
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 11, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner VanderHoff. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Mike 

Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Emily Bridson (with notification)  

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Planner Joe Pung, 

Staff Secretary Monique Collier, the applicant and one resident. 

 

Motion by Fox, supported by VanderHoff, to excuse Bridson from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve 

the Minutes of September 27, 2016.  

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                                

to approve the agenda for the October 11, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent – 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

Case #14-16 Cobblestone at the Ravines- Village East Condominiums – Final Site Plan 

Approval of a PUD Phase Located at 4333 Shaffer (applicant request tabling of action 

indefinitely) 
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Benoit questioned if Cobblestone was asking for final site plan review and a Major Change to a 

PUD.  Schweitzer stated the request they made in writing to the community was for final site 

plan review for Village East Condos and it was during the work session discussion and the 

adjourned public hearing that they brought up the prospect of being able to rent. Schweitzer 

stated the letter that the commissioners received indicates Cobblestone decided to pull back on 

the rental concept and even action on the village east condos indefinitely. 

 

Benoit stated his concern about tabling something indefinitely is if we have already opened the 

public hearing and started a public hearing if and when the applicant comes back there is no 

requirement for notification. He stated if the commission denies the request they would have to 

start all over again. Schweitzer clarified if you table indefinitely then the public notice issue still 

has to be sent out for any subsequent meeting. Schweitzer stated the commission should open the 

public hearing, ask for comments, and indicate that there is a request to table indefinitely, then it 

is up to the commission to decide what they want to do. They don’t have to table indefinitely. 

 

Pemberton questioned if there was a way to have them withdraw their application and then they 

come back with a new application. Schweitzer stated he thinks that is probably what we will see 

eventually and he thinks it is a valid concern to just leaving it hanging indefinitely. Schweitzer 

stated the commissioners have a decision to make whether or not, based upon the information, if 

they are going to approve or deny or honor their request to table indefinitely. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by VanderHoff, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

Motion by Kape supported by Benoit, to deny the application for Case #14-16 Cobblestone 

at the Ravines- Village East Condominiums – Final Site Plan Approval of a PUD Phase 

Located at 4333 Shaffer 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#15-16 - Wildflower Creek Phase III - Final Site Plan Review of a PUD Phase; Pre-

Preliminary Plat Review; and Consideration of a Change to a PUD Condition Located at 

3633 52nd Street 

 

Pung stated the request is a three part request: it is a Final Site Plan Review of a PUD 

Phase; Pre-Preliminary Plat Review; and Consideration of a Change to a PUD Condition. 

Pung stated one of the changes they are seeking is to allow for all but one of the homes to 
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have front load garages. He stated they would still be restricted for the balance of the 

overall development no more than 60% garages forward facing and 40% located in the 

rear. The second request is to permit the home on lot 102 to be setback further than 15 

feet. The PUD requires a build to line of 15 feet. The way the lot is situated the 

topography (including a wetland area) is hard to put that house up to 15 feet therefore the 

request will be for this lot to allow the house to be setback further than the 15 feet.  

 

Pung stated the development was rezoned in 2003 to RPUD-2 the first phase was 

approved in 2004. In 2006 they came in with the first major change and the major part of 

that was to permit 40% of the homes to have front load garages. There were also other 

changes that had to do with the window orientation and area on the first floor. But the 

main one that would be visible from the outside was the allowance to have forward 

facing garages. 

 

Pung stated in 2015 the applicant came in with the next phase of the PUD and also a 

request for a major change for 60% of the homes to have a front load garage. Pung stated 

the current request would be to allow all but one home in this phase to have forward 

facing garages the 60/40 percentage will still hold true to phases one and two.  

 

Pung stated issues at the work session were some frontage lots on the streets that aren’t 

going to have any homes built on them are looking at being open space or easements 

identified as park land. One of the recommendations from the planning staff and 

engineering department was to incorporate those into the adjacent lots. Pung stated that 

would ensure from engineering standpoint there is a contact person if there are any issues 

that come up with regard to easement issues. Also it makes it easier for code enforcement 

if there are sidewalks not cleared, who will be responsible and how to get in contact with 

them. Pung stated there were a couple of lots that will be open space areas and then 

incorporated those into the adjacent lots. There is one area that will not be incorporated 

into an adjacent lot but that sidewalk will still have to be constructed at the time the road 

is constructed along with the portion of sidewalk along the existing house on 52nd Street.  

 

Pung stated the home located at 3855 52nd Street has an existing driveway out on to 52nd 

Street. As part of the original rezoning in 2003 that site plan called for the closing of the 

drive and creating a new curb cut onto the new Blazing Star Street. Pung stated that is 

also a condition of the approval to verify that this gets done. As part of the original 

rezoning and preliminary site plan approval it is also a restriction from the engineering 

department that the driveway will not be too close to the new road. If that driveway 

doesn’t get removed then the street is going to have to move because they will not 

approve it the way it is currently laid out without that driveway being removed. 

 

Pung stated there is berm and landscaping required along the 52nd Street frontage. Part of 

the landscaping includes a fence which the first phase does have the fence installed. It is 

not in the current recommendation  but we will put it in the recommendation to clarify 

that the landscaping, berming and fencing should be installed at the same time.   
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Pung reviewed the recommendation to the City Commission for conditional approval of 

the changes to wildflower creek PUD to permit up to 33 of the 32 homes in phase 3 to 

have forward facing garages and to permit the home in lot 102 to have a front yard 

setback of up to 65 feet with condition 1-6 and basis points 1-6. 

 

Pung also noted the recommendation for conditional approval of the final PUD plan 

dated October 4, 2016 with conditions 1-9 and basis points 1-6 adding condition 10 that 

the landscaping berm and fencing along 52nd Street are to be installed at the same time. 

 

Pung lastly noted the recommendation to the city commission for conditional tentative 

approval of the preliminary plat dated October 4, 2016. With conditions 1-9 and basis 

point 1-6 adding condition 10 that the landscaping berm and fencing along 52nd Street are 

to be installed at the same time. 

 

 

Chris VanderHoff was present. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

Jacob Elliott, 3871 52nd Street was present. He stated his concern is a road coming out on 

52nd Street. There is a merge lane from E. Paris already coming from the east and he has a 

lot of accidents in front of his house already. With the road coming out to 52nd Street 

there will be even more accidents. He stated if they had a cul-de-sac it would be alright 

but if they want to put a road there he would suggest they bulldoze his house and his 

neighbor’s house relocate the drive to align with Bailey’s Grove retail drive on the south 

side of 52nd Street and consider a traffic signal. He has had so many accidents that have 

come up into his yard and he can only see a problem with the driveway going into the 

development. He indicated there is a hill going into the development. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Jones, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Bridson absent – 

- VanderHoff abstaining - 

 

Pemberton questioned, after listening to Mr. Elliott’s concerns, has engineering reviewed 

the request. Pung stated engineering did the initial review and in 2004 there was a traffic 

study done. There was a proposal for a light at Bailey’s Grove drive further to the west it 

was subsequently installed 

 

Chris VanderHoff stated they did have to submit information to the engineering 

department as part of the application process to verify they have sight distances 

information. There is criteria for that from the Kent County Road Commission and the 

City of Kentwood  and they exceed the minimum sight line requirements. 

 



Approved Minutes 

Planning Commission 

October 11, 2016 

Page 5 

Fox questioned if we have any data on the corner Mr. Elliott discussed. Pung stated we 

would have to check with the police department they would have access to that. 

 

Holtrop noted that Mr. Vanderhoff had previously offered an early buildon lot 102 and 

that should be one of the conditions. VanderHoff stated he would be happy to build 102 

before lot 103, so lot 103 can see the setback is different.  

  

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit,  to recommend to the City Commission 

conditional approval of the changes to Wildflower Creek Planned Unit Development 

to permit up to 32 of the 33 homes in Phase III to have forward facing garaged and 

to permit the home on Lot 102 to have a front yard setback of up to 65 feet.  

Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-6 and basis points 1-6 adding conditions 7. 

The developer offers to build lot 102 prior to building 103. As described in Pung’s 

memo dated October 6, 2016. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff abstaining – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to grant conditional approval of the final 

PUD plan dated October 4, 2016 as described in Case 15-16 Wildflower Creek Phase 

III. Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-8 and basis points 1-6 adding condition 

10 that the landscaping berm and fencing along 52nd Street are to be installed at the 

same time within 6 months of the first building permit being issued in phase III as 

described in Pungs memo dated October 6, 2016. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff abstaining – 

- Bridson absent – 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to recommendation to the City 

Commission conditional tentative approval of the Preliminary Plat dated October 4, 

2016 as described in Case 15-16 Wildflower Creek. Approval is conditioned on 

conditions 1-9 and basis points 1-6 adding condition 10 that the landscaping berm 

and fencing along 52nd Street are to be installed at the same time within 6 months of 

the first building permit being issued in phase III as described in Pung’s memo 

dated October 6, 2016.      

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff abstaining – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no work sessions 
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J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit to set a public hearing date of November 8, 

2016 for: Case#16-16 – City of Kentwood 44th Street Rezoning – Rezoning of .25 

acres of land from C-4 Office to R1-D Single Family Residential Located on the 

south side of 44th Street between Madison and Julivan 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Kape stated 616 has a portable sign and questioned if they have a permit. Schweitzer 

stated he used his time for the year and was cited and now the sign is down. 

 

  

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated with the village east condo it raised a question of our 70/30 policy. 

Schweitzer stated he is trying to get the planning and city commission to meet fir ajoint 

meeting to discuss Form Based Code. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner                             

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:02p.m 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 25, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Dan Holtrop, Ed Kape, Mike Pemberton, 

Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Garrett Fox and Sandra Jones 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Staff Secretary Monique Collier 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Fox and Jones from the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Jones absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Holtrop noted that in the Findings of Fact for Case #15-16 Wildflower Creek condition 

10 was added in the motion but not in the actual condition in the Findings of Fact. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Holtrop, to 

approve the Minutes of October 11, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case #14-16 

Cobblestone at the Ravines- Village East Condominiums – Final Site Plan Approval 

of a PUD Phase Located at 4333 Shaffer; Case#15-16 - Wildflower Creek Phase III - 

Final Site Plan Review of a PUD Phase; Pre-Preliminary Plat Review; and 

Consideration of a Change to a PUD Condition Located at 3633 52nd Street with 

change noted. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- VanderHoff abstaining - 

- Fox and Jones absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                               

to approve the agenda for the October 25, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Jones absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 
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There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

There were no Public Hearings. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#16-16 – City of Kentwood 44th Street Rezoning – Rezoning of .25 acres of land 

from C-4 Office to R1-D Single Family Residential Located on the south side of 44th 

Street between Madison and Julivan 

 

Schweitzer stated approximately 13 years ago 44th Street, between Division and Eastern 

Avenue was reconstructed from a narrow four lane roadway to a four lane. He stated the 

Kent County Road Commission was the lead agency on this multi-jurisdictional project 

and Federal road funding was involved. Schweitzer stated the City of Kentwood now has 

ownership of the residential properties and we have sold one and the other one will be 

sold by the end of the week. Schweitzer in order for the properties to formally be 

combined they should be the same zoning and that is why the City is looking at a 

rezoning of the property now.  

    

Schweitzer stated after closer inspection, it was concluded that due to the small size and 

limited depth of the individual properties that the parcels on their own or in combination 

were unbuildable under the current C-4 zoning and even the adjacent R1-D Single Family 

Residential.  He stated planning, finance, public works and assessing staff collaborated to 

propose and secure authorization from the City Commission to sell the properties on the 

basis that the adjacent property owners would benefit by having larger parcels; the land 

would be returned to the tax roll; and the City would no longer have to maintain it.  

Schweitzer stated we came up to a nominal value of $500 dollars was determined to be 

appropriate for each of the two properties. Both adjacent property owners are happy to 

add the property because it will give them additional yard area for their use and they can 

actually expand upon their existing homes. Schweitzer stated we do make allowance on 

corner lots for some limited use of stockade fencing. He stated there are some setback 

requirements that have been gone over in detail with the property owners. 

 

Schweitzer stated the property is Master Planned for residential even though it was zoned 

office the City is not looking for 44th Street in the future to be redeveloped for 

commercial use. Schweitzer stated it makes sense from a staff prospective for this to be 

rezoned so we can proceed with the eventual combination of the properties. 
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Pemberton questioned if the buyers were adjacent property owners. Schweitzer stated that 

is correct Pemberton stated that makes sense. Schweitzer stated both property owners see 

this as an added value to their property. 

 

Holtrop questioned if they would be able to put accessory buildings on their property. 

Schweitzer stated the accessory buildings are allowed in the rear yard they can’t go any 

closer to 44th Street than the north side of the respective principle houses. 

  

Discussion ensued regarding adding on to the existing house and the buildings that had 

formerly occupied both the sites. The contractor who was hired to do the demolition of 

the property was required to take out the building including the foundation.   

 

Schweitzer stated this is a quick claim deed and they are taking the property as is. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by VanderHoff, to set a public hearing date of 

November 22, for Case #17-16 - Christian Rec Center Rezoning – Rezoning of 

120.99 acres of land from R1-A Estate Residential to OS Open Space Located at 

3450 36th Street SE; Case #18-16 – Verizon Wireless Project #14359 – Special Land 

Use and Site Plan Review for wireless communication tower Located at 3450 36th 

Street SE; Case#19-16 – Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Jones absent - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Holtrop stated we approved an indoor car sales for Mr. Baker on 40th Street. He 

questioned the type of cars he is selling. The applicant stated he will be selling high end 

cars, but there are approximately 20 pickup trucks and there were 1 or 2 parked outside.   

 

Holtrop stated there was a LUZ meeting regarding the prospect of establishing a 

slaughter house as an allowable use in Kentwood. He stated we don’t not have anything 

in our zoning to allow for slaughter houses, therefore we need to start at that step before 

we can entertain their request. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer reminded commissioners their next meeting will be on Monday 

November 7. 
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Schweitzer stated he would like the Zoning Ordinance subcommittee to meet at 7pm on 

Monday November 7 prior to the planning commission meeting and also have the work 

session the same evening. 

Schweitzer stated we previously mentioned the prospect of a joint city commission 

meeting November 29. He stated he mentioned it to the city commission and if it looks 

good with the planning commission we will try to solidify that date with both planning 

commission city and commissioners as well as the consultant. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                            

to adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Jones absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:00p.m.  

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JANUARY 12, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson,Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Mike 

Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Garrett Fox 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, 

the applicants and one resident. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Jones, to excuse Fox from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent -  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of December 8, 2015.   

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Schweitzer added Oath of Office under New Business 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Pemberton,                              

to approve the agenda for the January 12, 2016 meeting with note added.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There is no Old business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

Case# 1-16 Breton Homes North- Preliminary Site Plan Review of a Major Change to a 

PUD Located at 2475 Pfeiffer Woods Dr. 

 

Planner Golder introduced the request. She stated the request is for a major change to the 

2007 Holland Home PUD for the area along the western portion of Pfeiffer Woods Drive. 

She stated the difference between the 2001 and the 2006-2007 plan was the addition of 

single family lots. She stated this was to be part of the continuum of care for Holland 

Home, but the homes would have looked like a single family development, then the 

congregate building, 215 units, 30 single family units and 79 condo type buildings as part 

of the plan.  

 

Golder stated now the new 2015-2016 plan includes the congregate building of which 2/3 

of it is built; the applicant would like to amend the plan to eliminate a majority the single 

family type units, and replace with the condo type units. The condo like units come in 

single (detached condo), or a duplex. The total number of units 215 of the congregate, 27 

of the duplex, 20 of the triplex with a total of 334, (10 more units all together). She stated 

also in the new plan instead of pods of units each with driveways off Pfeiffer Woods 

there is a private drive called Post Oak that is about 1,400 feet in length that parallels to 

Pfeiffer Woods Dr.  

 

Golder stated there is a 1400 foot driveway, 24 feet wide that serves about 62 units. She 

stated because the commissioners had some desire to have more sidewalk the staff 

recommendation is going to be for two sides of sidewalk on Post Oak Drive. The 24 foot 

pavement is ok because we don’t have 2 sides of parking. Instead they provided parking 

spaces about 40 throughout the development. Golder stated when this was approved in 

2006 part of the PUD development agreement said they will have 2 sides of sidewalk on 

the public street. There is one side of bike lane that was put in with block grant money a 

couple of years ago so the west side of White Bud Dr. already has bike path.  

 

Golder stated the Holland Home PUD agreement specified all the streets except for this 

interior curve of the Osage Circle has to have sidewalk. She stated she doesn’t think 

sidewalk is necessary on Osage Circle.  

 

Golder stated the speed limit needs to be posted at 20 miles per hour which is outlined in 

the Engineer memo. 

 

Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval to the City Commission as 

outlined in her memo. 

 

Doug Stalsonburg with Exxel Engineering was present representing the request. He stated 

he wanted to emphasize that they have talked to both the Engineering and Fire 

Departments and the are fine with the layout as far as the streets not coming back out to 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

January 12, 2016 

Page 3 

Pfeiffer Woods with a curvature of the road and the redesign of the intersections to 

square them up more. He stated as far as the sidewalk on both sides he can see the 

commissions concerns and are prepared to agree to the sidewalk on both sides. He stated 

on Osage Circle it doesn’t make sense to put sidewalks on both sides there but that is a 

minor area and no units on the inside of the circle.  

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by VanderHoff, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

 

Pemberton stated there was issue with the sidewalks during the work session and he is good with 

what they have agreed to and as long and Engineering and Fire are good with the plan he is too. 

 

Jones concurred with Pemberton stating she is thrilled about the sidewalks and as long as 

Engineering and the Fire Department are fine with not coming out onto Pfeiffer Woods she is 

good with it as well. 

 

Bridson questioned the landscaping plan and what they had in mind. Stalsonburg stated that is 

still under development. They will save existing vegetation wherever they can but until they get 

into the final design of the central area they don’t know what trees will be saved, but it will be 

similar to the rest of the Holland Home campus. Bridson questioned if the commissioners will 

review the landscaping plan. Golder stated it is a staff review unless they are really interested 

and want to see that as a final review. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by VanderHoff, to recommend to the City Commission 

conditional approval of the request for Major Change to an Approved PUD Site Plan dated 

January 15, 2015 for the Breton Woods North PUD development as described in Case No. 

1-16. Approval is conditioned on the following conditions 1-6 and basis points 1-6 as 

described in Golders memo. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#2-16 Breton Homes – North – Final Site Plan Approval of a PUD Phase – Located 

at White Bud Dr., White Bud Ct., Norway Maple, Osage Circle  

 

Golder stated Holland Home would like to go forward with their new plan and start as 

soon as possible.  She stated all the comments raised for the Major Change are the same 

for the Final PUD approval. She stated there is some engineering work that needs to take 

place. There was quite a lot of discussion at the staff work session and they will be 
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working that out. Part of that discussion was how many of the trees will be taken out 

when the grading takes place. 

 

Stalsonburg stated Holland Home would like to start building number 1 first and the plan is to 

apply for a building permit within the next few weeks and start in February weather permitting. 

He stated they provided the Engineering Department a utility plan even though all the utilities 

are in. They went from 30 single lots to 22 buildings, therefore there are some extra services and 

the utility plan was done to address that. There is work yet to be done to finalize the grading of 

the site. 

 

VanderHoff questioned how many of the units are pre sold. Mina Breuker stated none are pre 

sold but they did a priority listing. They met with a number of people and there are 12 parties on 

the list that are waiting to pursue. VanderHoff questioned how long they anticipate it to take to 

build the units. Breuker stated there are 119 total and that buildout would be about 5 years. 

 

Kape questioned if the Fire Department looked a Whitebud court and the turnaround for their fire 

truck. Golder stated yes the streets are all in they were meant to be public streets and dedicated 

public streets except for Osage Circle. 

 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to set a public hearing date of 

January 26, 2016 for Case#2-16 Breton Homes – North – Final Site Plan Approval 

of a PUD Phase – Located at White Bud Dr., White Bud Ct., Norway Maple, Osage 

Circle  

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Form Based Code 

 

Planner Golder discussed the Special Land Use Standards for Open Air Business, Minor 

Auto Repair and Car Rentals. 

 

Pung discussed sign regulations within the Form Based Code district. 

 

Schweitzer stated we are looking to solicit a consultant to assist with the Form Based 

Code. Staff has put together a rough draft and foresee a need for a consultant to give us 

some perspective. He stated by January 27 bidders are asked to submit their bids then we 

will go through the process of evaluating the bids and selecting a contractor. Schweitzer 

asked if any planning commissioner would be interested in taking part in the selection of 

the consultant. Jones stated she would help with the selection of the consultant. 
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Schweitzer stated he would like to discuss more about adult and child care in the Division 

Avenue corridor after he completes research on the State regulations. 

 

Jones stated she found information at AARP on Form Based Code and she will get the 

information to staff. She thinks it will be helpful in the discussion process. 

 

2. Election of Officers 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Benoit, to retain the same officers Chair 

Young, Vice-Chair Holtrop, Secretary Kape. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

 

3. Oath of  Office 

 

State law requires that Planning Commissioners be sworn in. Since none of the 

current commissioners have been previously sworn in the commissioners were sworn 

under the guidance of Schweitzer 

 

4. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Pemberton stated they had a LUZ committee meeting prior to the planning commission 

meeting. He stated they were approached by Super Green Market on East Paris and they 

stated they would like to add just over a 500 square foot poultry, slaughtering facility 

chickens only. Pemberton stated he thinks it makes sense to connect it to the existing 

market. The customer would have to enter a different section of the building to buy fresh 

chickens. He stated this is a process that has a lot of religious connotations with the 

community that it serves and beyond. It’s all organic, all fresh and all self-contained in 

the way it is processed. Pemberton stated this doesn’t comply with any of our ordinances 

therefore we would have to make an amendment to the ordinance to allow. Pemberton 

stated they are going to gather more information and try to make an appeal.  

