
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

APRIL 18, 2022, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (Johnson) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Aaron Johnson, Alan Lipner, 

Ricardo Rogers, Mary VanNoord and Susan West 

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 Lipner, supported by Houtman, to approve the minutes of March 23, 

2022.       

- 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-22-01(tabled from February 21, 2022 and March 23, 2022) 

 

Applicant:  Hooker DeJong, Inc. 

Location:  5844 Division Avenue 

 

Request:  The property owner wishes to development an apartment complex 

on the site.  The property is zoned Form Based Code (FBC) and the following variances 

are needed in order to develop the site as proposed: 

 

1) Section 23.05.12.C Building Size and Massing of the Division Avenue FBC 

restricts the maximum building width to 150 feet.  Three (3) of the proposed buildings 

would exceed 150 feet in width: two (2) with a width of 159 feet 7 inches and one (1) 

with a width of 158 feet 2 inches.  The requested variances are for an increase in building 

width of 9 feet 7 inches (2 buildings) and 8 feet 2 inches (one building). 

2) Section 23.05.12.A Building Type Floor Height Requirements of the Division 

Avenue FBC requires a minimum ground floor ceiling height of fourteen (14) feet.  The 

ground floor ceiling height of the proposed buildings is ten (10) feet.  The requested 
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variance is for a decrease of four (4) feet to the minimum required ground floor ceiling 

height. 

3) Section 23.05.12.C.G Flex Building Type Façade Option 3 Façade Composition 

Requirements of the Division Avenue FBC requires a horizontal expression line from 24 

inches to 42 inches in height that extends the entire width of the facade.  The height of 

the proposed expression line is 8 inches.  The requested variance is for decrease of 16 

inches to the minimum required height of the horizontal expression line. 

 

Patrick Kelderhouse, 14710 Waypoint Parkway, West Olive, MI 49460 was present. He 

stated they are proposing a multi-family apartment complex located at 5844 Division Ave 

north of 60th Street. He stated it is will be an 8 building 152 unit complex. 

 

He stated the first variance is the building size. The FBC does require 150 feet in length 

maximum and they are just over that. He stated the unit mix that is making the length the 

way it is. He stated the square footage is required by MSHDA and the egress central 

corridors going down each exit. He stated it is like a single unit corridor you go down the 

middle there are units on both sides and that is how they got the length to meet those 

mixes per the MSHDA application that they have submitted.  

 

Regarding the floor height. He stated with their discussions with the Planning 

Commission the topic of the floor heights came up. He stated this area has a lot of 

commercial zoning on the first floor. He stated this building is all multi-family, no 

commercial. He stated typically the commercial on the 1st floor would require the 14 foot 

ceilings to conceal mechanical, but commercial spaces are typically higher to begin with. 

He stated since they are having residential on all 3 floors, they are meeting in the middle. 

Typically you will see an 8 foot ceiling but they are raising that to 10 foot on the 1st floor 

to give that larger street presence on all 8 buildings on the site. 

 

He stated regarding the horizontal expression. The horizontal feature from 24 to 48 

inches was for commercial signage and again they are multi-family in the entire 

development. They have no commercial on the 1st floor therefore they don’t have that 

large horizontal signage on each building. He stated they have addresses for each 

buildings. They have a typical monument sign when you first come into the site but not 

individual signage on the buildings. He displayed photos of the buildings. 

 

Tyler Knox 409, Massachusetts Avenue, Indianapolis IN, one of the developers on the 

project was also present. He added as they were designing and working with their 

architect on the development. He stated they paid close attention to the standards that 

were set with the City Line Apartment development north of their site. He stated that is 

how they derived with some of the features and standards for their development. 

 

Rogers questioned what are MSHDA’s guidelines when it comes to the width. 

Kelderhouse stated it is based on square footages of the units and the overall minimum 

dimensions. He stated the bedroom would have to be 10ft x 10ft he can’t recall what the 

minimum was for the 1 bedroom, 2 bedrooms or 3 bedrooms. He stated he thinks it is 800 



Approved Minutes 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

April 18, 2022 

Page 3 

for the 1 bedroom, 950 for 2 bedrooms and 1150 for 3 bedrooms. Knox stated the sizes of 

the units also match what exists in the Kentwood market.  

