
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JULY 9, 2019, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Garrett Fox, Sandra Jones, Timothy 

Little, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn  

Members Absent: Dan Holtrop, Ed Kape, (with notification) 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier and about 10 residents. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Fox, to excuse Kape and Holtrop from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Holtrop and Kape absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Brainerd, to approve 

the Minutes of  June 25, 2019. 
- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Holtrop and Kape absent -  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner  Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Fox,                               

to approve the agenda for the July 9, 2019 meeting.  
 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Holtrop and Kape absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 
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Case#20-19 – Hyatt House (Grand Rapids) Hotel – Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review for a Hotel and Special Land Use Review of Proposed Hotel Height located at 

3185, 3215 & 3243 Woodland Drive SE (Woodland Mall Outlot) 

 

 Golder stated the applicant is proposing a hotel in our C-3 Zone. She stated in the C-3 zone 

hotels are special land uses approved by the planning commission. She stated in addition to the 

special land use for just the hotel, there is a restriction on height when a building is adjacent to 

residential uses. She stated the building is proposed more than 45 feet in height. She stated 45 

feet is the general height limitation for C3 but when adjacent to residential use is it limited to 30 

feet. She stated because of the additional height this is also a special land use.  

 

Golder stated this is a 128 room hotel, 4 stories in height. She stated the Preserve Apartments are 

to the north and a couple other existing buildings that are quite close. She stated the closest 

apartments are 21 feet from the lot line and two other buildings are about 56 feet away from the 

lot line. The closest condominium is 83 feet from the corner. 

 

Golder stated when the proposed hotel gets built it will reduce the landscaping. There is a natural 

area of 55 feet that would reduce it to 37 feet. She stated there is quite a bit of landscaping to the 

west edge. As proposed, the hotel parking lot would be within 12 feet of the west lot line and 37 

feet on the north side and the rest would be retained at the full 55 feet if the hotel is approved. 

She stated if the hotel is approved it will be 115 feet to the apartment property. The building that 

is 56 feet away will be 132 feet and the closest condominium building will be 220 feet from that 

wall of the hotel that is being proposed. 

 

Golder stated in C3 height limitation is 45 feet but there is also an allowance for mechanical 

equipment that is enclosed, elevators shafts, and chimneys etc. to have an additional 15 feet. The 

applicant has gone above that. She stated you take from the base height of the roof and you can 

go up another 15 feet. They have a bump out to the top that is hiding the elevator shaft and he 

has proposed 16.5 feet above the roof height. She stated that needs to be dropped down to 15 feet 

if that is going to be approved. 

 

Golder stated there are two variances needed for landscaping. The C3 zone requires a 40 foot 

front yard landscaping. They have 19 feet 4 inches, they are way short of the 40 feet. She stated 

the 25 foot greenbelt in the front yard as well. She stated they do have to go to the zoning board 

to get a variance for that front yard parking distinction. 

 

Golder stated when you look at the special land use standards two come into play: Be designed, 

constructed, operated and maintained so as to be harmonious and appropriate in appearance, with 

the existing or intended character of the general vicinity. Not involve uses, activities, processes, 

materials, and equipment or conditions of operation that will be detrimental to any persons, 

property, or the general welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, smoke, 

fumes, glare, electrical or electromagnetic interference or odors. 
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Golder stated these come down to 3 issues: Lighting, landscaping and screening and noise. She 

stated with respect to lighting, they submitted a lighting plan it was a little too bright. They have 

dropped it down to meet our standards for the parking lot. She stated they have 20 foot poles and 

that is acceptable. She stated what we don’t have is any detail on the building lighting that they 

are proposing. She stated we have standards for that. These are the types of lighting people see 

from their apartment or condominium, we want to make sure these are in conformance with our 

ordinance. 

 

Golder stated screening and landscaping as she mentioned before there is currently a 55 foot 

treeline along the north side, it is proposed to be reduced to 37 feet. She stated from the site plan 

she can’t tell where the significant trees are. She stated if you go out to the site you will see some 

dead trees. There looks like there is some gaps in coverage and there is a need to have some fill 

in terms of landscaping to allow for coverage all year long. She stated all the trees from what she 

could tell were all deciduous. She stated we need more pine trees or evergreens to help fill that in 

so that there is better coverage through the winter months as well as the summer months. 

