
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  

 

 

 

 