 

West questioned if he stuck within the 150 feet how many less units would they get per 

building. Kelderhouse stated they would have to cut off one stack, the 3 story building 

would be 6 less per building. Kelderhouse stated in order to get all the required parking, 

the greenspace, playground area, amenities for the development they are pretty much 

landlocked in order to drop a new building in to remedy that.  

 

Houtman questioned if all the units in the buildings on the 1st floor were 10 foot ceilings. 

Kelderhouse stated yes that is correct.  

 

Lipner recalled when City Line was developed there was discussion regarding changes to 

the FBC. Pung stated staff is in the process of working on zoning ordinance amendments.  

 

West questioned if City Line are all 100 feet in length. Pung stated they came to the 

Zoning Board of Appeals for the exact same variance for several of their buildings. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried ( 6-0) – 

 

Lipner stated point 1 is met predicated on  the prior City Line request. The property is 

large as the previous request which is not common in this zoning district. Lipner stated 

point 2 is met based on size of the property. The FBC is new it is being reviewed by staff 

for amendments. Lipner stated point 3 is met the development is similar to the previous 

one approved and would require the variances to construct a similar development.  

 

Houtman, Johnson, Rogers, VanNoord, West, Derusha concurred that points 1,2 and 3 

have been met. 

 

Lipner stated point 4 has been met. There are no neighbors complaining and the Planning 

Commission has also reviewed and approved the development. Lipner stated pint 5 has 

been met based on the fact staff is looking amending the FBC. Lipner stated point 6 has 

been met. 

 

Houtman, Johnson, Rogers, VanNoord, West, Derusha concurred that points 4, 5 and 6 

have been met. 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by Houtman, to approve V-22-01 based on the 

discussion that the following have been met. 
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1.  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions applying 

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

district. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions include by way of 

example:  

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.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) - 

 

 

Appeal #V-22-02(Tabled from February 21, 2022 and March 23, 2022) 

 

Applicant:  Daniel R. Holland 

Location:  2918 – 32nd Street 

 

Request:   The property owner wishes to construct a carport as part of 

a 4-unit apartment development.  The carport would be located on the west property line.  

The property is zoned R4 High Density Residential and Section 3.15.C.1.b of the 

Kentwood Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum setback of 15 feet; the requested 

variance is for a reduction of 15 feet to the minimum required setback. 

  

Daniel Holland 3643 Colby Ave SW Wyoming, MI  49509 was present.  

 

Michael Brown, 5470 Bentbroke Dr Kentwood MI 49508 was also present. He stated they are 

requesting a reduction on their setback on the west sideyard  for covered parking that they went 

to construct with steel roofing and gutters to prevent buildup of ice. He stated they are also going 

to have a fence right on the property line with a built in parking block to stop cars from going 

through it. The roof will be constructed so that the shed is towards the inside of the property 

away from the neighbors property. He stated it will be 7 foot 4 on the fence line and sloped back 

to 7 feet so that it is not too much where snow is going to falling off but enough for water to shed 

down. There will be a gutter there to bring it down to their storm drain that they already have on 

the site. Brown stated they want the carports for their residents. He stated when you are a renter 

one of your largest financial burdens is your vehicle and you want to protect it so they want to 

make sure they provide that protection for their residents.  
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He stated regarding the standards. It is a preexisting lot they don’t have a lot of width to work 

with. They didn’t do anything to cause this to be an issue. He stated in the staff report they did 

indicate that they could put the carports all the way up against the building on the other row of 

sidewalks; however, he doesn’t  think that will be a good idea because of safety for fire it is 

going to be a big obstruction for fire and police if something were to happen. He stated the 

privacy fence is going to be 6 feet high therefore only about 14 inches of the carport will be seen.  

 

Houtman stated the Planning Commission approved the asphalt being right up against the 

property line and waived the landscaping because of the fence therefore the only difference is 

that carport.  

  

Brown stated they have spoken with the neighbor and he also has a structure that is within the 15 

feet.  

 

VanNoord questioned if the neighbor was ok with the request. Brown stated yes and he also has 

expressed that they should be able to do whatever it is they want.  

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

Houtman stated point 1 is met everything has been almost pre-approved by the Planning 

Commission provided that we give this variance. He stated he doesn’t see the structure against 

the property line violating the circumstances the Planning Commission approved parking up to 

the property line and waived landscaping requirement. Houtman stated point 2 is met staff has 

not been able to find any other parcels the similar size that are zoned R4 who had the same 

situation. Houtman stated point 3 is met the applicant could construct a carport over the first row 

of parking but he thinks it looks bad the literal application would decrease the ambiance of the 

property. 

