
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

JANUARY 21, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (Lipner) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Richard Lenger, Alan Lipner, Michelle McCloud, Darius 

Quinn, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT: Les Derusha, Robert Houtman (with notification) Darla Bishop 

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

applicant and about 5 citizens. 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by Quinn to excuse Derusha, Houtman and Bishop 

from the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Derusha, Houtman and Bishop absent -   

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by VanNoord to approve the minutes of  December 17, 

2018.      

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Derusha, Houtman and Bishop absent - 

 

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

 

Lenger acknowledged that it was Martin Luther King Day. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-18-15   (tabled from the December 17, 2018 meeting) 

 

Applicant:   GR AT. LLC     

Location:   4316 Sparks Drive, SE  

 

Request:   The applicant wishes to construct a 4-story hotel with a 

building height of 59 feet.  The abutting property to the north is zoned RPUD-1 High 

Density Residential PUD.  Section 8.03.B.1 of the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance limits 

the building height to 2-stories or 30 feet, whichever is lower, in a commercial property 

abutting a residential district.  The requested variance is to permit a hotel with a building 
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height of 4-stories and 59 feet, an increase in height of 2-stories and 29 feet over the 

maximum allowed by ordinance. 

 

Bill Mast, (GR-AT, 1946 Turner NW Grand Rapids, MI) was present. He stated they are 

proposing a 4 story hotel. He stated the frontage will be on Sparks Ave. He stated they 

have gone back and forth with Marriott regarding the loft feature on top of the hotel. He 

stated they have reduced the size and scope greatly and reduced the lighting levels to 

within the ordinance. He stated at one point the height of the hotel was 52 feet 10 inches 

and the height to the roof is 48 feet 1 inch. Mast stated that is a signature element of the 

brand. They have been back and forth with Marriott and they reduced the size of the loft 

but have not been able to eliminate it. 

 

Mast displayed renderings displaying what the loft would look like from the nearest 

Forest Meadow Condominium. Mast stated they believe that what they are proposing 

would be less of an impact on the neighboring residential structures and what is written in 

the ordinance without any special permissions. He stated the grades of the main floor of 

the hotel are 18 ½ feet lower than the main floor of the nearest residential condominium. 

 

Quinn questioned if Marriott would abandon the project if they can’t get past the variance 

request. Mast stated he has pushed Marriott hard enough to have them approve some 

things. He stated he doesn’t know. He stated if the roof top was denied and Marriott 

denied what they are requesting he wouldn’t build the hotel.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding the lighting.  

 

Lenger questioned the signage. Pung stated they will have one wall sign on the south side 

of the hotel and one freestanding sign under the entrance canopy. 

 

Lenger opened the public hearing. 

 

Mark Daneman, (2557 Forest Bluff Drive), member of the Forest Meadows 

Condominiums representing the Board was present.  He stated their primary objection is 

the height of the ornamental decorative structure. He stated if they follow the standards 

the Zoning Board will not be able to approve the height. He stated it is not a critical part 

of the unit or building. It is part of their brand. He stated if they are going to approve at 

least put some conditions on it so the height won’t bother the neighbors. He stated the 

lighting facing to the north and to the east will have a dramatic effect. He stated they are 

not opposed to the hotel but they object to the lighting. He also questioned if the Zoning 

Board could have a condition on the time the lights can be on. 

 

Laine Stewart, 2500 Forest Bluff Drive was present. She had concerns about the loft and 

the lights.  
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Lenger questioned what the residents will see from their view. Mast stated they will not 

be lights on the north side of the building just low level lighting for safety. They have 

eliminated all of the horizontal lighting.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding the lighting on the building. 

 

VanNoord questioned if he ever thought about building a three story hotel with the loft. 

Mast stated it will not work, they are tight on the footprint already. Mast stated if the 4 

stories is not approved then it will not be a hotel. 

 

Lenger questioned if the loft came off what would the height be. Mast stated 48.6 feet.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding the lighting. 

 

Lipner questioned what motivated Marriott to locate on a small area. He stated he knows 

it is zoned commercial and not on a major street there isn’t going to be much traffic. Mast 

stated it won’t depend on drive-by traffic, the rooms are done on reservation systems. 

Mast stated this is their last piece they have to develop. 

 

Motion by Quinn, supported by McCloud, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0)-  

 

Lipner stated point 1 is met the property is unique in that it is isolated by its surroundings. 

Lipner stated point 2 is met. This is a very unique request in a very unique area. Lipner 

stated point 3 is not met. He stated there are not many comparables in the zoning district. 

He stated they could meet the requirements with a smaller facility 

 

Quinn stated points 1,2 and 3 have been met he believes they could use a smaller facility 

but it won’t work mathematically 

 

McCloud stated points 1 and 2 have been met and stated point 3 has not been met. 

Royston, VanNoord, Lenger concurred. 

 

Lipner stated point 4 is met. They have alleviated the concerns of the neighbors. Lipner 

stated point 5 is not met. The ordinance was set up to restrict the height of the buildings 

in the various districts. Lipner stated point 6 is not met. It is the applicants request to 

build it as it is, it is their requirements.  

 

Quinn concurred 

 

McCloud stated point 4 and 5 have been met. McCloud stated point 6 has not been met. 

 

Royston stated point 4 has been met. Royston stated points 5 and 6 have not been met. 
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VanNoord stated points 4 and 5 have been met. VanNoord stated point 6 has not been 

met. 

 

Lenger stated point 4 has been met. Lenger stated points 5 and 6 have not been met. 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by Royston to deny V-18-15 based on the request not 

meeting points. 

3. The property could still be developed with a different use on smaller building 

5. The variance will impair the intent and purpose of the Zoning Ordinance to 

restrict the height of structures in various zone districts. 

6. The applicants desire to build a 4 – story hotel is the reason for the request  

 

                                                                           -Motion Carried (6-0) - 
 

*(Mast decided not to pursue the request and withdrew his application.)* 

 

Appeal #V-18-16   (tabled from the December 17, 2018 meeting) 

 

Applicant:   GR AT. LLC  

Location:   4316 Sparks Drive, SE 

 

Request:   The applicant wishes to construct a hotel on the site.  In 

order to develop the site as proposed, the following variances would be required: 

 

Part A- Section 8.03.B.1:  Prohibits parking within the required front yard setback.  

Parking encroaches 10 feet into the required front yard setback. 

 

Part B- Section 15.04.O.1:  Requires a 25-foot wide greenbelt along the front lot line.  A 

driveway encroaches 19 feet into the required greenbelt. 

 

Part C- Section 15.04.O.4:  Requires buffer zone B (width of 20 feet plus vegetation) 

along the north lot line.  A driveway encroaches 9 feet into the required greenbelt. 

 

Part D- Sections 8.03.C.2 & 17.06.C:  Require a 20-foot wide greenbelt along the north 

lot line.  A driveway encroaches 9 feet into the required greenbelt. 

 

Part E- Section 19.03.C.4:  Requires a 20-foot wide buffer zone along the north lot line 

and a 10-foot wide buffer zone along the east lot line.  A driveway encroaches 9 feet into 

the required buffer zone along the north lot line and parking comes up to the east lot line. 

 

The requested variances are: 1) reduction of 10 feet to the front yard parking setback, 2) 

permit a driveway to encroach 19 feet into the required front yard greenbelt, 3) permit a 

driveway to encroach 9 feet into the required buffer zone/greenbelt along the north lot 

line, and 4) eliminate the required 10-foot buffer zone along the east lot line. 
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Motion by Royaston, supported by VanNoord to adjourn the meeting. 
 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at  7:55p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

FEBRUARY 18, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Secretary Lipner called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance  

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Darla Bishop, Alan Lipner, Michelle McCloud, Darius Quinn, 

Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Richard Lenger (absent with 

notification) 

OTHERS PRESENT: Planner Joe Pung, the applicants and Director Terry Schweitzer   

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by Quinn, supported by VanNoord, to approve the minutes of January 21, 2019        

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Derusha, Houtman, Lenger absent - 

 

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

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-01 

 

Applicant:   JVB LLC  

Location:   5432 Division Ave SE 

 

Request: Part A:  The applicant wishes to construct a drive-thru restaurant on the site.  The 

primary building wall with have a width of 51.58 feet; Section 23.05.11.A.2 of the Division 

Avenue Form Based Code requires a minimum width of 69.16 feet (50% of the lot width). 

 

The requested variance is for a reduction of 17.58 feet from the minimum required width of the 

primary wall. 

 

Part B:  The property owner wishes to erect a 48.27 sq. foot monument sign with a height of 

8.83’ (8’ 10”) and width of 7.83’ (7’ 10”) for a single tenant building.  Section 23.07.16 limits 

the sign to 12 square feet in area and to a maximum height of 4 feet and maximum width of 3 

feet.  Section 23.07.17 limits the maximum allowable sign area for the property at 24 square feet 

(for a multi-tenant building). 
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The requested variances are for increases in area (36.27 square feet), height (4.83 feet), and 

width (4.83 feet) for a single tenant monument sign; in addition, a variance for an increase of 

24.27 square feet in area above the maximum allowable sign area is requested. 

