
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Regular Meeting   

May 14, 2026 - 6:30PM  
Saugatuck City Hall - 102 Butler St. Saugatuck, MI 49453 

1. Call to Order / Roll Call

2. Agenda Changes/Additions/Deletions

3. Approval of Minutes:
A. Minutes of Regular Meeting held on

March 12, 2026

4. Public Comments on Agenda Items (Limit 3 Minutes)

5. Old Business: None.

6. New Business:
A. 810 Allegan – Dimensional Variance Request

7. Communication:

A. John Thomas (letter)

8. Commission Comments:

9. Public Comments (Limit 3 Minutes)

10. Adjourn (Voice Vote)

NOTICE:  
This public meeting will be held in-
person. The public can join via  

Zoom video/audio conference 
technology.  

Join online by visiting: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/  

2698572603  
Join by phone by dialing: 

(312) 626-6799
-or-

(646) 518-9805 
Then enter “Meeting ID”: 

269 857-2603 
Please send questions or 

comments regarding meeting  
agenda items prior to meeting to: 

gmoore@saugatuckcity.com  
Requests for accommodations or 

interpretive services must be 
made 48 hours prior to this 

meeting. Please contact 
Saugatuck City Clerk at  

269-857-2603 or
sara@saugatuckcity.com for 

further information. 
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Public Hearing Procedure 

A. Hearing is called to order by the Chair 
B. Summary by the Zoning Administrator
C. Presentation by the Applicant
D. Public comment regarding the application

1) Participants shall identify themselves by name and address
2) Comments/Questions shall be addressed to the Chair
3) Comments/Questions shall be limited to three minutes

1. Supporting comments (audience and letters)
2. Opposing comments (audience and letters)
3. General comments (audience and letters)
4. Repeat comment opportunity (Supporting, Opposing, General) 

E. Public comment portion closed by the Chair
F. Commission deliberation
G. Commission action
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MEMORANDUM 

City of Saugatuck Zoning Board of Appeals 

Memo Date: May 8, 2026 Meeting Date: May 14, 2026 
Request: Dimensional 

Variances 
Applicant: Marc Viens 

Address: 810 Allegan Zoning District: R-1 CR
Parcel: 03-57-350-023-00 Recommendation: See report
City Staff: Grayson Moore Consultant: David M. Jirousek, AICP

Overview 

The applicant requests variances to expand the existing principal dwelling at 810 Allegan 
Street. The variance requests relate to Section 154.026(D), Dimension and Area Regulations 
for the R-1 Community Residential District (CR), specifically, the minimum front setback 
measured from the East Street right-of-way and the maximum lot coverage requirement. 

Requirement Existing Required Requested Variance 

Maximum Lot Coverage 26.6% 30% 35.3% 5.3% 

Minimum Front Setback for 
Principal Building 
(Secondary Front Setback 
on Corner Lot- East Street) 

0 feet 20 feet 5 feet for front 
covered porch 

15 feet 

13.7 feet for 
rear sunroom 

addition 

6.3 feet 

Background 

The corner lot is 57.50 feet wide along Allegan Street and 142 feet wide along East Street, 
with a total lot area of 8,165 square feet. The lot is nonconforming because the width along 
Allegan Street is 12.9% below the minimum requirement (66 feet), and the existing lot area 
is 6.3% below the district minimum (8,712 square feet). The lot is not irregular in shape, and 
the degree of its nonconforming nature is not extreme. 

A principal single-family detached dwelling and a detached garage with a second-floor 
accessory dwelling unit exist on the lot. The placement of the principal dwelling falls within 
the East Street front setback and encroaches into the City’s right-of-way. The accessory 
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building also falls within the East Street front setback and is seven feet from the right-of-
way. 

The ZBA previously approved a variance in 2018 to allow an addition at the northwest corner 
of the home, within the front setback, to extend the building along the same nonconforming 
plane. It is assumed that a setback variance was also secured for the accessory building 
front setback of seven feet. In 2024, the ZBA denied front setback reductions for additions 
to the principal dwelling and the accessory building, as well as an associated increase in lot 
coverage beyond the maximum. 

