects which might result from the approval or denial of the
application?
C. What is the potential impact of the proposal on the ability of the City and other governmental
agencies to provide adequate public services and facilities, and/or programs that might reasonably be
required in the future?
D. Does the proposed amendment adversely affect environmental conditions, the character of, or the
likely value of property?
E. Does the proposed District change comply with the adopted City Comprehensive Plan? (If not, and if
the proposed amendment is reasonable in light of all other relevant factors, then the Comprehensive
Plan should be amended before the proposed zoning amendment is approved.)
F. If a specific property is involved, can the property in question be put to a reasonable economic Use in
the zoning District in which it is presently located?
G. Is another procedure, such as a Variance, Special Use, Planned Unit Development, or hardship
Planned Unit Development a more appropriate alternative than the proposed amendment?
ACTION.
The Public Hearing took place on December 7, 2017. No written comments had been received as of
Friday, December 29, 2017.
Consider the request as presented and review the criteria found in Section 22.3 Factors to Consider on
Rezonings (the 7 factors are listed above can also be used to review text amendments).
The Planning Commission has the following options:
 Recommend approval of the proposed text amendments to the zoning code as submitted.
“…move to recommend approval of Option ___ of the proposed ordinance to amend
Sections 4.6.3 (Table 4-1), 4.6.4 (Table 4-2) and Section 11.12.22 as it relates to Social
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Institutions in the CO-A and CO-B Districts of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of
St. Joseph, Michigan based on the factors set forth under section 22.3 of the zoning
ordinance.”
 Recommend approval of the proposed text amendments to the zoning code as submitted with the
following modifications.
“…move to recommend approval of Option ___ of the proposed ordinance to amend
Sections 4.6.3 (Table 4-1), 4.6.4 (Table 4-2), and Section 11.12.22 as it relates to
Social Institutions in the CO-A and CO-B Districts of the Zoning Ordinance of the
City of St. Joseph, Michigan based on the factors set forth under section 22.3 of the
zoning ordinance with the following modifications…(provide detailed information)”
 Recommend denial of the proposed text amendments to the zoning code as submitted as
submitted.
“…move to recommend denial of the proposed ordinance to amend Sections 4.6.3
(Table 4-1), 4.6.4 (Table 4-2), and Section 11.12.22 as it relates to Social Institutions
in the CO-A and CO-B Districts of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of St. Joseph,
Michigan based on the factors set forth under section 22.3 of the zoning ordinance
for the following reasons…(provide detailed reasons)”
 Continue the discussion to the next meeting to obtain additional information.
“…to postpone further discussion until the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission
meeting to obtain additional information.”
ATTACHMENTS:


Table 4-1 Social Institution - CO District existing language and 3 options
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3.a

Section 4.6.3

Table 4-1

USE CLASSES &
DEFINITIONS
Social Institutions
A social institution is a privately
owned or operated facility which
is designed, constructed, or
used to provide service of a
public, nonprofit, or charitable
nature to the people of the
community on an ongoing basis
(not just special events).
Social institutions include
privately owned or operated
facilities which provide education
or instruction in any branch of
knowledge.

Classes, Definitions & Examples of Uses Permitted

EXAMPLES OF USES PERMITTED

PERMITTED DISTRICTS

Facilities to house charitable,
eleemosynary or philanthropic
organizations such as United Way, Red
Cross, Salvation Army, as well as centers
for social activities such as neighborhood,
community or senior centers; military
schools; business, trade and vocational
schools (not construction equipment or
large vehicles); art, music and dance
schools; drivers’ training (not large
vehicles); institutions for higher education;
auditoriums and other places for public
assembly; soup kitchens.

“P” in C, I-1
“C “ in CO, D (not on street
level/first floor)
“PUD” in R1, R2, R3 (when
the Use is not an office Use)

Social institutions may have
offices, meeting areas, food
preparation or serving areas,
and athletic facilities as
Accessory Uses.

Section 4.6.4

Table 4-2

City of St. Joseph
Authorized Uses
Land Uses:
R1

R2

R3

CO

D

C

I1

PUD9

PUD9

C

C

P

P

I2

OS

W

Principal by Use Category
PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC USES
Social Institutions

PUD
9

SECTION 11.12 STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL AND CONDITIONAL USES
The following standards apply to special and Conditional Uses permitted in this Ordinance, in
addition to any other applicable standard or regulation:
11.12.22 Social Institutions
Social institutions are permitted as a Conditional Use in the CO Commercial Office and D
Downtown Districts so long as such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a
Building.
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EXISTING LANGUAGE

3.a

street level or on the first floor of a Building in the CO Commercial Office Districts.
Section 4.6.3

Table 4-1

USE CLASSES &
DEFINITIONS
Social Institutions
A social institution is a privately
owned or operated facility which
is designed, constructed, or used
to provide service of a public,
nonprofit, or charitable nature to
the people of the community on
an ongoing basis (not just
special events).
Social institutions include
privately owned or operated
facilities which provide education
or instruction in any branch of
knowledge.
Social institutions may have
offices, meeting, instruction,
areas, food preparation or
serving areas, and athletic
facilities as Accessory Uses.