 

Mike Houseman, Wolverine Building Group, 4045 Barden and Jim Vandenberg site Engineer 

and Designer were present. Houseman stated he is representing Eagle Ready Foods. He stated 

they have interest in locating the Popeyes on Division Avenue. Houseman gave a brief history of 

the site and change to Form Based Code. He stated they have tried many ways to meet the new 

Form Based Code (FBC). He stated Popeye’s buildings are very important to them and you have 

very little things you can do to them. He stated they have been trying to make this work because 

Eagle Ready Foods feels this is a great site and is perfect for redevelopment. He stated they had 

to rezone the property to allow them to get away from the road a little bit because they could not 

fit the building parallel with the road, it didn’t work. He stated they met with staff and when they 

first started off there were about 12-18 variances. He stated they were able to continue to work 

on this and got it down to the two variances. Houseman stated aside from that there were also 

limitations on this site. He stated there was originally an 80 foot wide cross access easement 

across the front. Under the FBC they had to be 50 foot from the road. He stated he got everyone 

in the area affected by the easement to agree to reduce it to 50 feet and that has been signed and 

submitted.   

 

Houseman stated they are asking for the exception to reduce the width of the front of the 

building to about 51.5 feet. He stated under the zoning ordinance it requires that you be 50 

percent of the property width. That would require 69.16 feet.  

 

Houseman stated one of the challenges they have with going to greater than 51 feet to the 69.16 

width building is they would not be able to put the parking on the side of the building. And then 

if they had 69 feet for the building they still need another 25 feet for sidewalk for parking and 18 

foot for a one way drive and 15 feet for the drive-through. 

 

Houseman stated they worked with Popeye’s and got them to except 51 feet. He stated Popeyes 

doesn’t like it because it creates some issues inside. He stated there becomes some security 

concerns and the wider they get they lose visibility to the corners and they don’t like that. They 

want to see what is going on. Eagle Ready Foods has promised that they would put in some 

cameras and meters so that they could monitor that. 

 

He stated the other part of the request is the monument sign. He stated the challenge they have is 

there is a 3 ½ foot berm.  They are actually below Division about three feet. He stated they are 

allowed to have a sign that is 20 feet from the property line, but it puts it in their drive. He stated 

what they want to do is put a sign in the island but because of the elevation they really have no 

visibility. He stated they need a healthy business. He stated they have to have something people 

can see and they know is there for it to thrive. He stated they are asking for the larger sign for 

visibility. 

 

He stated Popeye’s wanted to be in that spot because of the bus station. Not only for their 

workers, but their customers as well. Houseman stated this fits the purpose of the FBC very well.  
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VanNoord questioned the planning commission’s decision. Schweitzer stated the hearing will be 

next week, they had the work session. Pung stated the Planning Commission has to approve the 

special land use and site plan review and it looked favorable at the work session. 

 

Schweitzer reviewed FBC with respect to setbacks and signs. 

 

Lipner questioned the existing sign on the property. Houseman stated the existing sign will be 

removed. 

 

Quinn questioned signage. Puns stated they are allowed wall signage on the building. Under FBC 

on the west signage is allowed in what is called a sign band. There is also allowance for signage 

on the south side based on the entrance drive.  

 

Houseman stated they are allowed to have a ground sign and it can be 20 feet from the property 

line, but unfortunately they cannot because that is where the drive is. So, they are proposing to 

put it back further. He stated their concern is that because of the elevation between Division and 

where the sign is going to be, along with snow they won’t have visibility. They would like to 

have better signage so people can see the sign. They have a lot of constraints they have to deal 

with and at 12 square feet the sign will not be seen. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding FBC 

 

Lipner opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Quinn, support by VanNoord to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Derusha, Houtman, Lenger absent 

Part A. 

 

Quinn stated point 1 is met. There is a BRT station in front of the site and, there is only one more 

on Division Avenue in Kentwood. Quinn stated point 2 is met there is one other property in 

Kentwood with a BRT station. Quinn stated point 3 is met we have a unique situation and an 8 

foot BRT existing right in front of the proposed building. 

 

VanNoord, Royston, McCloud, Bishop and Lipner concurred points 1,2 and 3 have been met. 

 

Quinn stated part 4 is met. Quinn stated point 5 is met, Popeyes has gone out of their way to 

meet the code. Quinn stated point 6 has been met we are talking about the distance of 17 feet and 

the applicant already demonstrated there will be some concerns with safety if they were to 

expand 17 feet more. 
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VanNoord, Royston, McCloud, Bishop and Lipner concurred points 4,5 and 6 have been met. 

 

Part B. 

48.27 square foot monument sign with a height of 8.83 and a with 7 feet 10 inches. 

Quinn stated a lot of similarities in his response previously and it has to do with the overall 

placement of the property barrier along Division. 

 

Quinn stated point 1 is met. We have the 3 foot grading issue along with the BRT. Quinn stated 

point 2 has been met. Quinn stated point 3 has been met.  They deserve the opportunity to have 

their signs displayed in a way that they can be seen. 

 

VanNoord, Royston, Bishop and Lipner concurred points 1, 2 and 3 have been met. 

 

McCloud stated she agrees that point 1 and 2 have been met but not point 3. 

 

Quinn stated point 4 has been met, it would not appear to be detrimental. Quinn stated point 5 

has been met. Quinn stated point 6 has been met because of some of the imposed barriers by the 

BRT station. 

 

 

VanNoord, Royston, McCloud, Bishop and Lipner concurred points 4,5 and 6 have been met. 

 

Motion by Quinn, supported by Royston to approve V-19-01. 

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.  

The existing BRT station along with a 3 foot berm and landscaping are 

unique to this site.  

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 due to the unique situation of the proeprty 
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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. The applicant did not create the situation with respect to the BRT 

station, berm, landscaping 

 

 Schweitzer stated Quinn will be on the Planning Commission and this is Bishop’s last meeting. 

 

Bishop stated the army is moving them northern Virginia.  

 

Pung stated we have an application for March and that the City Commission will have a meeting 

that evening and wanted to know if the Commissioners are ok with a Tuesday March 19 meeting.   

 

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

- Motion Carried (6 -0) – 

- Derusha, Houtman, Lenger absent - 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:50p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 



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. 
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 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. 



Approved Minutes 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

March 19, 2019 

Page 3 

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 



Approved Minutes 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

March 19, 2019 

Page 4 

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  

 

 

 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

MAY 20, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (Lenger) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Richard Lenger, Alan Lipner, 

Michelle McCloud, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  None 

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

applicants, and about 30 residents. 

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by Lipner, supported by Houtman, to approve the minutes of March 19, 2019.        

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-03 

 

Applicant:   Jonathan Smith  

Location:   5041 Kalamazoo Avenue, SE 

 

Request:     

The applicant wishes to install a swimming pool on the property.  The applicant is 

proposing to place the pool on the north (side) property line; Section 3.11.C requires that 

swimming pools be setback a minimum of six (6) feet from any side or rear property line. 

 

The requested variance is to allow for a reduction of six (6) feet to the minimum side 

yard setback for the swimming pool. 

 

Jonathan Smith, 5041 Kalamazoo Ave was present representing the request. He stated 

they would like to build a pool in what he would consider that backyard. He stated he 

would like to place it at the zero lot line because of where they have their deck. He stated 

they also had a variance 4 years ago for the deck. He stated if they don’t have the 
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variance the pool would be hidden behind the house and the garage and you wouldn’t’ be 

able to see a lot of it from the deck. 

 

Smith stated the way his property is laid out they have a section that is Consumer’s 

property, but they are leasing it from them. He stated they applied for a permit two years 

ago and erected a fence. He stated if they move the pool over by the garage they are 

going to lose a lot of the view of the pool when being on the deck.  

 

Derusha questioned how wide is the deck. Smith stated the deck is 10 feet.  

 

Royston questioned if he is going to extend the deck. Smith stated just so that it will but 

up to the pool. Royston questioned how long is the lease with Consumers. Smith stated it 

renews every year. 

 

Lenger questioned placing it on the Consumers property. Smith stated Consumers has a 

no pool policy. Smith stated they want a zero lot line just so they can see as much of it as 

possible while they are on the deck.  

 

Lipner questioned the dimensions of the pool. Smith stated it is an 18x38. 

 

VanNoord questioned if he will have a fence around the pool. Smith stated yes the 

backyard is fenced and locked. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by Lenger, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) - 

 

Houtman stated point 1 is met due to the situation next to Consumers property, the land 

is leased, deck is there and the yard is fenced, it is not visible to the public and 

Consumers agrees. Houtman stated point 2 is met this doesn’t happen a lot and 

properties in the area don’t have a deck next to the property line. Houtman stated point 

3 is met even though the property is wide enough to allow the pool to be placed 

elsewhere without the variance; however it makes sense to place the pool next to the 

line because it allows usage of the deck and the pool and it is not visible to the public 

and it is ok with the owner of the land next door. 