 

Golder stated regarding noise there is a patio and they discussed having speakers outside as an 

ambient music. She stated we need to go further to regulate so that no noise flows to the homes 

to the north. She stated some suggestion would be have them directional, or limit the time etc. 

She stated this can fall into the operations statement that the applicant has submitted.  She stated 

in terms of noise we would also want restrictions on trash pickup and deliveries. 

 

Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval as stated in her memo. She proceeded to 

detail the recommended conditions: She stated they would have amend and add to the July 

operations statement.  

a. Applicant shall specify the time parameters of the outdoor music.  Music shall not be audible 

on adjacent properties. 

b. Applicant shall specify timing for deliveries and garbage pick- up.   

c.Applicant shall verify whether the hotel would be used for events such as parties or weddings.  

Without additional information provided regarding the possibility of these events, the number of 

guests or limitations on outside amplification, these type of events shall not be permitted. 

 

2. Final review of the site plan by the Kentwood City Engineer and Fire Marshal. 

 

3. No decorative lighting shall be permitted on the north and west walls of the hotel facade. The 

lighting plan must show any proposed lighting of the building itself in accordance with Chapter 

20 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

4. The applicant shall provide, for staff approval, an enhanced landscaping plan to ensure that the 

residents to the north and west are not significantly impacted by the proposed hotel. 

 

5. Applicant must obtain all the applicable variances from the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 

6. Staff approval of building elevations and materials.  Applicant must reduce height of the roof 

extension to no more than 15’. 
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She stated she is recommending approval of the site plan review. It is similar to the special land 

use only addition is that they show two walls signs before and only one wall sign is permitted. 

That would be on the south side so that it won’t have any glare onto the residential properties. 

Iden Kalabat, Kalabat Engineering, 31333 Southfield Road Suite 250 Beverly Hills, MI was 

present. He displayed an updated plan with more detail with the landscaping.  He stated they are 

proposing the hotel towards the northwest corner of the property. He stated one of the primary 

reasons is the location of an existing underground detention system. It is somewhat in the middle 

of the parking lot which has forced the building further north, but they are trying to have it on the 

west side as much as they can. He stated as a result they are going to be cutting into beyond the 

existing parking lot. He stated the entire character of this development was to preserve as much 

of the existing parking lot limits as possible. This was viewed as a pad ready site. He stated the 

site is already somewhat developed so there is no need to go in to level everything and redo all 

the curb lines.  

 

Kalabat stated from their demolition plan they are maintaining the existing curbline on the south, 

along the east and the portion at the north portion of the site. He stated as far as the amount of 

landscaping they will be cutting into, there are a couple of 6 inch calipers, they have 10 inch 

evergreen trees and another 6 and 12 inch deciduous trees. He stated that is the extent of what 

they would be removing to the north of the curbline. He stated on the west side, there is 

significant tree removal along that property line to accommodate expanding that parking lot over 

to the west.  

 

Kalabat stated he thinks the residents concern is in that northwest corner. He displayed pictures 

of what is there now and what will be coming out.  

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Diana Wallace, 2366 Radcliff Village drive was present. She stated one of her concerns is what 

is being called landscaping on the north isn’t really landscaping, it is woodland and water and 

fairly wild. She would like to see it as it is. She stated she doesn’t know why the hotel is being 

built. 

 

Anamaria Pimentel, 2314 Radcliff Village Drive was present. She stated they are concerned with 

noise, traffic, lighting and the destruction of the woods. She stated there is a lot of wild life 

coming through and a lot of native species that are federally protected and one of them is 

trillium. She stated they are in a peaceful environment. 

