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Text in blue are responses to these proposals. 

 

Michigan Zoning Reform Package - Rep. Kristian Grant 
 

Summary:  
Michigan is facing a critical housing shortage, and the shortage can be 
linked to restrictive zoning rules across the state. While local communities 
should retain the strongest voice in how their communities grow and how 
housing is built, there are some baseline restrictions that should be in 
place so housing construction is not slowed unnecessarily and costs are not 
pushed higher. The following bills tackle different zoning rules, 
construction codes, and other subjects to help foster greater housing 
construction in Michigan. 

 
The following concepts are still in draft form and conversations with 
stakeholders are ongoing. We welcome feedback or input on all listed below. 
 
Home shortage in Michigan is not due to restrictive zoning rules, but more 
so can be linked to the following: 
 

• High construction costs. 
• Contractors backlogged do to work demands. 
• Properties being purchased at inflated prices for the purposes of 

Short Term Rentals, to which the government wants to preempt 
local zoning from this topic as well. 

• Housing companies building homes as rental units only and then 
charging rental rates that are not affordable to the area.  In 
some cases, getting government funding to build, or refunds 
claiming loss of rent.  This concept takes away the housing 
available for private ownership, which creates high demands 
which inflates the cost of homes.  Therefore, I dispute this claim. 
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Bills:  

 

Duplexes in Single Family Residential Zones 
Request #: H05153’23 
Sponsor: 

Content: Allow residential duplexes in single family residential zones. 
Rationale: This will help increase housing density in normally single family 
zones. 
 
Communities that have zoning regulations have zoning districts.  Such 
districts set out “Permitted Uses” and “Special Exception Uses”.  Within those 
districts control the uses.  I am not aware of any municipality that does not 
have a zoning district for duplex housing.  One must realize that people 
purchase land to build, or in a specific area to meet their lifestyle.  Whereas if 
some desire the more densely populated multi-family living then there are 
certainly areas for that, but with that there are families that desire to live in 
areas that rather are low income, medium income or high income desire that 
single family home affect.  There are even associations that control the size, 
color and eye appeal.  Mixing duplex units in areas that are designed for 
single family homes could have a negative impact on those single family 
homes, not only for value, but resale possibilities.   
 
 
An option that is available is for someone seeking their own unique plan that 
does not conform to zoning regulations, to select a municipality that is not a 
“zoned community” to purchase land and do what they want rather than 
erode zoning regulations that have been in place and have worked 
successfully for many years. Therefore, I would oppose Request# 
HO5153’23. 
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Accessory Dwelling Units 
Request #: H05154’23 
Sponsor: 
Content: Require local governments to allow for accessory dwelling units. 
Provide regulation and rules for ADU construction. 
Rationale: Cities across Michigan have adopted local ordinance that allow for 
accessory dwelling units, which are dwelling units constructed on existing 
single family dwellings. Allowing ADU’s across the state will help increase the 
number of dwelling units possible in any given area, and give homeowners 
the right to build one should they choose to. 

 

The allowance of this could be quite problematic.  One, how would this be 

taxed.  Secondly and more importantly, if this is allowed and a family allows 
another family member to build an ADU on the same property and then 

there is either a mortgage default, or delinquent taxes or a divorce with 
property settlements, does a bank or financial institution get to take control 

of the entire property, or just that part that is affected by a mortgage.  The 
safer solution is to do a land division and place the dwelling unit on it’s own 

parcel.  Therefore,  
 

Additionally, I believe the key word in this rationale is “cities” certainly with 
cities we deal with municipal services such as municipal water and municipal 

sewer systems.  Smaller communities including Township’s rely on private 
well and private septic systems, which are also regulated by local health 

departments under the Michigan Public Health Code.   I would oppose 
Request# HO5154’23. 
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Mandatory Minimum for Parking 
Request #: H05539’24 

Sponsor: 
Content: Prohibit local municipalities from requiring more than 1.5 
parking spaces per dwelling unit for a residential use of property. 
Rationale: In dense areas, tenants and homeowners are not always in need 
of parking spaces and there may not be room to build enough spaces to meet 
local requirements around parking. Requirements for a certain amount of 
parking spots for dwelling units can prevent 
housing construction and larger developments. Limiting requirements to no 
more than 1.5 

spots per unit will help encourage more housing construction. 