 

Jones stated what she found fascinating about the request is people are currently driving 

to Detroit to buy these type of organic chickens. 

 

Holtrop stated the scary word was slaughter house but they referred to it as  processing 

the chicken. 

 

Jones asked if we have heard anything from Carmax. Pung stated they are going through 

the building permit process. 

 

Jones questioned if staff has saw the Total Chiropractic sign. She thought it was 

exceptionally bright. Golder stated we have been getting complaints and there was a sign 

company near them that was going to look into it. Craig Baker stated he will look into it 
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but he doesn’t want to get into telling them what they can’t do. Golder stated we can 

require them to document the brightness of the light to verify compliance with the zoning 

ordinance standards. 

 

Bridson thanked the commissioner for their hard work and leadership last year.  

 

Holtrop stated GR Auto Gallery are still parking cars outside and they said they would 

not do that. 

 

Holtrop stated there was a LUZ meeting December 8 and noted that Bethany Christian 

Services wants to establish a campus east of the old Family Fare on 52nd and Eastern. 

Golder stated Planet Fitness is going into the old Family Fare. 

 

Young stated she would like to look at the committee list. Collier stated she will email 

the list to the commissioners. 

 

5. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Benoit, Commissioner                             

to adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:35p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

NOVEMBER 22, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, , Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,   

Members Absent: Garrett Fox and Johngerlyn Young 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, the press and 3 

students 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Fox and Jones from the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Young absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of November 7, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#16-16 

– City of Kentwood 44th Street Rezoning – Rezoning of .25 acres of land from C-4 

Office to R1-D Single Family Residential Located on the south side of 44th Street 

between Madison and Julivan 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Young absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve the 

agenda for the November 22, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Young - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

 

Case#19-16 – Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments 

 

 

Increase the number of days allowed for commercial portable signs; limit the duration of 

individual commercial sign permits in commercial multi-tenant buildings; require permit 

sticker to be affixed to commercial portable signs 

 

Schweitzer introduced the request. He explained that the proposed zoning ordinance amendments 

addressed a variety of subjects. The first three involve sign regulations that wee developed 

subsequent to a survey of businesses and city boards in December of 2015. He stated the first 

sign survey question regarded the City’s overall approach to the regulation of permanent signs to 

determine if they were too restrictive, too permissive, or appropriate. Fifty-five percent (55%) of 

respondents felt that the current regulations were appropriate while forty-five percent (45%) felt 

they were too restrictive. 

 

The survey allowed respondents to provide comments on the question and the most common 

theme was that the limitation on the number of wall signs and freestanding sign was too 

restrictive.  Based on the responses, staff is not recommending any changes to the number of 

permanent sign regulations at this time.  However, staff thinks there may be some merit to 

modify the formula used to compute the allowable size of the freestanding signs in the 

commercial zone districts while maintaining the current maximum allowable size at 100 

square feet.  The modified formula would allow for slightly larger signs while maintaining 

the same maximum allowance. 

 

 

Schweitzer stated the second sign survey question regarded the City’s temporary sign 

allowance, more specifically the amount of time which is allowed for the display of such 

signs.  The City currently allows up to 30 days of temporary sign display per calendar year 

per property.  It has been expressed in comments received over the years that 30 days of 

display is not sufficient and that the ability for a single tenant in a multi-tenant building to 

use the entire 30 days is an issue of concern. Forty-two percent (42%) of respondents felt that 

the current temporary sign regulations should be maintained.  Fifty-two percent (52%) of the 

respondents (includes 15 that selected other) indicated they were in favor of increasing the 

number of days for portable sign display. Thirty-four comments were received with the most 

common theme being to allow for more temporary sign display by allowing each tenant to 

have from thirty (30) to fifty (50) days of temporary sign display.   

 

Based on the responses, staff feels it would be appropriate to consider an increase in the 

overall numbers of days for temporary sign display on a given property from 30 to 50 days 

and to limit the duration of a given permit to no more than 10 days at a time.  Staff would 
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also like to amend the temporary sign provisions to require that a copy of the permit is posted 

on the sign.  This provision is intended to expedite the ordinance enforcement process by 

making it clearer in the field whether a permit was secured and the term of the permit. 

 

Schweitzer stated in an attempt to make it equitable to a single tenant building their individual 

temporary sign permits will not be limited to a ten day maximum 

 

Schweitzer stated The third sign survey question regarded the City’s allowance for electronic 

display and how often the message is permitted to change.  The regulations currently restrict 

the electronic sign display to a static message which cannot change more than once every 

five (5) minutes. Forty-five percent (45%) of respondents were in favor of maintaining the 

current regulations while forty-four percent (44%) were in favor of decreasing the interval of 

change to either one (1) or three (3) minutes.  Twenty-one (21) comments were received, of 

those eleven (11) were in favor of intervals of less than one (1) minute. Based on the survey 

responses and research on how other communities address electronic messages, staff feels 

that decreasing the interval between messages to one (1) minute is reasonable. 

 

Residential Parking Restrictions  

 

Schweitzer stated in a residential area, the open off street parking of one commercial vehicle 

which is operated by the occupant of the lot. 

He stated during a recent informal hearing before the 62B District Court Magistrate it was made 

evident that the city needs to update the size/weight standards of what is considered allowable 

commercial vehicle parking in residential zone districts.  The scope of the parking and loading 

provisions of the Zoning Ordinance relate to all zoning districts for the off-street parking 

facilities for the storage and parking of self-propelled motor vehicles for the use of occupants, 

employees and patrons of the buildings.  However, certain restrictions were specified to establish 

and maintain suitable, sound and stable residential environments.  Aside from specifically 

restricting heavy equipment, semi-tractors and/or trailers in residential areas, the current way to 

generally classify the type of commercial vehicles restricted in a residential area or district is 

based on the rated capacity of the vehicle.  After researching how other communities address this 

issue we feel that outside parking and storing of commercial vehicles with a gross vehicle weight 

rating of more than 10,000 pounds, would be the most effective way to restrict the types of 

commercial vehicles allowed in residential areas or districts.  Examples of vehicles with a gross 

vehicle weight rating of 10,000 pounds or less would include: Dodge Ram 1500 and 2500, 

Chevrolet Silverado 1500 and 2500, Ford F-150 and F-250, Ford Excursion and Chevrolet 

Suburban 2500.  Examples of vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating of 10,000 pounds or 

more would include: Dodge Ram 3500, Ford E-350 and F-350, GMC Sierra 3500 and Hummer 

H1. 

Previously the Zoning Ordinance contained a specific accessory use allowance for the open 

storage/ parking of no more than one commercial vehicle in a residential area on the conditions 

that it was a vehicle operated by the occupant of the lot and that the vehicle was limited to no 

more than a one ton capacity.  The reason for this provision was to make allowance for those 
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residents who were afforded a “company” vehicle.  We feel a modified provision should be re-

introduced. 

 

 

Modify front yard requirements to take into account an existing setback line 

 

Up until 2002 the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance contained a provision that allowed the 

consideration of existing setback lines in the determination of the required building front yard 

setback.  In the aftermath of the tornado of 2014 a number of homeowners had to undertake 

substantial reconstruction of homes built during a time where the minimum front yard setback 

was much less than required under the current zoning requirements.  While zoning board 

variances were secured, the need for this review process and the associated time delay would not 

have been necessary had the former provision been retained. 

 

Modify the pool fencing requirements 

 

The State Building Code contains a new reference to the 2015 International Swimming Pool and 

Spa Code (ISPSC) that allows for motorized pool covers meeting certain design criteria to forego 

the need to fence the back yard area where the pool may be located. The City of Kentwood needs 

to amend the Swimming Pools and Other Similar Structures Zoning Ordinance provisions to 

maintain compliance with the State Building Code.  

Sale of vehicles on private property provisions 

 

Section 66-63 of the Municode was recently amended to more effectively address the issue of the 

display of motor vehicles for sale on private property.  To avoid conflict and maintain 

consistency with the regulatory provisions of the Municode we recommend amending the 

Repair and/or Sale of Motor Vehicles Zoning Ordinance provisions.  

 

Modify professional qualification requirements for the preparation of landscape plans 

 

Section 19.02 of the Zoning Ordinance addresses landscape plan specifications.  The 

introduction of this section specifies that the landscape plan shall be prepared by a registered 

landscape designer.  The State of Michigan does not have a registration for landscape designers, 

instead they do have a licensure for landscape architects.  We therefore recommend amending 

the Zoning Ordinance to be consistent with the State of Michigan professional qualification 

requirements.  

 

Modify setback measurement for drive-in or drive-through facilities 

 

The Special Land Use site design standards for Restaurants and Other Establishments with 

Drive-in or Drive-Through Facilities including retail and financial institutions currently specify a 

minimum 50 foot setback for all principal and accessory buildings from the adjacent public right-

of-way or property line.  Since the major reasons for the setback is minimize disturbance to 

adjacent properties and to assure for minimum stacking for vehicles exiting the site staff 
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recommends referencing the setback to the “point of drive-through transaction” instead of the 

“principal and accessory buildings”. 

 

Allow for deviations or alterations of development requirements to be considered and 

granted by the City Commission for Regional Shopping Centers within the C-3 Regional 

Commercial zone district 

 

Schweitzer stated the area in and around Woodland Mall is zoned C-3 Regional Commercial.  

The intent and purpose of this zoning is to provide commercial goods and services of a 

regional nature, serving areas both within and outside the City.  There are some very 

distinctive characteristics associated with the Woodland Mall area that continue to warrant 

this exclusive zoning designation.  Of particular note are the large enclosed mall, the 

expansive common parking areas, a well-defined internal traffic circulation system and 

consolidated points of access onto the adjacent State trunklines, M-11 (28th Street) and M-37 

(East Beltline).  As the Mall continues to redevelop it would be desirable to either reconsider 

specific development requirements or establish a mechanism to afford the Planning and City 

Commission more flexibility in the application of the codes. 

Staff recommends the creation of a mechanism, similar to that within our Planned Unit 

Development zones, to enable the City Commission to consider the waiver or alteration of 

specific development requirements for Woodland Mall.  To accomplish this action, we 

suggest broadening the scope of the definition of a Regional Shopping Center to distinguish 

the enclosed Woodland Mall and its associated parking and internal circulation from the 

balance of the freestanding buildings and outlots.  In addition, review standards will be 

specified to evaluate requests for waiver or alteration of development requirements. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Kape, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Young absent - 

 

Pemberton questioned the 50 foot setback requirement for drive-in or drive through facility are 

we putting people in a spot where they are nonconforming and if they want to remodel they have 

to do something big. Schweitzer stated right now it is measured from the side property line to the 

building wall. It will allow in the future for the buildings to be closer to the road.  

 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by to Recommend to the City Commission amendment of the 

Zoning Ordinance to: modify the base formula for the allowable size of commercial 

freestanding signs; increase the number of days allowed for commercial portable signs; 

limit the duration of individual commercial sign permits in commercial multi-tenant 

buildings; require permit sticker to be affixed to commercial portable signs; modify the 
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minimum interval between messages on dynamic display signs; modify commercial vehicle 

parking allowances in a residential area; modify front yard requirements to take into 

account an existing setback line; restate the minimum side yard in industrial zones; modify 

the pool fencing requirements; modify sale of vehicles on private property provisions; 

modify professional qualification requirements for the preparation of landscape plans; 

modify setback measurement for drive-in or drive-through facilities; and allow for 

deviations or alterations of development requirements to be considered and granted by the 

City Commission for Regional Shopping Centers within the C-3 Regional Commercial zone 

district. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Young absent -  

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#1-17- Non Motorized Plan 

 

Schweitzer gave an overview of the non-motorized facilities planning process. He stated 

staff will attempt to set up a joint meeting with the Parks and Recreation Commission 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Kape, to set a Public Hearing Date of January 10, 

2017 for: 

Case# 2-17 – 4571 Patterson Vehicle Sales – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review 

for Indoor Vehicle Sales in an Industrial Zone located at 4571 Patterson Ave SE 

Case#3-17 – Mosley School of Cosmetology – Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review for a Commercial School – Located at 4450 Breton Ave SE  

Case#4-17 – Zoning Ordinance Amendments – Regarding Wireless 

Communications 

Case#5-17 – City of Kentwood Rezone – Rezoning properties located at 4412 

Madison, 4420 Madison, 4412 Madison, 4413 Julivan and 4417 Julivan from C4- 

Office to R1-D Single Family Residential 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Young absent - 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Holtrop stated there was a LUZ meeting regarding 36th Street between Patterson and East 

Paris. They would like to put an indoor outdoor tennis complex the property is Master 

planned for community oriented develop but Currently zoned residential. He stated  

tennis courts are a special land use in the residential zone. Since the applicant was not 

present staff was requested to pass along several questions to clarify the request. 
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2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer asked commissioners if they would like for staff to adjust the 2017 schedule 

so they can participate in National Night Out. The regular meeting would be August 8, 

2017 but we could change it to Monday, August 7, 2017. 

 

Schweitzer stated a letter came in from the Islamic Mosque at 3357 East Paris indicating 

that they would not be in favor of rezoning any of the frontage property on East Paris 

between 32nd and 36th Street to Industrial. The letter related to recent discussion at the 

LUZ Committee to consider a zoning ordinance amendment to make a allowance for 

slaughter houses/animal processing.  If such an allowance were to be pursued it would 

likely occur only in an industrial zone district.  The commission acknowledged the letter 

and noted that the Master Plan for this particular section of East Paris frontage was not 

envisioned for industrial use. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Kape,                          

to adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Fox and Young absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:40pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Jones. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson,Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Mike 

Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,   

Members Absent: Garrett Fox and Johngerlyn Young (with notification) and Ed Kape 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic Staff 

and Secretary Monique Collier 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Benoit, to excuse Fox, Young and Kape from 

the meeting.    

- Motion Carried (6-0) –  

- Fox Young and Kape absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner VanderHoff, to 

approve the Minutes of October 25, 2016. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Fox, Young and Kape - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Jones                              

to approve the agenda for the November 7, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Fox, Young and Kape - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#16-16 – City of Kentwood 44th Street Rezoning – Rezoning of .25 acres of land 

from C-4 Office to R1-D Single Family Residential Located on the south side of 44th 

Street between Madison and Julivan 

 

Schweitzer stated approximately 13 years ago 44th Street, between Division and Eastern 

Avenue was reconstructed from a narrow four lane roadway to a four lane boulevard. He 

stated the City now has ownership of the residual frontage properties. He stated the 

neighboring property owners expressed a desire to acquire the properties. Schweitzer 

stated they see this as improving the value of their property and when they combine the 

property they will have the same zoning and the opportunity to have fencing that could be 

extended within 17 feet of the ROW on 44th Street. Schweitzer stated they would be able 

to expand upon their houses, their garage areas and they can create more of a rear yard. 

He stated a lot of things would open up for them. Schweitzer stated the area is Master 

planned residential.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding other City owned properties on 44th Street the city will 

evaluating in the near future. 

 

Schweitzer stated the recommendation to the City Commission to approve rezoning the 

properties addressed 4406 Madison and 424 44th from C-4 Office to R1-D Single family 

residential as described in his memo 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Fox, Kape and Young absent – 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by VanderHoff,to recommend to the City Commission 

approval of the request of the City of Kentwood to rezone the properties addressed 

4406 Madison and 424-44th Street from C-4 Office to R1-D Single Family 

Residential as described in Case #16-16. Approval is conditioned upon basis points 

1-7 as described in Schweitzer’s memo dated October 26, 2016. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Fox, Kape and Young absent - 

I. Work Session 
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Case #17-16 - Christian Rec Center Rezoning – Rezoning of 120.99 acres of land from 

R1-A Estate Residential to OS Open Space Located at 3450 36th Street SE; (On Hold) 

 

 Case #18-16 – Verizon Wireless Project #14359 – Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review for wireless communication tower Located at 3450 36th Street SE (On Hold) 

Schweitzer stated these two projects are on hold due to the amount of the deferred 

assessments that would be activated if the property were to be rezoned and developed. 

The Christian Athletic complex has decided to put the project on hold. 

 

Case#19-16 – Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments 

 

Schweitzer stated the first set of amendments pertains to signs. He stated when the Mayor 

was elected he had a lot of conversation with residents as well as those that operate 

businesses. He received a lot of feedback regarding our sign regulations. In December of 
2015 the Planning Department sent out 593 emails to businesses, City Commissioners, 
Planning Commissioners, and Zoning Board of Appeals members asking that they fill out a 
short five question survey relating to the City of Kentwood’s sign regulations.  The survey 
was intended to provide awareness of the City’s current sign regulations and acquire 
feedback.  The City received 130 completed surveys. 
 
Schweitzer stated the survey allowed respondents to provide comments on the question 
and the most common theme was that the limitation on the number of wall signs and 
freestanding sign was too restrictive.  Based on the responses, staff is not recommending 
any changes to the number of permanent sign regulations at this time.  However, there may 
be some merit to modify the formula used to compute the allowable size of the 
freestanding signs in the commercial zone districts while maintaining the current maximum 
allowable size at 100 square feet.  The modified formula would allow for slightly larger signs 
while maintaining the same maximum allowance. Schweitzer stated when you qualify for a 
100 square feet you have to have about 240-250 feet of frontage to get that. We want to 
keep the cap but on the smaller lots it will give them a little bit larger sign. Schweitzer gave 
examples of what this proposed change would mean. 
 
Holtrop questioned how this would affect the Bretwood Mall signage. Schweitzer stated they are 

at the max, although in the commercial PUD zone there is allowance for the City Commission to 

allow for deviations beyond our current allowances. 

 

Schweitzer stated the second sign survey question regarded the City’s temporary sign 
allowance, more specifically the amount of time which is allowed for the display of such 
signs.  The City currently allows up to 30 days of temporary sign display per calendar year 
per property.  It has been expressed in comments received over the years that 30 days of 
display is not sufficient and that the ability for a single tenant in a multi-tenant building to 
use the entire 30 days is an issue of concern. 
 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

November 7, 2016 

Page 4 

Schweitzer stated based on the responses, staff feels it would be appropriate to consider an 
increase in the overall numbers of days for temporary sign display on a given property from 
30 to 50 days and to limit the duration of a given permit to no more than 10 days at a time.  
Staff would also like to amend the temporary sign provisions to require that a copy of the 
permit is posted on the sign.  This provision is intended to expedite the ordinance 
enforcement process by making it clearer in the field whether a permit was secured and the 
term of the permit. 
 

Holtrop questioned for a single business whether we make them take out 5 permits instead of 

one. Schweitzer stated that the draft language would require a separate permit for each 10 day 

display. 

 

VanderHoff questioned if they would get charged a permit fee each time. Schweitzer stated yes. 

VanderHoff stated we should discuss the fee. He questioned why penalize the businesses for 

each 10 day period. He stated it is difficult for businesses to stay in business let alone without 

additional fees. VanderHoff stated we need to give the fee some thought. Holtrop stated when 

you get a multi-tenant building then you get multiple tenants who can use the 10 days each. 

Schweitzer stated we can see if we can devise something as we go from work session to public 

hearing for a single tenant building. The fee structure is set by the city commission therefore the 

planning commission could prepare a recommendation.  

 

Bridson stated it would be helpful to know how often sign violations are an issue. Schweitzer 

stated we can put together a history in the last several years as far as how much enforcement 

activity we have taken for this provision of the ordinance. 

 

Schweitzer stated the third sign survey question regarded the City’s allowance for electronic 
display and how often the message is permitted to change. The regulations currently 
restrict the electronic sign display to a static message which cannot change more than once 
every five (5) minutes. Schweitzer stated based on the survey responses and research on 
how other communities address electronic messages, staff feels that decreasing the interval 
between messages to one (1) minute is reasonable. This will also apply to any digital 
billboard in the community. 

 
Benoit questioned the brightness of the electronic signs. Schweitzer stated we do have a 

requirement for limitation of brightness and it is relative to the ambient light levels. Discussion 

ensued regarding different signs in the community. Schweitzer stated we have gone back to the 

different sign company’s that put the LED lights in and we have found that there is a sensor in a 

couple of them that was malfunctioning. Benoit stated Tommy’s Express on 28th Street is 

extremely bright. Pemberton stated the Chiropractic on East Paris is too.  

 

Schweitzer stated the next amendment would be parking restrictions in residential areas. We 

make allowance for commercial vehicles to be parked in residential areas. During a recent 

informal hearing before the 62B District Court Magistrate it was made evident that the city needs 

to update the size/weight standards of what is considered allowable commercial vehicle parking 
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in residential zone districts.  The scope of the parking and loading provisions of the Zoning 

Ordinance relate to all zoning districts for the off-street parking facilities for the storage and 

parking of self-propelled motor vehicles for the use of occupants, employees and patrons of the 

buildings.  However, certain restrictions were specified to establish and maintain suitable, sound 

and stable residential environments.  Aside from specifically restricting heavy equipment, semi-

tractors and/or trailers in residential areas, the current way to generally classify the type of 

commercial vehicles restricted in a residential area or district is based on the rated capacity of the 

vehicle.  After researching how other communities address this issue we feel that outside parking 

and storing of commercial vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating of more than 10,000 

pounds, would be the most effective way to restrict the types of commercial vehicles allowed in 

residential areas or districts.  Examples of vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating of 10,000 

pounds or less would include: Dodge Ram 1500 and 2500, Chevrolet Silverado 1500 and 2500, 

Ford F-150 and F-250, Ford Excursion and Chevrolet Suburban 2500.  Examples of vehicles 

with a gross vehicle weight rating of 10,000 pounds or more would include: Dodge Ram 3500, 

Ford E-350 and F-350, GMC Sierra 3500 and Hummer H1 

 

Holtrop questioned the definition of a commercial vehicle. Schweitzer stated if you have a 

company logo on the side. Discussion ensued. 

