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CITY OF ZEELAND 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 MEETING AGENDA 

AUGUST 8 2023 

6:00PM 

CITY HALL – COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

6:00pm 

 Meeting called to order 

 Pledge of Allegiance 

 Roll Call 

 Excuse absent members by motion and reason 

 Additional agenda items 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

  

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 3 E Main Ave – Scott Geerlings – Dimensional Variance Application to construct a 

building with a 3 ft 4 in square column in clear visibility triangle at E Main Ave & N 

State St  

 404 Centerstone Ct – Steve Barber –Variance Application to construct a 35 ft by 

46 ft accessory building in the secondary front yard 

 453 E Central Ave – Robert Richardson – Dimensional Variance Application to 

construct a roof over existing front porch with a 25 ft front yard setback 

ACTION 

 Draft minutes of the May 16, 2023 Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

  

NEW BUSINESS  

 Any other business that may be legally brought before the Board 

ADJOURN 

































3 E Main Ave 



 
21 South Elm Street � Zeeland, Michigan  49464 � (616) 772-0872 � (616) 772-0880 

 
 MEMORANDUM 

 

 

DATE:  Thursday, August 3, 2023 

 

TO:  Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

FROM:  Tim Maday, Community Development Director 

   

RE: August 8th ZBA Meeting Agenda – Dimensional/Non-Use Variance Application for 3 & 9 

E Main Avenue 

               

 
This memo has been sent to provide information on the variance application for 3 & 9 E Main Avenue that will come 

before the Zoning Board of Appeals on August 8, 2023. 

 

Background: 

 

The parcels at 3 & 9 E Main Ave are proposed for redevelopment. In 2019, the City of Zeeland purchased the property 

at 3 E Main Avenue, demolished the existing deteriorated building and sought to have this gateway site, on the corner 

of Main Ave and State Street, redeveloped to include a mixed-use facility that is consistent with the City’s Downtown 

Vision Plan. Following the release of a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) seeking a developer for the project, Midwest 

Construction was selected to develop the 3 E Main Ave property. The company has since purchased the adjacent, 

property at 9 E Main Avenue. It is proposed that the existing building on that site be demolished, and that site 

incorporated into the project at 3 E Main Avenue. Utilizing both parcels, the proposed project includes the 

construction of a three-story building, with approximately 9,200-9,500 square feet per floor. The main floor is 

proposed for office use, with the two upper floors consisting of residential apartments on each floor. Parking is 

proposed to be provided on-site, on the rear/north of the building. 

 

 
Figure 1 - Sites prior to demolition of 3 E Main Ave 

 



 

 

 

 
Figure 2 - Sites as of August 2, 2023 

 

 
Figure 3- Proposed redeveloped site 

 

 
Description of request & City Ordinance review 

 

The Applicant proposes to construct the building to be adjacent to the south/Main Avenue property line, and 6.4’ 

from the west/State Street property line. These parcels are zoned C-2 – Central Business District, which is the City’s 

Downtown Zoning District. In the C-2 zone district, buildings may be constructed up to the property lines. The district 

intent is to create a dense, walkable district, where storefronts are continuously adjacent to each other.  

 

While the ordinance allows for constructing buildings up to the lot line in this zone district, the parcel is still subject 

to the City’s intersection visibility ordinance. The City’s intersection visibility ordinance (ZCC Vol. II 4.104) is 

intended to ensure sight lines for safety at intersections in the City. This section of the City Code is below: 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

The applicant is seeking Zoning Board of Appeal Dimensional Variance approval to place a 3’ 4” square support 

column in the triangular area described above. A copy of a portion of the site plan for the project, showing the 

proposed column, the visibility triangle, and additional clear view areas is below: 

 

 
 

Sec. 4.104. Intersection visibility. 