Submittal Checklist 

The applicant has responded to the variance standards, project information, survey 
information, and concept renderings for the front and rear additions.  

Zoning Commentary 

Concerning the lot coverage request, the applicant proposes an additional 718 square feet 
of building area (254 square feet for the proposed front porch and 464 square feet for the 
proposed sunroom). Considering the existing lot area (8,165 square feet) and buildings 
(2,168 square feet), the applicant currently has approximately 281.5 square feet available 
before the 30% lot coverage maximum is exceeded. The request of 718 square feet is 436.5 
square feet beyond what the zoning district requires based on the land area (35.3% lot 
coverage). 

Concerning the corner lot designation, a corner lot has a smaller allowable building 
envelope than a similarly sized interior lot, as front setbacks are applied from both abutting 
rights-of-way. The nonconforming lot width, coupled with two (2) front setbacks, certainly 
affects its development potential. 

While the setback variances are less concerning, the full project cannot move forward 
without a lot coverage variance. Lot coverage variances are very difficult to justify based on 
the standards noted on the following pages. Typically, when lot coverage is maximized, it 
means the lot is “built-out” from a zoning perspective. It should also be noted that a lot 
coverage variance would not be necessary if the project were limited to the front porch 
addition. 

ZBA Authority and Variance Standards 

According to Section 154.155 (A), where there are practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardship in the way of carrying out the strict letter of this chapter, the Zoning Board of 
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Appeals (“Board”) may, in passing on appeals, vary or modify any of the rules or provisions 
of the Zoning Ordinance relating to the construction, or structural changes in, equipment, 
or alteration of buildings or structures, or the use of land, buildings or structures, so that the 
intent of the ordinance is observed, public safety secured, and substantial justice done. 
Variances should only be approved in limited cases with unique circumstances and 
extraordinary conditions. 

Section 154.155 (B) provides the standards that must be met in order for the Board to grant 
a dimensional (non-use) variance: 

1. That strict compliance with area, setbacks, frontage, height, bulk, or density would
unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property for a permitted purpose, or
would render conformity unnecessarily burdensome.

Comment: Strict compliance with the ordinance would not unreasonably prevent the
owner from using the property for a permitted purpose. The property already includes a
dwelling and detached garage with a second-floor accessory dwelling unit (ADU).
However, the lot is approaching build-out, given the maximum lot coverage required by
the zoning district.

However, preventing a relatively shallow front porch addition may be considered
unnecessarily burdensome. It is a minor architectural accent that would allow for a
covered entry to the dwelling as well as a reasonably sized outdoor sitting area. Further,
the size of the front porch (254 square feet) alone would not result in a lot coverage over
30% based on the information provided by the applicant. A reduced setback of five feet
would allow the porch to extend along the primary façade.

The rear sunroom, while an attractive and reasonable addition, could be considered
excessive relative to the maximum lot coverage required by the zoning district.

2. That a variance would do substantial justice to the owner as well as to other property
owners in the district, or whether a lesser relaxation would give substantial relief and be
more consistent with justice to others.

Comment: A lesser relaxation to allow the front setback reduction for the front porch
would give substantial relief to the applicant and would respect the justice and rights of
other property owners. However, a further increase in the size of the dwelling to provide
additional indoor living space would grant the applicant a significant right beyond what
is available to owners of similar-sized nonconforming lots and to owners of conforming
lots.
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3. That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the property and not to
general neighborhood conditions.

Comment: The corner lot designation and nonconforming size and width are somewhat
unique, but these factors do not relate to the lot coverage requirement. Regarding the
front setback, the corner-lot designation and nonconforming width are somewhat
unique and have a greater impact on compliance. Additionally, the design of the existing
façade and the need for a reasonably sized covered entry to mitigate weather-related
impacts and deterioration may be considered unique circumstances related to the need
for a setback reduction. However, there are no unique circumstances warranting
additional indoor (sunroom) living space or excess lot coverage.