 

VanderHoff stated he disagrees with the weight of the F350. Schweitzer stated according to his 

resources the gross vehicle weight was 10,000. Discussion ensued VanderHoff stated he doesn’t 

think we will have a problem with anybody being over 10,000 pounds.  

 

Schweitzer stated the next zoning ordinance amendment deals with front yard setback 

requirements. Schweitzer stated up until 2002 the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance contained a provision 
that allowed the consideration of existing setback lines in the determination of the required building 
front yard setback.  In the aftermath of the tornado of 2014 a number of homeowners had to undertake 
substantial reconstruction of homes built during a time where the minimum front yard setback was 
much less than required under the current zoning requirements.  While zoning board variances were 
secured, the need for this review process and the associated time delay would not have been necessary 
had the former provision been retained. 

 

Schweitzer stated having this provision allows for a rebuild especially in an established area so 

that it is comparable with everybody else and they don’t have more stringent requirements.  

 

 

Schwetizer stated the next zoning ordinance amendment is industrial side yard requirements. The 

industrial building side yard requirements in the City of Kentwood Code of Ordinances reflects a 

minimum 25 foot dimension rather than the 20 foot dimension that has been in place and 

enforced upon since at least 1976. This is just an effort to clean this up. 

 

Schweitzer stated the next zoning ordinance amendment deals with swimming pool cover 

allowance The State Building Code contains a new reference to the 2015 International 

Swimming Pool and Spa Code (ISPSC) that allows for motorized pool covers meeting certain 

design criteria to forego the need to fence the back yard area where the pool may be located. The 
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City of Kentwood needs to amend the Swimming Pools and Other Similar Structures Zoning 

Ordinance provisions to maintain compliance with the State Building Code.  

 

VanderHoff stated it is a great idea to have a motorized pool cover, but it does no good if you 

don’t close it. 

 

Pemberton stated the fence never goes away. 

 

Benoit gave a brief overview of the rationale for the pool requirements that are based on a child 8 

years old or younger.  

 

Schweitzer stated the next zoning ordinance amendment deals with the Sale of Motor Vehicles 

Section 66-63 of the Municode was recently amended to more effectively address the issue of the 

display of motor vehicles for sale on private property.  To avoid conflict and maintain 

consistency with the regulatory provisions of the Municode we recommend amending the 

Repair and/or Sale of Motor Vehicles Zoning Ordinance provisions. This will allow up to the 

sale of two vehicles on a property within a calendar year. They can sell their own vehicle and not 

be considered a business. 

 

Schweitzer stated the next text amendment is preparation  of Landscape Plans. Section 19.02 of 
the Zoning Ordinance addresses landscape plan specifications.  The introduction of this section specifies 
that the landscape plan shall be prepared by a registered landscape designer.  The State of Michigan 
does not have a registration for landscape designers, instead they do have a licensure for landscape 
architects.  We therefore recommend amending the Zoning Ordinance to be consistent with the State of 
Michigan professional qualification requirements.  

 

Schweitzer stated the next text amendment Restaurants and Other Establishments with 

Drive-in or Drive-Through Facilities The Special Land Use site design standards for Restaurants 
and Other Establishments with Drive-in or Drive-Through Facilities including retail and financial 
institutions currently specify a minimum 50 foot setback for all principal and accessory buildings from 
the adjacent public right-of-way or property line.  Since the major reasons for the setback is minimize 
disturbance to adjacent properties and to assure for minimum stacking for vehicles exiting the site staff 
recommends referencing the setback to the “point of drive-through transaction” instead of the 
“principal and accessory buildings”.  

 

Schweitzer stated the next text amendment relates to Regional Commercial District 
Development Requirements The area in and around Woodland Mall is zoned C-3 Regional 
Commercial.  The intent and purpose of this zoning is to provide commercial goods and services of a 
regional nature, serving areas both within and outside the City.  There are some very distinctive 
characteristics associated with the Woodland Mall area that continue to warrant this exclusive zoning 
designation.  Of particular note are the large enclosed mall, the expansive common parking areas, a 
well-defined internal traffic circulation system and consolidated points of access onto the adjacent State 
trunklines, M-11 (28th Street) and M-37 (East Beltline).  As the Mall continues to redevelop it would be 
desirable to either reconsider specific development requirements or establish a mechanism to afford 
the Planning and City Commission more flexibility in the application of the codes. 
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Staff recommends the creation of a mechanism, similar to that within our Planned Unit Development 
zones, to enable the City Commission to consider the waiver or alteration of specific development 
requirements for Woodland Mall.  To accomplish this action, we suggest broadening the scope of the 
definition of a Regional Shopping Center to distinguish the enclosed Woodland Mall and its associated 
parking and internal circulation from the balance of the freestanding buildings and outlots.  In addition, 
review standards will be specified to evaluate requests for waiver or alteration of development 
requirements. 

 

Schweitzer stated he will get modifications to the temporary sign provisions and a few 

enforcement activities. He stated he will clean things up and have it ready for the public hearing. 

 

Holtrop stated he notices flags everywhere and questioned if they need permits. Schweitzer 

stated the only exception, and the interest of being business friendly, we have relaxed the 

enforcement for temporary sign permits if they are advertising a job vacancy. 

 

Discussion ensued. Benoit point out there is a difference in a business putting their signs out that 

they are hiring however, with an employment agency that is their job. 

 

J. New Business 

 

 There was no New Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Bridson was concerned about parking of trailers in residential area.  Schweitzer stated 

recreation vehicles cannot be parked in the front yard setback of the property. Bridson 

asked about cars. Schweitzer stated the ordinance requires cars to be a on a paved 

surface.  

 

Pemberton stated the 36th Street Storage facility east of East Paris they need enforcement 

action. There are cars and other things parked all over, right up against the fence. 

 

Holtrop questioned where the 54 trees that were approved by the city commission are 

going. Schweitzer stated there are primarily going in the median on 44th street from 

Patterson Avenue to Broadmoor. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

 

3. Non-Motorized Plan 
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Schweitzer stated the non-motorized committee has been considering adopting a non-

motorized facility plan. The city commission just recently changed their policy dealing 

with sidewalk assessments. The City now will not assess property owners where sidewalk 

is put in provided that it is consistent with our non-motorized plan. Instead of being a 

draft plan it have to be made an adopted plan. He stated what we are going to propose to 

do is have at least one work session with the thought of adoption in December or January. 

 

 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner  VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Jones,                            

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Fox, Young and Kape absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:30p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

DECEMBER 13, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Benoit. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Mike 

Pemberton, and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Emily Bridson, Frank Vander Hoff,(with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Planner Joe Pung, 

Staff Secretary Monique Collier, and the applicants. 

 

Motion by Fox, supported by Benoit, to excuse Bridson and VanderHoff 

 

- Motion Carried –  

- Bridson and VanderHoff absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Jones stated throughout the minutes the motion needs to be changed to reflect that Young 

was absent and Jones was not. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of November 22, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#19-16 

– Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments with change noted. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Bridson and VanderHoff absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Kape,                             

to approve the agenda for the December 13, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Bridson and VanderHoff absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 
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There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

There were no public hearings 

 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#1-17- Non Motorized Plan (postponed) 

 

Case# 2-17 – 4571 Patterson Vehicle Sales – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for 

Indoor Vehicle Sales in an Industrial Zone located at 4571 Patterson Ave SE 

 

Pung introduced that request. He stated the request is for Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review for Indoor Vehicle Sales within an Industrial district. He stated the applicant is 

purchasing an existing 7200 square foot building. He stated the primary use of the facility 

will be for major vehicle repair which will be a continuation of what was approved by the 

planning commission in 2010. He stated the applicant also wishes to have the ability to 

sell vehicles as a secondary use. He stated the display of inventory would be within a 

1,500 square foot showroom within the building.  

 

Pung stated with indoor vehicles sales there is a restriction that no vehicle repair or 

maintenance occur on site. He stated the primary use of this facility is for a vehicle repair 

operation with the secondary use as selling vehicles. Pung stated the Zoning 

Administrator determined this use would not be a conflict. 

 

Pung stated the applicant is going to also offer vehicle rental to their customers but this is 

not under review or approval. Pung stated this is a very minor secondary accessory use 

and they would only be able to rent vehicles to customers that are having their vehicles 

repaired.  

 

Pung stated the only issue was to clarify and update the statement of operations. Staff is 

looking for the applicant to add the intended hours of operation; what their expected 

vehicle sales level would be; and to also clarify with them that all vehicle sales operation 

would occur within the enclosed building. Pung stated in their statement they indicated 

the possibility of doing an expansion, that expansion would come back to the planning 

commission as a major change to the site plan and the use as a vehicle repair and vehicle 

sales. 

 

Kape questioned if they plan to sell vehicles inside.  Jeff Anderson stated this is a fairly 

small facility. There will be classic cars, restored cars, exotic cars etc. Anderson stated 

not something that is a high volume business. Occasionally when they need to keep your 

employees busy you might have to inventory a car or buy a wreck. This would happen 



Approved Minutes 

Planning Commission 

December 13, 2016 

Page 3 

within the building. Discussion ensued about damaged cars. He stated they are very 

limited with what they can do and even the volume of what they will be able to produce. 

Kape questioned if he owns the cars or a broker. He stated it will be a combination of 

both. Kape asked how high end will they go with their cars. Anderson stated they are 

very high end cars and can be very expensive. Discussion ensued. Kape questioned if he 

will be doing internet sales. Anderson stated that is correct that is the only way they can 

survive. 

 

Jones questioned if his vehicles will be maintained on the inside with the exception of 

those being towed there for collision repair. Anderson stated that is correct, they will be 

stored off site. The customer retains the cars as work flow comes in. The cars will need to 

be brought in on the back of the premises and then prepped. Discussion ensued. Jones 

asked it there will be a show room. Anderson stated there already is, there is a 1,500 

square foot existing showroom in the front of the building. Anderson stated there are 

large display windows that will stay. Jones questioned how many vehicles he plans to 

have at any one time. Anderson stated in its current form probably 6, once the body shop 

would be added maybe more around 14.  

 

Jones questioned the number of consignment vehicles. Anderson stated difficult to say 

but maybe 3. Anderson stated the vehicles may be in various forms of work in progress 

that are going to be brokered off but most will come in the front door, then right back out 

the front door and back to the client. Jones questioned if there will be vehicles outside. 

Anderson stated in the back, yes. Discussion ensued. Anderson stated everything will be 

behind a fence you couldn’t stand at any place and see what is going on in the back. 

Jones questioned where the rental vehicles will be stored. Anderson stated their plan is 

that there will be somewhere near 30 parking spaces in total on the site with 13 being 

outside of the fenced area. He stated no more than 5 rentals and they will be stored at the 

property in the back of the parking lot. Discussion ensued. 

 

Pemberton questioned the total square footage with the addition of the body shop. 

Anderson stated it will be under 12,000 square feet. Pemberton stated he thinks it’s great 

and wishes them the best. 

 

Holtrop questioned if the body shop would raise a red flag. Pung stated it would be a 

major vehicle repair and we have others that are in industrial zones. The request will 

come back before the commissioner for the addition. Holtrop stated we have a number of 

indoor car sales and see a lot of outside storage, we want to make sure he is aware no 

outside vehicles storage and want to keep things inside. Anderson stated that has been 

made very clear. Discussion ensued. 

 

Benoit asked if they are currently mechanics. Anderson stated that is how their current 

facility is operated. Anderson stated this is a startup, a confederation of people they know 

who have been in this field for a long time and we are just bringing them all together 

putting marketing plans together. Discussion ensued.   
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Fox questioned the number of employees. Anderson stated there will be around 6 

employees to begin with and after the body shop is approved there will be around 12 

employees. Fox questioned if they are all master mechanics. Anderson stated they will all 

be stated certified. Discussion ensued. Fox questioned if they are anticipating any 

renovations. Anderson stated there will be minor renovations nothing structural. Fox 

stated since sales is secondary does the dollar amount matter regardless of the amount of 

sales. Pung stated there isn’t a dollar amount, the way it has been described they are 

going to be doing vehicle repairs. As long as they are repairing more vehicles than they 

are selling. Sales will be restricted to that 1500 square foot display area.  

 

Schweitzer stated Mr. Anderson mentioned an expansion in the future. He questioned if 

that is solely for the body shop or also involve and expansion of the indoor display area. 

Anderson stated the body shop, the expansion would  be off of the back of the facility. 

Discussion ensued . 

 

 

Case#3-17 – Mosley School of Cosmetology – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review 

for a Commercial School – Located at 4450 Breton Ave SE  

 

Pung stated the request is for Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for a Commercial 

School. He stated it will be located in a commercial planned unit development. He stated 

the applicant wishes to operate a cosmetology school.  

 

Pung stated they are looking at occupying a 4400 square foot tenant space within the 

existing Bretwood center retail center. He stated based on their operation statement they 

intend to have morning and evening sessions with up to 28 students in each session. Pung 

stated there is more than adequate parking on site.  

 

Fox questioned whether there will be 3 teachers. Mosley stated there will be 2-3 teachers, 

for every 20 students there has to be one instructor. Fox questioned if there is a way to 

control the odor of some of the chemicals being used. Mosley stated they have ventilation 

systems. 

 

Benoit stated for manicurist and pedicurist they have to have specific ventilation systems. 

He questioned whether that would that be required for the schools. Mosley stated with the 

cosmetology program it is a 1,500 hour program. Only a small amount less than 4% are 

nails which include manicure, pedicure and artificial nails. They will teach the minimum 

requirement by the State. Mosley stated they are not going to be very large on the nails 

service they offer the public. They aren’t offering manicure and pedicures, hair services 

only. 

 

Pemberton stated he is excited to see more go into that particular strip mall. 

 

Jones questioned how many stations they anticipate having. Mosley stated she will have 

12 salon stations. There will only be 14 students at a time on the clinic; 12 on clinic, One 
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at the dispensary and one at the front desk. Jones asked if they will have one classroom. 

Mosley stated they will have one classroom and that one classroom will seat 14 students 

and one instructor. Discussion ensued. 

 

 

Case#4-17 – Zoning Ordinance Amendments – Regarding Wireless Communications 

 

Schweitzer stated there was a wireless communication plan that was adopted a number of 

years ago. Schweitzer stated rather than the tall towers back then the technology is going 

smaller to the point where we have been working with vendors on our zoning and 

regulatory ordinances working with the City Commission. Schweitzer stated first we are 

going to amend the zoning ordinance to specify that any wireless communication facility 

that is in the public ROW is not going to be subject to zoning.  

 

Schweitzer stated the City Commission is looking at the fact that wireless communication 

is a service in the area but it is one that as time has gone on things are really 

technogically driven. Schweitzer stated the Mayor doesn’t want to see a proliferation of 

structures in the public ROW.  

 

Schweitzer stated City Commission said they will allow for poles or towers with an 

antenna on it within the public ROW up to a 40 foot height. We also have a lot of 

structures that are in the public ROW already telephone poles and consumers energy, 

street lights etc. Discussion ensued. 

 

Schweitzer stated since it has been 16 years since we came up with the regular tower 

regulations we have learned that the equipment enclosure and the regulations will 

continue to put a premium on colocation. Schweitzer stated if you have a tall tower, we 

want them to have room for 4 carriers. He stated if you have that many carriers, you will 

have that many structures or cabinets of equipment that will go with it at the base of the 

structure. Schweitzer stated with that in mind one of the proposed regulations is to 

increase the amount of area that could be devoted to the equipment storage on the base of 

the unit and beef up the landscape screening requirement and to maintain and have a 

fence around the area. 

 

Schweitzer stated we are also looking at being more explicit in giving the planning 

commissioners review authority for the tower locations that are going to be on private 

property. We will  put it within their authority to require, to the extent possible, that it is 

disguised or there is stealth to it so that it blends into the background rather than being 

very obvious in an area. 

 

Pemberton questioned whether towers on public property would have same restrictions. 

Schweitzer stated that is correct. In order to limit the number of structures colocation is 

still required. Pemberton stated there is revenue involved. He stated restrictions have to 

be there so that we don’t have nothing but antennas showing but valuable revenue with 

all entities involved. Discussion ensued.  
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Holtrop questioned why this is not an essential public service. Schweitzer stated to be 

considered and essential public service you are talking about fire, police, emergency 

services that are critical to the community, public water public sewer etc. Schweitzer 

stated this is an important service as far a wireless service through the community but at 

this point we are saying that is doesn’t rise to this level. Discussion ensued. 

 

Benoit stated item 10 on page 9 it states that the applicant shall post a performance 

guarantee in a satisfactory form to the city in an amount that shall cover one hundred 

percent of the cost of removing the tower in the event that the applicant fails to complete 

the removal of the abandoned tower within the prescribed time period. Benoit questioned 

if this will be at the time of installation. Schweitzer stated that is correct. Benoit stated 

this will be a moving target. Schweitzer stated our general regulations already gives the 

planning commission the authority to require performance guarantees for requirements of 

the City. Schweitzer stated the Attorney felt rather than rely upon the general provision 

he wanted to make it very clear to those that were coming in with towers that they are 

going to have to provide a performance guarantee with it. IF the tower goes obsolete we 

don’t want it standing in the middle of a field and going into disrepair Discussion ensued. 

 

Fox questioned how often is this amendment is updated and if there will be a plan 

moving forward to review the wireless communication on a regular basis. Schweitzer 

noted that these are the first amendments to the original regulations. We may wish to re-

visit the wireless plan 

 

Case#5-17 – City of Kentwood Rezone – Rezoning properties located at 4412 Madison, 

4420 Madison, 4413 Julivan and 4417 Julivan from C4- Office to R1-D Single Family 

Residential 

 

Schweitzer stated we would like to rezone these properties; 4412 Madison, 4420 

Madison, 4413 Julivan and 4417 Julivan from C4- Office to R1-D Single Family 

Residential.  Schweitzer stated in the past we have had things come up where mortgage 

lenders are hesitant or will refuse to issue mortgages on properties that are not zoned 

residential.  

 

Schweitzer stated we contacted the 4 property owners and told them what we are trying 

to do and a couple of the property owners stated they thought they were zoned residential 

from the beginning and they do have residential mortgages. Schweitzer stated these 

properties have been zoned office since 1976.  

 

Schweitzer stated he overlooked these properties when the two 44th Street frontage 

properties were proposed for rezoning to R1-D Single Family Residential. If you put all 

four of these properties together and aggregate them this would be enough to create an 

office site. Schweitzer stated this is one of the reasons why we wanted to have the 

property owners aware of what was going on he spoke to 3 of the 4 and will talk to the 

4th property owner before the public hearing. If they don’t want to be rezoned we will 

respect their wishes. But it is to the benefit of those who are living there and if they want 
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to sell the property and the next homeowner comes in and wants to get mortgage 

financing it will be more straightforward.  

 

Commissioners were fine with the request and offered no additional comments. 

 

J. New Business 

 

No new Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Kape stated he went to the parade and Christmas tree lighting and it was very nice and 

festive. 

 

Jones, Pemberton, Benoit, Fox wished everyone a Merry Christmas & Happy New Year 

 

Holtrop stated he noticed a lot of activity on 44th used to be the Grand Valley Health 

Plan. Pung stated he said office use is going in there. They came in for interior remodel. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer asked the commissioner if they would be open to attend one of the park and 

recreation meetings to discuss the non-motorized plan they meet on the 2nd  Monday of 

the month at 5:15pm and the Recreation Center on 48th Street. Schweitzer stated if they 

are willing to consider we will set up a time to coordinate. Commissioners agreed they 

would like to attend a meeting. 

 

Schweitzer stated the applicant withdrew their application for the Christian Athletic 

Center Rezoning and to put up a tower at 36th and Shaffer.  

 

 Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Jones, supported by Commissioner  Pemberton, to 

adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Bridson and VanderHoff absent - 

.Meeting adjourned at 8:40pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JANUARY 26, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Bridson. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff, and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Garrett Fox (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, 

the applicant and one resident. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Fox from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to approve 

the Minutes of January 12, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case# 1-16 Breton 

Homes North- Preliminary Site Plan Review of a Major Change to a PUD Located 

at 2475 Pfeiffer Woods Dr. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Adding under Other Business ETO Magnetic Site Plan change and Sign Survey. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve 

the agenda for the January 26, 2016 meeting with changes noted.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent – 

-  

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 
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There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#2-16 Breton Homes – North – Final Site Plan Approval of a PUD Phase – Located 

at White Bud Dr. White Bud Ct., Norway Maple, Osage Circle  

 

Golder stated the request is for phase 1 buildings 1-22. She stated for the Major Change 

there was a condition to provide sidewalks along all public streets, including Norway 

Maple Court, White Bud Drive, White Bud Court and on one side of Osage Ct. which is a 

private street. 