Buildings, structures, other improvements, and plantings on corner parcels are subject to the following regulations:  

(1) No building, structure, other improvements, including but not limited to fences, walls, signs, hedges, 
and screens, or any planting shall be erected or maintained to obstruct vision between a height of 
three feet and eight feet within the triangular area formed by the intersection of the street right-of-
way lines and a line connecting two points which are located on those intersecting right-of-way lines 
20 feet from the point of intersection of the right-of-way lines. See the following figure for a diagram 
of this regulation. (Clear vision areas are marked with dots starting 20 feet from the intersection of 
right-of-way lines from the intersection.)  

 



 

 

The blue triangle shown above is the clear visibility area required by City Ordinance. The green area is proposed 

clear space at the intersection. The two items shown in red represent visual obstructions (Red circle – Existing City 

traffic signal, Red square – Proposed column) 

 

Criteria for consideration of application: 

 

The granting of a dimensional/non-use variance requires a finding that a practical difficulty or an unnecessary 

hardship exists. Section 2.205 (b) of Volume II of the Zeeland City Code lists the criteria to be considered when 

determining if a practical difficulty exists. This criteria is listed below, with staff comments regarding each criteria 

in red: 

 

(1)  That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions that apply to the property in 

question, which include these three items:  

a.  Circumstances and conditions that do not generally apply to other properties in the same zoning 

district;  

b.  Such circumstances or conditions, being, therefore, truly unique and, thus, not of so general or 

recurrent a nature as to make reasonably practical the formulation of a general regulation for such 

conditions or circumstances; and,  

c.  Such circumstances, that if the ordinance were enforced, would cause a practical difficulty for the 

applicant. Unique circumstances or conditions affecting a parcel, property, and/or land must be 

found to exist in a least one of the following three ways:  

1.  Having an unusual shape or location or other physical characteristic, like extreme 

narrowness, exceptional shallowness, unusual shape, and/or unusual topographical 

characteristics (like a wetland, large boulder, or deep ravine);  

2.  Having an extraordinary situation related to the land, building, or structure; or,  

3.  Having unusual use or development of immediately adjoining property.  

 

This is a parcel zoned C-2 – Central Business District. In the C-2 zone district, buildings are 

typically constructed to a build-to line, rather than a setback line. The corner visibility 

requirement is only applicable to 12 or less parcels in the entire zone district.  

As part of this project, parking for the 18 residential dwellings units, and 9,200 square feet 

of office space will be located on site. The City is also leasing some of the spaces for public 

parking. Given the activity on this site, two entry/exit points are needed. With this lot being 

on an active intersection, staff would not be supportive of locating the building to the east, 

and allowing a driveway on the west side of the building, due to the proximity of the 

intersection.   

 There is also an existing pole for a traffic signal in the same line of sight that would be 

obscured by the proposed column. 

 There is an atypically large sidewalk on the west side of the building at the intersection. With 

the building’s proposed 6.4’ setback, there will be over 16 feet of clear space between the 

west edge of the building and the State Street curb. That is more than 80% of the distance 

required by ordinance. 

 

(2)  That if a variance is not granted, the applicant will be unable to enjoy substantial property rights and 

privileges similar to those possessed by others in the same zoning district and vicinity.  

  



 

 

The C-2 zone district typically allows 100% lot coverage. The corner visibility ordinance does 

not allow for this parcel to be fully developed as others in the zone district can be. It is not 

feasible for the area supported by the column to be cantilevered. The applicant is not seeking to 

fully cover the lot, or the clear visibility area, simply to place a 9 square foot post in the triangle. 

As most of the corner properties in the central business district were constructed prior to this 

ordinance provision being adopted, this parcel is subject to regulations during development that 

others in the district weren’t. 

   

(3)  That the possibility of increased financial return is not the primary reason for this variance request.  

  

While the applicant is seeking to maximize useable floor space. Constructing the building 

around the visibility triangle may result in space being unusable due to relatively small size and 

atypical shape. 

 

(4)  That the variance would not be significantly detrimental to the property adjacent to that in question 

and to the surrounding neighborhood.  

  

Staff does not feel that the column will be detrimental to the surrounding property owners. 

Granting the variance to allow the column, and the related building will hopefully have a 

positive impact in the neighborhood, increasing property values and economic activity in the 

district. 