 

Lipner stated point 1,2 have been met. Lipner stated he agrees that the pool could be 

located others ways or changing the orientation 3 has been met. 
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Lenger stated point 1 has not been met. As much as this is convenient and works out for 

the family there are no exceptional issues with the property. Lenger stated point 2 has 

been met. Lenger stated point 3 has not been met this can be done in other places.  

 

VanNoord stated points 1,2 and 3 have not been met. 

 

Royston stated he concurs with Houtman that points 1,2 and 3 have been met. 

 

McCloud stated point 1 has not been met. McCloud stated point 2 has been met. 

McClound stated point 3 has not been met. 

 

Derusha stated he concurs with Houtman that points 1,2 and 3 have been met. 

 

Houtman stated point 4 has been met because it is behind a fence on his property. 

Houtman stated point 5 is met he is trying to make the property as usable as possible.  

Houtman stated point 6 is met we granted a variance for a deck that is against the 

property line and this will be a continuation of the same. 

 

Lipner stated since the property line is so far from the usable portion of the property 

with granting the lease with Consumers he thinks that points 4,5 and 6 have been met. 

 

Lenger VanNoord, Royston concurred that points 4,5 and 6 have been  met. 

 

McCloud stated point 4 has been met and point 5 and 6 have not been met. 

 

Derusha concurred that points 4,5 and  6 have been met. 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by Royston, to grant conditional approval of V-

19-03 

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. The deck which will abut the pool is built up to the 

side lot line   

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.  
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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.  

 

- Motion Carried (4-3) – 

- Lenger, McCloud and VanNoord opposed - 

Appeal #V-19-04 

 

Applicant:   Mike & Kerry Black     

Location:   2050 Creek Ridge Drive, SE  

 

Request:    

The applicant wishes to develop a site condominium development on their property.  

Several of the units would be accessed off of a private street.  The private road is non-

conforming with respect to road curvature.  Section 18.02.H of the Zoning Ordinance 

requires that private streets be upgraded to appropriate standards where additional lots are 

allowed access to the private street. 

 

The requested variance is to permit additional lots access to the private street without 

bringing the road curvature into compliance with current standards. 

 

Max Scholtz, 8464 Elkwood Byron Center was present representing the request.  He 

stated they submitted a plan for a small site condominium development to the Planning 

Commission and they were notified that the private drive that it fronts on did not meet the 

current specifications that the City has. He stated the reason it doesn’t conform is the 

radius is supposed to be 300 feet and it is 200 feet; therefore, they were instructed to 

come in front of the Zoning Board to seek a variance.  

 

Scholtz stated there are 5 residences that are using that private road right now. He stated 

he knows one resident would definitely object and to correct the curvature they would 

have to tear up the road and it couldn’t be used for awhile.  He stated the Engineering 

Department didn’t see any significant problems with the radius the way it was. He stated 

they asked their engineer to research the Kent County road specifications and his 

recommendation is the 300 foot radius requirement is a safety measure for 35mph streets 

with 12 foot lanes. This street has 9 foot lanes and studies have shown that narrower 

lanes slow traffic. The Engineering Dept. stated the existing radius is safe and meets the 

intent of the ordinance. There are no traffic accidents or incidents on the private drive. He 

stated you automatically drive 10 miles per hour because of the curvature and the road is 

existing. He stated this won’t be a recurring use because the roads built in Kentwood do 

not have these unique characteristics; if the variance is granted he doesn’t think it will be 

a recurring use. He stated they would be adding another 5 houses in addition to the 

already 5 homes that are using the drive. At the proposed entrance and exit to Creekridge 

Dr the residents would have the option of going right or east or they also have the option 

of going left and accessing public streets to get in and out of the development.   
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Houtman questioned what if the request doesn’t get approved through planning 

commission. Pung stated they do have the option to run the private street to 52nd Street as 

long as it meets our requirements. Pung stated as long as you have a second approved 

egress on to a public road then you would not have to upgrade the existing private road.  

The drive off of Creekridge does not go all the way to 52nd Street. If that road was 

extended all the way to 52nd Street then they would not have to upgrade Creekridge. If the 

variance isn’t granted they will have to do some modifications. 

 

Lenger questioned if the variance is granted who does it go to. Pung stated they could and 

up to fifteen lots. The road would not have to be upgraded with regard to the curvature up 

to 15 lots; once you hit 16 then the road has to be widened and sidewalk added on one 

side. If a variance was approved and we did receive a lot split that would bring it up to 14 

lots, any future splits would have to upgrade the road.  

 

Scholtz stated they would also be happy to put a sign up that says “no right turn” to 

encourage the traffic to use the public street access 

 

Houtman stated if the road is extended down to 52nd Street that is one access to a public 

road where is the other. Pung stated right now the way it is designed the only access 

would be onto Creekridge Drive. If they created another way to get to a public road then 

they would not have to upgrade Creekridge. Pung stated if they design the road so it goes 

all the way to 52nd Street they would not have to do anything to Creekridge and would 

not need the variance.  Houtman questioned if they have considered that. Schotlz stated 

they have but they thought it would be nicer and more private to come in from the north 

as long as the public road was right there.  

 

Lipner stated if the variance was granted who owns the variance. Pung stated the road so 

if someone else wanted to split their property they could as long as it didn’t exceed the 15 

lots. Pung stated anything over 15 would require a wider pavement area plus sidewalk.  

 

Schultz stated potentially they looked at adding more lots but they didn’t think that it 

would be as nice of development and the owner wanted to keep it small. He stated they 

have worked out more than ample green area because they have reduced the sites and 

they have also worked on outside storage. He stated they could have proposed something 

with higher density but they wanted the green area and there is also going to be a 

community facility that the residents can use for inside storage and a get together.  

Houtman questioned if there was an association currently in existence. Scholtz stated 

they wouldn’t do that until they get all the approvals. Houtman stated they would have a 

5 unit association. Scholtz stated yes. Houtman questioned if they have investigated the 

cost of extending the road down to 52nd Street. Scholtz stated he doesn’t know. 

 

Scholtz stated the environmental issue is a concern but it isn’t a problem. They show 

quite a bit of green area and want it to be nice. They could have proposed a higher 

density development.  
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Houtman questioned the type of homes they are building. Scholtz stated they will be 

individual single family houses. They will all be able to use the community building for 

storage and get togethers. They have worked with staff on green areas in the right place 

to ensure privacy for the residents but that has to be approved by the Planning 

Commission. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

Lipner read three letters: 

 

Cheryl and Darrel Moretenson, 1954 Bridlde Creeek Drive do not want the request to be 

granted, it would add additional traffic, they feel they should be responsible for cost to 

bring the road curvature into compliance with the current standards.  

 

Jay and Marylee Benchich, 5130 Maplecreek Ave. They stated their concern is if the road 

is allowed to be built it would have more issues in curvature. They stated the 

neighborhood has a problem with wet basements. And have major water issues.  

 

William Berry, 2121 Creekridge was present. He objected to the City making 

accommodations to developers and investors at the expense of existing long-term 

residents of the community. The number of properties on the road will now be at or near 

the maximum allowable without widening the road.  

 

Scholtz stated Mr. Black does not care if he ever uses that private drive. He would be 

happy having the 5 houses and the traffic going out to the west. He stated he would be 

happy with the stipulation saying all traffic has to go to the west. The Commissioners 

agreed there is no way to enforce that. VanNoord suggested going south. 

 

Richard Neal, 2165 Creekidge. He stated he lives on the curve of the road. He stated that 

saying nobody drives down the road is ridiculous. He sits in his yard and people drive 

down the road at 35-40 miles per hour slamming on brakes to make the curve. Every 

winter people don’t make the curve and they have to dig them out of their yards. No 

reason for them not to exit off of 52nd Street. It makes no sense to have them exit on their 

private drive. He questioned if they ended the private road at Berry’s property so they 

would have to go out to the west. Pung stated we would have to look into that and see 

how it was approved and what impact that would have on the ordinance requirements. 

 

Douglas Bultema, 5081 Maplecreek was present. He stated they don’t want all the cars 

coming down the street with all the kids. 

 

Daryl Wilson 2101 Creekridge was present.  He stated he has a proposal for a 3 way split 

of his land, one acre on each side.  He stated he loves the place loves his private drive, 

but he wants to split off two acres and sell it. He lives on the end where they are 

proposing to have the driveway come out. He stated he wants to keep the private drive 

the way it is.  
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Dale Bell, 2160 Creekridge was present. He stated they wanted to move in this area 

because it is secluded and for privacy they respect each other’s privacy. He stated he 

wants the drive to remain a private drive and not for the road to come through.  

 

James Hayes, 5057 Maple Creek was present. He stated he appreciates the quietness and 

that will be affected if people can use that road. There is no stop sign. He stated Zoning 

Board needs to take into consideration and to respect the people that put their money into 

the community and their private drive.  