Classes, Definitions & Examples of Uses Permitted

EXAMPLES OF USES PERMITTED

PERMITTED DISTRICTS

Light/Office:
Facilities to house charitable,
eleemosynary or philanthropic
organizations such as United Way, Red
Cross, Salvation Army that primarily use
space for office operations.

Light/Office:
“P” in C, CO, I-1
“C “ in CO, D (not on street
level/first floor)

Medium/Heavy:
Centers for social activities such as
neighborhood, community or senior
centers[LS1]. Military schools; business,
trade and vocational schools (not
construction equipment or large vehicles);
art, music and dance schools; drivers’
training (not large vehicles); institutions for
higher education; auditoriums and other
places for public assembly; soup kitchens.

Section 4.6.4

“PUD” in R1, R2, R3 (when
the Use is not an office Use)
Medium/Heavy:
“P” in C, I-1
“C “ in CO, D (not on street
level/first floor)
“PUD” in R1, R2, R3 (when
the Use is not an office Use)

Table 4-2

City of St. Joseph
Authorized Uses
Land Uses:
R1

R2

R3

CO

D

C

I1

PUD9

PUD9

CP

C

P

P

PUD9

PUD9

C

C

P

P

I2

OS

W

Principal by Use Category
PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC USES
Social Institutions, Light/Office

PUD
9

Social Institutions,
Medium/Heavy

PUD
9

11.12.22 Social Institutions
Social institutions, are permitted as a Conditional Use in the CO Commercial Office and D
Downtown Districts so long as such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a
Building.
Social Institutions, Light/Office, are permitted as a Conditional Use in the D Downtown
District so long as such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a
Building.
Social Institutions, Medium/Heavy are permitted as a Conditional Use in the CO
Commercial Office and D Downtown Districts so long as such uses are not located at
street level or on the first floor of a Building.
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3.a

Commercial Office District under specific conditions
Section 4.6.3

Table 4-1

USE CLASSES & DEFINITIONS
Social Institutions
A social institution is a privately
owned or operated facility which is
designed, constructed, or used to
provide service of a public,
nonprofit, or charitable nature to
the people of the community on an
ongoing basis (not just special
events).
Social institutions include privately
owned or operated facilities which
provide education or instruction in
any branch of knowledge.

Classes, Definitions & Examples of Uses Permitted

EXAMPLES OF USES PERMITTED
Facilities to house charitable,
eleemosynary or philanthropic
organizations such as United Way, Red
Cross, Salvation Army, as well as centers
for social activities such as neighborhood,
community or senior centers; military
schools; business, trade and vocational
schools (not construction equipment or
large vehicles); art, music and dance
schools; drivers’ training (not large
vehicles); institutions for higher education;
auditoriums and other places for public
assembly; soup kitchens.

PERMITTED DISTRICTS

“P” in C, I-1
“C” in CO
“C “ in CO, D (not on street
level/first floor)
“PUD” in R1, R2, R3 (when
the Use is not an office Use)

Social institutions may have
offices, meeting, instruction
areas, food preparation or serving
areas, and athletic facilities as
Accessory Uses.

No change proposed to Table 4-2
Section 4.6.4

Table 4-2

City of St. Joseph Authorized Uses
Land Uses:
R1

R2

R3

CO

D

C

I1

PUD9

PUD9

C

C

P

P

I2

OS

W

Principal by Use Category
PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC USES
Social Institutions

PUD
9

11.12.22 Social Institutions
Social institutions, are permitted as a Conditional Use in the CO Commercial Office and D Downtown
Districts so long as such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a Building.
A. Social institutions are permitted as a Conditional Use in the CO Commercial Office
District under the following conditions:
1. Such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a Building, or
2. If such uses are located at street level or on the first floor of a Building, under the
following conditions:
a. No less than 75% of the street level or first floor square footage of the
Building use is Commercial Office use or the Building is less than 5,000
square feet;
b. The subject Lot is not adjacent to a residential use;
c. All activities associated with the social institution uses are conducted and
located inside the Building, including waiting areas; and
d. There are no more than two (2) social institution uses within three hundred
(300’) feet of the boundary of the subject Lot.
B. Social Institutions, are permitted as a Conditional Use in the D Downtown District
when such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a Building.
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3.a

street level or on the first floor of a Building.
Section 4.6.3
Table 4-1
Classes, Definitions & Examples of Uses Permitted
USE CLASSES & DEFINITIONS
Social Institutions
A social institution is a privately
owned or operated facility which is
designed, constructed, or used to
provide service of a public, nonprofit,
or charitable nature to the people of
the community on an ongoing basis
(not just special events).
Social institutions include privately
owned or operated facilities which
provide education or instruction in any
branch of knowledge.
Social institutions may have offices,
meeting, instruction areas, food
preparation or serving areas, and
athletic facilities as Accessory Uses.