 

(5)  That the variance would not harm the intent and purpose of this ordinance.  

   

 The intent of the ordinance is to provide clear sight lines at intersections for safety. The proposed 

projects meets the intent of the ordinance as it seeks to minimize the amount of structure in the 

clear visibility triangle, and there is significant clear space within the City road right-of-way at 

this intersection. 

 

(6)  That the immediate practical difficulty has not been caused by anything the applicant has done.  

  

 Previously, a building that extended to the right-of-way on both frontages was located on this 

property. That building was consistent with the established downtown development pattern at 

intersections, buildings constructed to the right-of-way lines (Huntington Bank, Pure Serenity 

Salon, Main Street Bicycle Shop, Heart in Home Realty, Generational Wealth Management). 

The City of Zeeland demolished the building during its ownership of the site, and the applicant 

is seeking to place a structure on the site that would provide more clear visibility than the 

previous structure, and most of the buildings at intersections in the City’s downtown. 

 

Previous similar application:  

In 2013, the Zoning Board of Appeals heard and ultimately approved a similar application for 244 E Main Ave 

– the Generational Wealth Management building. The applicant sought relief from the corner visibility 

requirements to construct a two-story building at the corner of Main Ave and Centennial Street. That application 

differs from the subject application in that it was to allow for complete blockage of a portion of the visibility 

area, where the current applicant seeks only to place a 9 square foot post in the area. 



 

 

 

 

Figure 4- 244 E Main Ave Site Plan 

 

Figure 5- 244 E Main Ave 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Action on application: 

 

Provided that the Board is satisfied that sufficient information has been provided at the public hearing, action is 

needed to approve or deny the application. This action should come in the form of a motion to approve or deny the 

application, and contain findings as to how each of the tests above have or have not been met. As a dimensional/non-

use variance application, three affirmative votes are needed to complete action on this application.  

 

Staff recommendation:  

 

As the City is a partner in the redevelopment of the parcels at 3 & 9 E Main Ave, City Staff has been actively involved 

in planning for this project, including the public safety aspects. When reviewing the project as a whole, the 

circumstances around it, and the variance being requested, staff believes the necessary tests have been met to 

document a practical difficulty. As such, staff recommends approval of the dimensional variance application for 3 & 

9 E Main Ave. 

 

I hope that this memo is helpful in providing a description of the application that will come before the Board on 

Tuesday, August 8th, the criteria to be used to evaluate the application, and what action is necessary. Please do not 

hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have regarding this memo, or this Zoning Board of Appeals 

application. 































 

 

404 Centerstone Ct 



 
21 South Elm Street � Zeeland, Michigan  49464 � (616) 772-0872 � (616) 772-0880 

 
 MEMORANDUM 

 

 

DATE:  Friday, August 4, 2023 

 

TO:  Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

FROM:  Tim Maday, Community Development Director 

   

RE: August 8th Zoning Board of Appeals Agenda – Dimensional/Non-Use Variance 

Application for 404 Centerstone Ct 

               

 
This memo has been sent to provide information on the variance application that will come before the Zoning Board 

of Appeals on August 8, 2023: 

 

Background: 

 

The subject parcel is an C-3 zoned corner lot at the intersection of Royal Park Drive and Centerstone Ct. It is 

approximately 1.8 acres in size and is improved with a 20,600 square foot building that was constructed in 2005, and 

is used as a day club for persons which special needs.  

 

Description of request 

 

The applicant proposes to construct a 35’ wide by 46’ long, 1,610 square foot accessory building/garage in the 

secondary front yard of the property for the storage of vehicles. 

 

City Ordinance review 

 

While the proposed accessory building complies with the requirements for setbacks, size and height, its proposed 

location is in a secondary front yard. In the City of Zeeland, corner properties have two front yards, a primary front 

yard and a secondary front yard. Sections 4.102 (a)(2) & 4.102 (b)(4) of Volume II of the Zeeland City Code prohibit 

accessory buildings and accessory uses in front yards. As the garage structure is proposed to be located in the 

secondary front yard of the property, a permit cannot be issued for the project unless a Zoning Board of Appeals 

dimensional variance is granted. 