 

 

This proposal is a severe overreach.  The purpose of mandatory parking 

spaces is to prevent people parking in yard areas and other areas, which 
creates an unsightly eye appeal and could devalue property values in the 

area.  Additionally in some areas communities have parking restrictions on 
public roads, especially in the wintertime for snow removal.  There are also 

subdivisions rules or association rules that could be applied to this scenario.  
Therefore, I oppose HO5539’24  

 

 Set A State Minimum Lot Size 

Request #: 06034’24, 06017’24 

Sponsor: 
Content: Sets a statewide minimum lot size of 5,000ft, prohibiting local 
municipalities from setting a minimum that is higher. 
Rationale: Prohibiting local municipalities from imposing a high minimum 
lot size will allow for a greater variety of housing construction. In higher 
density areas, there is not always a need for a large lot for the dwelling to 
reside on. This will help foster a greater variety of housing in denser areas. 
 

Whereas the statement “there is not always a need for a large lot for the 
dwelling to reside on. This will help foster a greater variety of housing in 

denser areas.” May be true, there are some property owners that desire 
those larger lots or estates.  Mixing larger lots with small 5,000 square 

foot lots together could have a dramatic negative affect on property 
owners that want the larger lots and the larger homes.  Could also have a 

negative affect on property values.  That is why municipalities have 
various zoning districts which dictate lot size and area, and minimum 

dwelling size.   
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Additionally, I this rationale is with consideration to cities and villages that 
have municipal services such as municipal water and municipal sewer 

systems.  Smaller communities including Township’s rely on private well and 
private septic systems, which are also regulated by local health departments 

under the Michigan Public Health Code.  Therefore, the only housing growth 
would be mainly restricted to cities or villages, or which would cause 

attempted annexations into cities or villages to accommodate municipal 
water and municipal sewers.  Some rural areas are already struggles to 

prevent the loss of economic growth and development due to annexations.    
(See letter from local health department attached) Therefore, I oppose 

Request # 06034’24 and 06017’24 
 

 

Set a State Minimum Dwelling Size 
Request #: 06281’24 
Sponsor: 

Content: Prohibit local municipalities from imposing a minimum dwelling size 
of more than 500 sq ft. 
Rationale: Minimum dwelling size requirements prevent different kinds of 
housing from being created. Instituting a prohibition on imposing minimum 
dwelling sizes greater than 500 ft will allow smaller units to be created 
across the state to help meet housing demand, particularly in higher density 
areas. *waiting for new draft which includes 500 ft. figure* 
 
Again, this is where zoning districts come into play.  Certainly, a 
municipality could create a tiny home district, or a district that would allow 
for these types of small homes, but to comingle a 500 square foot home 
with larger homes could have a negative affect on eye appeal of the 
neighborhood, and certainly could have negative impact on home values in 
that area.  I would dispute this claim whereas in the jurisdictions that I 
represent, on occasion I do get a request for a smaller type home, but by 
far the majority of the homes builds applied for in this area exceed 1,500 
square feet.  It is not uncommon to see requests for 2,000 – 3,000 square 
foot homes in this area. Therefore, I oppose Request # 06281’24 
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Single Staircase Design 
Request #: 05162’23 
Sponsor: 

Content: Require construction code commission to recommend modification 

to the code that would allow for a single exit stairway to serve multifamily 
residential structure up to 6 stories. 
Rationale: The Michigan Construction Code is housed within LARA and 
amended and revised through the Joint Committee on Administrative 
Rules. Making changes to the construction code is often a 12-18 month 
process that doesn’t always lead to wanted results. Requiring the 
BCC to come up with recommendations to allow single staircase design bills 
will help speed up the process of updating our codes to help combat the 
current housing shortage by allowing new types of dwellings to be 
constructed. 
 
Whereas, I am not a building official, and I totally understand where the 
process with LARA can be cumbersome, there is a safety component at 
stake.  If there is a catastrophic emergency with a six story building, there 
much be an emergency exit plan to safely get the people to safety.  This 
topic must be greatly researched before we just change the rules.  
Therefore, I oppose Request# 05162’23 
 
 
 
Alignment of Construction & Residential Building Code 
Request: H05675’24 
Sponsor: 
Content: Require construction code commission to recommend modification 
to the residential code to allow for construction of 3-4-5-6 plex dwelling. 
Rationale: Currently, under the residential building code, a dwelling can only 
contain 2 units. 
 

For building dwelling higher than duplexes, it must be built under the 
construction code, which increases costs and can cause issues with 
developers. Aligning the residential and construction code will allow 3-4-5-6 
plex dwellings to be built under the residential code will lower construction 
costs and requirements for new developments. 