 

Jim Rush, 1975 Creekridge was present. He stated the road is narrow and they are not 

interested in more traffic on the street. He stated he is in objection due to safety reasons 

and the increase in traffic.  

 

Jim Dousman was present. The reason the applicant is here for the variance because of 

the curvature of the road and the number of lots that are being created. He stated the 

applicant created this problem the solution is simple; he could run the road out to 52nd 

Street and he doesn’t need a variance. 

 

Micahel Black was present. He stated the lot has been there for 52 years it was for sale 

from May until the flowing February and any one of these neighbors that have complaints 

could have bought it and made it what they wanted and they didn’t.  He stated he builds 

nice homes. He stated he lives in one side of the duplex and rents out the other side. The 

second house on the property is his son’s house and he hopes to build a house for his 

other son who is a marine. His daughter just got married she is going to build a house as 

well this will be a family thing. He stated he has access to 2050 Creekridge and if he uses 

that road he would have to pitch in 200 dollars every year towards the maintenance of 

that road. He stated they bought 6 acres this will be his family homes.  

 

VanNoord asked if he thought about a culdesac. Black stated he is just trying to eliminate 

thru traffic. He even thought about putting a gate up so nobody can go down that road if 

they do not belong. He would rather not have a road go all the way to 52nd Street. 

 

Houtman questioned where he would put the 5 units and would that become a 5 unit 

condominium association. Black stated they are saying it is better off not having the 

duplex in the condominiums, but whether or not its in the condominium association he 

believes it is not. Discussion ensued regarding a condo association. Pung stated the other 

option they have is to plat it. Lenger stated the variance is to the property and not the 

road. Pung stated he would have to speak to our attorney to see to what extent we can 

place restrictions when granting this variance.  

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by Royston to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 
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Lenger stated what we are looking at is a variance for the private road and the curvature. 

 

Lenger stated point 1 is not met. This has been here for a long time and has nothing to do with 

the specific piece of property this is sitting on. Lenger stated point 2 is met this is extremely 

unique. Lenger stated point 3 is met. 

 

Lipner stated points 1,2 and 3 have not been met 

 

Houtman stated point 1 has not been met. Houtman stated points 2 and 3 have been met. 

 

VanNoord concurred that point 1 has not been met and point 2 and 3 have been met 

 

Royston stated points 1 and 2 have been met and point 3 has not been met 

 

McCloud stated point 1 has not been met. Point 2 me and point 3 not met 

 

Derusha stated points 1,2 and 3 have not been met 

 

Lenger stated point 4 will be detrimental and has not been met. Lenger stated point 5 has not 

been met. Lenger stated point 6 has been met it is not an issue that the applicant has done to the 

road. 

 

Lipner stated point 4 and 5 have not been met and point 6 has been met. It is the private road and 

not the applicant 

 

Houtman, VanNoord, Royston, McCloud, Derusha concurred that point 4 and 5 have not been 

met and point 6 has been met. 

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by Royston, to deny V-19-04 

1.  There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 

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

zoning district that would make a variance necessary. 

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. They could access off of 52nd Street to develop the property 

4.  The variance would be detrimental to adjacent property and the surrounding 

neighborhood.  

5.  Taken as a whole, the variance will impair the intent and purpose of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) - 

 

Appeal #V-19-05 

 

Applicant:    Ken Kuiper 
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Location:    3643 Long Grove Drive, SE 

 

Request: 

The applicant wishes to construct a third stall onto the existing attached garage; the 

addition would come up to the side lot line.  Section 3.15.A.5 of the Kentwood Zoning 

Ordinance requires that an accessory building attached to a main building conform to all 

zoning regulations, which includes setbacks, applicable to main buildings.  The property 

is zoned R-PUD-1 and requires a minimum side yard building setback of five (5) feet. 

 

The requested variance is for a reduction of five (5) feet to the required side yard setback. 

 

Ken Kuiper, 3643 Long Grove Drive was present. He stated he is requesting to build a 

third stall all the way to his property line. He stated he is one of the unique lots in 

Baileys’ Grove that is on an angle. He is not parallel to his lot lines, if he were he would 

be able to accomplish what he was trying to do to build a third stall.  He stated what he is 

proposing doesn’t impede on anything. He is 40-45 feet away from his neighbor to the 

east and he is seeking to go to the lot line. He stated to the east of his house is just woods. 

He stated he can get the 11 foot width that he wants and an 8 foot garage door to get the 

car in and out. 

 

Houtman asked how far away are the other homes. Kuiper stated 50 feet from his 

property 

 

Lenger stated he is looking at about 40 houses that has the same situation as he does other 

than that they are not quite at an angle. But looking at their property if they add a garage 

they would be right up against the same thing. He stated the concern he has is if the 

Zoning Board does it for him his neighbor will say what about me.  Kuiper stated if his 

house sat parallel, he could do what he wanted to do without the variance, but, since he is 

on an angle and his neighbors are not, that is why he is seeking the variance. He stated he 

measured between the house to the left and he would still have more room with his 

addition between his house and his neighbor to the east than all of those houses. Lipner 

stated we are setting a precedence if the Commissioners grant the request. 

 

Lipner stated when he drove by the property there was a slope. He questioned if he had to 

do any leveling and how does he intend to put that in. Kuiper stated his intention would 

be to excavate this and put in his walls so that he is as level with the concrete floor and 

two stall as possible and then pour his driveway. He stated his goal is to have everything 

level. 

 

Lipner questioned how much of a square footage is he allowed in the garage. Pung stated 

768 square feet. He has 468 square feet now and he would add the addition on and have a 

grand total of 700 square feet. 

 

Derusha questioned if the wetland is the neighbors property. Pung stated it is his 

neighbors property, but there is a drainage easement on it. Kuiper stated it is on his 



Approved Minutes 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

May 20, 2019 

Page 10 

neighbors property. Derusha questioned if it is unbuildable. Pung stated you can’t block 

the drainage easement. Derusha stated that he can see that as an exception. 

 

Royston questioned what the setback would be at the front of the 3rd stall. Kuiper stated 

he is 13 1/2 feet on the southeast side, 2 ½ feet off his property line and right on it at the 

northeast corner 

 

Derusha stated the only other option would be to have the garage in the backyard. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

VanNoord stated point 1 is met because of his land. VanNoord stated point 2 is not met. A lot of 

people want that and it is right on the lot line. VanNoord stated point 3 is not met. 

 

Royston stated point 1 is met his house is built with a twist to it and combined with the easement 

next door. Royston stated point 2 has been met. This is a fairly exceptional case how the house 

sits and what is sitting next to. Royston stated point 3 had been met. 

 

McCloud stated point 1 has been met and points 2 and 3 have not been met. 

 

Lenger stated points 1 and 2 have been met and point 3 has not been met. 

 

Lipner stated points 1,2 and 3 have been met. 

 

Houtman stated point 1 has been met and points 2 and 3 have not been met. 

 

Derusha stated point 1,2 and 3 have been met. 

 

VanNoord stated point 4 has been met. VanNoord stated point 3 has not been met because the 

property line is right next to the property line. VanNoord stated point 6 has been met it is not his 

fault the way his land is and the way the house was built on the property. 

 

Royston stated point 4, 5 and 6 have been met. 

 

McCloud stated 4 has been point, point 5 has not been met and point 6 has been met. 

 

Lenger, Lipner, and Houtman concurred. 

 

Derusha stated points 4,5 and 6 have been met. 
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Motion by VanNoord, supported by Houtman, to deny V-19-05 based on 

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, other homes have 

the same circumstance. 

3.  The literal application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would not 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 impair the intent and purpose of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

-   Motion Carried (5-2) – 

- Derusha and Royston opposed - 

 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by to Lenger, adjourn the meeting. 
 

- Motion Carried ( 7-0) – 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

JULY 15, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (Royston) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Alan Lipner, Michelle 

McCloud, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Richard Lenger (with notification) 

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

applicants. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Lenger absent -  

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by Lipner, supported by VanNoord, to approve the minutes of May 20, 2019.      

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Lenger absent - 

 

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

  

There was no public comment. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-06 

 

Applicant:   Sue Fletcher   

Location:   1959 – 52nd Street, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to construct a second detached 

accessory building on the property.  Section 3.15.D.2.a of 

the Zoning Ordinance permits only one detached accessory 

building on the property. 
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The requested variance is for a second detached accessory 

building on the property. 

 

Sue Fletcher, 1959 52nd Street, was present representing the request. She stated they 

would like to put a second accessory building in the back corner of their lot. She stated 

the home is a duplex and the storage building they currently have is too small and it is on 

the tenants side. She stated they would like to construct a storage unit on their side. She 

stated the property is owner occupied. 

 

Derusha questioned how big of a building do they plan to build. Mr. Fletcher stated a 

12x16. Fletcher stated it will be landscaped and look nice. 