 

Katy Terry, Property Manager for the Preserve at Woodland, 2351 Valleywood Drive was 

present. She stated she is concerned about the noise level, the light, the traffic and the trees that 

are going to be taken out. She stated with trees being cut down to the east of their site it has 

lowered their property value and she thinks this will happen again if this hotel goes in. She stated 

there are already several hotels in the area. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to close the public hearing. 
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- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape and Holtrop absent – 

 

Kalabat displayed pictures and stated their plans are not to wipe out the landscaping. He stated 

they are proposing to maintain all of the light landscaping. He stated this is a high quality 

wooded area on the north side and they have no intentions of disturbing (except for the small 

portions), in the northwest corner in order to fit the development in the way that it is proposed. 

He stated regarding the lighting and noise they are proposing an extended stay hotel. He stated 

the target market for this hotel is more of your corporate business traveler that is in town for a 

couple of weeks. He stated the Hyatt House brands is more of the prestigious brands in the 

nation. He stated the room rates will not be at a level that is attracting disturbing patrons. He 

stated these are business professionals traveling on business. He stated this is also the draw for 

the added meeting space area. He stated there was a market study specifying the need to provide 

on site meeting areas to attract the desired business clientele. He stated at Hyatt they will be 

marketing and advertising towards corporation, businesses to use for conferences, potentials for 

larger size meetings that are geared towards driving occupancy levels higher. He stated these are 

not wedding receptions or bridal showers, birthday parties or local events.  

 

Kalabat stated with respect to lighting and sound they are not proposing any building lighting on 

the north side of the property. The brand has strict requirements on the amount of lighting on the 

building because they are also trying to minimize the impact to the guest who are staying in the 

rooms. He stated there are some small building up lighting near the canopy entrance on the south 

portion of the tower element that are more aesthetic. They don’t have any foot candle impact. He 

stated if they need to look at this more closely, they can do so and limit the amount of lights that 

they have on the north side. The one portion they are going to be stuck there is an egress door on 

the north side of the building which by the building code will require a wall pack above it for 

security purposes.  

 

Kalabat stated the speakers they have shown are proposed as part of the hotel on the patio area 

tied to the lobby and drop off area. The use is ambient music for the lobby. He stated they have 

no issues adhering to any requirements relating to sound levels and decibel levels, directing it 

downward or eliminating the speaker by the patio depending on the Hyatt brands acceptance.  

 

Kalabat stated there was discussion regarding the plant material and water in the northwest 

corner of the site. He stated he visited the site and he noticed there was an existing yard drain 

that is not functioning properly in the area that tends to get wet. He stated it shows on the plan 

and on the survey that it should not hold or retain any water in the northwest corner. But, for 

whatever reason that yard drain is not functioning property. They will be fixing and correcting 

that issue. 

 

Quinn questioned the number of employees. Kalabat stated he isn’t sure. Quinn questioned the 

meeting space and the kitchen and the food that is being offered. Kalabat stated it is a deli 

concession, pre-prepared food that is warmed up and prepared on site mainly geared towards the 

guest. It is not a full restaurant, there isn’t the capability to host a large party. Quinn questioned 
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the speakers, if there a way to move the speakers to the east so there isn’t much impact in the 

northwest corner. Quinn stated as much as they can do to eliminate any impact to the residents he 

would appreciate. 

 

Little questioned if the only landscaping they will be removing is along the two-way drive along 

the north side of the building and most of the landscaping to the east is going to remain. Kalabat 

stated that is correct. Little stated along the front of Woodland Drive they are retaining the 

existing drives and the existing landscaping that is there the trees and stones. Kalabat stated they 

are now showing that as removed. Golder stated we do have requirements for front yard 

landscaping, if the intent is not to have it then they would have to go to the zoning board of 

appeals. Kalabat stated they are not removing the landscaping just the plant material and the rock 

is going to go and they will be putting new landscaping back. Kalabat stated the reason being is 

they have watermain extension that has to come across the south portion of the site and sewer 

extension along the frontage. Kalabat stated in order to build, they will have to excavate out that 

landscaping and remove plant material that is there. They have it proposed as top soil with a 

continuous shrub line. Kalabat stated the concern they had about putting trees back in would be 

the viability of those trees and surviving with the added utilities in that area. He stated they are 

proposing more of a continuous shrub line. Little stated what he thinks would be best is have a 

landscaped architect do a detailed landscape plan of the frontage and the north portion.  Little 

stated when he visited the site he was impressed with the landscaping that existed. He stated 

most of the trees are deciduous trees and the leaves will drop in the winter months. He suggested 

putting in some evergreens to provide greenery and noise consumption. Little stated he is 

concerned about the speaker, they can be turned up. Little questioned if they inspected the 

landscaping for any protected species. Kalabat stated they have not had a specialist go in to 

identify plant species. Little stated they need to consider that since it has been bought up as a 

concern. Kalabat stated this is the first he heard, but he will have it evaluated. 