4. That the problem is not self-created or based on personal financial circumstances.

Comment: The problem related to setback compliance for the front porch addition
could be considered a factor related to the preexisting conditions of the building, the
corner lot designation, and the existing lot width. Additionally, the problems resulting
from weather-related impacts and the deterioration of the front portion of the dwelling
are not considered self-created.

However, the need for the rear sunroom is a personal preference, and the zoning
compliance issue is a self-created circumstance, as there are no unique circumstances
related to the increased lot coverage for the additional indoor living space.

Recommendation 

Pursuant to Section 154.155 (B), if the applicant is not able to meet all of the standards noted 
above, the Board must deny the request. If the Board finds that the practical difficulty is not 
unique but common to several properties in the area, the finding shall be transmitted by the 
Board to the Planning Commission, which will determine whether to initiate an amendment 
to the Zoning Code, per Section 154.156 (C).  

Based on our review of the four variance standards, we believe a setback variance is justified 
for the front covered porch addition. However, it does not appear that all standards can be 
met for the rear addition, particularly regarding lot coverage. Ultimately, the ZBA must 
exercise its discretion to assess whether requiring compliance with the Zoning Ordinance is 
unnecessarily burdensome and a practical difficulty. 

Any motion supporting or against the variance request must specifically reference the 
Board’s findings concerning all applicable standards. Possible motions for consideration 
include the following: 
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A. I move to APPROVE the variance request related to Section 154.026(D), submitted by
Marc Viens to construct a 254-square-foot front porch addition with a reduced
western front setback (5 feet) and to DENY the variance requests necessary to
construct a 464-square-foot rear sunroom addition with a reduced western front
setback (13.7 feet) and lot coverage increase (35.3%). The decision is based on the
board’s findings related to Section 154.155 (B).  (Recommended motion)

B. I move to APPROVE the variance request related to Section 154.026(D), submitted by
Marc Viens to construct a 254-square-foot front porch addition with a reduced
western front setback (5 feet) and to APPROVE the variance requests necessary to
construct a 464-square-foot rear sunroom addition with a reduced western front
setback (13.7 feet) and lot coverage increase (35.3%). The decision is based on the
board’s findings related to Section 154.155 (B).

C. I move to DENY the variance request related to Section 154.026(D), submitted by
Marc Viens to construct a 254-square-foot front porch addition with a reduced
western front setback (5 feet) and to DENY the variance requests necessary to
construct a 464-square-foot rear sunroom addition with a reduced western front
setback (13.7 feet) and lot coverage increase (35.3%). The decision is based on the
board’s findings related to Section 154.155 (B).

D. I move to POSTPONE CONSIDERATION of the variance requests related to Section
154.026(D), submitted by Marc Viens to construct a 254-square-foot front porch
addition with a reduced western front setback (5 feet) and to POSTPONE
CONSIDERATION of the variance requests necessary to construct a 464-square-foot
rear sunroom addition with a reduced western front setback (13.7 feet) and lot
coverage increase (35.3%) to provide the applicant with the opportunity to provide
further justification for their request.

1. Strict compliance with area, setbacks, frontage, height, bulk, or density would
unreasonably prevent the owner from using the property for a permitted purpose,
or would render conformity unnecessarily burdensome because of the following:
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2. A variance would do substantial justice to the owner as well as to other property
owners in the district, or whether a lesser relaxation would give substantial relief
and be more consistent with justice to others, because of the following:

3. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the property and not to
general neighborhood conditions because of the following:

4. The problem is not self-created or based on personal financial circumstances
because of the following:
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Measurements confirm the following existing conditions: 

• Western front portion of the home: approximately 1’ encroachment past of property line 
• Eastern front portion of the home: approximately 18’ 1’ from the property line 
• Eastern rear portion of the home: varying approximately 13’ 1’ to 15’ from the property line 
• Existing deck edge (proposed sunroom wall): approximately 15’ from the property line 

Because the deck already exists within this reduced setback, strict compliance with the 20-foot requirement would 
prohibit enclosing the space. The proposed sunroom does not expand the footprint further into the setback but simply 
improves and formalizes an existing structure. 