 

Criteria for consideration of application: 

 

The granting of a dimensional/non-use variance requires a finding that a practical difficulty or an unnecessary 

hardship exists. Section 2.205 (b) of Volume II of the Zeeland City Code lists the criteria to be considered when 

determining if a practical difficulty exists. This criteria is listed below: 

 

(1)  That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions that apply to the property in 

question, which include these three items:  

a.  Circumstances and conditions that do not generally apply to other properties in the same zoning 

district;  



 

 

b.  Such circumstances or conditions, being, therefore, truly unique and, thus, not of so general or 

recurrent a nature as to make reasonably practical the formulation of a general regulation for such 

conditions or circumstances; and,  

c.  Such circumstances, that if the ordinance were enforced, would cause a practical difficulty for the 

applicant. Unique circumstances or conditions affecting a parcel, property, and/or land must be 

found to exist in a least one of the following three ways:  

1.  Having an unusual shape or location or other physical characteristic, like extreme 

narrowness, exceptional shallowness, unusual shape, and/or unusual topographical 

characteristics (like a wetland, large boulder, or deep ravine);  

2.  Having an extraordinary situation related to the land, building, or structure; or,  

3.  Having unusual use or development of immediately adjoining property.  

(2)  That if a variance is not granted, the applicant will be unable to enjoy substantial property rights and 

privileges similar to those possessed by others in the same zoning district and vicinity.  

(3)  That the possibility of increased financial return is not the primary reason for this variance request.  

(4)  That the variance would not be significantly detrimental to the property adjacent to that in question 

and to the surrounding neighborhood.  

(5)  That the variance would not harm the intent and purpose of this ordinance.  

(6)  That the immediate practical difficulty has not been caused by anything the applicant has done.  

 

Action on application: 

 

Provided that the Board is satisfied that sufficient information has been provided at the public hearing, action is 

needed to approve or deny the application. This action should come in the form of a motion to approve or deny the 

application, and contain findings as to how each of the tests above have or have not been met. As a dimensional/non-

use variance application, three affirmative votes are needed to complete action on this application.  

 

I hope that this memo is helpful in providing a description of the application that will come before the Board on 

Tuesday, August 8th, the criteria to be used to evaluate the application, and what action is necessary. Please do not 

hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have regarding this memo, or this Zoning Board of Appeals 

application. 
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543 E Central Ave



 
21 South Elm Street � Zeeland, Michigan  49464 � (616) 772-0872 � (616) 772-0880 

 
 MEMORANDUM 

 

 

DATE:  Friday, August 4, 2023 

 

TO:  Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

FROM:  Tim Maday, Community Development Director 

   

RE: August 8, 2023 ZBA Meeting Agenda– Dimensional/Non-Use Variance Application for 

543 E Central Ave 

               

 
This memo has been sent to provide information on the variance application that will come before the Zoning Board 

of Appeals on August 8, 2023. 

 

Background: 

 

The subject parcel is an R-1 zoned, interior lot that is 61.7’ wide by 134’ feet deep, for a total area of 8,267 square 

feet. The parcel is improved with a single-family dwelling with an attached garage. 

 

Description of request 

 

The applicant proposes to install a roof structure over the existing 5’ deep by 10.3’ wide uncovered concrete front 

entry/porch. The dwelling has a setback of 30’, and the front porch/entry has a setback of 25’.  

 

City Ordinance review 

 

The City’s R-1 district regulations require main buildings to provide 30’ of front yard setback, but also contains a 

provision which allows an uncovered deck, stairway or front porch to extend up to 10’ into the required 30’ front 

yard. The current uncovered front porch extends 5’ into the required front yard, and complies with this regulation. 

The applicant is seeking to add a roof structure over the existing front porch, which is not permitted by ordinance, 

and is seeking a Zoning Board of Appeals dimensional variance for the roof structure. 