 

McCloud questioned how long the current storage unit has been on the property. Fletcher 

stated they bought the home 22 years ago and it was there then. McCloud questioned 

have they considered tearing the existing one down and putting a new one in the middle 

of the property so it can be shared. Mrs. Fletcher stated it becomes a matter of economics. 

She stated the existing one is there and has been maintained. Mr. Fletcher stated the shed 

is sitting on a 24 inch concrete foundation with a course of blocks sitting on top of that. 

Mr. Fletcher stated that would all have to be demolished.  

 

Mr. Fletcher stated in the staff report there was suggestion of adding on to either end of 

the building. He stated you have to have a minimum of 10 foot setback for a garage and 

at least one foot setback on either side. He stated there is a 13 foot setback currently that 

would put the shed within 3 feet then it would be in violation of the setbacks. He stated to 

build the additional garage it cost over $30,000 dollars as opposed to spending $3,500 for 

a storage building.  

 

Mrs. Fletcher questioned if they were to object what is the reason. Derusha stated they 

are only allowed one detached accessory building on the property. Mrs.Fletcher stated 

she understands but this is not a single family home, this is a two family duplex. Derusha 

stated he understands, but the problem is if we approve one everybody else who has a 

duplex is going to want to do the same thing. Mrs. Fletcher stated not too many duplexes 

in her area are owner occupied and she can’t imagine an investor having a storage 

building that would incur any cost.  

 

Mrs. Fletcher stated the neighbors were contacted and only one asked if it was going to 

be a garage and there was no feedback from anybody else. 

 

Houtman questioned if they looked into adding to the existing storage shed. Mrs. Fletcher 

stated the issue they have is with her husband’s health and heart condition it would be 

easier if he could just walk directly out the back door. Mr. Fletcher stated there was no 

way to add on to it, it was not designed that way.  
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Lipner questioned if there were any provisions for multi- family. Pung stated that with multi-

family (which is 3 or more dwelling units) there is a different set of regulations, Single family 

duplexes have the same regulations with regard to accessory structures.  

 

Mrs. Fletcher stated the present zoning may be limiting those with two a families under the same 

guidelines as a single family. Derusha stated there are a number of issues; to approve the request 

all 6 standards have to meet. Deursha stated their options are to take the shed that they have and 

expand it or replace it with a new one. 

 

Mrs. Fletcher stated we need to look at the ordinance. She does not believe a two family should 

be the same as a single family. Mr. Fletcher questioned the difference between this request and 

the 3429 52nd Street, 1239 Camille drive, 2500 52nd Street, 5615 Wing Ave, 5540 Wing Avenue. 

Lipner stated we would have to go through and review each one and see why it was granted. 

Discussion ensued regarding homes that were granted variances. 

 

The applicants stated they would like to see what circumstances were different when the 

previous request were granted and why they are being treated differently than the 5 requests that 

were granted in the previous years.  Staff stated they will get that information for the applicants.  

 

Derusha stated we can table the request to the August 19, 2019 meeting and research why the 

other requests were granted.  

 

Lipner suggested in the meantime, they take a look at the 6 standards and their responses. 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by VanNoord, to table V-19-06 to August 19, 2019. 

  

- (Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Lenger absent - 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried ( 6-0) – 

- Lenger absent -  

 

 

Meeting adjourned at  7:30p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

AUGUST 19, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance  

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Richard Lenger, Alan Lipner, 

Michelle McCloud, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT: None 

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

applicants, and about 8 resident. 

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by Lipner, supported by VanNoord, to approve the minutes of July 15, 2019        

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-06 - (tabled from July 15, 2019) 

Applicant:  Sue Fletcher 

Location:  1959 – 52nd Street, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to construct a second detached accessory 

building on the property.  Section 3.15.D.2.a of the Zoning 

Ordinance permits only one detached accessory building on the 

property. 

 

The requested variance is for a second detached accessory building 

on the property. 

 

Applicant was not present. 

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by Lipner, to table the request to the September 16, 

2019 meeting. 

-Motion Carried (7-0) – 
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Appeal #V-19-07  

 

Applicant:  Kalabat Engineering 

Location:  3185, 3215, and 3243 Woodland Drive, SE 

 

Request: The property owner wishes to construct a hotel on the property.  

Parking would come to with 19.3 feet of the front lot line; Section 

8.03.B.1 of the Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum front yard 

parking setback of 40 feet and Section 15.04.O.1 requires a 25-foot 

wide greenbelt along Woodland Drive. 

 

The requested variances are for a reduction of 20.7 feet to the required 

parking setback and a reduction of 5.7 feet to the required front yard 

greenbelt. 

 

Jake Porid, Lake Orient Michigan was present. He stated he feels they meet the criteria. He 

stated the variance is not detrimental to any of the adjacent properties. The property is unique. 

There is a compressed space because they were trying to make a turning radius for the fire and 

safety vehicles, for this reason is why some adjustments had to be made. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

Glenda Ring, 2354 Radcliff Dr. was present. She stated she is concerned with how many trees 

are going to get cut. She stated her backyard is directly behind Kohl’s and the trees create a 

buffer.  

 

Robert Buffom, 2368 Radcliff Dr. was present. He stated he doesn’t have a problem with a hotel 

being built, however as residents in Radcliff Village, they would like to preserve that area of the 

trees because it is a buffer zone. He stated they have a lot of wildlife in that area and the trees are 

important to them.  

 

Porid stated they are seeking a variance to be closer to the private drive. They are not seeking a 

variance relative to the side yard because they are compliant there. He stated in order for the City 

of Kentwood’s Fire department to get their ladder and fire trucks to make that turning radius they 

had to compress some space in the parking field. Porid stated in the Planning Commissions 

finding of fact it is in the language that they maintain enhanced landscaping. Pung stated one of 

the conditions was staff review and approval of the landscaping plan and make sure the residents 

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

 

Schweitzer stated just to be clear the variance request relates to the frontage along Woodland 

Drive. Schweitzer stated trees will be taken out, but the applicant is stating they are going to 

increase their landscaping along that portion of the site. 

 

Mary Vanderwhitey, 2358 Radcliff Dr.was present. She stated her backyard is against the 

parking lot of Kohl’s and has lived there for 27 years. She stated when Kohl’s first wanted to 
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build she came to the meetings hearing all the great plans Kohl’s laid out and how they were 

going to have this great tree area and berms. She stated they aren’t taking care of the trees that 

are in there. Kohls had a dead tree and she has called them because she was afraid it was going to 

hit her condo and nothing was done. She stated we had a storm and the tree came down; it didn’t 

ruin her deck but Kohls did nothing about it. They made it sound sweet when they wanted this 

variance and they did not follow through with the things they committed to. Kohls doesn’t take 

care of their trash. She questioned will the proposed hotel take care of their trash and their trees. 

Dersuha suggested she call City staff with her concerns.  

 

Sandy Rademaker, 2295 Radcliff Circle was present. She stated she is concerned with the water. 

How much additional paving it will be and what accommodations they have for water run off 

because there is a wetland there and they have had some water issues in their condo complex. 

Pung stated it has been reviewed by the Engineering Department. She also stated she is 

concerned about traffic backup. 

 

Jim Rademaker 2295 Radcliff Circle. He was concerned about the traffic on the Beltline whether 

you need lights and how you control traffic. Concerned about the additional parking and the 

traffic at the hotel  

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) -  

 

Lenger stated point 1 is met. This is a compact piece of property and they are trying to meet all 

the conditions in the ordinance. Lenger stated point 2 is met. This is unique and a separate issue 

pertaining to this piece of property only. Lenger stated point 3 is met. 

 

Lipner, Houtman, Royston, VanNoord, McCloud, and Derusha concurred that points 1,2 and 3 

have been met. 

 

Lenger stated point 4 is met with the help of the Planning Commission the concerns that the 

neighbors have will be addressed. He stated the property will be enhanced with the necessary 

landscaping to be a good neighbor. Lenger stated point 5 has been met. Lenger stated point 6 has 

been met, they are trying to make use of a piece of property that has been vacant. 

 

Lipner, Houtman, Royston, VanNoord, McCloud, and Derusha concurred that points 4, 5, and 6 

have been met. 

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by Houtman, to approve V-19-07 and to comply with all the 

planning commission requirements for the special land use and site plan.  

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:  
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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 by Lenger, supported by Royston, to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 750  p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

SEPTEMBER 16, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (VanNoord) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Richard Lenger, Alan Lipner, 

Michelle McCloud, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT: None 

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

applicants.   

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Houtman stated on page 2 first paragraph it should be Lake Orion and not Orient.  

 

 Motion by Lenger, supported by Lipner, to approve the minutes of August 19, 2019 

with change noted.  

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-06 - (tabled from August 19, 2019) 

 

Applicant:  Sue Fletcher 

Location:  1959 – 52nd Street, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to construct a second detached accessory 

building on the property.  Section 3.15.D.2.a of the Zoning 

Ordinance permits only one detached accessory building on the 

property. 