 

Fox questioned the height being off about a foot. Kalabat stated that was an error on their part 

and they will correct that. Fox stated regarding the music does he want to propose a time to turn 

it off or have the commissioners do it. Kalabat stated before he proposes a time he would like to 

speak to the operator and the developer. They have more knowledge of the day to day operations. 

Kalabat stated the speakers are not meant for amplified music. Fox stated he would suggest 

additional screening on the patio to protect the guest to the north.  

 

Kalabat showed where they will have parking lot lights. He stated there are 3 light poles on the 

north end, two on the west end. There is canopy lighting, wall mounting lighting to add 

additional parking lot lighting and also some exits to satisfy the egress requirements. He stated 

along the north portion all of the lightings have rear screening on them. Kalabat displayed 

images of what the residents might see.  

 

Fox stated we would like trees that keep their leaves year round such as evergreen trees. Fox 

stated he hasn’t heard anything about the walking paths to the west and he also questioned the 

natural path, where does that exit on the property? Golder stated the natural path is a hole in the 

landscaping where people walk through. It is not much of a path. Kalabat stated the path is on the 

Kohls property.  
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Benoit stated the residents are going to be able to see the building, there is no way around it. If 

they didn’t want to see the building the property has been for sale they could have bought it and 

did what they wanted. He stated this is a special land use and we have more power. If this were a 

permitted use they wouldn’t have to come to the planning commission and there would be 

nothing we could do. He stated there was discussion about the lights, you are going to see lights 

but the lights won’t be washing onto their property. You will see the lights, but it is not shining 

into their window.  He stated as far as noise, it is a commercial area. He stated regarding the 

speakers, we can say it can’t extend past the property line. If the City gets a complaint then they 

can do something about it. He stated this way we aren’t taking something away that may not 

even be an issue. He stated as far as landscaping, try to get something in the agreement 

discussing maintenance to the newly installed plants so we get some kind of guarantee for 3-5 

years that if they die, they will replace them. Golder stated we can incorporate that in the 

condition of approval. 

 

Pemberton stated he would like to see if there is a way to add more buffer along the north side. 

He stated they can put trees in that would add to the screening effect right away. Golder stated 

she suggested to the applicant to get a landscape architect to take a look at what is dead and what 

is alive so they aren’t taking out good trees. Pemberton stated he is satisfied with the lighting. He 

stated they have to have lighting for safety of the residents. He stated he is not concerned with 

the speakers. He questioned if there will be alcohol served on the premises. Kalabat stated they 

do plan to serve alcohol at the Hyatt Bar.  Golder stated there is a process that they have to 

follow. Pemberton stated traffic noise shouldn’t be a concern, it is all going to be out in front. 

Pemberton stated with the parking design there doesn’t appear to be any parking or head lights 

that will be facing or pulling in projecting to the apartments to the north.  

 

Brainerd stated she would also like them to increase their buffer. She stated she would also 

encourage as part of the landscaping process looking into an arborist, environmentalist to check 

out the species and create as much of a buffer as possible. Brainerd questioned the seating 

capacity on the patio. Kalabat stated 15-20 guests.  