3. Lot Coverage Variance 

The applicant also respectfully requests relief from the 30% lot coverage limitation as set forth in the zoning ordinance. 

The proposed improvements—a front porch and rear sunroom—will add approximately 718 square feet of additional lot 
coverage, resulting in a total lot coverage of approximately 35%, or a 5% deviation from the permitted maximum. 

Basis for Variance 

The requests arise from the same underlying condition: the historic placement of the home, which predates zoning 
regulations and results in legally nonconforming setbacks. 

Strict enforcement of current setback requirements would: 

• Prevent reasonable improvements to the home 
• Limit the ability to protect the structure from weather-related deterioration 
• Impose unnecessary hardship by restricting use of existing spaces 

The proposed improvements are modest, residential in nature, and represent the minimum relief necessary. 

Impact on Neighborhood and Surroundings 

The requested variances will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. Both improvements: 

• Maintain the residential use and scale of the property 
• Do not increase density or intensity of use 
• Do not extend beyond approximate existing building footprints (rear) or established building line (front context) 
• Will not negatively impact neighboring properties in terms of light, air, or access 

The front porch enhances the architectural character of the home in a manner consistent with historic residential 
design, while the rear sunroom is located at the back of the property and will have minimal visibility. 

Unique Circumstances and Non-Self-Creation 

The hardship is due to unique conditions specific to this property, including: 

• The age of the home (built in 1890) 
• Its placement directly on or within required setback areas 
• The existing nonconforming layout of the structure and deck 
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These conditions are not typical of all properties in the district and were not created by the current owners. The request 
is not based on financial considerations but on the need to reasonably maintain and improve the property. 

Conclusion 

The requested variances are reasonable, limited in scope, and necessary to allow the continued safe use and 
preservation of an historic home. The proposals do not expand nonconformities beyond their approximate current 
footprint (rear) and introduce only minimal, functional improvement (front) to address exposure and deterioration. 

A prior variance in 2018 allowed construc^on within the exis^ng setback encroachment, establishing precedent for 
reasonable improvements to this nonconforming property, reflec^ng recogni^on of the property’s unique condi^ons and 
supports the reasonableness of the current request. 

Additionally, this is a narrow lot of approximately 0.19 acres, further impacted by the presence of City-owned land along 
the west side of the property and East Street, totaling approximately 3,000 square feet of right-of-way and maintained 
land. The abutment of this City-owned land provides functional open space that supports drainage, access, and 
maintenance. 

While some corner or smaller lots may experience similar conditions, very few—if any—are affected to this extent, 
where such a substantial adjacent area is excluded from lot coverage calculations. This size of the City-owned land is 
approximately 37% of the requester’s lot’s size, creating a unique condition not commonly found in the neighborhood. 

These combined factors are specific to this parcel and have already been partially recognized through prior variance 
approval. 

We respectfully request approval of these variances to allow improvements that will enhance the safety, functionality, 
and longevity of the property while maintaining compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Marc Viens and William Collins 

Aiachments: 

Variance applica^on for front porch 
Variance applica^on for rear sunroom 
Variance applica^on for lot coverage relief 
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• Accelerated material deterioration from precipitation, UV exposure, and freeze-thaw
cycles

• Lack of protection for adjacent building materials where the deck connects to the home
• Reduced functional utility compared to typical enclosed or semi-conditioned residential

spaces

While the deck is usable, it does not provide the level of function commonly expected in 
residential living space. 

4. Recommended Improvement

We recommend enclosing the existing deck area to create a sunroom addition. 

