
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

MAY 16, 2022, 7:00 P.M. 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (West) 

 

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 

 

Derusha stated on page 7 the commissioners voted however it wasn’t recorded.  

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by Lipner to approve the minutes of April 18, 2022 

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-22-05 

 

Applicant:   Architectural Planners Inc.  

Location:   4115 – 36th Street 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to expand the on-site outdoor storage 

for recreational vehicles The new recreational vehicle 

storage area would be located between two existing 

buildings.  Section 15.04.I.2 of the Kentwood Zoning 

Ordinance requires that the recreational vehicle storage 

occur in the rear yard.  The requested variance is to permit 

recreational vehicles to be stored in a location (between 

two buildings) that is not the rear yard. 

  

Allen Hall with API Architectural Planners Inc., 5101 Williams Lake Rd in Waterford, 

MI and John Hardy were present. Hall stated the request is for extra RV storage space at 
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4115 36th Street. He stated right now there is RV parking in the back area that is 

approved. He stated the zoning district is I1- Industrial and they are allowed to have RV 

parking as a special land use. He stated the special land use also has restrictions to it and 

the restriction is that it can’t be more than 25% of the area for RV parking and it has to be 

located at the rear of the site. 

 

Hall stated they would like to have more RV parking on the property. He stated they need 

a variance on the rear yard restriction. He stated the property is about 6.62 acres therefore 

25% of that would be about 1.65 acres of RV parking. Hall displayed were they would 

like the parking and stated it would be about .94 acres. He stated that will be well below 

the 25% maximum. He stated all they are asking for is if they can park in between the 

buildings area.  

 

Hall stated the site was slated for another building. The building was never built and right 

now it is currently gravel. He stated they propose to asphalt that area and there is a 6 feet 

high chain-link fence with barbwire for security. He stated right now there is about 3-4 

feet of green area inside of the property of just grass. They plan on cutting out about 4 

feet and trimming the asphalt all the way back. They plan to put some irrigation and they 

plan on putting 150 arborvitae plants there all the way from the angle to the very 

beginning where the security fence begins. Hall stated they drove the site and if you’re 

coming down the road you could possibly see in therefore they are going to try to block 

with the arborvitae.   

 

Hall stated there is a unique site feature for the site. As you are going down 36th Street 

you go downhill from the site. The site is level and then the road drops. There is about a 

12 foot differential between the road and the parking. If you are driving and look you 

can’t see in the site above the chain-link fence that is there right now. The arborvitaes 

will cover that up so you won’t be able to see anything in there. 

 

Hall stated they don’t want you to see the RV’s and if they can screen them from being 

seen that will be the intent of the ordinance. He stated it is unique because they do have a 

site condition that is not common to everybody else. The road is actually 12 feet or plus, 

down by the entrance is less about 5 feet. He stated but when you get by the RV’s it is 12 

feet plus. 

 

Houtman questioned if it is true that the intent of the ordinance is so that you don’t see 

the rv’s. Pung stated yes that is part of the intent. When the ordinance was amended they 

wanted it in the back so it would be screened from the street. They also didn’t want 

properties to become huge parking lots for rv’s that is why the 25% was put in. Pung 

stated it also had to be an accessory use to a self storage facility. He stated you can not 

have a freestanding rv storage where that is all you have on the property. Pung stated they 

can continue to use the property as is. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 
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There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

 

Rogers stated point 1 was met Roger stated point 2 is met Roger stated point 3 is met. 

 

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

have been met. 

 

Rogers stated point 4 has been met. Rogers stated point 5 has been met. Rogers stated 

point 6 has been met. 

 

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

have been met 

 

Motion by Rogers, supported by Lipner to approve V-22-05 with the note that 

additional 150 arborvitaes consistent with the proposed plan will be added. 

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 is a significant grade difference between the 

road and the proposed RV storage.  

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) - 

 

 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by Houtman  to adjourn the meeting. 
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- Motion Carried ( 6-0) – 

Meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Robert Houtman, Secretary  

 

 

 

 