 

Golder stated the City Commission will be taking action on the overall plan. She stated 

she is recommending conditional approval of the site plan dated 12/15/15 as described in 

her memo. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by VanderHoff, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent – 

 

Commissioners offered no additional comments and were good with the plan 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by VanderHoff, to grant conditional approval of the 

site plan dated 12/15/15 for Breton Woods North PUD Phase (Buildings 1-22) as 

described in Case No. 2-16. Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-5 and Basis 

points 1-3 as described in Golder’s memo. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no Work Sessions 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to set a public hearing date of February 

23, 2016 for Case# 3-16 Gary A. Kwekel – Conditional Zoning of .37 acres of land 

from OS Open Space to C4 Office located at 200 – 44th Street 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) - 
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K. Other Business 

 

1. Committee Appointments 

 

The commissioners chose the sub committees they would like to serve on in the 2016 

year. Collier stated she will send an email with the updated changes. 

 

2. ETO Site Plan Change 

 

Golder stated on the ETO Magnetic approved site plan ETO proposed a concrete rolled 

curb. She stated ETO Magnetic would like to save money and are asking for approval to 

change to an asphalt valley curb. Golder stated the downside to that is the asphalt valley 

curb falls apart easier. The City Engineer stated from a maintenance standpoint for 

collecting storm water he  feels that the concrete rolled curb is a better solution, but 

recognizes that it is a private road and if it needs to be replaced then that is on the 

applicant. Golder stated she emailed Steelcase to see if they had any concerns with ETO 

Magnetic changing to the asphalt valley curb; because ultimately Steelcase may be 

selling bits and pieces of this property, but Steelcase hasn’t responded yet. 

 

Doug Stalsonburg, with Exxel Engineering was present. He stated the asphalt valley curb 

is truly a cost savings request. ETO is over budget and they still plan to do the project but 

are looking for ways to save some money. Stalsonburg stated all the other private roads in 

the development are curb and gutter. At the time Franklin Partners sold the land to ETO 

Magnetic they concurred that they would just continue on with the rolled curb until the 

cost came together. Therefore, to save money with asphalt rolled curb. Stalsonburg stated 

he changed the construction plans and resubmitted to the Engineering Department. That 

is when he got an email back that they just can’t change the road. He stated he looked at 

the PUD statement and there is no mention about the type of road. It states that the ring 

road has to continue but no mention of the type of road that has to be built. Stalsonburg 

stated what he finds most interesting is in the City’s private drive section of the zoning 

ordinance chapter 18 for non-residential private streets; the City of Kentwood does not 

require curb and gutter. It specifically says valley gutter. Stalsonburg stated he has a 

problem with the City saying they would have to build curb and gutter when their own 

standards do not reinforce that. Stalsonburg stated they will still have concrete curb and 

gutter at the intersection and the drive that goes out to 60th they will still have concrete 

gutter pan at all driveways, but beyond that it will be an asphalt valley gutter. 

Stalsonsubrg stated he was told by Golder to come back to the planning commission to 

have this discussion. 

 

Golder stated we should wait to speak to Steelcase and Franklin Partners before 

answering the question because the design of the private street cross section may have a 

bearing on the private maintenance agreements.  

 

After further discussion, the commissioners agreed that it is not fair to require ETO 

Magnetic to install a concrete rolled curb when the City doesn’t require, nor is it written 
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in our current zoning ordinance. The Commissioners suggested staff work with ETO 

Magnetic, Steelcase and Franklin Partners on the required maintenance agreements 

specified in the conditions of approval for the ETO project. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Jones, to allow staff the discretion to approve a 

minor change to an internal private road cross section pending review of the 

maintenance agreements and easements for the private road on the ETO Magnetic 

site. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent  

3. Sign Survey 

 

Pung stated a 5 question sign survey was recently sent to businesses in Kentwood to seek 

feedback on Kentwood’s current sign ordinance. The survey was sent via email to the 

businesses who had Business License in Kentwood and emails were sent to the City 

Commissioners, Planning Commissioners, and Zoning Board members. He stated 697 

emails were sent out and of those only 593 were valid email address and of the 593 we 

received 130 responses. Pung noted the resulting 20 percent response rate was good. 

 

Pung noted that the purpose of the survey was two fold. The survey was informational to 

the respondents since it included a summary of the current sign regulations. Secondly, the 

survey was requested by Mayor Kepley to fulfill a pledge he made to business owners he 

met during his mayoral campaign. 

 

Pung explained that the first 3 surveys questions pertained respectively to permanent sign 

allowances temporary sign allowances and electronic message centers. The last 2 

questions were intended to obtain a sense of the respondent’s perspectives. 

 

With regard to the permanent sign questions 54% thought the current regulations were 

appropriate and 45% thought the provisions were too restrictive. None of the respondents 

offered any specific comments on how the allowances should be modified. 

 

The feedback on the temporary sign allowances included 42% who felt the current 

regulations should be maintained while 32% felt the allotted time for the temporary 

display should go from 30 to at least 50 days per property in a calendar year. Respondent 

comments also included a desire for tenants within a multi-tenant building to have equal 

access to the temporary sign allowance. While 45% of the respondents felt the interval 

between message changes should remain at 5 minutes, 44% felt the interval should be 

reduced to 3 or 1 minute. 

 

Young noted from her experience don’t conduct a survey or ask people about something 

if you’re not going to do anything about it. Conducting a survey  creates expectations. 
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Schweitzer stated later this year we will be looking at zoning ordinance amendments. The 

sign survey results will be taken into account. In fact several respondents expresses an 

intern in continued dialogue. 

 

4. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Holtrop questioned Fast Trak and their signage. Schweitzer stated we have an agreement 

with them they are going to reduce the size of their freestanding sign. Enforcement will 

also be continued with an adjacent business owner, 

 

Holtrop stated Luz met and there was a party interested in the property at East Paris 

Avenue and Embassy Dr. He stated they would like to rezone to the property so they can 

put in an Alzheimer’s facility. It is currently zoned office. They would like a rezoning 

and a special land use. He stated in the meeting there were mixed feelings. 

Commissioners questioned if they could find another place in Kentwood to do the same 

thing. East Paris and Embassy is a busy street and do we want to give up the office 

zoning. We sent them away with a suggestion to consider an alternate site. Staff 

previously suggested alternate sites but East Paris/Embassy was there preferred option. 

 

VanderHoff stated he will be at the first meeting in February but after that he will be 

gone for about 5 weeks. 

 

5. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Pemberton                            

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Fox absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:30p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 23, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Holtrop. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Dan Holtrop, Johngerlyn Young, Emily Bridson, Ed Kape, 

Sandra Jones and Garrett Fox (arrived at 7:40pm) 

Members Absent: Frank Vander Hoff and Mike Pemberton (with notification)  

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer and two citizens 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Holtrop, to excuse VanderHoff, Fox and Pemberton 

from the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- VanderHoff , Pemberton and Fox absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Bridson, to approve 

the Minutes of February 9, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for Case# 2-16 Breton 

Woods Final Site Plan Approval of a PUD Phase along White Bud Drive, White Bud 

Court, Norway Maple Court and Osage Circle.  

Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- VanderHoff, Fox and Pemberton absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve the 

agenda for the February 23, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

-  VanderHoff, Fox and Pemberton absent- 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business. 

 

H. Public Hearing 
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Case# 3-16 Gary A. Kwekel-Conditional Zoning of .37 acres of land from OS Open 

Space to C4 Office located at 200-44th Street, SE 

 

Director Schweitzer introduced the request by explaining the site location and the State 

Law allowance that enabled the applicant to petition the City of Kentwood for a C-4 

Office zoning with voluntary restrictions on the range of allowable uses.  He noted that 

during the February 9, 2016 planning commission work session, the representative of the 

applicant, Dave Kwekel, requested that the conditional zoning be restricted to clinical, 

office and place of worship uses. 

 

Commissioner Fox arrived. 

 

Mr. Kwekel offered brief introductory comments noting his desire to increase the 

marketability of the property. 

 

Chair Young opened the public hearing. 

 

Ginette Hendrickson, 4447 Jefferson Avenue, SE, did not want the proposed rezoning to 

cause a change in traffic patterns that would increase traffic on Farnham Avenue.   

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Bridson, to close the 

public hearing. 

      -Motion Carried (8-0)- 

      -VanderHoff and Pemberton absent- 

 

Commissioner Benoit noted that 200-44th Street, SE has frontage exclusively onto 44th 

Street.  There is no driveway interconnection with Farnham.  He also pointed out that the 

Parks & Recreation Commission had considered the acquisition of the property but in the 

end decided not to purchase.  Commissioner Benoit suggested that the next update of the 

Master Plan include a change for this site.  He indicated his support for the request. 

 

Commissioner Jones inquired whether the applicant intended to renovate the building.  

Mr. Kwekel indicated that his intent was to market the building in its current condition. 

 

Commissioner Holtrop indicated that it was his opinion that the traffic associated with the 

proposed C-4 conditional uses would be comparable to that associated with the former 

veterinary tenant.  He expressed support for the request. 

 

Commissioner Bridson explained that she also sits on the Parks & Recreation 

Commission.  She stated that the reason that they did not pursue the acquisition of this 

site was that it was not recommended in the Parks & Recreation Business Plan.  In 

addition, Parks & Recreation staff did not foresee that the acquisition of the site would 

enable them to address any of the facility or programming shortfalls noted in the business 

plan.  She inquired whether there were any immediate property owners in opposition to 
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the request.  A gentleman in the audience indicated that he was located immediately to 

the east of the site and that he was in favor of the request. 

 

Commissioner Kape inquired whether there was continued interest by a church to acquire 

the site.  Kwekel confirmed that the party had contacted him again earlier in the day. 

 

Commissioner Fox inquired about the prospect of additional sign display or other 

changes in site lighting in the event the conditional zoning request was approved.  

Schweitzer noted that the 85 foot wide lot would entitle the owner/tenant a freestanding 

sign of up to 34 square feet in area.  However, the city’s zoning regulations restrict the 

intensity of lighting.   

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, Supported by Commissioner Bridson, to 

recommend to the City Commission to approve the request of Gary Kwekel to 

conditionally rezone the property at 200-44th Street, SE from OS Open Space to C-4 

Office restricted to clinical, general office and place of worship use as described in 

Case # 3-16.  Recommendation is conditioned upon basis points 1-7 as described in 

Schweitzer’s memo dated February 16, 2016. 

      -Motion Carried (8-0)- 

      -VanderHoff and Pemberton absent- 

 

 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no work sessions. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, Supported by Commissioner Jones, to set a public 

hearing date of March 22, 2016 for :  Case# 4-16 West Michigan Eye Care-Final Site 

Plan Review of a PUD Phase located at 2112 East Paris Avenue, SE. 

      -Motion Carried (8-0)- 

      -VamnderHoff and Pemberton absent- 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

Commissioner Fox noted that on Saturday, February 27, 2016 there would be a Black History 

Live Museum from 2:00-5:00pm within Woodland Mall. 

 

Commissioner Holtrop indicated that the Pantry project proposed at 5308 Division was not going 

forward due to issues raised during the environmental review. 

 

Commissioner Jones indicated she will not be attending the March 22, 2016 meeting since she 

will be in Washington, DC. 
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Commissioner Young indicated she will be out of town on March 8. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

Schweitzer indicated on March 1, the City Commission will be considering the consultant review 

committee recommendation for the selection of the planning consultant to assist in the 

development and incorporation of form based code provisions into the Zoning Ordinance.  

 

L. Adjournment  

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Jones, to adjourn 

the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff and Pemberton absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:05 pm 

Respectfully submitted, 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 
 



PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 9, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Kape. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Mike 

Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Emily Bridson (with notification)   

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Staff Secretary 

Monique Collier and the applicant.  

 

Motion by Fox, supported by VanderHoff, to excuse Bridson from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff,  supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of  January 26, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#2-16 

Breton Homes – North – Final Site Plan Approval of a PUD Phase – Located at 

White Bud Dr. White Bud Ct., Norway Maple, Osage Circle   

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Jones, supported by Commissioner VanderHoff to 

approve the agenda for the February 9, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

There were no Public Hearings 

 

I. Work Session 

 

   Case# 3-16 Gary A. Kwekel – Conditional Zoning of .37 acres of land from OS Open Space to 

C4 Office located at 200 – 44th Street 

  

Director Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the request is on the south side of 44th 

Street, east of Division Avenue, the backyard of the property to the south and to the west is 

Home Acres Park. Immediately to the east is a single family residence and a vacant parcel on the 

corner which is at Jefferson and 44th Street. Schweitzer stated the request is in an area where 

there is commercial retail along 44th Street from Division over to Home Acres Park, then there is 

residential zoning to the east. Schweitzer stated on the north side of 44th Street is commercial all 

the way over to Jefferson Ave. and then it goes to residential east on the north side. Schweitzer 

stated with respect to our future land use plan, these uses are reflective of the long range plan.  

 

He stated the 200 44th Street property at one time was owned by the City as far back as 1972. At 

one time the city Library was there. He stated over time after the library moved out and then the 

City was a landlord for a number of years up to about 1985. The City sold the property on land 

contract to Mr. Gary Kwekel and at that time it was zoned open space. Schweitzer stated one of 

the requirements of entering into the land contract was that they get a use variance for a 

veterinary use. The veterinary use was approved by the zoning board of appeals and the 

veterinary clinic moved in and they occupied the building until 2014. From 1985-1988 there was 

office was in the building and then the veterinarian clinic through 2014. The veterinarian clinic 

moved out and now they have a vacant property. There have been discussions between the City 

and property owner about the prospect of the City acquiring the property. But there was also 

some conversation that took place between the LUZ committee and the applicant about the 

prospect of having it rezoned to commercial retail. Schweitzer stated the LUZ committee’s 

feedback wasn’t seen as desirable to have commercial retail. Schweitzer stated the property has 

been on the market for about 2 years with very little activity in terms of interest. 

 

Schweitzer stated conditional zoning is allowed in the State of Michigan due to relatively recent 

changes in State Law. He stated it allows someone to approach the city and ask for a rezoning of 

a property along with a voluntary restriction on the uses that would otherwise be allowed in that 

zone district.  

 

Schweitzer stated we were looking at commercial retail with all the uses that are allowed by 

permitted use or special land use would have been possible. What the applicant it looking at now 

is making request for conditional zoning to office designation and further restricting what’s 

allowed in the building,(clinical use for human patients, general office use etc).  

 

David Kwekel was present introducing the request. He stated years ago 44th Street was turned 

into a boulevard which took away the left hand turn into the property. He stated the property 
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comes with two curb cuts. Kwekel stated for them to find a user they would have to go into the 

building come from the east and proceed to the west, and in order to turn into that property they 

would have to go past the property, through Division Avenue do a U-turn and then come back to 

the property. He stated that is a huge handicap to the property. He stated being Open Space and 

not being able to put an office user in there or a commercial user is tough. He stated that is why 

he is requesting to please consider an office use. 

 

Jones asked the square footage of the building. Kwekel stated the top floor is around 1,200 

square feet and there is a basement. Jones questioned if he has a current party interested. Kwekel 

stated he did, but they are no longer interested. He stated about a year ago he had a retail use and 

they had a buy sell in place, but their contingency of the sale was for commercial use and he 

could see he wasn’t going to get anywhere with that. Kwekel stated after about a year they had 

two commercial users and two office users were interested in the property and they both made 

their offers contingent on him getting it rezoned to office. Kwekel stated right now he does not 

have a buy sell agreement. Jones asked if there were concern for someone who might be 

interested in the building because of its proximity to the skate park. Kwekel stated over the years 

it has been tagged and he received a call from a City official that it had been tagged with gang 

signs and they went there and covered it up best they could. Kwekel stated over the years 

replaced windows because of the softball field. He stated their biggest concern over the years 

after 6pm the property was a softball park, it became a parking lot and the kids would just hop 

the fence, it was easy convenient and they didn’t have to go around the block. He stated he thinks 

they have been good neighbors. 

 

Pemberton questioned how many parking spaces he has. Kwekel stated he wasn’t sure but if he 

had to guess at least 15. Pemberton stated that comes into the equation when you have 

commercial use and that will play a role in what kind of tenant or buyer you might be able to 

find. Pemberton stated he sees the property to have greater prospect under form based code. He 

stated if Division starts to go the way we think it will this parcel will be a hot parcel just because 

it is in the proximity of the form based code. He stated the only thing that comes to mind is 

lighting.  Will there be any problem to adding lighting to surround the building that would be 

secure enough but not a detriment to the house next door? Schweitzer stated he believes that 

could be accomplished and the most effective way is if you put your light poles on the east lot 

line. Schweitzer stated we do require the lightning cut off at the property line and the way the 

lighting technology is now he thinks it can be accomplished.  Pemberton stated it makes sense to 

him to expand the use, you have to do something to make this property worth something to 

somebody. Pemberton stated its got potential it is just a matter of finding the right people that 

can put up with the ingress/egress.  

 

Kwekel stated he recently got a call from a minister that said he was looking for a small building 

in that area to gather his church and was wondering if a church is a permitted use in office. 

Schweitzer stated it is a permitted use but at this point you have to make it known that your 

request would include a place of worship as an option. Schweitzer stated our experience in the 

previous years have been we have had a lot of startup churches and it is not unusual from them to 

start out in a tenant space within a multi –tenant retail building and as the congregation grows 

they relocate elsewhere. Schweitzer stated in this case he thinks it is possible you can have a 
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congregation start there but as they grow they are going to have to look elsewhere, but it may be 

an interim use. If they want to add a church to the use restrictions it can be done prior to the 

public hearing and be added to the request. 

 

Kape asked if the City had any interest in purchasing the property. Schweitzer stated Park and 

Recreation did take a look at it, but as they looked at their business plan it didn’t fit in to the 

immediate priorities. There has been conversation between the property owner and the City 

about purchasing. Discussion ensued regarding Deputy Administrator speaking to the State about 

a possible State grant for park purposes/use. 

 

Benoit asked about spot zoning. Schweitzer stated we discussed that and he was hesitant to 

consider this spot zoning because we are talking about a very small piece of land and some 

unique circumstances. Schweitzer stated having a property zoned open space is very unique there 

were a series of use variances that were approved there. In the last few years the City said we 

will no longer allow the zoning board to consider a use variance going forward therefore it would 

have to be rezoned. Benoit questioned if there would be a document agreement signed the 

property owner and bound over by all future property owners. Schweitzer stated conditional 

zoning involves a development agreement that goes with the property. 

 

Fox asked if they planned to make any modifications to the building. Kwekel stated as a tenant 

would require they would make the modifications as needed. If it were purchased then he 

wouldn’t have to. 

 

VanderHoff asked what kind of businesses expressed interest in the property. Kwekel stated the 

first one was a small real estate office and the second one was an attorney. VanderHoff stated if 

someone wanted to put a small church in there that would be very temporary with 15 parking 

spots. VanderHoff stated he has no problem with the rezoning. Kwekel stated he would prefer to 

sell the property. 

 

Jones asked if he can add a church in his request. Schweitzer stated he will get back in touch 

with Mr. Kwekel and if religious place of worship is an allowable use in the C4 we will have him 

submit an email indicating his desire to amend the initial application to include the church. Since 

it is allowed he could add it to the list of allowable uses that he will restrict it to.  

 

J. New Business 

 

There was no New Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

VanderHoff stated he will not be back in town until March 17 and will miss the next 

meeting. He said we should accommodate property owners. It doesn’t do any good for  

buildings to sit vacant. 
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Fox stated they are doing a fundraiser at Celebration South February 19, 2016 7:00p.m. 

The movie Race is coming out and they are admitting the first 50 young men 18 and 

younger in for free. 

 

Holtrop stated GR Auto Gallery was down to 4 cars outside the building. Schweitzer 

stated there was conversation and GR Auto Gallery understood they had to get it under 

control.  Holtrop stated the west side had 4 cars but the east side was empty.  

 

Kape asked about the couple that recently came to the LUZ committee meeting that were 

putting a church on Shaffer at 44th Street. Kape noted that the Mosaic Church on Shaffer 

moving. Schweitzer stated Mosaic is going to share the space at St. Paul Methodist 

Church on Breton near 32nd Street. 

 

Pemberton stated he will be gone the February 23 meeting. He shared an article from the 

Business journal talking about office in the greater Grand Rapids area. He stated the 

Class A vacancy on the southeast side is 7.6%. Discussion ensued. He stated he will leave 

the literature for staff. 

 

Jones noted on the last page on the Year End report the committee list needed to be 

updated. 

 

VanderHoff questioned what was going on at the Saladdin Temple property. Schweitzer 

stated we understand there is a church interested in developing it they have had nothing 

solid in terms of a site plan in how they wish to develop but it has been purchased and 

they are considering their options on how to redevelop the site. Discussion ensued. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated we are looking for a consultant for the form based code to assist in its 

development and get ready for adoption. There were 4 proposals submitted and we will 

interview 2 Thursday February 18 and hope to have a recommendation to the City 

Commission the first meeting in March.  

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Pemberton,                           

to adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Bridson absent - 

Meeting adjourned at 8:10p.m. 

     Respectfully submitted,    

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 22, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Fox. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Ed Kape, Mike 

Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,   

Members Absent: Johngerlyn Young (with notification) and Sandra Jones 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, City Engineer Dan 

VanderHeide and the applicants. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by VanderHoff, to excuse Jones and Young from the 

meeting.      

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Jones and Young absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Kape, to approve 

the Minutes of March 8, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Jones and Young absent- 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Kape,                            

to approve the agenda for the March 22, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Jones and Young absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business. 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

Case# 4-16 West Michigan Eye Care-Final Site Plan Review of a PUD Phase located at 

2112 East Paris Avenue, SE. 

 

Golder compared the site plan from the work session to the current plan with changes 

noted from the applicant. Golder stated some of the issues at the work session were: there 

was a 15 foot setback between the building and the private road to the east; there was a 

drop off area commissioners wanted to make sure was a one way driveway for drop off 

and to make sure the Go Bus could get through; there was concern about employee 

parking and customer parking and whether or not the employee parking will be noted as 

employee parking; and the alignment of the sidewalk from East Paris. 