 

Jones wanted clarification that there was no ingress egress onto Valleywood Drive. Kalabat 

stated that is correct. Jones questioned the failed drained on their property. Kalabat stated they 

would be fixing that, is isn’t a County drain or regulated drain it is a catch basin. Kalabat stated 

they would be addressing the drainage behind the proposed parking lot and dumpster enclosure. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the Site Plan 

dated July 2, 2019 for Hyatt House Hotel as described in Case No. 20-19.  Approval is 

conditioned on conditions 1-8 and basis points 1-7 as described in Golders memo dated 

July 2, 2019. 
- Motion Carried (7-0)- 

- Kape and Holtrop absent - 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the Special 

Land Use Hyatt House Hotel as described in Case No. 20-19.  Approval is conditioned on 
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conditions 1-6 amending condition 1a the music shall not be audible on adjacent property 

and adding to condition 4 to include maintenance language that the material be guaranteed 

for at least 5 years and basis points 1-7 as described in Golders memo dated July 2, 2019. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape and Holtrop absent - 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#18-19 – Creekridge - Rezoning from R1-C Single Family Residential to RPUD 2 – 

Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development Located at 2050 Creekridge  

 

Case#19-19 Creekridge – Preliminary and Final Site Plan Review for Site 

Condominiums Located at 2050 Creekridge  

 

Pung stated the applicant wishes to rezone 5.4 acres to low density residential PUD and 

develop a 5 unit site condominium development. He stated one of the units they are 

incorporating is the existing single family home. They are also proposing a 4,000 square 

foot clubhouse/storage facility. He stated 300 square feet would be a storage facility for 

use by all the residents within the site condominium development, with 800 square feet 

using it for a common space or a gathering area. Pung stated as part of the proposed 

storage facility, they are also looking at restricting that the individual units would not be 

able to have outdoor onsite storage themselves. They wouldn’t have a separate storage 

structure on each of the lots.  

 

Pung stated 4 of the units would be accessed off of 52nd Street. Unit number 5 is the only 

unit that would have access on to the private street which is Creekridge Dr. Pung stated 

last month they went to the Zoning Board of Appeals for a variance in order to have more 

units access Creekridge Drive and the variance was denied. 

 

Pung stated the area is master planned for low density residential which is less than 4 

units per acre. As it is proposed, they are coming in at about 1 unit per acre far less than 

what they could do even under the current zoning. Pung stated one thing they can’t do 

under the current zoning is the larger accessory structure. He stated we recently amended 

the zoning ordinance to allow for larger accessory structures for larger parcels, but also 

made the allowance within planned unit developments for the Planning and City 

Commission to passes the ability to allow for different locations and larger accessory 

buildings as part of the development. Pung stated they could develop under the current 

R1-C zoning but will not be able to have the common storage area and club house. 

 

Pung stated some of the issues: *they will have to provide a planned unit development 

statement and agreement covering the use for the storage structure or the facility or 

clubhouse. We want to make sure nobody thinks they can come and run a business out of 

there, strictly used for storage and occasionally as a gathering space.  

*Representative building and site layout designs are needed.  
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*Parking operations plan for the clubhouse is needed. They are showing 3 parking 

spaces.  

*Detail on Unit 5 vehicular and pedestrian access to the clubhouse/storage facility. 

*Delineation of the wetlands. Clarification of lot lines. 

 

Pung stated they submitted a letter as part of having the larger accessory structure they 

would restrict the individuals storage buildings on each site. 

 

Dan Burrill, Southwood LLC was present. He stated the owner is currently residing in the 

first structure and does plan on building and eventually occupying unit 2. He stated the 

owner was looking for a high quality project and by eliminating the accessory structures 

it eliminates the clutter that tends to be around storage sheds.  He stated this 

storage/clubhouse is going to look like a residential structure. They want it to look like a 

house. He stated they kept the parking spots limited, if you allow more parking spots you 

will have more visitors. He stated they kept a really nice buffer along the west side.  

 

Brainerd questioned how unit 5 is going to access the storage facility if the drive isn’t 

going to cut through to Creekridge. Burrill stated they have open space to the east and if 

they are going to store a vehicle they are going to have to drive around to 52nd Street in 

order to gain access to that.  

 

Pemberton stated he doesn’t understand why unit 5 is being connected to Creekridge 

rather than just extending the private street to include them. Burrill stated it was a neat 

feature to add the value to that lot and in the site condo and part of the clubhouse. 