EXAMPLES OF USES PERMITTED
Facilities to house charitable,
eleemosynary or philanthropic
organizations such as United Way,
Red Cross, Salvation Army, as well as
centers for social activities such as
neighborhood, community or senior
centers; military schools; business,
trade and vocational schools (not
construction equipment or large
vehicles); art, music and dance
schools; drivers’ training (not large
vehicles); institutions for higher
education; auditoriums and other
places for public assembly; soup
kitchens.

Section 4.6.4

PERMITTED DISTRICTS
“P” in C, I-1
“C “ or “SUP” in CO
“C” in CO, D (not on street
level/first floor)
“PUD” in R1, R2, R3 (when
the Use is not an office Use)

Table 4-2

City of St. Joseph uthorized Uses
Land Uses:
R1

R2

R3

CO

D

C

I1

PUD9

PUD9

C/S

C

P

P

I2

OS

W

Principal by Use Category
PUBLIC/SEMI-PUBLIC USES
Social Institutions

PUD
9

[LS2]

11.12.22 Social Institutions
Social institutions, are permitted as a Conditional Use in the CO Commercial Office and D Downtown
Districts so long as such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a Building.
A. Social institutions are permitted as a Conditional Use in the CO Commercial Office
District if such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a Building.
B. Social institutions are permitted as a Special Use in the CO Commercial Office District
if such uses are located at street level or on the first floor of a Building, under the
following conditions:
1. No less than 75% of the street level or first floor square footage of the Building
use is Commercial Office use or the Building is less than 5,000 square feet;
2. The subject Lot is not adjacent to a residential use;
3. All activities associated with the social institution uses are conducted and located
inside the Building, including waiting areas;
4. There are no more than two (2) social institution uses within three hundred (300’)
feet of the boundary of the subject Lot; and
5. The proposed Social Institution Use is judged to have, on the whole, no greater
deleterious impact upon adjacent commercial office properties than a commercial
office use. This includes but is not limited to traffic, lighting, noise, odor,
vibration, electrical interference, garbage or rubbish or other impacts.
C. Social Institutions are permitted as a Conditional Use in the D Downtown District
when such uses are not located at street level or on the first floor of a Building.
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Agenda Item
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kristen Gundersen, Community Development Director

RE:

Request for Continuation to February 1, 2018 Meeting - 707 Lake
Boulevard, 702, 708/712 and 720 State Street - Krasl Art Center Planned Unit Development - Public Hearing was conducted and
closed on December 7, 2017

MEETING DATE:

January 4, 2018

During the December 7, 2017 meeting, the Planning Commission conducted and closed the public
hearing for the requested planned unit development at 707 Lake Boulevard, 702, 708/712 and 720 State
Street, properties owned by the Krasl Art Center. The applicant requested that the item be continued to a
future meeting date to allow time to revise the request based on comments heard during the meeting on
December 7th.
On December 14, 2017, the City received a written request that this item not be discussed at the
January 4th meeting and the Krasl Art Center is planning on submitting updated information for
review at the February 1, 2018 meeting. No action is needed at this time by the Planning
Commission.
ATTACHMENTS:


Request for continuation to February 1 2018 meeting from Krasl
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Agenda Item
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kristen Gundersen, Community Development Director

RE:

Continued Discussion - Zoning Board of Appeals - Front Yard
encroachment in certain areas

MEETING DATE:

January 4, 2018

During the November 2nd meeting, the Planning Commission received information regarding a request
from the Zoning Board of Appeals. Commissioner Ebbert was not able to attend the meeting to present
the thoughts of the Zoning Board of Appeals. Staff explained briefly explained the concern. The
Planning Commission had a general discussion and determined that this item should be continued to a
future date to allow Commissioner Ebbert the opportunity to present the thoughts of the Zoning Board of
Appeals.
The Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) recently heard a case that involved a request for a variance to reduce
the front and side yards to nearly zero to allow the reconstruction of an open unenclosed deck. The
original deck which encroached onto the public sidewalk was beyond repair and had to be removed which
then required the deck to be constructed incompliance with the current regulations.
The property is located in the R1-E Single-Family Residence District which requires a minimum ten foot
(10’) front yard setback. Many of the residences between the 500 and 700 block of Lake Street have
decks which do not comply with this requirement. Attached is a map of the area.
The ZBA struggled with the request. After the vote, the ZBA discussed if this item that should be
reviewed by the Planning Commission. Commissioner Ebbert is the Chair of the ZBA and stated he
would discuss the concerns the Board had with the Planning Commission.
Staff reviewed applications heard by the Zoning Board of Appeals beginning in 2008 under the current
zoning ordinance. The ZBA has taken action on 43 cases with many involving numerous variances.
Below are the 10 cases that the Zoning Board of Appeals has acted on for property located below the
bluff. Please note that three of the cases have been for the same property. There have been two cases
along Lake Street and each included a front yard setback request.
2017
503 Lake Street - Variance to decrease front yard setback from 10’ to 0’ along the
west lot line; decrease the side yard setback from 7’ to 2’4” along the north lot line; and to
decrease the side yard setback from 7’ to 2’8” along the south lot line to allow construction of
an open unenclosed single-story deck with ramp along the north side of the single-family
residence. APPROVED
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2015/2016 920 Lions Park Drive Variance to decrease side yard setbacks along the north lot
line 7 to 3and 4 feet and along the south lot line 7 to 3 feet to allow construction of new singlefamily residence. DENIED Berrien County Court Case remanded back and APPROVED.
2015
1106 Lions Park Drive -variance to decrease side yard setbacks along north and
south lot lines from 7 to 3 feet and variance to not include unroofed deck from lot coverage.
DENIED
2013 - 311 Market St - Variance to decrease front setback from 10 to 0 feet to allow building
addition. APPROVED
2013 - 700 Lions Park Drive - Variance to decrease setback for accessory structure from 5 to 1
foot to allow construction of deck on detached garage. DENIED
2012 - 920 Lions Park Drive - Variance to decrease side yard setbacks along the north lot line 7
to 3and 4 feet and along the south lot line 7 to 3 feet to allow construction of new single-family
residence. APPROVED
2011 - 920 Lions Park Drive - Variance to decrease side yard setbacks along north and south lot
line from 7 to 3 fee, decrease rear yard setback from 30 to 20’5” and increase lot coverage from
45 to 50.2% to allow construction of new single-family residence. DENIED
2010 - 607 Lake Street - Variance to decrease front setback from 10 feet to 2 inches (along west
lot line) to allow second floor deck and overhanging roof; Variance to decrease the side yard
setback from 7’ to 1’9” along the north lot line to allow second floor deck and overhanging
roof; Variance to decrease the side yard setback from 7 to 3 feet along the south lot line to
allow an overhanging roof; Variance to increase the maximum lot coverage from 45% to
59.1% to allow new garage; Variance to decrease the side yard setback from 5’ to (1’0 ½”)
along the north lot line to allow a new detached garage. APPROVED
2009 - 1108 Lions Park Drive - Variance to allow expansion of nonconforming structure to
allow second floor addition (no dimensions stated). APPROVED
2008 - 907 Lions Park Drive - Variance to allow the expansion of a nonconformity by allowing
the creation of a new terrace/deck to be built into a roof at the front of the house on the second
floor level and to allow a second and third floor to be built above the existing first floor of the
structure in the south side yard setback, and associated repairs and maintenance; and 2)
variance to allow new exit stair within the side setback (no dimensions stated). APPROVED
During the brief discussion, Ms. Gundersen stated she had worked with a zoning ordinances which
allowed open, unenclosed porches to encroach into the required front yard a set distance which is
sufficient to make the porch useable with limited furniture. Below is the language from the Village of
Hinsdale which has a front setback of 35 feet and in some cases the setback can be decreased when the homes
on the block are averaged together (can be decreased down to not less than 25 feet in R1 and R2 and 20 feet in
R3 and R4)
Covered, unenclosed porches, patios or terraces projecting not more than: 1) eight feet (8') into
a front or corner side yard from an exterior wall; provided, however, that no such porch, patio
or terrace shall extend: a) closer than twenty five feet (25') from the front lot line in an R-1 or
R-2 district, b) closer than twenty feet (20') from the front lot line in an R-3 or R-4 district , or
c) more than two feet (2') outside any side or rear yard line as extended into the front or corner
side yard; or 2) three feet (3') into a rear yard from an exterior wall for a distance along such
wall of not more than one-third (1/3) of the building width of the building in question; and
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Staff is also aware of second area in town along the 100 block of North Pier Street which many of
the homes have a similar situation. Along this street, the practice has been to consider the area
adjacent to the street to be the “rear yard” and the lot line facing the river to be the “front yard”.
These homes are located in the R1-E Single-Family Residence District and do not have frontage
on the river. Staff found no ZBA applications for this street under the current zoning ordinance.
Attached is a map of the area.
Commissioner Ebbert will provide additional information during the meeting. If the Planning
Commission concurs with the concerns the ZBA has and believes the Zoning Ordinance should
be amended, they can direct staff to prepare the necessary application and draft language.
ATTACHMENTS:



500 - 700 Lake Street - encroachment discussion
100 Block North Pier - encroachment discussion
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Agenda Item
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kristen Gundersen, Community Development Director

RE:

2844 Niles Avenue - Sign Center and Harding's Markets - Special
Sign Approval for one greater than 32 square feet in size

MEETING DATE:

January 4, 2018

Background Information/Request.
The Sign Center is requesting approval of one special sign approval for the replacement of existing wall
signage for the Harding’s store location at 2844 Niles Avenue. The property owner and tenant is
Harding’s Markets and they are in the process of installing new signage at all locations as part of a new
branding/logo and possible façade improvement project. The multi-tenant building includes the Family
Dollar store.
The applicant is proposing to remove the three existing box signs and the one channel letter sign on the
building facing Niles Avenue. The tenant has 148 feet of building frontage facing Niles Avenue which
allows a maximum of 296 square feet of signage for Harding’s Markets. One of the signs proposed is 94
square feet in size (196” x 69”) and will have an overall height of 20 feet above grade and will not extend
above the parapet wall. This sign will be illuminated using a “reverse glow white LED backs”.
Three other wall signs are proposed along the lower soffit area. These signs are 12, 20 and 26 square feet
in size, and can be approved by staff. The total of all proposed new signage is also well below the
maximum 296 square feet allowed on the front of the building. At this time, there are no changes
proposed to the free-standing sign. The applicant is aware that the sign face can be changed out without a
permit.
Site Information/Character of the Area.
The property is located at the northwest corner of Niles and Midway Avenues in the C Commercial
Business District. The properties to the north, south and east are located in the C Commercial Business
District and to the west is zoned CO-A Commercial Office District, all properties are improved with
commercial and office uses.
Code Regulations.
Chapter 25 of the Code of Ordinances regulates signs. The sign is considered a wall sign because it is
attached to the building.
Sec. 25-3 - Special Requirements


(2) Wall signs:
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a. Limitation on placement. No wall sign shall cover wholly or partially any wall opening nor
project beyond the ends or top of the wall to which it is attached.
b. Projection and height over public property. No wall sign shall have a greater thickness than
12 inches measured from the wall to which it is attached to the outer surface and shall not be
attached to a wall at a height of less than eight feet above a public sidewalk and at a minimum
of 15 feet above public driveways, alleys and thoroughfares.
c. Area limitations. The total surface area of all wall signs placed on the front of a building
shall not exceed two square feet for each lineal foot of building frontage, and all wall signs
placed on other than the front of a building shall not exceed a total surface area of 100 square
feet.
d. Supports and attachments. All wall signs shall be safely and securely attached to the
building by means of metal anchors, bolts or expansion screws. In no case shall any wall sign
be secured with wire, strips of wood or nails.
e. Vertical dimension or height. The vertical dimension of a wall sign shall not be in excess of
six feet. No wall sign shall project vertically above the roof of the building immediately
adjacent to such wall.

Section 25-7 allows the Planning Commission the authority to grant a Special Approval of signage that is
greater than 32 square feet. The proposed sign is 94 square feet (196” x 69”) in size.
Sec. 25-7. - Same-Special approval.
Applications for signs having an area of more than 32 square feet shall be approved by the city
planning commission or a committee of three members of the planning commission appointed by
the chairman, to be known as the sign review board.
Action.
No formal public hearing is required. The code does not provide any specific standards for the granting
of a special approval sign.
No public comments have been received.
As stated above, the applicant is requesting special sign approval of one sign and the total square footage
of all signage proposed is well below the maximum 296 square feet allowed per Section 25-3.2.c of the
Sign Ordinance.
Consider the request as presented with the language from Section 25-7 Special Approval (see above); and
make a simple motion to grant or reject the request, with any appropriate conditions. Below is the
specific request:
Special Approval to allow one wall sign greater than 32 square feet (actual 94 square feet) as presented.
ATTACHMENTS:





Location Map - 2844 Niles Avenue - Hardings Markets (PDF)
Zoning Map - 2844 Niles Avenue - Hardings Markets (PDF)
Photographs - 2844 Niles Avenue - Hardings Markets (PDF)
Application Packet - 2844 Niles Avenue - Hardings Markets and Signcenter
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4.c

2844 Niles Avenue – Hardings Markets

Attachment: Photographs - 2844 Niles Avenue - Hardings Markets (4005 : 2844 Niles Avenue - Hardings Markets)

All photographs taken from parking lot looking west at building.
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Agenda Item
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kristen Gundersen, Community Development Director

RE:

Review of Draft 2017 Annual Planning Commission Report

MEETING DATE:

January 4, 2018

Attached is a draft copy of the 2017 Annual Report. The format is similar to the 2016 Annual Report
which included the uses of charts to explain work completed and comparison of past years activities.
The Michigan Planning Enabling Act requires the Planning Commission to complete a report annually to
the City Commission discussing three specific areas which include:
a. The operation of the Planning Commission during the past year.
b. The status of any ongoing planning activities.
c. Recommendations regarding City Commission actions related to planning and development.
The Planning Commission needs to review the draft document and make any necessary changes so it can
be forwarded to the City Commission.
ATTACHMENTS:


Draft 2017 Annual Planning Commission Report
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City of St. Joseph Michigan
Planning Commission
Annual Report
Calendar Year 2017

DRAFT January 4, 2018 by
City of St. Joseph Planning Commission
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4.a

4.a

The Michigan Planning Enabling Act requires the Planning Commission to complete a report
annually to the City Commission discussing three specific areas. Following are the three
reporting areas and the Planning Commission’s report for 2017:
A.
B.
C.

The operations of the Planning Commission during the past year.
The status of any ongoing planning activities.
Recommendations regarding City Commission actions related to planning and
development.

On January 4, 2018, the City of St. Joseph Planning Commission reviewed the draft Annual
Report. After finding it to be appropriate, they directed staff to forward the finalized document
to the City Commission.

Planning Commission Membership, Attendance and Training.
During the 2017 calendar year there was one resignation which was followed by an appointment
to the Planning Commission. Below is a list of the members with attendance rate, appointment
dates, years of service and term expiration dates.

Member
Kathy Burczak
Sean Ebbert (Vice chair)
Richard Gresens
Patsy Hartzell (Chair)
Phil Maki
Aaron Miller
Becky Rice
Jack Sanderson

Attendance
2017
100%
83%
67%
100%
83%
100%
83%
75%

Ceile Wipper
89%
Cortney O’Malley-Septoski 100%

Appointed
5/2012
3/2007
7/2015
7/1985
1/2009
7/2005
2/2006
12/2014
3/2017
12/2014

Years’ Service
as of Dec 2017
5
10
2
32
8
12
11
3
1
2

Term
Expires
2020
2019
2018
2020
2019
2018
2019
2018
2020
2017

The Planning Commission met twelve (12) times during 2017. One special meeting was
scheduled, however, cancelled prior to the meeting due to quorum issues. The meetings ranged
from 1.5 and 3.75 hours, with a total of 26.25 hours during for the twelve meetings. Planning
Commissioners spend additional time reviewing the agenda packets prior to the meeting and
visiting the site. The overall member meeting attendance rate for the year was approximately
78%. Staff was informed of all absences prior to the meeting. Chart I shows the number of
meeting each member attended in 2017.
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Chart I

O'Malley-Septoski -1
resigned in Janaury
Wipper - 8*appointed in
April

Hartzell - 12
Burczak - 12

Sanderson - 9

Ebbert - 10

Gresens - 8

Rice - 10

Maki - 10

Miller - 12

Chart II depicts attendance for the current members since 2014. It shows that members are
consistently attending meetings and understand the commitment when accepting appointments.
Commissioners Sanderson, Gresens, Wipper and O’Malley-Septoski were not members in 2014.
Chart II

ATTENDANCE OF CURRENT MEMBERS SINCE 2014
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2017 ATTENDANCE BASED ON 12 MEETINGS

In January, Ms. O’Malley-Septoski announced her resignation from the Commission. In April
2017, Ms. Wipper was appointed to the Planning Commission to fill the vacant unexpired term.
In April 2017, the City Commission reappointed Ms. Burczak, Ms. Hartzell and Ms. Wipper to
the Planning Commission, their terms will expire in May of 2020.
During the annual organizational meeting in June, Ms. Hartzell was re-appointed to serve as
Chair for the 2017-18 term, while Mr. Ebbert was re-appointed as the Pro-Tem.
In April, 2017 Chair Hartzell and Ms. Burczak attended a three hour workshop created by the
Michigan Association of Planners entitled Community Engagement.
In May, 2017, Ms. Wipper completed the Citizen Planner Program as presented by the Michigan
State University Extension. Ms. Liz Petzke of the Zoning Board of Appeals also completed the
program.
Mr. Sanderson attended two separate workshops titled Waterways, Wetlands and You Lake
Michigan Shoreline Special Edition put on by the US Army Corps of Engineers in New Buffalo
on July 27, 2017 and one session of the Coastal Resiliency Training Workshop titled
Introduction to Coastal Dynamics and Resiliency, a 3-hour workshop in St. Joseph on October
25th.
As part of her professional continuing education requirements, Ms. Burczak participated in the
American Association of Landscape Architects Annual Meeting and Expo in Los Angeles.