 

Golder stated now the sidewalk connection from East Paris runs along the front of the 

building to the entrance for people getting off the bus and walking. She stated they did 

verify that the Go Bus can make it into the driveway and it is a one way driveway that 

will be marked. The employee parking will be marked as employee parking and customer 

parking. The building is smaller, it went to 11,200 square feet. She stated they reduced 

the lease area and that bought the setback off the private drive from 15 feet to a little over 

20 feet.  

 

Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval of the site plan dated 3/11/16 as 

stated in her memo. 

 

Craig Baker was present. He stated they listened to the discussion from the work session 

and responded accordingly. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Jones and Young absent – 

 

 

The commissioners offered no additional comments and were glad to see the changes. 

 

Holtrop questioned the walkway requirement to the parking lot to the south. Golder 

explained that the walkway should be aligned to allow passage between parked cars in 

the event the immediate parking lot is full. During the winter this walkway may be 

plowed shut with snow. Baker stated they could make sure it is kept open.  
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Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to recommend conditional approval of 

the Site Plan dated 3/11/16 for Heritage Point South West Michigan Eye Care as 

described in Case No. 4-16. Approval is condition on conditions 1-5 and basis points 

1-3 as described in Golder’s memo date 3/16/16. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Jones and Young absent -  

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case# 5-16 Structures and Improvements Plan 2016-2022 

 

 Director Schweitzer stated the SIP is an overview of the City’s Annual Capital Improvements 

Program that sets forth improvements over the next 6 year period 2016-2022. He stated this plan 

represents Building and Site Improvements, Parks, Streets, Sidewalks and Non-Motorized Trails 

and Water and Sanitary Sewer Management Systems. Schweitzer stated the Planning 

Commission will adopt the structures and improvements plan and forward it to the City 

Commission. He stated there was something new added to the draft document that gives a tally 

of the annual draws from the various funding sources prior to the public hearing the Commission 

will be afforded how much money is in the respective fund to draw upon. He stated one of the 

areas discussed at the committee level was with the Parks and Recreation Activity Center on 48th 

street whether it is a good thing to invest in that building (and landscaping around the perimeter). 

He stated there has been remodeling inside the building. Schweitzer stated the Parks and 

Recreation wasn’t able to make the meeting but plan to attend the public hearing on April 12. 

 

Holtrop stated he will go by section if there are any questions. 

 

Building and Site Improvements 

 

Pemberton stated in some cases the improvements to the Parks and Recreation building involved 

cost increases and it seems like throughout the whole document there were a number of 

occasions where what was originally budgeted was now coming with substantial increases. He 

questioned whether it was budgeted correctly the first time around or did a lot get added as a 

result of some other work. 

 

Schweitzer stated in some cases the scope of the projects changed. 

 

Bridson stated she serves on the Park and Rec committee and she had a walk through and 

everything needs to be gutted from floor to ceiling. She stated the initial 50,000 dollars estimate 

was not sufficient to support the culinary programming they have planned.   

 

Schweitzer stated another factor that is causing the cost increases is the HVAC system upgrades. 

 

Parks 

Holtrop stated in this section it appears to be a lot of maintenance. 
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Schweitzer stated it is a matter of bringing what we have up to date. In future years there may be 

more focus on new capital investment but for now it is a matter of looking at what we have and 

making sure it’s in good shape. As you look at future expansion it will likely be necessary to ask 

for thepark millage to be reinstated. 

 

Bridson stated she spoke to the Mayor and his current focus is to really take care of what we have. 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Schweitzer stated generally the improvements for the parks have been coming from park millage, 

however we have been fortunate to make use of some Federal Community Development Block 

Grant money to undertake some substantial improvements. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding future projections and funds available for different projects.  

 

Pemberton stated he thinks we will eventually run out of money due to the Flint crisis etc. 

Schweitzer stated many of the funds are dedicated and restricted to specific use. 

 

Streets Sidewalks and Non-Motorized Trails 

 

VanderHeide stated we have about 10 million dollars in our road funds. We are not currently 

collecting a property tax millage to support that fund, it was transferred to police and fire in 

2006. He stated at our current rate of spending it is projected to run out 2020-2022. He stated our 

State legislature recently approved some additional funding some of which is gas tax funded and 

it is constitutionally protected for the roads. A portion of the road funding package is to come 

from the State general fund, therefore that money is a little less certain. He stated but either way 

whether we get only the half from gas tax money or both it will improve the situation for the 

roads and we expect that will turn around and that will offer us some measure of additional 

spending to use depending whether both halves of the funding come in or just the first half.  He 

stated the, gas tax money is expected to arrive in 2017 and be phased and fully arrived in 2019 

second half arrives and fully implemented by 2022.  

 

Benoit asked about the sidewalks and questioned if that will be something the commissioners will 

have an input on. VanderHeide stated the two new projects listed in the document are intended to 

be funded by Community Development Block Grant funds coming available in July. Golder 

stated they were chosen because they are within target areas. She stated if the target areas are 

expanded in the future then the funding for sidewalk or projects can be increased. Discussion 

ensued 

 

VanderHoff questioned the construction on Wing Avenue and if it is really necessary to take the 

expense and put in concrete curbs and gutters, rather than country road. He also questioned the 

thought of putting sidewalk down both sides of Wing. He thinks that is a terrible waste of 

money. He stated he rarely sees anyone walking along Wing Avenue but to put sidewalk on one 

side you might be able to justify but to put sidewalk on both sides of the road he does not. 
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VanderHoff stated it is a rural road and the people who live along there would like to keep it 

rural. 

 

VanderHeide stated it is important to remember that it is a rural road only because it used to be 

owned by Kent County as part of Paris Township. The City of Kentwood has never reconstructed 

Wing Ave. VanderHeide stated it has been and continues to be the City’s policy to upgrade 

streets to a City street. He stated it’s not to say we won’t take into account residents and other 

considerations, but the policy of the City in the past has always been similar to Wing to bring the 

roads both up to safety and City standards which includes the curb and gutter and the sidewalk. 

 

VanderHoff asked if they will put city water down the street. VanderHeide stated yes that is in the 

Grand Rapids utility district where water and sewer would be put down the street for the benefit 

of current and future property owners. 

 

Holtrop asked if there is an ordinance with respect to sidewalks on one side or both sides. Golder 

stated there are sidewalk requirements for public and private roads. Holtrop asked if all of our 

new subdivisions have sidewalks on both sides. Our current ordinance does allow for reduced 

sidewalk coverage on short street segmentsGolder stated it is in our Master Plan to have 

sidewalks on both sides of streets especially major streets. Discussion ensued. 

 

VanderHoff stated there is an Allen Edwin property west of his property and eventually it will get 

to his property but they have to put in a Breton extension from 60th to the Paul Henry Trail. He 

questioned if there is anything down the road where Breton will be extended south from where it 

is to the trail to match up. That will take a lot of traffic off Wing. VanderHeide stated any 

developer who develops along the future Breton corridor will be required to install Breton 

through their development and it is intended to go from its current intersection at 52nd to the 

second phase for the Allen Edwin development.  

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Utility Systems 

 

Benoit questioned when a new development comes in and puts in a new detention pond does that 

remain the responsibility of the subdivision. VanderHeide stated it depends on whether it is a 

private or public subdivision. If it is a public plat the City takes ownership of the pond once the 

construction is done, if it’s a private neighborhood road then the neighborhood retains control. 

Holtrop stated one of the points stated if it is a private system residents may be stuck with the bill 

because it’s the owners response. VanderHeide stated the City may do the work but we would be 

able to bill the property owners. 

 

Fox asked about repainting the lining of the water tanks. VanderHeide explained that the tanks are 

periodically painted on the inside and outside, However, the intent of the water tank maintenance 

project in 2018-2019 is just the replacement of the back flow valve for 15,000 dollars.  

 

J. New Business 
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There was no New Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. 6 month Extension Request Case#9-15 Gotiva Motor Sales 5091 Broadmoor Ave  

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton, to allow for a 6 month extension 

to September 22, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Jones and Young absent - 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Pemberton stated on Breton next to the cleaners there are a ton of tractors sitting outside. 

Schweitzer stated the majority of the tractors are associated with Sweet Express and they 

are allowed to park there just as Velting contractors had been doing for many years. 

 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                          

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Jones and Young absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:30 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 8, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Holtrop. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Ed Kape, Mike Pemberton 

Members Absent: Frank Vander Hoff (with notification) and Johngerlyn Young 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Staff Secretary Monique Collier and the applicants. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton to excuse VanderHoff and Young from 

the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff and Young absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of February 23, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case# 3-16 - 

Conditional Rezoning of 200-44th Street, SE 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff and Young absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to approve the 

agenda for the March 8, 2016 meeting.  

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff and Young absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 
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There were no public hearings. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case# 4-16 West Michigan Eye Care-Final Site Plan Review of a PUD Phase located at 

2112 East Paris Avenue, SE. 

 

Golder introduced the request. She stated the project involves the construction of a 9,644 square 

foot eye care clinic and an additional 2,350 square foot tenant space on a 1 acre site within the 

Heritage Point South development. She stated the one acre proposed for the West Michigan Eye 

Care Clinic is part of a 9.8 acre site that was rezoned to Office PUD in 2013. Golder stated since 

the rezoning of the property in 2013, a final site plan was approved for a chiropractic clinic as 

well as a 41,000 square foot medical office building. The proposed eye care clinic would be the 

final building development on the site. 

 

Golder stated the original parcel of land planned for the northern out lot for the overall 9.8 acre 

development was 260 feet wide along East Paris.  She stated the parcel of land shown on the site 

plan is only 245 feet wide.  The parking lots and buildings are all the same width as was 

previously approved.  However, the preliminary plan allowed for a greater separation between 

the parking area and the building.  On the south side of the building, the previously approved 

plan indicated a 15 foot separation between the building and the parking spaces; the current plan 

only has 8.7 feet.  On the north side of the building, the 15 foot separation between parking lot 

and building has been reduced from 15 feet to 11.2’.  Golder stated with the reduction in setback, 

there is no longer space for both sidewalk and landscaping especially between the south side of 

the building and the parking lot.  She stated patients parking in this parking lot, including those 

parking in the handicap spaces would, have to use the drive aisle to access the entry to the 

building if there was only landscaping along the building.  If the separation between sidewalk 

and parking lot were 15’, there would be room for 7’ of sidewalk and 8’ of landscaping. 

 

Golder stated the access from the sidewalk along East Paris to get to the entrance to the building 

with the chiropractic building the sidewalk was moved. There was a sidewalk that went from the 

right-of-way right up to the building. Golder stated staff would like the sidewalk to go up to the 

door, right now it is shown as landscaping. 

 

Golder stated another issue is employee parking on the north side of the building. The parking 

will not be marked as employee parking. If you happen to park in that lot and the employee are 

not there to let you in, you would have to walk around to come in and there is no sidewalk on 

that side. The sidewalk for the private drive is on the east side of the driveway. 

 

Golder stated another issue is setback. The proposed building is set back about 15 feet from the 

edge of the private driveway that runs east of the building. Golder stated there is about 25 feet 

from the building and the actual lot line. Golder stated the OPUD does allow that setbacks and 

spacing between buildings can be varied to meet the objectives and standards of the PUD 

section. Golder stated the commissioners have a couple options with the setback; they can say 
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there are ok with the 15 feet setback from the edge of the private drive or they can say they are 

not ok with that and since the ordinance does allow relief/deviations the applicant can go to the 

City commission for approval. She stated if the commissioners say no the setback should be 25-

30 feet consistent with the C2 and C4 zone. 

 

Benoit questioned the employee parking and why not mark it as employee parking. Golder stated 

they want their employees to park there but they are not restricting the area.  

 

Pemberton stated his concern is we are trying to pack in a building that is too big for this lot. 

 

Craig Baker stated West Michigan Eye Care anticipates they will grow into that space. He stated 

it is their goal to have extra space to allow future growth for their business. He stated where they 

are currently they have outgrown their space. He stated on the south side they will incorporate 

some landscaping. The internal plan has a break room in back.  They have a small patio and staff 

will have a place to sit outside. If they shift the building over and pull that to the other side it will 

create a challenge for them. 

 

Golder stated there was also an issue with the drop off area. The City Engineer notes that the 

pick-up drop off lane for the building does not align with the driveway across the street, creating 

a left turn lock-ups and other traffic complications.  She stated the suggestion is for revising the 

layout or having the driveway serve as a one way ingress only driveway. Craig Baker stated that 

is their intention to have the one way ingress driveway. 

 

Benoit stated if that is one way coming in and someone pulls in from the south where the door is 

they will have to go in reverse. Rob Berends stated it will be signed and striped as a one way in. 

Benoit questioned the employee parking. Is there enough parking for what is considered the 

customers parking area for the size of the building? It appears there may be more parking spaces 

or close to the same on the back side where the employees parking lot would be. Baker stated 

there are roughly 54 parking spaces and based on the exam rooms that works pretty well. Benoit 

questioned if there was a reason they don’t want to put a sign up that says employee parking. 

Baker stated he can do that if that helps. Benoit stated it seems to make more sense to him if 

someone comes and sees there is no admittance they will have to get back in their cars and drive 

around because there is no sidewalk to get in the entrance.  

 

Fox stated if they do get people parking in the rear his thought was to require a connection to the 

public sidewalk on the west side of the building so they would walk the long way around the 

building. Baker stated if they did there is a drain and some landscaping that has to occur. Baker 

stated if putting an employee only sign up helps West Michigan Eye Care they can do it He also 

suggested placing a camera to view the back door. Fox stated he doesn’t have an issue with 15 

feet as a setback on the east. 

 

Jones questioned the engineer memo on the barrier free parking. Golder stated that has been 

resolved. Berends stated they were able to change the grading plans.  
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Bridson stated if she were a patient and the parking is in back she would not want to be walking 

along East Paris. She thinks there are some things that don’t make sense. Golder stated the 

applicant has agreed to put the employee only parking sign in and to keep in mind there is 

additional parking on the site. Discussion ensued. Bridson stated for the private drive setback on 

the east, 15 feet is insufficient. She thinks it is a lot of building for the space, she thinks it’s too 

much. She said they are cutting it close on a lot of different things and it just doesn’t add up.  

 

Kape pointed out that the engineering report notation the dumpster is positioned is awkwardly. 

Golder said the Engineer said that because of the way the parking is and with the angle. Kape 

asked if there was concern that the building elevations incorporated too much siding. Golder 

stated she initially thought it was all siding, but since the building is all proposed to be all brick 

then it is fine.  Kape questioned if there is going to be 2,350 square feet of tenant space the eye 

care clinic will rent it out. Baker stated this is space they will eventually grow in to. 

 

Pemberton stated the whole site feels a little tight. He stated it looks like it will work right now 

the way it’s laid out, but once they grown into it they will max out parking and maybe beyond. 

Discussion ensued regarding parking. Pemberton’s concern is putting in a larger building than 

was originally planned. He stated there will be a bigger capacity of people going in and out of it 

not only employees but visiting patients. He thinks we are going max everything out. Golder 

stated we did approve the secondary parking lot to the south of the large building to the east. 

Pemberton stated he doesn’t have a problem it’s a good looking building, great use, but it just 

feels cramped. 

 

Jones stated looking at the parking lot and the issues it doesn’t line up and it looks tight and this 

will be a facility that is going to serve older adults and adults with disabilities. She questioned 

how Go Bus or small passenger buses are going to maneuver on the site, it looks really tight. 

Golder stated she thinks that will be something we need to look in to, she doesn’t know. Berends 

stated for 15 passenger vans and Go Bus there shouldn’t be any issues making that turn. There is 

only one parking space and it is all striped out to come in, drop off and go right out. Golder 

asked the applicant to put a template on that to verify. 

 

Holtrop stated we approved two 10,000 square foot buildings within this PUD and someone 

purchased a lot knowing that it was approved for a 10,000 square foot building and now they 

want to build a 12,000 square foot building. The 10,000 sf design would get rid of some of the 

issues that have come up. Holtrop questioned if West Michigan Eye Care would accept a 10,000 

square foot building that was approved for the lot that they already bought. Baker stated it will 

create hardship on their part. Holtrop stated but that was already approved before they purchased 

the lot and for someone to come in to buy it and say they want it changed knowing it was 10,000 

square feet he is concerned. Schweitzer stated there is provision in the ordinance for an approved 

site plan up to 20% increase in the building size. It is an administrative review, but the 

administrative review will still look at the same issues that have been discussed. Baker stated one 

of the challenges, as things have been designed, is the exam bays and if the commissioners say 

you have to stay at 10,000 square feet it will eliminate some tenant space. Discussion ensued. 

Baker stated the idea is for them to grow into the space, if they can’t go beyond 10,000 square 

feet then maybe they will have to sell the lot back to them or someone else. He understands the 
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concerns. Holtrop stated they have a 5 year growth plan but they are entering in a spot that they 

would outgrow and wants us to change our rules for them and he doesn’t know. 

 

Holtop re-stated the concerns that were raised on the proposed building. They would move the 

sidewalk connection East Paris to the parking lot, they would move it flush to the building so it 

will go straight on the south side of the building. He stated the east side of the building the 15 

foot is acceptable as long as nobody would have to traverse that side of the building so that will 

entail the northern parking lot would have an employee’s only sign. He stated they will also be 

verifying the turning radius for the Go Bus. 

 

Holtrop questioned if they would expect more than 26 customers at a time. Baker stated they 

don’t base their parking needs on the number of exam rooms, but if they have an extra person 

come into the optical lab the eye clinic said they will be ok. Discussion ensued regarding 

parking. 

 

Holtrop asked if the commission have any concerns with the 20% increase of the building size.  

Benoit stated it makes it feel cramped but we want them to do business. But it’s cramped and it is 

causing most of the concerns that they have. Benoit stated to have more employees as you do 

customer parking is unusual. Bridson stated she thinks it’s too much, she thinks she would vote 

against the request. She recognizes there has been a lot of work and time put into this but 

longevity wise this will be here forever. 

 

Holtrop stated dropping the excess building space would make the site feel a little bigger with 

some open space but it probably wouldn’t add any parking or it might add a sidewalk. Baker 

stated it would add greenspace. Baker stated if the commission says they are uncomfortable with 

this can we make that lease space smaller, maintain the 25 feet they would still have a building 

larger with expansion. And the lease space would become 9 foot smaller would that make the 

commission more comfortable. Golder stated that is consistent with what was approved before. 

 

Benoit stated there is probably a good 3-4 foot over hang so at 15 feet the edge of the roof will 

be really close. 

 

Holtrop stated it would be 9 more feet of greenspace open area on the east side of the building 

and it shrinks the building to 9x70, 700 square foot smaller will get us closer to the 10,000 

square feet. 

 

Pemberton stated the critical floor space north to south 102 square feet, we’ve got 122 feet across 

the north line; what if you flipped the building and you can still get your 102sf would go across 

the north end. Golder stated you wouldn’t have enough parking. Pemberton stated he is just 

looking for a way to get them where they need to be, but it just seems where the crowding 

happens is across the north line and the south line, if we can squeeze the building and still keep 

the dimensions where they need to be and flip it then they can get a little room on both sides. He 

stated if we can see anywhere between 10-11,000 square feet we might be able to make 

something happen, but 12,000 is a stretch. Baker stated if they remove too much West Michigan 

Eye Care will probably have to look elsewhere 
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Fox stated we approved a 10,000 square foot building but what is written allows for a 20% 

increase. Schweitzer stated it gives the ability for administrative review of up to 20% in excess 

and we would have to go through the same thought process on the administrative level to see 

whether or not it would fit therefore, staff would be looking at the same issues. The only other 

issues we are making accommodations for the sidewalk along the south side of the building out 

to the sidewalk along East Paris and the bus stop. To the extent that over time we see people 

using the bus as an alternative to the parking that might have a minimal impact on their parking 

needs at a given time. Discussion ensued regarding people using transit.  

 

Holtrop stated they are willing to make slight adjustments. Although there is some hesitation it is 

reasonable on what was approved before. Go bus access has to be answered. Jones stated she is 

still bothered by the new 10,000 square foot building and she is not supportive. They knew what 

they were getting before they purchased and she has a problem. 

 

Bridson stated her concern is north to south and she is on the fence.  Kape stated he concurs he is 

on the fence too.  

 

Pemberton stated he thinks there is room for compromise if we can make some adjustments and 

come back with maybe something in the 11,000 square foot range we could make it happen and 

he thinks compromise could happen. He stated he knows Dr. Ford and his clientele doesn’t ride 

buses but that doesn’t mean that down the road that it won’t change. His current location it is 

hard to get to without a car. 

 

Baker stated he appreciates the commissioners working with them. He stated he understands. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to set a public hearing date of April 12, 

2016, for: Case# 5-16 Structures and Improvements Plan 2016-2022 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Young and VanderHoff absent - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Commissioners offered no additional comments. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated the SIP sub committee met earlier in the evening and we are ready for a 

work session during the next meeting. 

 

L. Adjournment  
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Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- VanderHoff and Young absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:25p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 12, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox (arrived late), Dan Holtrop, 

Sandra Jones, Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff, and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Ed Kape, (with notification)  

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer and Planner Joe 

Pung 

 

 Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to excuse Fox and Kape from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape and Fox absent -  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner VanderHoff, to 

approve the Minutes of March 22, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case# 4-16 

West Michigan Eye Care-Final Site Plan Review of a PUD Phase located at 2112 

East Paris Avenue, SE.  