Key characteristics of the proposed improvement: 

• Constructed entirely within the existing deck footprint
• No expansion further into the setback than what currently exists
• Designed as a residential-scale addition consistent with the home
• Intended to create a weather-protected, usable space while maintaining the character of

the structure

This is a standard method of improving an existing deck area and is consistent with common 
residential construction practices. 

5. Minimum Necessary Scope

Based on our evaluation: 

• The proposal does not increase the building footprint beyond the existing deck
• The location of the structure is dictated by the existing nonconforming layout of the home

and deck
• Relocating or reducing the structure to meet current setback requirements would

eliminate the ability to enclose the space entirely
• The request therefore represents the minimum necessary relief to achieve a functional

improvement of an already established structure

No lesser modification would provide equivalent utility or reasonable use of the existing space. 

6. Impact on Property and Surroundings

The proposed sunroom: 

• Does not introduce a new use beyond single-family residential
• Does not extend further into the setback than existing improvements
• Is located at the rear of the property, minimizing visibility from the street
• Will not materially impact adjacent property light, air, or access
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• Maintains the scale and character of surrounding residential structures

The improvement is consistent with typical residential enhancements and does not create adverse 
external impacts. 

7. Consistency with Dimensional Variance Standards

Based on our professional evaluation, the proposed improvement meets the standards for 
practical difficulty: 

• Practical Difficulty Due to Unique Conditions: The existing home and deck are located
within a legally nonconforming setback due to historic placement. This restricts the
ability to improve the structure in compliance with current zoning.

• Not Self-Created: The nonconforming condition predates current ownership and zoning
requirements. The deck and home placement are existing conditions.

• Minimum Necessary Relief: The enclosure is limited strictly to the existing deck
footprint, representing the least deviation possible from the ordinance.

• No Adverse Impact on Surrounding Properties: The addition does not extend further into
the setback, is located at the rear, and maintains residential scale and character.

• No Harm to Public Health, Safety, or Welfare: The improvement enhances the durability
and usability of the structure without introducing hazards or intensifying use.

• Consistent with Intent of the Ordinance: The proposal allows reasonable improvement of
residential property while respecting the established building envelope and neighborhood
character.

8. Conclusion

The proposed sunroom enclosure is a reasonable and minimal improvement to an existing deck 
located within a legally nonconforming area. The request does not expand the footprint or 
increase encroachment, but instead improves the usability and longevity of an established 
structure. 

It is our professional opinion that the requested dimensional variance is appropriate and 
necessary to allow reasonable use of the property. 

Prepared by: 
Derek Anderson 
Amber Valley Construction 
Grand Rapids, MI 
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These conditions are unique to this property and not broadly applicable to other properties in the neighborhood. 

(3) Please explain how by granting the variance, the essential character of the neighborhood
would not be altered; and

Granting the variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

The proposed sunroom: 

• Is residential in nature and scale
• Does not introduce a new or intensified use
• Maintains the visual and structural character of the home
• Is located at the rear of the property, minimizing visibility

The addition is consistent with typical residential improvements and will not negatively impact the surrounding area. 

(4) Please explain how the problem is not self-created or based on personal financial circumstances.

The hardship is not self-created and is not based on financial circumstances. 

The home’s nonconforming placement predates current ownership and zoning requirements. The request is based on 
reasonable property improvement and preservation—not economic hardship or personal preference. 

Supplemental Argument in Support of Variance Request – See Attachment B 

This application is supported by clear and directly relevant precedent specific to the subject property. 

In 2018, the prior property owners were granted a variance to construct an addition that extended into the 
encroachment area (west property line). This prior approval demonstrates that the governing authority has already 
evaluated the unique physical constraints of this parcel and determined that relief from strict application of setback or 
boundary requirements was both reasonable and appropriate. 

The current request is consistent with—and more conservative than—the previously approved variance: 

• The applicant seeks to remain entirely within the deeded property boundaries, avoiding any expansion beyond legal
ownership limits.