 

Criteria for consideration of application: 

 

The granting of a dimensional/non-use variance requires a finding that a practical difficulty or an unnecessary 

hardship exists. Section 2.205 (b) of Volume II of the Zeeland City Code lists the criteria to be considered when 

determining if a practical difficulty exists. This criteria is listed below: 

 

(1)  That there are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions that apply to the property in 

question, which include these three items:  

a.  Circumstances and conditions that do not generally apply to other properties in the same zoning 

district;  



 

 

b.  Such circumstances or conditions, being, therefore, truly unique and, thus, not of so general or 

recurrent a nature as to make reasonably practical the formulation of a general regulation for such 

conditions or circumstances; and,  

c.  Such circumstances, that if the ordinance were enforced, would cause a practical difficulty for the 

applicant. Unique circumstances or conditions affecting a parcel, property, and/or land must be 

found to exist in a least one of the following three ways:  

1.  Having an unusual shape or location or other physical characteristic, like extreme 

narrowness, exceptional shallowness, unusual shape, and/or unusual topographical 

characteristics (like a wetland, large boulder, or deep ravine);  

2.  Having an extraordinary situation related to the land, building, or structure; or,  

3.  Having unusual use or development of immediately adjoining property.  

(2)  That if a variance is not granted, the applicant will be unable to enjoy substantial property rights and 

privileges similar to those possessed by others in the same zoning district and vicinity.  

(3)  That the possibility of increased financial return is not the primary reason for this variance request.  

(4)  That the variance would not be significantly detrimental to the property adjacent to that in question 

and to the surrounding neighborhood.  

(5)  That the variance would not harm the intent and purpose of this ordinance.  

(6)  That the immediate practical difficulty has not been caused by anything the applicant has done.  

 

Action on application: 

 

Provided that the Board is satisfied that sufficient information has been provided at the public hearing, action is 

needed to approve or deny the application. This action should come in the form of a motion to approve or deny the 

application, and contain findings as to how each of the tests above have or have not been met. As a dimensional/non-

use variance application, three affirmative votes are needed to complete action on this application.  

 

I hope that this memo is helpful in providing a description of the application that will come before the Board on 

Tuesday, August 8th, the criteria to be used to evaluate the application, and what action is necessary. Please do not 

hesitate to contact me with any questions you may have regarding this memo, or this Zoning Board of Appeals 

application. 



CITY OF ZEELAND 

  ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS MEETING MINUTES 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

21 SOUTH ELM STREET  

MAY 16, 2023 

 6:00 PM 
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Vice Chairman Bartolomei called the meeting to order at 6:00PM and requested a Roll Call.  

 

Present:  Board Members Scott Bartolomei, Linda Mergener, Dave Stegink, and Kevin 

Streeter 

 

Absent:  None 

 

Also Present: Zoning Administrator Timothy Maday, City Attorney Jim Donkersloot, and 

Recording Secretary Amy LeVesque 

 

-Moved by Mergener to approve the minutes of the December 20, 2022 Zoning Board of 

Appeals Meeting.  Supported by Stegink. All voted aye. 

 

316 W Main Ave – Mark Congrove – Dimensional/Nonuse Variance Request 

 

-6:01PM Vice Chairman Bartolomei opened the public hearing.  

Maday explained the variance request is for a 24 foot front setback when 27 feet is required and 

a 4 foot east sideyard setback when 10 feet is required. He explained 316 W Main Ave is a single 

family home zoned R-1, Single Family Residential on an interior lot 50 feet wide, 183 feet deep. 

He noted width does not meet 60 foot ordinance requirement, but lot exceeds requirements for 

area. He stated applicant wishes to replace the existing 24 foot wide by 4 foot deep porch with 

a 24 foot by 8 foot deep porch with front stairs, with the stairs being allowed by ordinance. He 

stated the requested 4 foot east sideyard setback would match the existing 4 foot setback of 

the home.  

