
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

TUESDAY MARCH 19, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Vice-Chair Lenger called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance  

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Robert Houtman, Richard Lenger, Alan Lipner, Michelle 

McCloud, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Les Derusha (with notification)  

OTHERS PRESENT: Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique Collier and the 

applicants.   

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by Houtman, to excuse Derusha from the meeting. 

     

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Derusha absent - 

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by Lipner, supported by Royston, to approve the minutes of February 2019         

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Derusha absent - 

 

5. Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-02 

 

Applicant:   Grooters Land Development, LLC   

Location:   4301 – 60th Street, SE    

 

Request: The applicant wishes to construct a 350,000 square foot 

industrial building on the property.  The proposed building 

would have loading docks located in the front yard; Section 

10.03.B prohibits placement of off-street loading areas in 

the front yard. 

 



Approved Minutes 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

March 19, 2019 

Page 2 

 The requested variance is to allow for off-street front yard 

loading areas. 

 

Justin Longstreth, (Moore and Bruggink Engineers located at 2020 Monroe Ave NW 

Grand Rapid MI) was present representing the request. He stated they are proposing a 

warehouse trucking logistics facility north of 60th Street east of East Paris Avenue. He 

stated the reason for their request is because they are proposing to orient the building so 

that the truck docks are on the south side of the building that faces 60th Street which is the 

the frontyard. He stated they did this for two primary reasons, one being the existing 

topography on the site slopes from north to south and the way that the truck docks work, 

and where the trucks back into the building is 4 feet below the finished floor of the 

building. He stated the orientation of the building will work with the natural topography. 

If they were to rotate it around, they would be flipping a bunch of dirt on the site 

unnecessarily. He stated the other reason is when they lay out industrial buildings like 

this when it is has heavy trucking, they try to put the truck docks on the south side. The 

reason for that is with the ice and snow on the north side it becomes dangerous because it 

tends to build up, it doesn’t get the sun because it is sitting in the shade of the building.  

 

Longstreth stated what makes this site unique is between the building and both 60th Street 

and East Paris there are regional stormwater detention basins that services the entire 

Steelcase PUD. He stated when you look at the distance from their south building wall to 

the ROW line of 60th street, that is 700 feet of distance that separates them. He stated this 

makes the situation more unique than most industrial properties because they are able to 

set the building so far back.  

 

Longstreth stated when you look at the existing vegetation along 60th, it is pretty heavily 

vegetated now. He stated with the existing vegetation it is fairly well screened now and 

with it being a storm water detention basin it is outside of their control to be able to 

remove any of that vegetation. It is going to remain in its natural state and provide that 

natural screening. The other thing that they are proposing to do is plant a screen of 

evergreens along the 60th Street side on a berm, just to provide that screening between the 

road and their building. 

 

Lenger questioned if their entrance will be the same one as Steelcase by the guard shack. 

Longstreth stated it will be. He stated they went before the Planning Commission this 

year and the Planning Commission granted conditional approval on the site plan.  

 

Lenger questioned if it is his intent to have this as a single occupant building. Longstreth 

stated it is set up to be a multi-occupant building but the same kind of general use class. 

 

Houtman questioned if they have some commitments now. Longstreth stated with this 

approval, there would be one more hurdle they have to work out. There is an existing 

Consumers Energy easement that runs through the property and they have already had 

many conversations with them about relocating this to allow for this building. He stated 

he hopes some time in 2019 they would break ground. 
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Lipner questioned if the only signage would be on the front of the building. Longstrecth 

stated he doesn’t know, other than some way finding signs that this applicant has a real 

heavy sign presence typically he might have a little bit on top of the suites but it is not a 

big sign.  

Lenger opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by VanNoord, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried 7-0) – 

- Derusha absent - 

 

Houtman stated point 1 has been met there are the two large storm water detention basins 

on the property are located on 60th Street side and another along East Paris which causes 

the building to have to be setback.  Houtman stated point 2 is met the number size and 

location of the existing detention basins on vacant property is unique because it does 

drain the whole PUD. Houtman stated point 3 was met the detention basins in the front 

yard and the side yard make for extensive setbacks and make it difficult to construct a 

building with loading in the rear and again because it is also north side plus separate 

vehicle parking in the front. 

 

Lipner concurred that points 1,2 and 3 have been met adding especially because the 

location of the building is so far setback onto the property it is not going to be intrusive to 

people driving by. 

 

VanNoord, McCloud, Royston and Lenger concurred that points 1,2 and 3 have been met 

 

Houtman stated point 4 is met it doesn’t appear that the proposed front yard loading will 

be detrimental to any of the adjacent properties surrounding and the Planning 

Commission reviewed and granted conditional approval of the site plan and they didn’t 

find any detrimental use due to the setback. Houtman stated point 5 is met based on the 

exceptional circumstances applying to the property, the building setback and additional 

landscaping along 60th that granting the variance will not impair the intent and purpose of 

the ordinance. Houtman stated point 6 is met the exceptional conditions are the existing 

detention basins in the front yard and in the side yard were not created or caused by any 

action of the applicant. 

 

Lipner, VanNoord, McCloud, Royston and Lenger concurred that points 4,5 and 6 have 

been met. 

 

 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by Lipner to approve V-19-02 
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1.  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 

applying to the property that do not apply generally to other properties in 

the same zoning district. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or 

conditions include by way of example:  

a.  Exceptional narrowness, shallowness or shape of the property on the 

effective date of this ordinance; or  

b.  Exceptional topographic or environmental conditions or other 

extraordinary situation on the land, building or structure.  

2.  The condition or situation on which the requested variance is based does 

not occur often enough to make more practical adoption of a new zoning 

provision. 

3.  The literal application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would 

deprive the applicant of property rights commonly enjoyed by other 

properties in the same zone district. 

4.  The variance will not be detrimental to adjacent property and the 

surrounding neighborhood.  

5.  Taken as a whole, the variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

6.  The exceptional conditions or circumstances do not result from the actions 

of the applicant. Thus, by way of example, the exceptional circumstances 

result from uses or development on an adjacent property or the exceptional 

shape of the property is the result of an unrelated predecessor’s split of the 

parcel.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Derusha absent - 

 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by VanNoord to adjourn the meeting. 
 

- Motion Carried ( 6-0) – 

- Derusha absent -  

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:25p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 