 

The requested variance is for a second detached accessory building 

on the property 

 

Pung stated he spoke to the applicants and told them their options would be to table, withdrawl 

or it will be denied. They wanted to table, staff asked them to submit something in writing with a 
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date certain. They agreed, however staff hasn’t received anything yet. Pung stated the 

commissioner’s option would be to table or deny the request. 

 

The commissioners suggested tabling and in the event staff doesnt hear from them or they don’t 

show up again, the variance request will be denied. 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by Royston, to table V-19-06 to October 21, 2019. 

 

- Motion Carried (5-2)-  

- McCloud and VanNoord opposed - 

Appeal #V-19-08 

 

Applicant:  Jeff Otterbacher 

Location:  130 Murray Street, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to replace an existing detached garage with a 

new 768 square foot detached garage setback three (3) feet from 

the rear lot line.  Section 3.15.C.2.b of the Kentwood Zoning 

Ordinance requires a minimum rear yard setback of thirty (30) feet. 

 

The requested variance is for a reduction of twenty-seven (27) feet 

to the required rear yard setback.  

  

Jeff Otterbacher, 130 Murray Street SE, was present. He stated they would like to replace 

their existing garage and put it towards the back of the lot. He stated the reasons they 

would like to do this is because the lot directly behind him is a Legion Hall parking lot 

and there is a lot of noise. He stated they have caught people in their backyard and had to 

have the police come out. He stated they would feel a lot safer if he could see what was 

going on in his yard. He stated with the garage closer to the house, it blocks off half the 

yard and they have the noise from 44th Street also. He stated he spoke to the Legion and 

other neighbors and they are ok with the request 

 

Ruth Otterbacker, 130 Murray was also present. She stated their neighbor to the west 

currently has a garage the same size. They are interested in 768 square feet adjacent to his 

rear lot with a 3 foot setback. She stated they would like to mirror this on their property. 

She stated another issue that they have is that the property directly to the east is an 

asphalt parking lot owned by a neighbor 1 house over and they have overgrown 

vegetation. They use it as their own parking lot. She stated there are usually 3-4 cars 

parked in the asphalt parking lot rather than using their driveway.  

 

Houtman stated it was used for the Legion but how did they get in there before the fence. 

Otterbacker stated she has been there over 10 years and the fence has been up since they 

have been there. Lipner asked the height of the fence Mr. Otterbacker stated they have an 

8 foot fence on the back lot and on the side they have a 4 foot fence. They have an 8 foot 

fence all the way around their backyard. Discussion ensued regarding height of the fence. 
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Houtman questioned the current zoning requirement. Pung stated the adjacent property to 

the south has the ability for up to 10 feet for fire safety to get someone around. Pung 

stated the minimum for the side yard would be 5 feet. Discussion ensued  

 

Mrs. Otterbacker stated their biggest to concern is safety and visibility. She stated with 

their existing garage they can see from the rear of their lot from their south side windows. 

If they put the new garage at the 30 foot setback they have quite a bit of yard behind 

where they do not have visibility from their home. She stated they have had instances 

where strangers have jumped the fence and run through their backyard.  

 

Houtman questioned if they could live with 10 feet. Otterbacker stated she would prefer 5 

feet, 10 feet they can still get over.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding setbacks in different zoning districts. 

 

Mr. Otterbacher stated they use their garage primarily for work supplies, all of his tools 

and supplies are stored in there. Mr. Otterbacher stated they will have a year to remove 

their existing garage because he is working out of his garage and he plans on tearing it 

down once they get the new one built.  

 

Pung stated once the new one is completed we give them a timeframe to take the old one 

down. Derusha questioned how much time would they need. Otterbacker stated he isn’t 

sure because he hasn’t got a cement contractor yet, but after the garage is up he could 

probably have the other one down in a couple of months. 

 

Mr. Otterbacher stated they have a lot stored in their yard and would store everything in 

this new garage.  

 

Derusha questioned if he can live with 10 feet. Mr. Otterbacher stated it will just make 

the property behind them dead, there is 10 feet between them and the parking lot. It isn’t 

practical to have anything going on behind there, it won’t be useful. Mrs. Otterbacher 

stated they will be losing a lot of yard with the placement of the new garage. 

 

Houtman questioned if they will lose any trees. Otterbacher stated they will lose about 3 

trees. Mrs. Otterbacer stated both their neighbors to the west and the Legion Hall are 

allowing them to use their driveway and parking lot for starting the removal of the trees 

and for future construction of the garage. 

 

Mr. Otterbacher stated if there was ever an issue for fire they could pull the truck in the 

parking lot for easy access.  

 

Derusha questioned if the parking lot next to them is a buildable lot. Pung stated yes it is, 

someday a house could go in there. Derusha stated noted when we allow a variance it is 

forever there is no timeline. 
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Derusha questioned if they can live with 5 feet. Mr. Otterbacher stated he is hoping for 3 

feet. 

 

Lipner read a letter from Michael Ferrands, 126 Murray SE, in support of the request. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

Houtman stated point 1 is met because the extraordinary situation is that it sits up against the 

American Legion parking lot. Houtman stated point 2 is met there are not a lot of locations 

where single family properties back up to Form Based Code properties. Houtman stated point 3 

is met because based on his visual examination there are many that are against the property line. 

 

Lipner, Lenger, Royston, Derusha concurred that points 1, 2 and 3 have been met. 

 

VanNoord stated 1 has not been met, point 2 has been met and point 3 has not been met. 

 

McCloud stated points 1 and 2 have been met and point 3 has not been met. 

 

Houtman stated point 4 is met because other properties also have their buildings 3 feet or so from 

the rear property line. Houtman stated point 5 is met. Houtman stated point 6 has been met it sits 

similar to other properties in the zoning area. 

 

Lipner stated predicated on the fact that there is a commercial development behind the property 

points 4, 5 and 6, have been met 

 

Lenger, Royston, Derusha concurred that points 4, 5 and 6 have been met. 

 

VanNoord stated that point 4 has not been met. Points 5 and 6 have been met. 

 

McCloud stated points 4 and 5 have been met and point 6 has not been met. 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by Lenger, to approve V-19-08 with the stipulation 

that it be a 5 foot setback. 

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.  The property backs p to property 

zoned Form Based Code which allows for setbacks from 5 to 10 feet from the 
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property line. Not a lot of single family properties backing up to Form Based Code 

properties. 

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 by Royston, supported by Houtman, to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried ( 5-2) – 

- McCloud and VanNoord opposed - 

Meeting adjourned at 7:40p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

OCTOBER 21, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (Royston)  

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Richard Lenger, Alan Lipner, 

Michelle McCloud, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  None 

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

applicant.  

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by Lipner,  supported by Lenger, to approve the minutes of September 16, 

2019       

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

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

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-06 - (tabled from September 16, 2019) 

 

Applicant:  Sue Fletcher 

Location:  1959 – 52nd Street, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to construct a second detached accessory 

building on the property.  Section 3.15.D.2.a of the Zoning 

Ordinance permits only one detached accessory building on the 

property. 

 

The requested variance is for a second detached accessory building 

on the property 

 

Pung stated the applicant has requested tabling the request to the April 20, 2020. 

 

Lipner stated we have given them 2 times and they didn’t show up. How many times can the 

Board table. Pung stated he explained to the applicant the Board cannot keep tabling. Pung stated 

originally they wanted to table indefinitely until the City took action on the ordinance 

amendments. Pung stated they would have to pay the fees for the request to be re-noticed.  
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Motion by Lenger, supported by VanNoord to table V-19-06 to the April 20, 2020 meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-1) – 

- McCloud opposed - 

 

Appeal #V-19-09 

 

Applicant:  James Gleghorn  

Location:  2101 Highlander Drive, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to place a 466 square foot detached accessory 

structure on the property.  Section 3.15.D.2 of the Kentwood 

Zoning Ordinance limits the size of the structure to 250 square 

feet. 

 

 The requested variance is for an increase in area of 216 square feet 

over the maximum permitted by ordinance. 

 

James Gleghorn, 2101 Highlander Dr. was present. He stated as of Sunday his situation has 

changed and he would like to withdraw his request. He stated he no longer wants to build the 

accessory building. 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by Lenger, to accept the withdrawal for Appeal V-19-09. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) - 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

Meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  

 

 

 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

NOVEMBER 18, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance  

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Richard Lenger, Alan Lipner, 

Michelle McCloud, Joe Royston, Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  NONE 

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

applicants.   

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by Lenger, supported by Houtman, to approve the minutes of October 21, 

2019.    

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-10 

 

Applicant:   Agathon Solar   

Location:   1211 Old Lake Court, SE  

 

Request: The applicant wishes to place a freestanding solar array in the 

front yard.  Sections 3.15.C.1.a and 3.16.C.7 of the Kentwood 

Zoning Ordinance require that the solar array be located in the 

rear yard. 