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape and Fox absent – 

 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                            

to approve the agenda for the April 12, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape and Fox absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

Case# 5-16 Structures and Improvements Plan (SIP) 2016-2022 

 

 

Schweitzer stated the request is for consideration to adopt the draft schedule of Capital 

Improvements Parks and Recreation Director Val Romeo and Denise Dawson, Parks and 

Trails Administrator were present to provide more perspective. Schweitzer stated a lot of 

the conversation has involved the parks and recreation capital improvements plan and 

their facilities. He indicated that Romeo and Dawson will bring the commissioners up to 

date on the business plan that has been worked on over the last couple of years; the park 

and recreation plan and where they are going forward.  

 

Val Romeo, Parks and Recreation Director stated the five year plan is part from Charlie 

Ziesemer, former Park and Recreation Director, Romeo and Dawson. Dawson stated they 

create a 5 year park plan because it creates a road map for their department for the next 5 

years and also helps them to determine the needs of the community. It is also a required 

document with the DNR in order to apply for their State funded grants.   

 

Romeo stated the 5 year park plan includes: a community description; the administrative 

structure; the inventory of the planning process; public input; goals; and objectives. 

Dawson stated the department goes through this process because it establishes their 

eligibility when applying for grants and helps create minimum standards for their 

participants. They also determine the current and future needs of the community through 

surveys and current marketing trends of what is really interesting to their participants. 

 

Romeo stated that they were able to pull much of their base data from the federal grant 

that they wrote for the second ARCH after school program. But they also looked at the 

US census and surveys but most information was pulled from the US census and the 

ARCH demographics because that federal grant includes quite a bit of information 

including the city’s demographics. 

 

Romeo stated with respect to the administrative structure it includes, background on how 

the recreation department used to look and how it looks now which has significantly 

changed since she became Director. She stated previously each coordinator had a 

specialty area. She stated they have since added 3 coordinators with the same job title and 

they have all been crossed trained. The coordinators run youth, adult and senior 

programs. She stated they were lacking in the promotion of special events. Romeo stated 

by adding a Marketing Coordinator it has shown them how to market the appropriate 

way. 

Romeo stated some of the other partners they have in the community are volunteers and 

partnerships and relationship with the school district. Romeo stated she is the Project 

Director for the ARCH after school program. 
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Dawson stated another important aspect of their 5year plan is the recreation inventory. 

She stated this includes the public and private facilities that are inside and outside of 

Kentwood, anything the residents will utilize. Dawson stated ADA compliance is very 

important to them and as a department they are committed to assure all of their facilities 

are accessible. Therefore they have been making sure with their new projects are 

accessible and also trying to bring this into the parks that already have existing features. 

If parks need to get repaired in any way they will try to make sure they are ADA 

accessible. 

 

Romeo stated the planning process of putting the 5 year plan together is to incorporate 

some strategies of assessments of their needs and looking at the trends of Park and Rec 

etc. She stated they needed to become better at being transparent. She stated they have 

developed a program called the Paul’s Report. The Pauls report is a program assessment 

work sheet that identifies all of the financials that went into a program, what they 

budgeted, what they actually spent and looked at the life cycle of the program. She stated 

this way the park and rec can start to eliminate the programs that were not an interest to 

the community anymore.  

 

Fox asked what they have found to be their most successful programs. Romeo stated 

some of their enrichment programs for the youth have been more popular than their 

sports. She stated what they are finding is non-traditional programs are catching on faster. 

 

Dawson stated some of their long term and short term objectives they have developed 

during the planning process were to provide a wide variety of programs for all of their 

different user groups and also strengthen their communication and image to the public. 

She stated they have done that through their new marketing coordinator. Dawson stated 

another initiative is to develop funding sources for acquisitions, development 

infrastructure, maintenance and programming. They want to consider all of their 

programs to be revenue producing and that is when the Paul’s report comes into effect. If 

it is not producing revenue we look to see if it is worth putting it on again. 

 

Dawson stated one of the first things she did was a park assessment and playground 

inspection. This assessment revealed that citywide the Burgis playground needed to be 

replaced, it had a priority one safety hazard which was a head entrapment. She stated it 

was important for them to remove the safety hazard right away. It was removed a month 

later and the following spring a new playground was installed. Even though that wasn’t 

scheduled to happen until 2017-18 but they couldn’t go all those years with nothing there. 

She stated they have a lot of projects going on at Kelloggwoods Park and they got CDBG 

grant funding for that. She stated they also created a dog park there. Pictures were 

displayed of the different parks and some of the facilities that need attention. 

 

Jones questioned if they bring seniors in to do things with young people. Romeo stated 

they have ARCH and they are working towards that in their facility. They are having a 

complicated time in finding space for everything they need to try to fit in that building 

right now. Jones stated there is a program the Wyoming senior Center where they do 
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senior mentoring but they bring in teenagers to work with the older adults to teach them 

how to use their tablets and they bring their cars etc. Romeo stated they feel like they 

have some space to do that now. 

 

Schweitzer asked Romeo to explain how many school buildings are involved in the 

ARCH program now. Romeo stated they serve 16 and this summer they have asked for a 

waiver from the State and they will serve kindergarten through 12th grade. She stated 

right now they serve about 1,600 kids per day, they feed them supper, they go to 

academics for an hour and a half with a certified teacher and some ARCH staff and then 

they have another hour and a half for some type of enrichment activity or recreation 

activity. Then they get a snack and then they bus them home. She stated the last kid gets 

on the bus about 7:15 and gets home close to 8pm. Schweitzer asked how it is funded. 

Romeo stated it is federal grant through the department of education. It is a competitive 

grant opportunity. Schweitzer asked how many years have they been in ARCH. Romeo 

stated 7 years. Schweitzer asked Romeo to share the most recent assessment of the 

program. Romeo stated they are required to do a State audit. Someone from the 

department of education comes and evaluates the overall program and they are there for 2 

days with them and they go to the various sites and they look at administration, how they 

take care of their employees, paperwork and how they serve the children on a day to day 

basis. Romeo stated they just had their State audit and they did very well. She stated they 

have been told they are a model program in the State of Michigan. She stated they want 

their ARCH program to start speaking at conferences and having people come in and 

look at their program. 

 

Bridson stated we are thinking about pursing a millage for Parks and Rec because right 

now there is no millage. It expired in 2013 and having programs, leaders and outcomes 

will help generate the awareness with the community. When it does come time to renew a 

millage hopefully people will remember and help support something in the future.  

 

Romeo stated they are really looking at their program overall and what they can do 

different to attract more people. They are working with the schools to get the word out 

and on facebook they have over 5,500 followers. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

Holtrop stated under other funding grants, he questioned how they are secured. Dawson 

stated the 5 year park plan is good for 5 years within those 5 years if they want to apply 

for many different grants they can through the State DNR. Dawson stated currently this 
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year they did not apply for a DNR grant. They had to clean up an old one and make sure 

everything was set with that and they finally got that finalized. She stated now they can 

start applying for more they are hoping to do a DNR grant this coming year. 

 

Romeo stated the Mayor is also working on to establish a 501(c) 3 status to allow them 

more of an opportunity to apply for some private funding. She stated they are also doing 

some large scale fundraising events. Discussion ensued regarding fundraising. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Fox, to recommend to City Commission to adopt 

Resolution 1-16 Structures and Improvements Plan July 1, 2016- June 30, 2022 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case #6-16 – XYZ Motors LLC – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for Indoor 

Vehicle Sales Located at 4159 40th Street Suite 104 

 

Pung introduced the request. He stated the applicant’s intent is to utilize about 10,000 

square feet within the existing 30,000 square foot building.  

 

Pung stated the zoning ordinance was amended in 2012 to allow for indoor vehicle sales 

as a special land use in the industrial district. Prior to 2012 the use was not allowed in the 

Industrial District. They came into the industrial district through a use variance 

procedure, but use variances have been eliminated.  

 

Pung stated there are some issues. We needed an updated operations statement and he 

received that. Also the ordinance limits the display of storage of the vehicle themselves to 

5,000 square feet. He stated we need an interior layout showing where the different uses 

would be broken out within the building and that was also provided. Pung stated we have 

to make sure this will not expand beyond their 5,000 square foot limit.  

 

Eric Trewiller, with Prime Development 825 Parchment SE was present representing the 

applicant. He stated they are aware of all of the elements and what their limitations are 

and the creep is not going to happen. They know the activities must occur inside the 

building including the delivery both to the property and the delivery away to the customer 

and how that would function. He stated on the site plan there is an abundance of 

circulation for a larger vehicle or even a straight truck to bring in one or two vehicles or a 

½ dozen at a time. But, his guess is that they will come in small batches. They may not 

need a large truck but the room is there for that purpose. He stated he won’t have much 

staff this is an ecommerce based business. They will have 2 or 3 people selling and 2 

people in the back doing prep and detail work. They aren’t going to put up signs and 

banners. He proceeded to review how the floor space would be utilized. The plan is not to 

have anything outside.  
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Pemberton asked how many vehicles they anticipate in and out of the building at any 

given time. Trewiller stated 20-25 and about the same amount in terms of turnover. He 

stated there may be some there longer than a month and some pre sold and prepped and 

moved on to the eventual owner of the vehicle and some of the customers will come and 

pick up personally. Pemberton stated with those kinds of number he questioned whether 

there is enough in the designated display area to have those cars sitting inside all the time. 

Pemberton stated the other thing is 1,500 office space that is a lot for 3 people. Trewiller 

stated there are 2-3 private offices and one conference room 2 restroom and a kitchen etc. 

Pemberton stated our biggest concern is anything ending up outdoors. Discussion ensued. 

 

Benoit stated that was his concern but he’s sure they won’t be leaving expensive cars 

outside overnight. 

 

Jones stated she is happy to hear what he is saying and making assurances that vehicles 

won’t be left out. 

 

Hotlrop asked whether there is something in the walls to help mitigate engine noise with 

the next door tenants. Trewiller stated the wall is a highly rated firewall even though the 

building has fire suppression and that is why this building has a better rating. Discussion 

ensued. Holtrop asked if there are any other tenants currently in the building. Schweitzer 

stated we will make sure the other tenants are aware going forward. 

 

Fox questioned with the layout he provided to accommodate 20-25 vehicles where will 

the remaining vehicles be.Trewiller stated the 20-25 cars will fit in the L shape space. 

 

VanderHoff stated that was his concern doesn’t look like 20-25 cars will fit in there. 

Discussion ensued regarding consignment. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to set a public hearing date of April 

26, 2016 for: Case #6-16 – XYZ Motors LLC – Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review for Indoor Vehicle Sales Located at 4159 40th Street Suite 104 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Pemberton asked what happened to the chicken processing request at East Paris that was 

reviewed at LUZ. Schweitzer stated they haven’t come back yet. Pemberton asked about the 

prospect of an Alzheimer’s care facility on Embassy and East Paris. Pung stated they are still 
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asking questions. Schweitzer stated during LUZ we gave them some different sites they should 

consider and they are looking at those as well. 

 

Jones asked what is going in the old Health Department 44th and Kalamazoo. Schweitzer stated 

medical outpatient offices. 

 

Bridson stated Romeo and Dawson are great and encouraged the commissioners to come to a 

Parks and Rec meeting. 

 

Bridson stated she ran into Rachel Hood. WMEAC Executive Director who is considering 

running for Drain Commissioner. She stated she would like someone to come in and talk about 

environmental concerns. Benoit stated there is a group at Calvin College that came and looked at 

Plaster Creek and would be a good contact for Bridson. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                           

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:40pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 26, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Benoit. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Ed Kape, Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Planner Joe Pung, 

Staff Secretary Monique Collier, the applicants and one student.  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, supported by Commissioner VanderHoff, to 

approve the Minutes of April 12, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case# 5-16 

Structures and Improvements Plan 2016-2022 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve 

the agenda for the April 26, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case #6-16 – XYZ Motors LLC – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for Indoor 

Vehicle Sales Located at 4159 40th Street Suite 104 

 

Pung stated the request is for special land use and site plan review for indoor vehicle 

sales in an industrial district. He stated the applicant’s intent is to use a 10,000 square 
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foot tenant space within a 30,000 square foot building for vehicle sales operation. He 

stated of that 10,000 square feet the ordinance restricts no more than 5,000 square feet 

can be used for the display or storage of vehicles.  

 

Pung stated the zoning ordinance was amended in 2012 to allow for vehicles sales in the 

industrial district as a special land use. Prior to that the request was allowed through a use 

variance. 

 

Pung stated from the work session there were some issues with consignment sales. Pung 

stated the applicant’s representative will elaborate on that. Pung stated there was also 

concern that the commissioners wanted to make sure there was no creep over time if the 

business became successful to ensure that there is no storage outdoors in the open air. 

 

Pung stated the current tenants within the facility raised issues with the parking situation 

and another tenant in the building is using quite a bit of the parking.  

 

Pung stated based on the description that was provided by the applicant and the 

discussion at the work session, this particular use didn’t generate much traffic. The 

employees will use parking spaces, people won’t be coming in walking around. This will 

be more internet sales or someone coming in to pick up their car.  You’re not going to 

have customers coming in parking walking through the building. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending conditional approval of the Special Land Use and Site 

Plan Review Indoor Vehicles Sales as described in his memo. 

 

Eric Trewiller the applicant’s representative was present. He stated Pung spoke with the 

applicant about the consignment question and his understanding is the same as it was at 

the work session. It is not the intent going in the business model, the statement of 

operations reflects that. However there are some chances that customers become clients 

and want to resale the same vehicle they purchase from them, therefore it may show up in 

an inventory. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

A letter was submitted by Dave Shapiro from Supply Geeks. Their concern was the 

parking both in front and in the back. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Jones, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Kape asked if the parking is truly at a premium. Pung stated he hasn’t been out there to 

witness. A copy of Shapiro’s letter was sent to First Companies, the owner and landlord, 

to make sure they are also aware of the concern.  
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Matt Sinke, Chief Operating Officer at First Companies was present. He stated they 

received the letter and it was delivered to the tenant of the building; there are currently 

two tenants in the building. He stated there are 46 available parking spaces and those 

have been designated amongst the tenants. The space that is being discussed will be the 

fourth and final tenant in the building. They have been designated on a pro rata share.  

 

VanderHoff questioned why are we having a problem with parking and how many people 

work in those buildings. Sinke stated in his opinion there is currently not a problem. 

There are two of the four tenants occupying so there is currently not an issue with 

parking. However, he does believe that the individual who wrote the letter is probably 

one that pushes the limit of their designated spaces. He stated he does believe that they do 

understand that when the building is fully occupied that it will mean they will have to live 

within the terms of the lease.  

 

Fox noted that the Supply Geeks in their letter they asked for a certain amount of 

reserved spots; is reserving some spots something they are willing to consider for their 

tenants. Sinke stated it is something that they do not like to do, they don’t like to clutter 

them and they believe that causes more issues and in fact in their leases it is clearly 

spelled out in each individual tenants lease that they have the non-exclusive right to use 

up to (it states the number) of undesignated or unreserved spaces. Per the terms of the 

lease they have given themselves the flexibility that they would not put signage in but, 

however, if they believe it was the best for all tenants then they would do so.  

 

Benoit questioned whether the tenant that wrote the letter is using more parking spaces 

than they should be and that’s causing the problem. Sinke stated he believes they 

understand there are 46 total parking spaces. If there is one individual tenant that he 

believes that it will cause some concern for would be the individual who wrote the letter.  

 

VanderHoff suggested that, on a pro rata basis, every tenant has 11 ½  spots. Sinke stated 

that is roughly the split. He stated the split is actaully 14, 10, 12 and 10. Sinke stated it is 

a rough prorata. He stated they also took into consideration their total office use. They 

tried to make that a flexible number but really leaning towards a prorata but also taking 

into consideration the number of office employees that they would have at the property. 

VanderHoff questioned how many tenants does Supply Geeks have or any of the other 

tenants. Sinke stated currently they have 2 tenants and somewhere in the 6-8 range of 

employees. However, there is the one tenant that they designated the 14 spaces, they did 

that because on Friday sometimes they have corporate meetings and they will use a few 

more than their 6-8 employees. 

 

VanderHoff questioned staff if the ordinance only calls for that number of parking spots. 

Schweitzer stated the ordinance specifies minimum parking requirements. Pung stated 

based on the type of uses within there a mixture of office or industrial uses you break out 

the office to figure out how many parking spaces that would require and then you figure 

out how many would be required by warehousing or industrial uses and that comes up 

with the minimum for the building itself. Pung stated if it were only industrial 46 would 
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well exceed but because this has a mixture of office we also take the office uses into 

consideration in determining what the minimum parking requirements would be. 

 

VanderHoff questioned if there were any way he could add anymore spaces around those 

four tenant buildings. Sinke stated it is very challenging considering there is not a lot of 

additional land they are locked on four sides. VanderHoff stated if you have a tenant in 

there and the customers can’t park you will probably lose the tenant. Sinke stated they 

clearly define that in the lease before they sign the lease so they come to an agreement 

beforehand they want to make sure they are very forthright in the number of spaces that 

are available and the number that are available to them. 

 

VanderHoff questioned XYZ Motors Sales representative Eric Trewiler, asking how 

many parking spots does he think his client needs in the building. Trewiller stated about 

3-4 parking spots with the number of office employees. Discussion ensued. Trewiller 

stated the 10,000 square foot space they will be renting has about 1,500 square feet of 

office, it is the smallest ratio of office to warehouse amongst the tenants. He stated they 

are a good fit with the building the way it stands and the parking circumstances. 

VanderHoff asked if his client will be parking any cars outdoors. Trewiller stated this has 

been discussed extensively and that is not going to happen. 

 

Jones questioned with respect to Supply Geeks, does he have any firsthand knowledge of 

the difficulties in the back related to getting into the loading dock because cars are taking 

away space. Regarding the property in the back Sinke stated there is a 40 feet section at 

the very north of the property that is an access easement. There are employees from 

Supply Geeks who are parking in that easement directly behind their dock and overhead 

door area. If he has to state his opinion they are probably causing their own issues with 

the 52 foot semi trying to back in because their employees are parking in the access 

easement.  

 

Kape stated if there is no parking posted by the dock then you could have their cars 

towed and would alleviate that problem.  Sinke stated he typically doesn’t like to take 

that approach however, if Mr. Shapiro would have contacted him about the issue he 

would certainly go and speak to him about his employees parking in the easement and 

ask them to move. Sinke stated the other thing each tenant lease stipulates they provide 

up to an additional 6 parking spots per tenant in this facility in the back in their dock and 

overhead door area. Kape asked if Supply Geeks is using the six spots in their dock area 

that they gave them. Sinke stated they are not, they are choosing to park in the easement 

rather than exercising the terms of their lease that gives them right to park in their own 

dock or their overhead door area. 

 

Jones questioned if there are any concerns of the handicap spots being taken by able 

bodied people. Sinke stated currently that is not happening because they only have two of 

the four and that is something their team watches very closely. There are three handicap 

parking spots on this property and that is something they watch closely to make sure the 

vehicle that parks in those spots are tagged as such.  Jones stated it sounds like Mr. 
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Shapiro has had some conversation with Paul (the property manager). She questioned if 

Sinke has had conversation with Paul because it sounds like there is a huge disconnect 

between what Paul is saying and what the letter that was submitted is saying. Sinke stated 

Paul reports to him directly therefore he has had contact with Paul. Mr. Shapiro has not 

expressed these concerns to them as he has in the letter and again to give Mr. Shapiro the 

benefit of the doubt there are only two of the four tenants in so parking is not an issue 

today. He stated he has gone on site multiple times today and at most he saw 13 cars 

parked in the parking lot and that is a typical day for that property. 

 

Jones stated we have had other entities come to the planning commission with the same 

kind of assurance about not parking vehicles outside and they have not held up that end 

of the bargain so the statement doesn’t mean as much as it should. Jones asked if we can 

put something in the conditions because it has become an enforcement issue constantly 

with the other entity. Schweitzer stated the conditions are pretty clear and we have talked 

to the other entity, visited the site and indicated that they have to keep the cars inside. He 

stated because there have been reports that the cars are back outside staff is now able to 

cite them for violations.  Discussion ensued regarding not having vehicles parked outside. 

 

Pemberton stated he would echo some concerns about where the use ultimately ends up 

and we will just have to watch and they know we are going to watch. Pemberton asked if 

all 4 tenant spaces in the building are leased now. Sinke stated three are currently leased 

two tenants are occupying, one is being built out currently and they are set to occupy by 

June 1. This request will be the 4th and final space. Discussion ensued regarding parking. 

Sinke stated they will monitor to make sure there are no cars parked outside as well 

because it  will restrict their ability to clear the lots, snow plowing etc. from their stand 

point that will not be tolerated. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the 

Special Land Use Indoor Vehicle Sales as described in Case 06-16.  The approval is 

conditioned on conditions 1-9 and basis points 1-4 as described in Pungs memo dated 

April 20, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Benoit, to grant conditional approval of the site 

plan dated May 9, 2014 as described in Case 06-16.  Approval is conditioned on 

conditions 1-5 and basis points 1-5 as described in Pungs memo dated April 20, 2016.  

- Motion Carried (9-0) - 

 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no Work Sessions 

 

J. New Business 
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There was no New Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Holtrop stated strips of trees were cut on the vacant lot at East Paris and Embassy Drive 

and there is a well drilling company on site. He asked if staff had any information. 