 

Johnson, Lipner adding just to the west a couple of lots over there is a similar 4 unit only 

difference is the carport is on the opposite side, Rogers, VanNoord, West, Derusha concurred 

that points 1, 2 and 3 have been met. 

 

Houtman stated point 4 is met they have spoke to their neighbors. He stated it is going to be 

more screening now with the new fence there than it is currently. Houtman stated point 5 has 

been met it is not anticipated that it would impair the intent or purpose of the ordinance. 

Houtman stated point 6 is met. 

 

Johnson, Lipner, Rogers, VanNoord, West and Derusha concurred that points 4, 5 and 6 have 

been met. 
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Motion by Houtman, supported by Lipner to approve V-22-02 based on the discussion the 

following have been met. 

 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.  

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.  

 

 Appeal #V-22-03 (tabled from March 23, 2022) 

 

Applicant:  Enterprise Leasing Company of Detroit 

Location:  3005 Broadmoor Avenue 

 

Request:  The applicant wishes to operate an open-air business vehicle sales 

on the property.  The property has a lot width of 110 feet; Section 15.04.T.2 of the 

Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum lot width of 200 feet.  The requested variance is 

for a reduction of 90 feet to the minimum required lot width. 

 

Scott Inman, 5721 Stawberry Circle, was present for the request. He stated they are under 

a contract to purchase the site. They are looking to open up their car sales division. He 

stated the issue they are running into is the lot itself is a unique situation. It is a 

Broadmoor address which doesn’t give them the frontage that they need. He stated the 

unique situation of the property is the building itself the entire front of the building faces 

29th Street which they have 600 square feet. He stated the unique parcel and the size of 

the lot and the way it is oriented today is causing the issue. He stated there will not be any 

repair onsite. They also partner locally with the community therefore any of their oil 

changes, tire rotations, or maintenance will be done somewhere locally with a business 

partner in the area. This will bring 12-15 new jobs to the area. He displayed photos of 

what they would like to have the building look like. 

 

Lipner questioned if the doors on the on the building will be service bays. Applicant 

stated that is where they will buff and wash the vehicles everyday. No maintenance. 

 

Houtman questioned if they will be doing rentals. Applicant stated no strictly car sales. 
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 VanNoord questioned if these will be new and used cars they are selling. Applicant stated 

 only used cars.  

 

 Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

VanNoord stated point 1 is met the dimensions of the site are unique along with the 

building placement and it’s on the corner lot. VanNoord stated point 2 is met staff wasn’t 

able to identify a site with similar dimensions and building placement. VanNoord stated 

point 3 is met the Planning Commission approved the project. 

 

West, Rogers, Johnson, Houtman, Lipner Derusah concurred that points 1,2 and 3 have 

been met. 

 

VanNoord stated point 4 is met there is no significant change to the site other than 

additional landscape area that are proposed. VanNoord stated point 5 is met due to the 

unique circumstances. VanNoord stated point 6 is met the dimension of the property and 

the building location were not the result of the applicant. 

 

West, Rogers, Johnson, Houtman, Lipner Derusha concurred that points 4, 5 and 6 have 

been met. 

 

Motion by VanNoord, supported by Houtman, to approve V-22-03 based on the 

discussion that the following have been met.  

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.  

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.  
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- Motion Carried (6-0) - 

 

 

Appeal #V-22-04 

 

Applicant:  The Mannik & Smith Group 

Location:  4100 – 28th Street 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to remodel and reconfigure the interior of the 

existing building. As part of the project, the applicant wishes to 

include a loading dock and trash compactor on the north side (front 

yard) of the building. Section 8.03.B prohibits off-street loading 

and storage in the front yard and Section 19.02.F requires that trash 

compactors be located in the rear yard or non-required side yard.  

The requested variances are to permit both off-street loading and a 

trash compactor to be located in the front yard. 

 

Pung stated the trash compactor will be reviewed by the Planning Commission. He stated 

in the ordinance it states that the Planning commission can approve the trash compactor 

in other locations. The Zoning Board will review the loading dock only. 