Burrows stated and it creates a private lot for unit 4, keeps open space private. Pemberton 

questioned if there will be proposed sidewalks. Pung stated he requested them to provide 

some pedestrian access because of the number of lots it will be serving it is not a 

requirement. Pung stated he think especially for unit 5 some kind of pedestrian 

connection to get to the clubhouse. 

 

Benoit stated he thinks it is great and a good density.  

 

Fox stated he would echo the need for sidewalks. Fox questioned the square footage for 

the home. Burrill stated typically they have gone with City of Kentwood’s restrictions for 

that zoning. 

 

Little stated interesting use of the property, good project. 

 

Quinn was ok with the request. 

 

Jones stated questioned the potential wetlands. Burrill stated a lot of the open space could 

be the wetlands, but the building sites are out of the wetlands. He stated when they built 

unit 1, they didn’t run into any problems of wetlands. They didn’t need to get any 

wetland permits. They don’t anticipate any wetland problems. Jones questioned if he 

spoke to the neighbors and how did he address their concerns. Burrill stated their biggest 
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concern was they didn’t want a thru street. He stated they can develop the property as it 

is. He stated the development is allowed by right except for the larger accessory building. 

 

J. New Business 

 

No New Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Discussion Section 34 

 

Schweitzer discussed section 34. He stated the comments focused on the non-motorized or 

sidewalk along Wing Avenue. Several people questioned why the City was changing course. 

Others felt it was important to have sidewalks for the safety of pedestrians. Two people 

expressed concern with the extension on Breton to 60th Street. They felt if Paul Henry Trail 

remains as is and if the Street goes over you are going to lose some of the ambiance through 

there.  

 

Schweitzer stated we have been contacted by a group led by Jack Workman 

Workman expressed a desire to have a senior apartment housing on the east side of Breton at 

52nd Street as a high density development. Golder stated in terms of decision making we need to 

decide whether we want to allow for high density on both sides of Breton extended and then 

what do with all the Heyboer farm. 

 

Benoit stated low density residential. He stated he is not happy about high density on both sides 

at all. Benoit stated we have to look at what is a good planning practice and not just what the 

developer wants or neighbors want but what is a good planning practice. He stated we don’t want 

apartments but he doesn’t like the high density on both sides. 

 

Pemberton stated we are showing in the concept some medium density that does go to the east 

side of Breton. He questioned is that something we can trade, maybe the idea of allowing more 

medium density to the east side, but at the intersection and limit it to so many acres or whatever 

in trade for the pieces on the east side. The east side is now conceptually medium density make 

that low density so it is a bit of a trade off. 

 

Golder stated he was at the meeting but she thinks it would be good for him to sit down with 

staff because now we have all three questions about apartments and density. Benoit stated he 

doesn’t see any high density on the map which is current.  

 

Pung stated the real estate owner on the corner of Wing and 52nd are currently marketing that 

more for a clinic use which would be a special land use.  

 

Little stated the individuals he spoke to didn’t want a development and he discussed the fact that 

it is going to happen and encouraged them to be part of the process and attend the meetings. He 
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stated some didn’t want Breton to go through. He stated he talked to them about transitioning 

from low to medium density.  

 

Brainerd stated within Princeton Estates they have an active Facebook group. She stated there 

was a lot of assumption that it was never going to developed. Brainerd stated she isn’t excited 

about the high density.   

 

Schweitzer stated Section 13 will be highlighted next Wednesday at Northeast Park. 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

3.  

Quinn stated they had their first Kentwood Parks and Trails Advisory Committee  meeting and 

had their park tours. 

 

Brainerd stated she enjoyed the 4th of July festivities. 

 

Jones stated in City Commission minutes they tabled Bretonfield Preserve because they were 

concerned about the open space. Pung stated there was concern with the maintenance of the open 

space and to make sure it doesn’t eventually go up for tax sale. Pung stated that was addressed in 

the deed restrictions for phase 3. 

 

Jones questioned the art sculpture the City is getting. Schweitzer stated Woodland Mall donated 

the sculpture and the Arts Commission will decide where in the City we will put the sculpture. 

 

 

4. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner  Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton to 

adjourn the meeting. 
 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Holtrop and Kape absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 10:00p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 