Maday explained R-1 requires 30 foot front yard and 10 foot side yard setbacks. He stated the 

zoning ordinance allows reduced front setbacks in areas where front setbacks are less than 

required, allowing an average of all front setbacks within 200 feet. He explained the required 

front setback is 27 feet for 316 W Main Ave.   

Maday explained the zoning ordinance also allows an addition to follow the building setback if it 

meets 50% of the requirement, which would be 5 feet. He explained a variance is required since 

the property’s east setback is 4 feet.  

 

Maday stated a survey from the 2008 W Main Ave reconstruction shows the property’s right of 

way (ROW) is fairly wide at 5 feet, explaining there is 5 feet between the front property line and 

the sidewalk. He commented, if the variance is granted, the property’s front setback would 

appear to be 29 feet.  

 

Bartolomei noted the City could take the 5 feet back. Maday agreed.  

 

Maday stated standards for practical difficulty must be met: unusual characteristics of property, 

others enjoying privileges property owner cannot, no financial return, no harm to neighbors, no 

harm to ordinance, and difficulty not caused by applicant. He explained 3 votes are needed for 

a decision. He stated no Staff comments were received and read the following letters: 
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Pete & Sue Zwyghuizen: - “This is our written comments that we would like entered into 

the record for the Tuesday, May 16, 2023 Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting. We are 

giving comments to the application of Mark Congrove @ 316 W. Main for a covered front 

porch and side yard setback. We are happy to see improvements made to the houses in 

our neighborhood and feel that the proposed porch would improve the looks of the 

house and the neighborhood.  So we are in favor of granting the application. We are 

Pete and Sue Zwyghuizen and we own the house directly across the street at 319 W. 

Main.  We have owned our home since 2003. Pete and Sue Zwyghuizen” 

Art & Linda Gonzalez of 310 W Main Ave: – “Our neighbors, Mark and Debbie Congrove 

have approached us seeking our approval of their plans to extend their front porch on 

316 W Main Street by 5 feet and its roof.  They have also informed us that they intend to 

comply with building requirements set forth in the building code, and that all work will be 

accomplished by a licensed contractor. We believe this will prove to be an improvement 

to the overall ascetics[sic] and functionality of the property and we are in agreement 

with what they intend to do. Thank you for your attention to this matter. Respectfully, Art 

and Linda Gonzalez” 

 

Motion 2023.01 

 

Moved by Stegink to receive Mark Congrove’s 316 W Main Ave dimensional nonuse variance 

application responses into the meeting record.  

 

Supported by Streeter   

Roll Call Vote on Motion 2023.01 

Ayes: Bartolomei, Mergener, Stegink and Streeter 

Nays: None 

Absent: None 

Motion Passes 

 

Dimensional variance application responses submitted by Mark Congrove:  

 

“1. What are the exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions that apply to 

your property, circumstances and conditions that do not generally apply to other 

properties in the same zoning district as your property? 

‘- Existing single family home built (1953) prior to current ordinance, which makes 

alterations for accessibility difficult.  

- Do not have in side yards for such a ramp, entry access.  

- Width of R.O.W. is 66’, and it is fully built out. And there is 5’ between back of sidewalk 

and front of property.  

- Existing width of dwelling includes single stall garage, accessibility alterations would not 

allow vehicle parking which is required by ordinance.  

-Lot is 50’ wide, when 60’ is current ordinance.’   

2, If you are not granted this variance, will others in your zoning district be able to enjoy 

substantial rights and privileges that you are unable to? 

‘Others have the ability to make modifications to their front & for side entries to 

accommodate all-weather access to dwelling. Seeking a covered entry to allow typical 

residential use of property.’  
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3. Is there evidence that the reason(s) for this variance request goes beyond the possibility 

of increased financial return for the applicant? 

‘No expected resale.’ 

4. Will granting this variance be significantly detrimental to your adjacent neighbors and 

surrounding neighborhood? 