Staff Support and Packet Creation.
In 2017 the Planning Commission was staffed by Kristen Gundersen, Community Development
Director/Zoning Administrator; Laurie Schmidt, City Attorney and Cecil Derringer, Chief
Building Official.
All packets were created using the Accela Legislative Management Software. Once completed,
packets were typically delivered to each member the Friday before the scheduled meeting and
are posted to the City of St. Joseph’s “Public Hub” website section the Monday before the
meeting. By utilizing the software package it has allowed for the packets to be available to the
public prior to the meeting in an easily searchable format that also includes the City Commission
packets.
The Community Development Director attended the following training and workshops:
1. Michigan State Floodplain Conference, Lansing Michigan in late February and early
March. Obtained continuing education credits necessary for designation as a Certified
Floodplain Manager.
2. Community Engagement workshop, sponsored by the City of St. Joseph in April.
3. Two, day long training programs as part of the Redevelopment Ready Communities
program in May and June at Western Michigan University, Benton Harbor campus.
4. Michigan Association of Planning – Spring Institute, Lansing MI in May. Obtained
continuing education credits necessary for designation as a member of the American
Institute of Certified Planners (AICP).
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5. Waterways, Wetlands and You Lake Michigan Shoreline Special Edition sponsored by
the US Army Corps of Engineers in New Buffalo on July 27, 2017
6. Michigan Association of Planning – State Conference, Mackinaw Island, MI in
September. Obtained continuing education credits necessary for AICP membership.
7. Two session of the Coastal Resiliency Training Workshop in October and November.
8. National Charrette Institute Bootcamp one day class in East Lansing, MI in December.
9. In addition attended several on-line webinars to maintain membership in the American
Institute of Certified Planners.
The City Attorney attend several municipal law conferences and seminars and is sitting on a
panel working on a model Sign Ordinance which addresses the Supreme Court ruling in 2015,
The Chief Building Official attended two annual building conferences held by the State of
Michigan to help obtain continuing education credits needed for different certifications.

2017 Planning Commission Meeting Information and Agenda Items.
During 2017, the City of St. Joseph Planning Commission reviewed 12 requests. In December
2017, a requested for a text amendment and a planned unit development were reviewed,
however, both requests were continued to 2018. These two items have not been included in the
counts because no formal action has been taken. In addition, the Planning Commission
discussed the following:
1. 2016 Master Plan Information Update. During the July 2017 meeting, the
Commission received the update which included the status of the many goals,
objectives and tasks stated in the Master Plan.
2. Niles Avenue Study Area. In early 2017, the Commission reviewed the area along
Niles Avenue, south of Napier. Staff was able to schedule a representative from the
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) to attend the April meeting to
discuss the process for making changes to the state route. No additional work has
taken place on this item since the MDOT discussion.
3. Sign Ordinance Discussion/Drafting. The Planning Commission has been diligently
working on updating the existing 1980 Sign Ordinance and to address the 2015 US
Supreme Court ruling. Staff has been photographing existing signage, researching
and drafting language for the Planning Commission to review. It is anticipated this
item will be forwarded to the City Commission in 2018.
Following is Chart III which lists the six (6) types of action items along with special projects the
Planning Commission reviewed in 2017. Requests for sign variances and special sign approvals
have the largest percentage actual requests, however, time involved in the review of these
applications is typically less than those requiring a public hearing. As stated above, the Planning
Commission held two public hearing in December for a text amendment and a planned unit
development, both requests were continued to meetings in 2018.
Chart IV provides a comparison of activity from 2014 – 2017. It appears that the number of
requests being processed has remained relatively consistent.
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2017 Action Items
0

2

4

6

8
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12

Map/Rezoning Amendment -0
Sign Reviews (by address) - 11
Special Use Permit - 1
Planned Unit Development (PUD)- 0
PUD Amendment - 0
Text Amendment - 0
2016 Master Plan Informational Update- 1
Sign Ordinance Discussion/Drafting - 9
Niles Avenue Study Area - 3