 

The requested variance is to permit the freestanding solar 

array to be located in the front yard. 

 

Dirk Pruis, (1211 Old Lake Court) was present. He stated their hope is to place a solar array 

in the front yard of their home. He stated the lot is unusual and it has a drainage easement 

that was put in by the developer. It was a combination of an architect and a developer that 

developed the neighborhood (for Haan Homes). He stated they own half of the drainage 

easement in terms of how the lots lay out. He stated the home is placed further back to the 

north. Behind the home it is quite steep so the elevations drop from right behind the home to 
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where it flattens out at the bottom close to 40 feet, it is quite steep. There is no yard back 

there. They have a small fenced in area behind the home because they have dog and then it is 

very heavily wooded. Based on where a solar array could go back there it would be extremely 

difficult to place it in the backyard. The conditions based on the topography in particular but 

also the woods there would preclude it. He stated the home sits on the lot so high from where 

it is flat that the home itself would likely shade any part of the backyard.  

 

Pruis stated with respect to point 2 the topography of their yard is somewhat unusual and not 

a normal situation. 

 

Pruis stated point 3 they hope to be able to do a solar array and the topography makes things 

difficult and impractical to be able to do behind the home in the rear yard. 

 

VanNoord questioned where they are thinking of putting the structure they will have to take 

down quite a few trees. Pruis stated what their intent is to leave as much foliage as they can. 

He stated they will have to take out some of the low line shrubs right at the base where the 

solar array would go.  Pruis displayed where he would like the array to be placed and the 

trees that may need to come out. Greg Oliver with Agathon Solar stated the solar array panels 

absorb the sunshine so there is usually not a lot of glare. Pruis stated they would like to leave 

the lower brush that is non native and grows like a weed and keeps a little bit of its greenage 

even at this time of year, but it is thick. They thin the weeds out all around the edge of the 

yard but it grows quickly. They are thinking they would do more evergreens that will last 

throughout the winter time or arborvitaes. He stated but they weren’t sure after talking to the 

Engineering Department if they are allowed to do that because it is in the easement. 

Discussion ensued regarding the easement. 

 

Pruis stated regarding point 4 they have had some conversation with the Randalls and their 

most immediate neighbors. He stated most of the neighbors 9 months out of the year they 

won’t be able to see the solar array. 

 

Pruis stated with respect to point 5 the site does have some bearing on this and based on the 

topographic conditions he doesn’t think this will change the intent of the purpose. 

 

Pruis stated point 6 is met because the topography of the site and a geothermal system in the 

side yard. He stated they want to do this the right way and do it well and he feels we as 

individuals are doing some things that are helping the planet and he wants to make sure the 

neighbors feel good about it. 

 

Pruis stated they will consume from Consumers Energy during the cold months and they will 

produce more during the warm months.  

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

John Randall, (1270 Old Lake Court) was present. He stated their home is the only one that 

this will effect. He stated they purchased their home over a year ago.  He stated the location 

impacts them in a negative way. He stated they would not have purchased their home if there 
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was a solar array system that was visible from the back of their house which consist of the 

living room, the kitchen, part of the dining room and their master bedroom. They are 

concerned about any glare and the dead trees that would be coming down you can directly 

see into their home. He thinks there are other areas on their property that they can put the 

solar array. He doesn’t want this to impact the value of their property. He stated he spoke to 

some relators and they stated this could be a significantly negative impact if and when they 

sell the home.  

 

VanNoord questioned if he had any ideas that would help the applicant. Randall stated with 

such a steep slope you would have to put some really large trees in and some of the trees are 

close in their backyard they are at a spot where some of those trees can come towards their 

house and they have been advised to take some of them down. Randall stated this is a large 

system. 

 

Houtman stated there was mention that the geothermal area was off limits. Is it because he 

was afraid of driving down and hitting some of the piping for it.  Pruis stated they use every 

inch of space and you could get lucky and miss it, yes you probably could but you wouldn’t 

see it any less if he moved it further back. 

 

Lenger stated there isn’t anywhere on his property that he can put this that it will not be seen.   

 

Randall stated it doesn’t sound like Pruis or the solar company know what this is going to 

look like. He feels like it is difficult because what is this going to look like, what type of 

foliage, how high is this going to be. 

 

Mrs. Randall questioned if they could put it on the roof. Pruis stated unfortunately the roof 

doesn’t face the right direction.  Lenger stated on the roof it is much more visible and it is the 

first thing you see. 

 

Derusha suggested putting down cardboard and wooden stakes where they want to put the 

solar array and eyeball it from different locations. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding different options for the array. They stated they would plant 

trees for the neighbors satisfaction. Also discussion about planting in the easement. Pung 

stated they would have to discuss with the Engineering Department what could be placed in 

the easement.  

 

Commissioners suggested they table the request and speak to the Randalls so they will know 

what it is going to look like. 

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by Royston to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) -  

 

Lenger stated point 1 is met because of the topography and the vegetation. Lenger stated point 2 is 

met, this is unusual and strange set of circumstances as far as where the solar array can be placed 



Approved Minutes 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

November 18, 2019 

Page 4 

and the heating system in the ground. Lenger stated point 3 is met because of the layout of the 

property. 

 

Lipner stated points 1, 2 and 3 have been met because of the expense to actually relocate to the 

backyard. 

 

Royston concurred points 1,2, and 3 have been met 

 

Houtman stated points 1 and 2 have been met and point 3 has not been met. VanNoord Concurred. 

 

McCloud stated points 1,2 and 3 have been met. 

 

Derusha stated points 1,2 have been met and point 3 is if’y. 

 

Lenger stated point 4 has not been met, but if it was possible to put up more vegetation that would 

help the situation but he isn’t sure if that can be done and it is up to the City Engineer as to whether 

or not you can plant in that area. It becomes an issue to help this neighbor but to make the solar 

panels work. Lenger stated point 5 is met. Lenger stated point 6 is met. 

 

Lipner stated points 4,5 and 6 have been met. Royston concurred. 

 

Houtman stated point 4 has not been met. Houtman stated points 5 and 6 have been met. VanNoord, 

McCloud and Derusha concurred. 

 

Derusha stated one of the options can be to table the request to allow him to get more information to 

satisfy his neighbor or withdraw the request and he wouldn’t have to wait a year if it was denied. He 

stated what the Board is suffering from is lack of information. 

 

Pruis stated he would like to table to the December 16, 2019 meeting. 

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by Houtman to table the request to the December 16, 2019 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) - 

 

 

 

Motion by supported by to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at  8:05p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

DECEMBER 16, 2019, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (VanNoord) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Les Derusha, Richard Lenger, Michelle McCloud, Joe Royston, 

Mary VanNoord 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Robert Houtman, Alan Lipner(with notification) 

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

applicants, and   

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by VanNoord to excuse Houtman and Lipner from 

the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (5-0) 

- Houtman and Lipner absent - 

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by VanNoord, to approve the minutes of November 

18, 2019  

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Houtman and Lipner absent - 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-19-10 (tabled from November 18, 2019 meeting) 

 

Applicant:   Agathon Solar   

Location:   1211 Old Lake Court, SE  

 

Request: The applicant wishes to place a freestanding solar array in 

the front yard.  Sections 3.15.C.1.a and 3.16.C.7 of the 

Kentwood Zoning Ordinance require that the solar array be 

located in the rear yard. 
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The requested variance is to permit the freestanding solar 

array to be located in the front yard. 

 

Dirk Pruis, 1211 Old Lake Court was present. He stated he has provided more detail on 

topography of the backyard, elevations (presented photos that were in the supplemental 

information). He stated the elevation drop from the home is between 30-40 feet.  

 

Pruis stated with respect to condition 3: The rear yard is not a feasible location to place the solar 

array due to the topography of the lot which is steep (approximately 30’ – 40’ change in 

elevation from near house and a roughly 35-40 degree slope with only roughly 10’-20’ of flat 

surface in the corner of the property. This area would also be shaded until nearly midday by the 

home even if there were no trees. He stated the area is heavily wooded.  Both of these 

topographical conditions deprive applicant of abilityto place solar array in rear yard.   

 

Pruis stated with regards to condition four, “the variance will not be detrimental to adjacent 

property and the surrounding neighborhood.” During the months when leaves are on deciduous 

trees and bushes (approximately late April – late October) the proposed solar array will not be 

visible from 1270 Old Lake Ct SE.  He stated during remaining months, existing trees and shrubs 

provide significant screening of the location of the proposed array.  Pruis displayed pictures 

showing views of tarped area of the proposed array (noted that the array size is within 3% – 5% 

margin of error as site engineering of racking required if approval granted) and multiple views 

south from proposed array to 1270 Old Lake Ct and from 1270 Old Lake Ct to proposed array.  

Pruis noted that the distance from 1270 Old Lake Ct to proposed array location is approximately 

250’. 