• The request is limited to relief from setback/property line restrictions, rather than extending into adjacent
properties or creating new nonconformities.

• The proposal therefore represents a less intrusive and more compliant approach than what has already been
approved on this same parcel.
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Consistency & Fairness 

Granting this variance ensures: 

• Consistency in zoning decisions affecting the same property
• Avoidance of arbitrary or unequal treatment between successive property owners
• Recognition that the underlying hardship is inherent to the lot itself, not the current owner

Hardship Runs with the Land 

The conditions necessitating the variance—whether related to lot configuration, existing improvements, or prior 
encroachments—are not self-created and have already been acknowledged through the 2018 approval. These 
constraints continue to limit reasonable use of the property unless similar relief is granted. 
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The current owners propose to remove the existing nonconforming front porch and construct an open covered 
porch matching the current structure’s architecture and aesthetic that will protect the front door and adjacent 
east and west house windows. The home was originally built without adequate overhead coverage, leaving the 
entry and windows exposed to rain and snow. When the front door is opened, precipitation can enter the home, 
and continued exposure has caused erosion and deterioration of the existing concrete porch. 

Existing structure. 

AI rendering showing open porch example of matching architectural style and 
aesthetic  (not to actual size)
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The proposed covered porch: 

• Does not expand the building footprint for habitable space
• Does not increase residential density
• Does not encroach onto or further toward the street
• Does not impair light, air, or access to neighboring properties

The relief requested is limited to a 6-foot setback — the minimum necessary to construct a functional covered 
entry. A lesser relaxation would not allow meaningful weather protection and would therefore fail to provide 
practical relief. 

The improvement will: 

• Reduce stormwater runoff
• Prevent ice hazards
• Preserve a historic structure
• Improve the visual appearance of the property

Granting the variance preserves neighborhood character and promotes responsible stewardship of an aging 
home. 

(3) Explain how the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the property and not to
general neighborhood conditions; and

The plight of the owner arises from unique circumstances specific to this property: 

• The structure was built in 1890, long before current zoning requirements.
• The house sits directly on the west property line.
• The lot configuration and historic building placement eliminate any compliant side yard.

These conditions are not general neighborhood characteristics but are specific to this parcel due to its age and 
historic development pattern. 

Many modern homes in the district were built after zoning adoption and comply with setback requirements. 
This property cannot comply because its original placement predates zoning laws by decades. 

(4) Explain how the problem is not self-created or based upon personal financial circumstances.

The hardship is not self-created. 

The owner did not construct the home on the property line. The structure has existed in its current configuration 
for over 130 years. 

The need for relief is based on: 

• The age of the structure
• Exposure of the entrance to weather
• Physical placement of the home
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The request is not based on financial hardship, economic gain, or personal preference. It is based on 
reasonable property maintenance and preservation needs. 
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Without the variance, the property cannot reasonably support: 

• Protected entry improvements (front porch)
• Functional, enclosed living space (sunroom)

While technically usable, the property is deprived of full, reasonable residential functionality, placing it at a disadvantage 
relative to similar properties. 

(2) Please explain how the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the property
and not to general neighborhood conditions;

The hardship is due to the specific physical characteristics of the property: 

• Historic structure
• Existing nonconformities
• Prior 2018 variance approval

These conditions are unique to this property and not broadly applicable to other properties in the neighborhood. 

(3) Please explain how by granting the variance, the essential character of the neighborhood
would not be altered; and

Granting the variance will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. The proposal: 

• Maintains residential scale and architectural consistency
• Does not increase density or change use
• Enhances the property in a manner consistent with surrounding homes

There is no adverse visual or functional impact. The addition is consistent with typical residential improvements and will 
not negatively impact the surrounding area. 

(4) Please explain how the problem is not self-created or based on personal financial circumstances.

The hardship is not self-created and is not based on financial circumstances. The hardship: 

• Runs with the land
• Is tied to historic and physical constraints
• Exists independent of ownership
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