Schweitzer stated he checked with the City Engineers office and there was a Miss Dig 

request within the past week. What they are doing is surveying and also taking soil 

samples on the property. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones stated she is happy to see work going on at Planet Fitness at 52nd and Eastern. 

 

Pemberton stated behind Planet Fitness a group came in looking to buy the office 

complex (Bethany) He questioned whether that progressed. Schweitzer stated Bethany 

have purchased the property and in the short term using it as an office site. The other 

ideas they shared with LUZ hasn’t yet been pursued. They have to deal with the current 

zoning which is office and how that might fit in with their future plans.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding Vehicle sales in Industrial districts. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner                             

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:05p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



PROPOSED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAY 24, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Bridson. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones (arrived late), 

Ed Kape, Mike Pemberton  

Members Absent: Garrett Fox Frank Vander Hoff, and Johngerlyn Young (absent with 

notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Planner Joe Pung, 

Staff Secretary Monique Collier and the applicants 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Benoit, to excuse Fox, Jones, VanderHoff and Young 

from the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Fox, Jones, VanderHoff, Young absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape to approve the 

Minutes of  April 26, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case #6-16 – XYZ Motors 

LLC – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for Indoor Vehicle Sales Located at 

4159 40th Street Suite 104 

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Fox, Jones, VanderHoff, Young absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                               

to approve the agenda for the May 24, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Fox, Jones, VanderHoff, Young absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

There were no public hearings. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no work sessions 

 

J. New Business 

 

There was no New Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. GR Auto Gallery Discussion 

 

Pung stated in March 2015 the planning commission conditionally approved the special land use 

and site plan review for indoor vehicle sales at 4722 50th Street. The zoning board of appeals 

(ZBA) had subsequently approved a variance to permit indoor storage in excess of 5,000 square 

feet. One of the use restrictions is no storage in excess of 5,000 square feet. The applicant 

appeared before the ZBA and were approved to exceed the 5,000 square feet and that included 

the existing 28,000 square foot building along with a future 6,000 square foot addition.  

 

Pung stated with indoor vehicle sales in the industrial district there are several restrictions. All 

activity has to occur within the enclosed building and that there is no open air display or storage 

of inventory allowed.  

 

Pung stated in January 2016 staff was notified of outdoor storage display violations on the 

property. January 14, 2016 staff inspected the property and verified the violations and at that 

time met with the owner and reviewed the restrictions for the special land use. In April 2016 staff 

was notified again that vehicles were being stored outdoors. Staff inspected the site on April 29 

verified the violation and spoke with the owner. The owner indicated that at times when storage 

is at capacity, there may be vehicles outside waiting to be prepped and/or photographed or there 

may be after hour deliveries which are processed the next day. The applicant indicated that at no 

time are any of the vehicles outside displayed for sale.  

 

Pung stated the owner is seeking the planning commission’s consideration that the normal in and 

out of vehicles throughout the day would be considered a normal part of the operation and not a 

violation of the restrictions with respect to outdoor activities or the outdoor display for storage of 

inventory. 

 

Pung stated he has given the commissioners two memos, the first one lays out everything and 

then the addendum indicates that there is the allowance of a 6,000 square foot addition which 

would allow for more indoor storage space and display area which may alleviate the need to have 

any vehicles outdoors; also addition photos of the site were included. 
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Chris Hoexsum was present. He stated when GR Auto Gallery was approved they received a 

variance of their 6,000 square foot expansion that they did put on before they moved in. He 

stated when they were located on Model Ct they had just over 19,000 square feet  they didn’t 

realize how big of a business this truly was going to be. When they moved not only did they 

increase their business substantially because of their new location and different marketing that 

they were doing, but also in September/October it’s the height of their season getting cars in on 

consignment. This is when they have a significant influx of vehicles for their business. They 

store cars for the winter months and their sales stay pretty consistent throughout the year. They 

don’t see a significant dip in the winter months but their consignment inflow takes a little bit of a 

hit because of the weather. It is routine they get a lot of cars during September, October and 

partially November and then March/April they have significant room inside their facility.   

 

Hoexsum stated after Schweitzer stopped by in November of last year, they did have a few cars 

outside they didn’t have enough room to put them inside. He stated their goal is to never have a 

car outside because of the type of vehicles that they sell. He stated they try to make their cars as 

indiscreet as possible they don’t put them on the lawn, use balloons etc. and they don’t advertise 

that the cars are for sale. Discussion ensued.  

 

Hoexsum stated after he spoke to Schweitzer he asked their neighbor across the street if they 

could store some of their cars because they have open warehouse space. They were able to store 

about 15-20 cars from mid December-March of this year and rotate them out when they sold and 

when they had more room in their building. He stated they have done everything possible, they 

just didn’t realize the influx of their business. Discussion ensued.  

 

Hoexsum stated they sometimes have customers that come to test drive a car and/or would like to 

see the car outside in a different light as opposed to their indoor warehouse lighting. He stated 

they do have shippers that drop off cars. They try to coordinate it during business hours as much 

as possible and they have a dedicated person that all he focuses on is working with the shippers. 

He stated truck driver’s show up all times of the day or night. He stated they are doing 

everything possible to keep as many cars inside. He stated over the last couple of weeks there are 

very minimal car,s if any cars that are outside. He stated the cars that are out there now are either 

their cars or their employee’s cars. He stated they are also being a good neighbor to their 

neighbors. He stated The Service Professor a neighboring business who is in the process of 

repaving their lot, has about 80% of their staff are using GR Auto Galley’s parking lot right now 

while they are going through the process. Discussion ensued. Hoexsum stated they are looking at 

numerous options to better accommodate everyone involved if money was no object he would be 

happy to put the additional 12,000 square feet that the lot is capable to expand but it is a 

significant amount of money.  

 

Schweitzer stated from a staff perspective there were two options. Staff could write them a 

citation or have this conversation with the planning commission to see how the business operates 

and see whether or not it represents a change in the way it was presented back in March 2015. 

 

Benoit stated he doesn’t think the normal business during the day is a problem. He felt it was 

understood that was going to happen although with a 26,000 square foot building he personally 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

May 24, 2016 

Page 4 

didn’t think there would be a lot going on outside. Benoit questioned staff if he were to have a 

car dropped off in the middle of the night and processed in the morning would that be a 

violation. Schweitzer stated if you look at the way it was represented before he didn’t get the 

impression they were going to have that many vehicles out during the course of the day. 

Schweitzer stated in part, the consignment facet of GR Auto Gallery is distinctive. Many of the 

other indoor vehicle sales that we have reviewed and approved in the past they didn’t have any 

consignment allowances. Schweitzer stated in this case it is part of the business model they 

described up front.  

 

Schweitzer stated he talked to Hoexum and learned that rather than putting their cars in storage 

some of his customers would place their cars on indoor display at GR Auto Gallery. They figure 

if people see it throughout the year maybe they will make an offer to them so they won’t be 

owning it next year. Schweitzer stated this is a different twist than the internet sales as he recalls 

from the other applicants that have come forward. Schweitzer stated Hoexsum mentioned not 

having tags on the cars not for sale. Schweitzer stated he has observed when he has been over 

there that they do have those tags on the cars. Schweitzer did mention that if somebody were 

passing by they will not see them from the street. They are just going to see a lot of cars out 

there. Schweitzer stated in the recent photographs that Pung took there are a lot of cars on the 

property especially along the east parking lot and generally there are a number of them on the 

west line, not as much room there. The west line is more of a fire lane than anything else and a 

loading dock. Hoexsum stated he hasn’t seen the pictures but currently for the last two weeks the 

Service Professor has been parking their staff vehicles there which equates to 12-13 cars at any 

given day. Right now there are 3 there because they have a 24/7 call center. Discussion ensued 

about cars parked out at the parking lot. 

 

Benoit stated he agrees they don’t have cars outside for customers to stop and take a look at. He 

thinks it’s the storage of the vehicles. If the vehicles had snow on them that is being stored 

outside and that would be wrong. Benoit stated in the past they were granting a lot of variances 

for this kind of request and the city commission changed the ordinance to allow for the use but 

with certain requirements and you have to live within those requirements. He stated he doesn’t 

think if you are moving a couple of cars around and get one dropped off probably isn’t every 

night that type of thing wouldn’t get noticed. But it was enough cars for someone to notice. He 

needs to realize that he has to make it so nobody notices the cars and get a citation. Hoexsum 

stated they have done a good job on the west side of the building where they have a loading 

dock. Hoexsum stated if there is a car that they know for whatever reason is going to be outside 

for longer than a usual period of time they do their best to make it invisible as possible.  

 

Pemberton stated he is happy to see the business growing and in Kentwood. But we have some 

parameters we need to stay within. If there is a possibility and it sounds to him, just based on 

their description, that the consignment over the winter time is what pushes him over. He stated 

perhaps GR Auto Gallery is going to have to put a limit on the consignment because that is 

taking up the whole operation especially during the winter months. Pemberton stated maybe he 

does need to look at adding more space to the building. Pemberton stated we approved another 

entity in another location. He stated if GR Auto Gallery is constantly in violation and they get a 

feel that is acceptable then there will be a problem in that location too. He stated we can’t do 
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that, otherwise we are out of control. He encouraged GR Auto Gallery to stay within their 

boundaries, try to clean off the parking lot every night if they can and get the cars off the lot. He 

stated he understands the movement during the day with cars coming and going on trucks but 

just try to clean the lot every night and that will help them if others start to violate. Discussion 

ensued. Hoesxum stated they will let their shop guys know if there is an open spot inside to 

please make sure they get vehicles inside so the car doesn’t sit outside for long. Discussion 

ensued. 

 

Kape stated they have a good problem they are successful and growing. However Kape stated the 

problem has to be addressed. 

 

Bridson questioned what happens to the car that needs repair. Hoexsum stated they don’t do 

repair onsite, they work with several different auto repair facilities around the city. They will fix 

it at their location and bring it back to them. They don’t have any service work or body work at 

their place, just clean up. Bridson asked how many of the deliveries occur outside the 9am-5pm 

hours. Hoexsum stated a month can go by they get zero deliveries, two days can go by and they 

get two truckloads full at the same time. He stated they are at the mercy of the truck drivers. 

Truck drivers have certain hours that they can drive throughout the day. Discussion ensued. 

Bridson asked, based on the concerns of others, how does he plan to rectify the problem, make it 

so the cars are not visible. Hoexsum stated they have been in discussion with the builder that did 

their first expansion to get some idea cost wise what it would take to expand further. The lot can 

handle another 12,000 square feet and it is close to a ½ million dollar expansion, which is a fair 

amount of money. Hoexsum stated if they are going to do a second expansion it would be the full 

12,000 square feet. He stated they have been making sure they aren’t having cars outside He 

stated at the end of the day they pull every car inside that they can and in the morning same 

thing, they are moving cars around to maximize that space. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones stated we want their business in Kentwood and we value having them here but at the same 

time we want them to be in compliance with the rules. Hoexsum stated the biggest thing is 

during business hours and after business hours is their next biggest issue. Discussion ensued. 

Jones stated she noticed over the past couple of weeks she was seeing the cars after hours and not 

during business hours but she has noted recently she doesn’t see them there. Hoexsum 

encouraged the commissioners to stop in and talk to them if they see cars out there and they can 

explain why the cars are there.  

 

Holtrop stated the concerns are the cars sitting outside; not that he is selling the cars on the lot, 

just the storage. Holtorp stated the approval that everyone has agreed to is no open air display or 

storage.   Holtrop stated during the day he thinks the concern is very minimal, the main issue is 

the overnight. Holtrop questioned staff of the consequences for not adhering now that everything 

is clear. Schweitzer stated if there is vehicle movement throughout the day that is going to be 

considered general operations within the boundaries of what has been approved. But it is when 

we get into the overnight hours. Schweitzer stated when we get into the October, November time 

period chances are, with the consignment allowances, we could be pushing a limit again. 

Schweitzer stated we can write them a citation or give them a call and tell them they need to 

make other arrangements. Pemberton stated with the current space they are going to have to limit 
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the consignment and say we are full until they expand their building. Holtrop stated he just wants  

GR Auto Gallery to know that they can get a citation. Schweitzer stated the first violation is $74 

dollars the second violation is $130 dollars third violation is $250 dollars and at that point staff 

can take them before the district court judge or magistrate. Discussion ensued. 

 

Holtrop stated we are happy their business is growing but we have to have no outdoor storage 

whether it is restriction of numbers or using the neighbors but there is no outdoor storage and the 

fines and citations will be the next discussion. 

 

2. Holland Home Dumpster 

 

Schweitzer displayed a plan that was approved in 2013 for Holland Home. He stated the 

dumpster enclosure was located about 60 feet off from the front lot line on 44th Street. 

Schweitzer stated the ordinance is set up so the accessory dumpster enclosure has to be out of the 

required front yard. When it was approved back in 2013 it was out of the required front yard by 

about 30-40 feet.  

 

Schweitzer stated where they are looking to place the dumpster now, we view as a private drive. 

Therefore they have to have it out of the required front yard on both sides and 40 foot is the 

requirement and it is within that 40 foot area. Schweitzer stated there is some discretion allowed 

under our PUD for deviations to put the dumpster into the required yard. Schweitzer stated it 

appears that things have changed but they have picked up some additional land to the west with 

the prospect of being able to build a couple more of these facilities. From a staff perspective if 

the planning commission is included to approve the requested placement we recommend that it 

be our interim measure pending the approval of the development of similar facility to the west. 

 

Stalsonburg, with Exxel Engineering was present. He stated a couple of years ago there was an 

amendment to the PUD that included rehabbing the Manor building to the north. That work is 

done and was completed late last year. He stated at the same time the approval included building 

B. Building B was never built because Holland Homes policy is they don’t spend money unless 

they have money. They have raised the money and now are ready to start building B.  

 

Stalsonburg stated Holland Home ended up purchasing the Duthler property which is the 44th 

street frontage that goes all the way over the to the Walgreens property. He stated they have done 

a layout with three buildings across that frontage and the next two are sometime in the future 

when they raise that money. But they are laid out in such a way that the next one is a mirror of 

this one it just flips. What that does is it put the patio gathering place in a nicely landscaped 

enclosure that is positioned to overlook the detention pond to the north. The building will be 

mirrored patio to patio arrangement. Stalsonburg stated what that leaves is the dumpster on the 

east side and that is the issue. The dumpster is not your normal dumpster. Stalsonsburg displayed 

building elevations.  He stated the first quarter is the actual dumpster enclosure. The rest of it is 

an enclosure of the same building materials but that is like a screen wall that hides the 

transformer and the gas meters the electric meters etc. Stalsonburg stated the walls will be 

constructed with brick to match the building. It will have on the top row a limestone cap on top 

of the brick and the front gate is going to be wrought iron looking gate with spindles 3 or 4 
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inches on center.  Stalsonburg stated this is not your normal dumpster. This is a Holland Home 

dumpster that they want to have look very nice.  

 

Stalsonsburg stated there is a 60 foot strip of land that is attached to the manor but it is all owned 

by Holland Home. He asked when you talk about a secondary street side setback is that required 

when you are up against a driveway or is it interpreted when you have a corner lot that’s on two 

streets. Schweitzer stated we apply our sideyard requirements if it has a public street frontage or 

if it is a private drive. Stalsonburg stated as far as the recommendation to relocate the dumpster 

when they do the second building the dumpster for that will be on the west side of that building. 

He stated they wouldn’t want to put the dumpster in between because when the buildings face 

each other that is when all the living units face inward out to that patio they wouldn’t want to put 

the dumpster there it would have to go on the west side of the next building. Discussion ensued.  

 

Stalsonburg stated the commissioner might question why not just move the building to the west. 

The problem with that is the PUD line they intend to come back and ask for rezoning from C2 to 

RPUD but they would like to start the building sooner than later. He stated they have been 

advised they can build under the previously approved PUD so long as they maintain the 20 foot 

sideyard to the PUD line. That sets the building where he has it shown and it leaves 23 feet to the 

private street. 

 

Pemberton stated when they add the new parcel to the PUD that line disappears the line moves 

west and then that helps you place the next building if you are going to mirror image it so that 

the courtyards are kind of face to face back there. Then you can minimize the space in between 

those buildings. The building on the plan is going to be built and he is assuming the parking lot 

will connect to the next buildings parking lot in front which is why the dumpster will be on the 

west side. Pemberton questioned how large are these dumpsters and whether it will need a truck 

to pull in and pick it up and lift it what kind of a unit is this. He stated he is wondering if a truck 

can make the turn in and maneuver. Stalsonburg stated he doesn’t know the details of what kind 

of truck has to get in there. Stalsonburg showed how the truck would access the site. Pemberton 

stated that it is going to be tight. Pemberton stated it is not a huge building he questioned how 

many residents will be in there. Stalsonburg stated 15 beds. Pemberton stated he doesn’t know 

what kind of trash that would generate. The only option would be to move it north so that he has 

more room to make the turn. Pemberton stated his concern is the turn looks tight everything else 

looks fine. 

 

Jones stated her concern is whether or not this would we be setting a precedence. Schweitzer 

stated as a deviation, it is built in the ordinance for a PUD to allow for consideration for 

circumstance and part of the presentation that he wasn’t aware of was the extension of the wall to 

hide the generator and the other utilities. Schweitzer stated he is not as concerned as he was in 

the initial recommendation.  

 

Discussion ensued.  

 

Benoit stated he doesn’t think we are setting a precedence. Having the wall incorporated may not 

be setting a precedence because you’re not just sticking a dumpster enclosure there. 
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Holtrop questioned whether with a mirror image, won’t there be an issue on the other side. 

Stalsonburg stated Holland Home isn’t up against a street further to the west, you have to stay 

out of the frontyard but the sideyard won’t be an issue. Schweitzer stated there is a preserved 

nature area on the Walgreens site, you’ve got a built in buffer.  Holtrop asked could we make an 

exception for them to build the building 3 feet from the PUD line, that would solve the 40 foot 

issue. But if this were approval were taken, would it help with the other building or impede the 

other building. Stalsonburg stated that would take a variance and they would have to go to the 

ZBA. Stalsonburg stated the way they are proposing to do it the commissioners have the 

authority to do that. Discussion ensued regarding the look at the front gate. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Jones, to recommend to the City commission to approve the 

proposed deviation from the setback requirement. 

     

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Fox, Jones, VanderHoff, Young absent 

 

Schweitzer stated we will try to get this on the June 7 city commission meeting and if 

Stalsonburg can look at the service to the dumpsters as far as the route. 

 

NOTE: Schweitzer was in error under Section 19.03.F.3 the planning commission possess the 

authority to grant the change. 

 

3. Non-Motorized Facilities Plan 

 

Schweitzer stated in January of 2011 a committee was assembled consisting of a Planning 

Commissioner, a Parks and Recreation Commissioner and staff from Engineering, Parks and 

Recreation, Police and Planning who met to discuss the prospect of developing a plan for the 

development of a system of sidewalks, trails and street facilities to accommodate a variety of 

non-motorized modes of travel within the community.  In addition, Kent County Road 

Commission staff attended several meetings given their jurisdiction over city border streets as 

well as arterial streets within adjacent townships.  In the subsequent year the committee met and 

devised a draft non-motorized facilities plan that detailed the sidewalk, trails and street facilities 

that were already in place as well as identified where future facilities could be established. 

 

Schweitzer stated in the past several years the draft plan has been presented to a number of 

neighborhood groups to raise their awareness of what non-motorized facilities are currently 

available within as well as solicit feedback. This draft plan is currently posted on the City’s 

website in order to expand the outreach.  A draft narrative has also been developed to lay out the 

goals and objectives on which the recommended projects were based. 

 

During the most recent deliberation by the City Commission on the annual programming of 

federal Community Development Block Grant funding (CDBG) for Kentwood city staff drew 

upon the draft non-motorized plan to identify prospective projects that the City Commission 

ultimately approved.   The Planning Commission correctly pointed out that they should play a 

role in this process.  Schweitzer stated he would like to discuss the draft non-motorized facilities 
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plan and the prospect of working through the Non-Motorized Committee to review the work to 

date and consider a process to update and formally adopt the plan as a facet of the Kentwood 

Master Plan. 

 

Schweitzer stated we want to the get the commissioners opinion if they think this is a good idea. 

He stated we can start the process get the committee together and go from there. 

 

All the commissioners were on board and liked the idea. 

 

4. Form Based Code 

 

Schweitzer stated the first draft is back from the consultant. He stated we are encouraged by 

what we are seeing. They have the second meeting scheduled with the consultant on June 22 and 

will keep the commissioners posted as it goes forward. 

 

5. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Jones asked what is Gourmet International on Patterson and 52nd Pung stated a food distributor.  

 

Jones stated driving by Lowes she noticed several wooden pallets full of product along the back 

of the building and there is no way a fire truck could get back there. Schweitzer stated the fire 

department has been concerned with home improvement facilities in the city for many years and 

staff will work with Lowes and the Fire Department.  

 

Jones stated all the trees that have been planted on 52nd Street look really nice. Jones also stated a 

grocery store will still be nice at 52nd and Eastern. Schweitzer statd the City was still pursuing a 

grocer type use in the balance of the center. 

 

Bridson stated she will not be at the next meeting. Bridson had concern about the citations that 

businesses get and thinks 74 dollars doesn’t seem like enough. Schweitzer stated it is a municipal 

civil infraction and the schedule of fines is set by the City Commisson. 

 

Kape asked if the senior volunteers could do enforcement on businesses in violation. Schweitzer 

stated he would prefer the planning staff handle enforcement of that nature. 