‘-No. the proposed front porch set back & existing 5’ of R.O.W. space behind the 

sidewalk will create 29’ of setback from the sidewalk and keep the front building line very 

similar to adjacent structures.  Additionally with the proposed 5’ expansion of porch – will 

alleviate both temporary and future permanent unsightly ramp that projects into the 

front yard, and maintains the single-family residential character of the dwelling and 

neighborhood, while not impacting side yards.’ 

5. Will granting this variance harm the intent or purpose of this Ordinance? 

‘-The ordinance for set backs is to provide open space, air, & visibility. The proposed 

porch extension will have 29’ of setback, more than many areas in the city, and on 

dwellings with 500’ of house.’ 

6. Has the immediate practical difficulty been caused by anything the applicant him or 

herself has done? 

‘No. It is part of the existing configuration.’” 

Mark Congrove of 316 W Main Ave explained he purchased his 1953 home 3 years ago, has 

added 2 bedrooms and a bathroom, and would like to construct a wider covered porch. He 

stated he would like his home to be accessible to a friend who is a motorized wheelchair user 

and to prepare for aging in place. He explained his current porch is not wide enough to allow a 

wheelchair to manuever and he owns a portable accessible ramp which he plans to extend 

straight into the front yard. He stated he does not expect any financial gain from the project. He 

stated a 29 foot front setback is wider than many in the City and can’t imagine the City would 

widen W Main Ave and take the 5 foot ROW back.  

 

Bartolomei asked about distance between homes. Maday stated approximately 14 feet 

between 316 W Main Ave and the home to the east.  

 

Stegink asked about the ramp. Congrove explained his ramp is 15 feet and he does not plan to 

install a permanent ramp.  

 

Bartolomei asked why Congrove is requesting a roof over the porch. Congrove explained he 

would like to be able to sit outdoors protected from the weather.  

 

Bartolomei asked why not build a 6 foot wide porch. Maday explained the ADA requires a 5 foot 

diameter circle.  

 

Stegink asked if the Board could add a condition for removal of the temporary ramp. Maday 

stated yes, and explained not removing the ramp would be a code enforcement issue.  

 

Congrove commented he does not intend to leave the temporary ramp in place longer than 

needed.  
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Mergener asked how much room would be needed for a permanent ramp. Maday stated he 

did not know, but a variance would be required. He stated a ramp could not be built inside the 

single stall garage since at least one parking space is required. 

 

-6:34PM Moved by Mergener to close the public hearing. Supported by Stegink. All voted aye. 

 

Stegink commented since a variance would be needed for an ADA compliant porch, he agrees 

with going farther and allowing 8 feet. He stated he has no problem with a 4 foot sideyard 

setback since it would be more attractive if the porch continues the building line.  

 

Maday asked if there would a stormdoor that swings out.  Congrove stated no.  

 

Motion 2023.02 

 

Moved by Stegink to approve the dimensional variance request for 316 W Main Ave, parcel 

number 70-16-24-202-003, for a 24 foot front setback when 27 feet are required and a 4 foot east 

sideyard setback when 10 feet are required, with the following stipulation: 

- Any temporary accessibility ramp must be removed from the front setback within 24 

hours of ramp placement;  

 

Based on the following findings: 

1. Hardship of pre-existing nonconforming front setback but visibly close to 27 foot 

requirement due to 5 foot right of way; exceptional circumstance of narrow lot and 4 foot 

east sideyard setback would line up with home setback;  

2. Others enjoy 8 foot wide porches allowing outdoor furniture and accessibility;  

3. Motivation is not primarily financial return;  

4. Variances will not be detrimental to neighborhood since 2 neighbors wrote letters in 

support;  

5. No harm intent of ordinance since front yard is unique with 5 foot right of way; 

6. Current owners did not build the home.  

 

Supported by Streeter   

Roll Call Vote on Motion 2023.02 

Ayes: Mergener, Stegink and Streeter 

Nays: Bartolomei 

Absent: None 

Motion Passes 

 

-6:44PM Moved by Mergener to adjourn. Supported by Stegink. All voted aye.  

Submitted by, 

 

 

Amy LeVesque 

Recording Secretary 