 
I think that the important thing is safety.  When someone wants to build a 
larger housing unit, more detail to design must be taken, Safety cannot be 
replaced with merely costs or cost savings.  Therefore, I oppose Request 
HO5675’24 
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Zoning Ordinance Petitioning Process 
Request: 06252’24 

Sponsor: 
Content: Expands the definition of "near neighbors" on a protest 
petition of a zoning ordinance from 100 feet to 200 feet. Increases 
the threshold of protest petitions on "upzoning" from 20% to 50% 
and lower the supermajority requirement of overriding a protest 
petition to a 3/5ths majority. 
Rationale: Currently, local residents have the ability to protest zoning 
ordinance changes, and rightfully so. That said, residents not directly 
affected by zoning ordinances are able to stop them from going into effect. 
This bill would revise requirements for a protest petition to ensure that only 
folks directly affected by a zoning ordinance have the power to protest it. 
 

Whereas, I believe that there may be some logic in the theory, I would 
question how you measure “not directly affect”.  Once a trend starts, it can 

be contagious, and then people then think that such request is now the 
norm that everyone should follow. Therefore, I oppose Request# 06252’24 
 
 

 

Revise Study Requirements for Development Plans 

Request: 06267’24 
Sponsor: 
Content: Requires municipalities to commit upfront to the nature of the 
studies that may be required in the process of reviewing a development 
plan. Prohibits municipalities from requiring the same study twice in the 
process of reviewing a development plan unless the plan has changed. 
Rationale: Currently, development projects are often delayed 
unnecessarily by local rules around studies. This bill would require zoning 
ordinances to specify up front studies that are required for development 
plans, and also not require a property conducted study to be repeated for a 
development plan. This would help remove barriers to development plans 
from being approved and help control costs of housing by controlling high 
costs of studies. 
 

Develop plans are created and required for compliance and safety.  More 

often, additional meetings are required because an applicant does not 
submit all of the required information.  Therefore, in this application the 

municipality would then just merely deny a plan for incompleteness instead 

of working with an applicant to get the necessary information merely 
because you would not be allowed to request additional meetings.  This 

concept does not seem realistic and would appear to then create further 
delays and additional costs.  Therefore, I would oppose Request# 06267’24 
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570 N. Marshall Road 
Coldwater, MI 49036 

(517) 279-9561 
(517) 278-2823 Fax 

20 Care Drive 
Hillsdale, MI 49242 

(517) 437-7395 
(517) 437-0166 Fax 

1110 Hill Street 
Three Rivers, MI 49093 

(269) 273-2161 
(269) 273-2452 Fax 

1555 E. Chicago Rd 
Suite C 

Sturgis, MI 49091 
(269) 273-2161 

 

 

w w w . b h s j . o r g  

 July 2, 2024 
 
 
 Doug Kuhlman 
 Zoning Administrator & Code Enforcement Officer 
 65656 Burg Rd. 
 Sturgis, MI 49091 
 
 Re: Minimum lot size for homes 
 
 Dear Doug: 
 

In my experience working for the health department we have dealt with many situations where a home 
is built or proposed to be built on small lots.  Whenever a home is built in an area not served by 
municipal services (sewer and water), lot size is critical.  There are many factors that play into designing 
a septic system which include but are not limited to:  1.) Total usable area for the septic tank and drain 
field. 2.) The size of the home. 3.) the number of bedrooms in the home. 4.) The soil conditions on the 
lot 5.) The terrain (slope) of the lot. 6.) Isolation distances from the house, road right of way, property 
lines, bodies of water, wells (including neighbors wells). 7.) Types of water producing fixtures in the 
home. 8.) Adequate area for a replacement drain field.  

  
 Because of the many factors that influence the design and sizing of the septic system it is extremely  
 difficult to determine what the minimum size of a lot should be.  Our Environmental Health Code  
 requires a minimum of 1 acre for lots that have less than 24” to the seasonal high-water table because  
 the drain field must be built on a mound and is sized larger to accommodate for the poor soil conditions. 
 
 It is my understanding that there is proposed legislation that would not allow municipalities to require  
 lot sizes greater than 5000 square feet.  This agency would be very much opposed to this legislation due 
 to the amount of land that is required for many home proposals.  There are many situations that I have  
 personally been involved in that had much larger than 5000 square foot lots that would not work for a 
 well and septic installation. 
 
 Sincerely 
 
 Paul Andriacchi REHS 
 EH Director 
 BHSJ-CHA 
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