 

Pruis stated he has been in communication with the Kentwood City Engineer and the 

Engineering Department has no objections to planting in drainage easement to shield 1270 Old 

Lake Ct from proposed solar array over time (estimated 1 – 3 years). Pruis stated there is one 

inlet and one outlet to the easement, he provided drawings to view. He stated the Engineering 

Department stated as long as they plant by hand and don’t bring a spade in there to disrupt the 

drainage and planting in a space that is dry 24/7, 365 days a year they are comfortable. He stated 

landscaping consultant (Everetts) has proposed staggering number of fast growing Green Giant 

Arborvitae and Eastern White Pine to provide strong and natural shielding.  Both are native and 

will provide year-round coverage:  the arborvitae grows approximately 3’ - 5’ per year while the 

white pine grow quickly as well approximately 2’-4’ per year.    

 

Pruis stated Exxel Engineering, a civil engineering firm which did all the site engineering work 

related to the laying out of the entire Standing Stones development, including the drainage 

easement in question, has provided a pair of drawings showing layout and the height of planting 

needed to fully shield proposed array from 1270 Old Lake Ct second floor living areas based on 

elevations of home and relevant key second floor living areas, elevation of proposed array based 

on actual location and elevation of drainage easement where plantings are proposed.  He stated 

based on this information, a height of approximately 15’ is necessary to shield the array fully 

based on proposed location.  He stated Everetts is proposing a slight adjustment north of planting 

location (8’-10’) from Exxel drawing which would very slightly lower necessary height.  He 
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displayed engineering drawings and information on proposed plantings.  Estimated cost is 

approximately $4,000 - $5,500. 

 

Pruis stated he believes existing foliage together with significant new proposed plantings will 

make granting of variance non-detrimental to adjacent property. 

 

Pruis stated that, subsequent to the November 13 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting, the solar 

consultant has located a product from Sistine Solar which puts a custom skin on each panel of 

the solar array such that the entire array mirrors any image the customer chooses.  He stated this 

effectively can camouflage any solar array to look exactly like its surroundings to blend into the 

viewscape making shielding unnecessary.  Pruis stated in Michigan, the view will change some 

over the winter months when visible so camouflage must be chosen with this in mind.  The 

product is highly effective and well regarded in the industry, though relatively new (company 

and technology invented by some MIT engineers several years ago and only has become a 

commercial product in the past 2-3 years).  

  

Pruis stated the downside of this product is its cost as it adds significantly to the price of the 

panels.  In addition, the solar skin reduces solar production by about 10% due to the panel 

covering.  Pruis displayed product information and visuals on this product including initial 

renderings of a potential skin in this location based on pictures provided to Sistene of location.   

He stated he is seeking to be a good neighbor and believes natural screening will be highly 

effective and cost efficient and prefers this option, applicant is willing to install solar skin instead 

of natural screening. 

 

Lenger stated the  applicant has done a good job at putting the information together. 

 

VanNoord questioned if the trees at the top would have to come out. Pruis stated those would not 

they are the neighbors trees. Pruis stated there are some trees that will have to come out that are 

50 feet or more tall that are in front of the array. When those come down some things are going 

to come with them and there is not much he can do about that. He stated he believes the back 

half those trees will be able to stay. Pruis stated if approved some of this they will wait until the 

solar array is in there to decide what really should come out. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

John Randall, 1270 Old Lake Court was present. He stated Pruis did put the tarp up that showed 

a replica of what the array would look like. He stated the solar array is still quite a bit larger than 

what they thought it was. It is quite visible from their main living areas. He stated he doesn’t 

think there is a way to block the view. He stated since the last meeting they had two real estate 

professionals from the Greater Grand Rapids area that were able to provide some commentary on 

how this could impact the value of their home and the surrounding homes. Randall stated they 

feel like there is a possibility this could be done in the back of the yard. He thinks it will require 

removing quite a few trees but he thinks the cost to do that is a small fraction of what the actual 

cost of the project is. Randal stated with the things that will go over the solar panel he thinks if 

you are still on the 3rd floor there isn’t much to do to protect the view. Randall stated another 
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concern they had if they were to get approval and everything went through; if they would ever 

move and someone else moved in and did not want the trees and don’t like the landscaping that 

they have done they can take them out and the array would be visible to them. 

 

Pruis stated he also spoke to a couple of realtors and he did not hear the same opinions in terms 

of just the fact that a solar array exists on a property that that has a negative impact on its value. 

He stated even from the 3rd floor the trees are going to grow and the 3rd floor will be covered, it 

will take a couple of years before that happened but the 3rd floor will be able to be covered and 

he is confident of that.  

 

Motion by Lenger, supported by Royston, to close the public hearing.  

 

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Houtman and Lipner absent – 

 

Royston stated point 1 is met by the shape and the elevation changes in the backyard. Royston 

stated point 2 is met he doesn’t believe this is something that would require a new zoning 

ordinance. Royston stated point 3 has been met; putting it in the rear yard would make him 

remove a lot of trees and where he wants to put the solar array is the most logical place to put it. 

 

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

 

Royston stated point 4 is met the applicant did his homework and showed that it will be shielded 

quite well and it won’t be detrimental. Royston stated point 5 is met. Royston stated point 6 has 

been met. 

 

Lenger, McCloud, and Derusha concurred that points 4, 5 and 6 have been met. 

 

VanNoord concurred points 4, 5 and 6 have been met with the condition that he puts in plants.  

Dersuha stated he would like a condition in response to include the shielding by trees. 

 

Pung stated it can be worded where their landscaping company can work with staff to make sure 

that the condition is met. Pung stated as far as the Randall’s concern with a future land owner 

coming in as being a condition of approval of the variance. If they removed the planting and 

screenings they would have to remove the solar array because that is a condition of the variance.  

If they want to remove the planting the variance would no longer be valid and they would have 

to put something back in there or remove the solar array because the condition of approval goes 

with the property. 

 

Motion by Royston, supported by Lenger, to approve V-19-10 with the condition that 

planting property owner shall work with staff to install to shield as much as possible the 

solar array. 

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. The 

topography of the rear yard and the fact that it is heavily wooded are exceptional and 
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restrict the ability to place the sola array in the rear yard. The layout of the adjacent homes 

places their front yard adjacent to the neighbors rear yard.  

2. Based on the exceptional circumstances  applying to the property 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. Without the variance the applicant would not be able to install a solar array on the 

property in a location that would work well. 

4. Based on the existing vegetation the design of the solar array and the addition of the 

vegetative screening 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. The applicant did not create the 

topography, lot layout etc. 

 

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Houtman and Lipner absent - 

 

Randall questioned the appeal process stating he was going to appeal. 

 

Appeal #V-19-11 

 

Applicant:   Martha Chairez-Elliot      

Location:   5539 Birchview Drive, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to operate a group child daycare 

home which would be located within 1,075 feet of an 

existing group child daycare home.  Section 3.20.A.3 of the 

Kentwood Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum 

separation of 1,200 feet between group child daycare 

homes.  The requested variance is to allow a group child 

daycare home to locate closer than 1,200 feet of an existing 

group daycare home. 

  

Martha Chairez- Elliott 5539 Birchview was present.  She displayed a map where her 

house was located and the other group child daycare. She stated from their home to the 

other group home daycare there is a creek that does not allow them to get to the group 

home within the other neighborhood. They have to actually leave their neighborhood and 

get on a main road; for people worried about there being a lot of traffic coming in and out 

of the neighborhoods. That wouldn’t be a problem because they have to leave the 
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neighborhood to go to the other group home daycare. She stated there are no street 

connections within the other neighborhood to the other group daycare home and the creek 

makes it impossible for anyone driving to get there.  

 

Lenger questioned our 1500 feet policy. Pung stated it is there so there isn’t a large number in 

the same neighborhood and at the peak times you can generate a fair amount of traffic into a 

residential neighborhood. 

 

Derusha stated he walks through there regularly and the traffic issue is not an issue He stated the 

only thing he can think of it is noise and traffic. As far as noise, 1075 feet is a long ways away. 

 

VanNoord questioned how many children she is licensed for. Elliott stated up to 12 with 2 adults 

full time. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Lenger, supported byRoyston, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Houtman and Lipner absent – 

 

VanNoord stated point 1 is met there is not a local street connection VanNoord stated point 2 is 

met there are only 5 other request. VanNoord stated point 3 is met 

 

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

 

VanNoord stated point 4 is met it is far enough away. VanNoord stated point 5 is met. VanNoord 

stated point 6 is met   

 

McCloud, Lenger Royston and Derusha concurred points 4,5 and 6 have been met 

 

Motion by VanNoord, supported by Lenger, to approve V-19-11. 

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. There 

are no residential street connections between the 2 neighborhoods so traffic from the two 

homes would not travel through the same neighborhood  

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. Based on the separation of the neighborhoods with no residential street connection the 

variance will not be detrimental to adjacent property and the surrounding neighborhood.  
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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 by Royston, supported by Lenger to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried ( 5-0) – 

- Houtman and Lipner absent -  

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Alan Lipner, Secretary  
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