 

Mike Krupp with Onyx Creative 25001 Emery Rd Cleveland, OH the architect for the 

project was present. Susan Teby 1345 Monroe NW Suite 269 Grand Rapids, MI  the local 

Civil Engineer was also present. Krupp stated the original building was a large single 

tenant building and their client divided it up between Value City Furniture and Buy Buy 

Baby. He stated the rear of the building has about a 5 foot grade differential. He stated 

the lease plan for Buy Buy Baby had them linked to the loading dock with some storage 

space and it was a big carve out space that the developer was not collecting any rent on. 

The developer currently has a new tenant that wants to come in and needs all the space, 

all the loading docks and is willing to take space behind Buy Buy Baby. He stated the 

intent is to create a stock room behind Buy Buy Baby that is linked to a new loading dock 

which is on the side of the building which technically is the front of the building because 

it faces the street. He stated they have created a loading dock as narrow as they can and 

they have provided screen walls so the truck and the compactor are both screened from 

view. He stated the area they are putting the dock is a grassy somewhat landscape area 

not a lot of landscaping once you get back from the front of the building but they aren’t 

disrupting the traffic flow to put it in. There is also some employee parking that is very 

well buffered from the street with a lot of very mature trees. He stated they looked at 

putting it back but the grade differential didn’t work trying to put a dock in plus the 

distance to the property line was too tight. Buy Buy Baby would like to remain in the 

space they need a truck loading dock. 

 

West questioned if there was enough room for a truck to turn around and back in. Krupp 

stated the truck will come in from the rear back in and then pull out. She stated it just 

doesn’t seem like there is enough room for a semi to turn around and back in there.  
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Houtman questioned if Buy Buy Baby is picking up the space that wasn’t occupied 

before. Krupp stated a portion of it and the new tenant will also take a portion. Krupp 

stated Buy Buy Baby sales area will remain exactly as it is with minor disruption to their 

sales.  

 

Teby stated with this proposed plan they are matching where the existing current 

landscaping is they are not encroaching on the drive at all. The screenwall will be built to 

look like the existing north side of the building. It will be painted and stained to match. 

 

VanNoord questioned if they could share the docks. Krus stated there are issues with 

theft. The other issue is the whole back of the building would need to be cut off to have 

access to the other client and then you don’t have egress off the back.   

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

   -Motion Carried (6-0) – 

 

West stated regarding point 1 because of staffs comments it says in the area of 28th street 

the ROW on the south side is wider from the center line than on the north side 

approximately 50 feet and the expanded ROW on the south side extends from the 

adjacent property from the west almost to Patterson, approximately 4500 feet the wall 

facing the front yard 28th Street frontage is not the front main entrance of the building. 

The front main entrance is on the east side of the building. And based on that point 1 is 

met. West stated point 2 is met there are other sites on the south side of 28th Street where 

the expanded ROW exist. There are other buildings along 28th Street that are at a lower 

elevation than the street and there are other buildings that do not have the main entrance 

facing the street but it is uncommon to have a blank wall fronting on the street especially 

with the current building façade requirements. The building has been here for a long time 

therefore she thinks point 2 has been met. West stated the tenant space has access both 

the truck dock and a shared trash compactor on the south side of the wall without access 

to the existing truck dock and compactor based on finished floor elevation it would 

appear that the tenant space would not be able to have a truck dock without the variance. 

We aren’t’ talking about the compactor, but she believes the dock has been met the 

requirement. 

 

VanNord, Rogers, Johnson, Houtman, Lipner, Derusha concurred that point 1, 2 and 3 

have been met. 

 

West stated point 4 is met the north side of the building is currently a blank wall if 

additional year round screening were added the truck dock door may not prove to be 
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more visually detrimental than the current blank wall. There is a drive and parking on the 

north side of the building accessing he truck dock would involve stopping in the east 

bound drive aisle and backing up which could be a hazard. She stated based on how the 

presented the dock door point 4 has been met. West stated point 5 has been met. West 

stated point 6 has been met 

 

VanNoord stated point 4 has not been met unless they get rid of the parking it could be 

hazardous it is very narrow. VanNoord stated 5 and 6 have been met. 

 

Rogers, Johnson, Houtman, Lipner, Derusha concurred that point 4, 5 and 6 have been 

met. 

 

Motion by West, supported by Houtman to approve V-22-04 for the loading dock 

based on the discussion the following have been met 

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  

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.  

  - Motion Carried (6-1)  

  - VanNoord dissenting - 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried ( -0) – 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at  8p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Robert Houtman, Secretary  
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