Chart IV

Activity Comparison 2014 - 2017
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Summary of Applications processed.
Following is a complete list of the applications received in 2017. This list provides the address,
applicant name, brief description of request, month of review and action taken by the Planning
Commission.
Zoning Ordinance Amendments – Map Amendment (rezoning) or Text Amendments.
• Amendments to Social Institutions in CO Districts – Area Agency on Aging. – Conducted
public hearing and continued discussion to January 2018 meeting, not included in counts.
Planned Unit Developments.
• 707 Lake Blvd., 702, 708/712 and 720 State Street – Krasl Art Center - Planned Unit
Development to site improvements allow garage storage building to be on new parcel.
Conducted public hearing and continued discussion to February 2018 meeting, not included
in counts.
Planned Unit Development – Amendments.
None
Special Use Permits.
• 2820 Niles Avenue – McDonald’s – Special use permit for drive-through establishment. –
May recommended approval with conditions
Sign Variances and Special Sign Approvals (regulations found in Code of Ordinance).
• 902 Broad Street – First Baptist Church – 1) Allow LED sign; 2) increase overall height; 3)
increase square footage – discussion started in December 2016 and approved in January
with conditions
• 3029 Lakeshore Drive – The Mansion, LLC (LakeHouse Restaurant and Bar) – 1)Variance
to allow LED message board; 2) variance to increase overall size of sign from 50 to 58
square feet; 3) Special Sign approval of a sign greater than 32 square feet – February
approved with conditions
• 3425 Lakeshore Drive – Four Flags Properties Inc (Lookout Point Apartments) - 1)
Variance to increase number of allowed signs from 1 to 2 in residential district; 2) Variance
to increase overall height of signs from 4’ to 4’01/2”; 3) Variance to increase maximum
square footage from 10 to 13.3 square feet - March approved
• 720 Pleasant Street – Universal Sign & Chemical Bank – Special Sign approval of a sign
greater than 32 square feet – March and May approved
• 300 Main Street – Universal Sign & Chemical Bank – 1) Variance to allow free-standing
sign in vision triangle; 2) Special Sign approval of a sign greater than 32 square feet –
March approved
• 2409 Lakeshore Drive – Coldwell Bankers – 1) Variance to allow free-standing sign in
residential district; 2) Special Sign approval of a sign greater than 32 square feet – April
approved
• 2712 Niles Avenue – Honor Credit Union – Special Sign approval of a sign greater than 32
square feet for free-standing sign – May approved
• 222 Hilltop Road – Fleming Brothers Oil (Shell Gas Station) – Variance to allow two signs
on gasoline canopy structure – June denied
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2712 Niles Avenue – Honor Credit Union – Special Sign approval of a sign greater than 32
square feet for two wall signs – July approved one greater than 32 square foot sign.
Variance to increase total square footage of wall signs from 100 to 142 square feet – Denied
along with one sign greater than 32 square feet
2824 State Street – Lori Costanza – Variance to allow free-standing sign in residential
district; 2) Variance to allow free-standing sign in vision triangle – August approved
1021 Main Street – Jones Sings and Burkhart Signsystems (AT&T) – Special Sign approval
for 2 wall signs each greater than 32 square feet – November approved

Below is Chart V, which depicts the specific sign requests made that required Planning
Commission action. There were a total of 25 individual sign requests on 8 properties for a total
of 16 signs. The largest number of applications submitted is for sign review which can include
requests for LED boards, special approval and variances in size or height requirements.
Chart V

25 SIGN REQUESTS ON 11 PROPERTIES FOR A TOTAL OF 16
SIGNS
Total Number of Requests
Denied - 4
Special Approval greater than 32 square
feet - 9

Variance to allow signage
in site triangle - 2
Variance to allow
commercial signage in
residential district - 2

Variance to allow LED
message board - 2

Variance to increase
maximum height - 2
Variance to increase
maximum square
footage - 3

Variance to increase
maximum number of
signs - 1

Chart VI is a comparison of requests from 2016 to 2017. The request for approval of signs
greater than 32 square feet along with variance requests to increase the overall height, allowed
square footage and to allow LED signs has remained consistent between the two years.
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Sign Request Comparison 2016 - 2017
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Future Activities for 2018.
In addition to the applications submitted for review and action by the public and development
community, the Planning Commission will continue working on the tasks found in the 2016
Master Plan. Future activities include:
1. Complete review of Sign Ordinance (Code of Ordinance) to update the document and to
address 2015 US Supreme Court ruling.
2. Review of the Zoning Ordinance in the area of parking, landscaping and screening.
3. Niles Avenue. Restart discussions on Niles Avenue, south of Napier Avenue.
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