 

6. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated we don’t have anything on the agenda June 14 so the meeting will be canceled.  

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemeberton, to 

adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (5-0) – 

- Fox, Jones, VanderHoff, Young absent - 
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Meeting adjourned at 9:20p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 28, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Ed Kape (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, 

the applicants and City Engineer Tim Bradshaw  

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Fox, to excuse Kape from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve 

the Minutes of May 24, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Fox,  to approve 

the agenda for the June 28, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 
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There were no Public Hearings 

 

I. Work Session 

J.  

Case#7-16 – 3160 Breton /Jay Stevens Group – Rezoning of .6 acres of land from I-2 

Heavy Industrial to C-4 Office Located at 3160 Breton Ave SE 

 

Schweitzer stated the request is for rezoning of .6 acres of land from I-2 Heavy Industrial to C-4 

Office. He stated the property is on the east side of Breton Avenue just north of 32nd Street. The 

site fronts on a five lane section of Breton Avenue with 5 foot sidewalks on both sides of the 

street.   

 

Schweitzer stated the site has been zoned for industrial use since at least 1970.  The current I-2 

Heavy Industrial zoning of the site qualifies a number of office uses as permitted uses.  A zoning 

board use variance granted in 1988 allowed for the existing hair salon tenant. Schweitzer stated 

with the heavy industrial zoning you need 200 feet of frontage and 5 acres in lot size area. In this 

case they have 109 feet of frontage and about 26,000 square foot in area that is the size of a lot 

you would find generally in an office zoning classification.   

 

Schweitzer stated what they are asking for makes sense in terms of the size of the lot. If you look 

at the property to the south of their property it is zoned office and immediately to the north there 

is another use variance there from back in the 1980’s and that is a retail use. Schweitzer stated 

otherwise you have office type uses in the surrounding area. Schweitzer stated the true industrial 

uses are located further east off from the 32nd Street frontage.  

 

Schweitzer stated we became aware of the need to consider rezoning this site because of a recent 

review of a business license application for a tattoo service within another vacant tenant space. 

The business license was therefore denied. Schweitzer stated personal service establishments 

(like the tattoo service) are not allowed in the I-2 zone district. It is a permitted use in our office 

zone district.  

 

Marvin Haveman, with Jay Stevens Group was present. He stated they have previously had 

several uses in the building since they applied for the use variance back in the 1980’s.  He 

thought the use variance applied to the whole building but he now knows it was just for their hair 

salon and that is why they are asking for the rezoning.  

 

Fox questioned how many tenant spaces are within the building and whether they are all 

occupied. Haveman stated there are 4 units and they are all occupied at this point. Fox 

questioned their parking and asked if they have enough spaces. Haveman stated yes they do, they 

have the people that work there park behind the building and the customers park in the front. 

 

Vanderhoff questioned what businesses are currently in there now. Haveman stated the massage 

therapy just moved out and they are going to get a nail technician, hair salon and a photography 

studio. VanderHoff asked what the problem was. Schweitzer stated those uses identified are 
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generally ones that are not allowed in the heavy industrial zone. VanderHoff stated he doesn’t 

have a problem with the request, he thinks it is a good idea and a good use of the building. He 

stated he doesn’t see a factory going up on the lot. 

 

Benoit, Pemberton, Holtrop, Bridson and Jones did not express any concerns with the request.  

 

 

Case#8-16 – Full Circle Recycle/M.S.V Construction – Major Change to Site Plan and Special 

Land Use Located at 3233 Broadmoor Ave SE 

 

Pung stated this project was brought before the planning commission in September of 2015 

where they approved the special land use and site plan for a concrete recycling operation that 

involved crushing of concrete and the selling of finished materials such as the crushed concrete 

and stone and similar materials. The applicant is now requesting a modification to the special 

land use and site plan to expand the recycling operation to include the collection stock piling and 

transfer of yard waste and also adding the sale of finished product to include topsoil. They are 

looking to store up to 100 cubic yards of yard waste in the north east corner of the site. The 

intent is for landscape contractors to come in and drop of their waste and once it got to a certain 

point it would be shipped off to a different location where the actual recycling will take place. 

They won’t be doing any processing this is more of a collection and transfer station.  

 

Pung stated they would also like to add a 4 foot high fence on top of the existing wall that runs 

along Broadmoor Avenue. The side facing Broadmoor currently has a height ranging from about 

3 feet to about 5 ½ feet. Pung stated they are not looking at any changes to the actual site plan 

just adding a new material. He stated it is still their intent to have the building remodeled and the 

concrete crushing moved inside this fall which should take care of any issues, if there are any, 

with regards to dust and noise once the facility is moved inside. He stated they also indicated 

they are looking at selling their existing crushing equipment and getting a mobile unit which they 

would transfer between this facility and another facility they are looking at putting up in Grand 

Rapids. The crushing apparatus would be going back and forth between the two sites. They are 

not looking to add any additional days to the crushing than what they are currently doing and that 

will all be consistent with the original approval.  

 

Pung stated one issue would be the fence. The zoning ordinance right now limits the height of 

the fence in a required front yard to no more than 3 feet. Therefore the current wall is non-

conforming. In addition, in a non-residential district the maximum height for a fence is 8 feet. 

Adding another 4 foot of height to the existing wall would yield as much as be 9 ½ feet visible 

from Broadmoor Avenue. Their intent is provide more screening and try to block as much dust 

as possible that is going off the site. In order to do that they will have to go to the zoning board 

of appeals and get a variance for both the acceptance of the front yard fence height allowances in 

this non-residential zone district and the overall height requirement. Pung stated to the south  

K&R they has a 6 foot high fence but that was put in before the current zoning ordinance 

requirements and that would also be existing non-conforming. 
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Pung stated another thing that came up at the original facility was there was a lot of discussion 

about drainage and how to deal with the run off. He stated they have a pump and haul kind of 

operation and City Engineer Bradshaw followed that over the course of the winter to see how it 

was working and to determine there were any issues. 

 

Jones stated her questions are pertaining to the non-conforming fence height. She asked if the 

applicant is willing to do a 6 foot fence and adding some ornamental trees. Mark Velting stated 

as far as the fence goes it was a thought that they had that they wanted to find out what would be 

involved in putting a fence on top of the wall and what the restrictions were. He stated the fence  

would aid in reducing wind blown particles going off-site and help block for noise. Discussion 

ensued. He stated they still don’t own the property and he doesn’t think he will come and seek a 

variance for the fence until after he owns the property because right now he is very restricted by 

the property owner with what he can do.  Jones asked where the yard waste products come from. 

Velting stated his customers are waste haulers that will drop a roll of boxes. They hire them to 

haul concrete. Also property owners can come and drop off leaves and their yard waste. He 

stated they have a contract with a composter in the Alto area and that is where they will be taking 

the material from the site. Jones asked if he will be storing topsoil. Velting stated yes they will 

return topsoil and have that available for their customers. Jones questioned if they anticipate a 

large amount of traffic coming in and out once they are in the business of topsoil. Velting stated 

he doesn’t think it is really going to change a whole lot. They are nowhere near as busy bringing 

concrete and asphalt in as what they had anticipated, therefore the added material is going to be 

very helpful. 

 

Bridson questioned the landscaping. Pung stated they still have to add the landscaping but they 

don’t own the property yet. He stated they are going to add some additional landscaping along 

Broadmoor Ave. Pung stated once they purchase the property they will have more flexibility 

with the restrictions that are currently on the property by the owner. Bridson questioned if it is 

their intent when they purchase the property to install the landscaping. Velting stated that is 

correct. But the existing wall is at the property line so the green area is owned by the State of 

Michigan. They will have to go to them to make sure that whatever they put on there is going to 

conform. Velting stated the other thing is the existence of a fire hydrant in this green area they 

need to make sure they are not restricting access to it. Discussion ensued. Bridson questioned if 

they will take in manure. Velting stated no, more of the type of a container from a landscaper, 

they will take all the bushes, all the scrubs and they may take trees. He stated it is all green 

waste. Discussion ensued. Bridson asked if there have been any complaints with the crushing 

part of the business. Pung stated he hasn’t received any, just the neighbors on the east side of 

Broadmoor. They stopped by with issues with dust and noise depending on which way the wind 

is blowing but they already spoke to the owner. Pung stated if they are able to put the crushing 

inside in the fall a lot of the issues should disappear. 

 

Holtrop asked for clarification whether it is the applicants intent for the existing operation to stay 

the same other than adding yardwaste and maybe some additional screening once he owns the 

parcel. Velting stated that is correct. Discussion ensued. 
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Pemberton stated he talked to a neighbor across the street from the business and he asked how it 

is working. Dust is the issue, they do hear some noise but dust is the issue. Pemberton stated 

when they do demolish the existing buildings will the new equipment involve water spray to 

control dust. Velting stated they do it now with the equipment they have. It is currently their the 

only option because they don’t have walls around them is if they treat the material as it goes in 

and the water goes into the crusher as its crushing. Discussion ensued. He stated the DEQ is not 

excited about them moving the crushing operation entirely within the building. They look at it as 

unsafe and visibility is key. The other thing that being inside the building does when they are 

crushing and even when they are not, the wind can’t blow through or around if it is shielded on 3 

sides. 

 

Benoit stated the only thing he is concerned about is odor and asked the applicant to watch out 

for the odor. Velting stated material shouldn’t be on the site more than 2 days and based on his 

conclusion the landscape contractors.  

 

VanderHoff stated he thinks the project is fine and doesn’t have a problem with it.  

 

Fox asked what type of fencing they are looking to erect. Velting stated white vinyl similar to the 

business K&R down the street. Fox stated he would be interested in him pursing the landscaping 

on the MDOT property as it was part of our initial agreement. Velting stated he would be open to 

suggestions if it would make more sense to put in trees rather than a fence. 

 

Pemberton asked if there were any restrictions from the State that talks about planting and so 

forth over utility easements. Schweitzer stated many of our local streets have utilities in the 

parkway between the sidewalk and the curb there are types of trees that will work in that area. In 

this case they have an oversize ROW. Discussion ensued  

 

Bradshaw stated with regard to landscaping, MDOT isn’t usually tree friendly due to safety 

reasons. Arborvitae or  any kind of a skinny tree could work on his property without having to 

coordinate with MDOT. He stated he has been keeping a close watch on the site. He stated he 

hasn’t seen any overflows or poor environmental practice as he drives by they are off to an ok 

start. He stated as far as the yard waste he would be concerned about leaves blowing. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by VanderHoff to Set public hearing date of July 12, 

2016, for:  Case#7-16 – 3160 Breton /Jay Stevens Group – Rezoning of .6 acres of 

land from I-2 Heavy Industrial to C-4 Office Located at 3160 Breton Ave SE; 

Case#8-16 – Full Circle Recycle/M.S.V Construction – Major Change to Site Plan 

and Special Land Use Located at 3233 Broadmoor Ave SE 

 

Set a public hearing date of July 26, 2016 for: Case#9-16 - Child Care Institute – 

Rezoning of 5.47 acres of land from RPUD-2 Low Density Residential Planned Unit 

Development to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit Development 

Located at 3924 Shaffer Ave SE; Case #10-16 – Child Care Institute – Special Land 
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Use and Site Plan Review of a Child Caring Institution Located at 3924 Shaffer Ave 

SE 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Presentation by Elaine Isely – West Michigan Environmental Action Council 

 

Elaine Isley, is Water and Low Impact Development Program Director for the West 

Michigan Environmental Action Council. She presented an overview of stormwater 

and different infrastructure controls that you can use with storm water. 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Jones asked about Eastern Avenue from 54th Street to 44th Street She questioned whether 

it is  going to stay chip sealed. Bradshaw stated that is phase 1 of the resurfacing 

program, early August the fog seal contractor will come in and place another thinner 

layer over the top of the chip. Discussion ensued. He stated there is more work coming on 

Eastern south of 52nd  . It is is also going to get a chip seal in late July and 52nd west of 

Eastern to Division will also get the same treatment. He stated the traffic signal project at 

52nd and Easternthat will be done in the next 3 weeks. 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated a full size map of a proposed non-motorized facilities plan and an 

accompanying narrative were given to Jones, Bridson, Benoit, and VanderHoff and he 

would like to meet in July or August. Schweitzer requested they look at the information 

and if there are any questions to contact him. 

 

Golder stated we will also be talking about the Form Based Code again in July. 

 

Schweitzer stated on July 12, 2016 the Engineering department will be making a 

presentation on recommended storm water management ordinance changes. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner  Fox,                          

to adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:40p.m. 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JULY 12, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Bridson. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox (arrived late), Sandra Jones 

(arrived late), Ed Kape, Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff, and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Dan Holtrop (with notification)   

Others Present:  Economic Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff 

Secretary Monique Collier, Assistant City Engineer Dan VanderHeide and the applicants.  

 

Motion by Kape, supported by VanderHoff, to excuse Holtrop, Fox and Jones from 

the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Holtrop, Jones and Fox absent - 

     

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Kape, to 

approve the Minutes of  June 28, 2016.  

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Holtrop Jones and Fox absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to approve 

the agenda for the July 12, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Holtrop Jones and Fox absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#7-16 – 3160 Breton /Jay Stevens Group – Rezoning of .6 acres of land from I-2 

Heavy Industrial to C-4 Office Located at 3160 Breton Ave SE 

 

Golder stated the request is for rezoning of .6 acres of land from I-2 Heavy Industrial to 

C-4 Office. She stated the recommendation is to the city commission for approval of the 

request to rezone the property from I-2 Heavy Industrial to C-4 Office. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Fox to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Holtrop absent - 

 

The Commissioners offered no additional comments.  

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Fox, to recommend to the City Commission 

approval of the request of the Jay Stevens Group to rezone the property at 3160 

Breton Avenue from I-2 Heavy Industrial to C-4 Office as described in Case # 7-16.   

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Holtrop absent - 

 

Case#8-16 – Full Circle Recycle/M.S.V Construction – Major Change to Site Plan and 

Special Land Use Located at 3233 Broadmoor Ave SE 

 

Pung stated the request is a Major Change to the Site Plan and Special Land Use to 

include the collection, stockpiling and transfer of yard waste.  

 

Pung stated this project was brought before the planning commission in September of 

2015 where they approved the special land use and site plan for a concrete recycling 

operation that involved crushing of concrete and the selling of finished materials such as 

the crushed concrete and stone and similar materials. The applicant is now requesting a 

modification to the special land use and site plan to expand the recycling operation to 

include the collection, stock piling and transfer of yard waste and also adding the sale of 

finished product to include topsoil. They are looking to store up to 100 cubic yards of 

yard waste in the north east corner of the site. Pung stated they would also like to add a 4 

foot high fence on top of the existing wall that runs parallel to Broadmoor Avenue. In 

order to do that they will have to go to the zoning board of appeals and get a variance for 

both the acceptance of the front yard fence height allowances in this non-residential zone 

district and the overall height requirement. 
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Pung stated the applicant still intends to have the building remodeled and move the 

crushing operation indoors as soon as they can finalize the purchase of the property and 

Consumers Concrete gets their equipment out of the building. Pung stated other than 

adding the outdoor storage for the yard waste there is no change to the site plan. 

 

Pung stated the applicant mentioned at the work session regarding the collection of yard 

waste, it is intended for contractors only to bring in their yard waste and drop it off at the 

site. Currently it is not part of the staff recommendation to impose that restriction, but the 

commissioners may want to add that into the special land use to limit the drop off of yard 

waste to contractors only. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending conditional approval of the Change to the Special Land 

Use conditioned on conditions 1-6 and adding condition 7 limiting drop off of yardwaste 

to contractors only and basis points 1-3. And conditional approval of the Major Change 

to the Site Plan with conditions 1-7 and basis points 1-5. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

Gregory Vandenbosch, neighbor and owner of 3200 Broadmoor across the street from 

3233 Broadmoor was present. He wanted to encourage the crushing operation to be put 

indoors. Vandenbosch stated the crushing creates a tremendous amount of dust whenever 

there is a west wind which is a predominant wind in that area. He stated every car in his 

parking lot is covered with a thick coat of dust. He stated the crushing is so loud he can’t 

talk on the phone with the windows open in his office. He also displayed a video and 

pictures of the noise of the crushing as well as the dust on the cars. 

 

Don Hawes, 3337 Stormy Creek was also present. He stated his concern is what kind of 

yard waste, how long will it be there, and will manure be in the recycle. Hawes stated it is 

suggested that the yardwaste will be there up to 72 hours. He questioned who is going to 

monitor that and how will they keep track that yardwaste gets rotated out on a timely 

basis. He stated he is also concerned about the smell. 

 

Mark Velting, owner of Full Circle Recycling was present. He stated when they take in 

yard waste it is going to consist of grass, leaves, brush, and tree limbs. He stated they are 

going to have a limit to even the size of the limb. The contractors with trees will take the 

trees to whoever takes them, the wood will be too valuable to bring to them and get 

charged. Velting stated the material won’t be there long enough to even have an odor to 

it. He stated they will have 2 locations to stockpile material and go back and forth to 

make sure waste isn’t left there for a long period of time. Velting stated they are working 

with the owners to get the crushing indoors, but they are still working on the purchase of 

the property. He stated right now it is too busy for the owners of the property to pull the 

equipment out of the building. He stated in the middle of the construction season is very 

difficult. He stated they would like to get the equipment out of the building before the 

snow falls. He stated they have to find out what the building looks like after all the 
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equipment is out to get the crushing operation moved inside but that is the intention for 

next year.  

 

Motion by VanderHof , supported by Pemberton, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Holtrop absent - 

 

Kape stated as far as who monitors the property, if a citizen sees a violation they can call 

the City. If they feel they Full Circle is in violation of what is being approved they will 

have the opportunity or the right to notify the planning department to register a formal 

complaint against the company.  That will shift the burden on the City to follow through 

with that complaint and to ensure that the complaint will get taken care of. 

 

Benoit stated he lives within the 300 foot radius and has no problem making a decision 

on the request. He stated he is concerned about the odor. He stated it sounds like a good 

plan but he hopes that it will work. He stated he would also like to see the crushing 

operation inside the building by 2017, that is a must. 

 

Fox noted there was mention the crushing was going on everyday, but he was under the 

impression that that maximum crushing was 3 days per week. Velting stated they do not 

crush every day, they do not crush more than 3 days per week. He stated most weeks they 

don’t crush 3 days per week. Vandenbosch stated for clarification everyday they crush is 

when their cars are covered with dust and the noise is so loud. Fox questioned the 

discussion with respect to the State regarding landscaping in the area that they maintain 

and also the landscaping that Full Circle maintains and what progress has been made. 

Velting stated he hasn’t made any progress with that. Velting stated the understanding he 

has is that until he owns the property, he is limited to what he does. He doesn’t mind 

making changes, he hasn’t talked to the State of Michigan yet. He thinks it will be 

November or December by the time he has a purchase agreement with the owners. 

Velting stated his intentions are to put the landscaping off until next year. Fox stated he 

would like to see some sort of landscaping enhancement attached to the special land use 6 

months after the purchase of the property. 

 

Bridson stated she agrees with Fox. She stated she would like to see this in the 

recommendation as well. Velting pointed out the existing trees that are on the State’s 

property. He stated by adding more trees he doesn’t know if you are going to gain 

anything.  

 

Pemberton stated for clarification the dotted line on the map indicates the right-of-way 

(ROW) boundary and the wall sits to the west of that as it tappers from the driveway to 

the north. He stated there is a thin strip of property that would be Veltings property when 

it  is purchased. He stated he doesn’t know if it will be enough space to put anything of 

any significance in. He doubts it will. He questioned what can you put in that is going to 

grow tall enough to create a screen not only for dust but noise as well in that tiny little 
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strip. Pemberton stated for clarification he is working with a very narrow band of 

property or he has to go to the State and get permission to do something else on the State 

ROW; which is possible and an avenue he can take a look at. Pemberton stated the other 

thing that was mentioned was dust suppression. He pointed out that the applicant 

mentioned that there was a mist system that could be employed inside the building to 

control dust when the crushing is going on. Pemberton questioned if he crushes during 

the winter. Velting stated they do not crush in the winter time. 

 

Pemberton stated as far as the trees and the fenc, that particular fence adding 4 feet in his 

opinion is not going to help in the noise. He stated it won’t help with the dust. He felt 

putting their crushing inside a building, equipped with a mist spray system and tucked as 

far north as possible may help. These features would provide one more wall that he’ll be 

on the other side of for the noise side of things. Pemberton stated he thought it was 

important for him to describe so people understood what he had in mind and the idea is to 

have the crusher in an enclosure of some sort. If there is an enclosure and a dust control 

system that is employed that will go a long way with controlling noise and dust. He stated 

it won’t eliminate it, but it will be better controlled once it is inside the structure. 

Pemberton stated we understand that he can’t move on putting the crushing inside until 

he owns the property. Pemberton questioned if he had any timeline once the deal is made 

that he has heard for the owner that they will get the equipment that is currently in the 

building out. Velting stated they won’t be crushing in the winter. When they start up in 

the spring he thinks they will be set up behind the walls.  

 

VanderHoff stated he would like a condition that the all crushing equipment has to be 

within the inside of the walls a month after their crushing season starts by May 1 of 2017.  

 

Young stated we will be adding a condition 7 to the special land use that will limit drop 

off on the site to contractors only; condition 8 install landscaping approved by staff 

within 6 months of purchasing the building and condition 9 that all crushing should be 

indoors by May 1, 2017 

 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by VanderHoff, to grant conditional approval of 

the change to a special land use approval as described in Case 08-16: Full Circle 

Recycling. The approval is conditioned on conditions 1-6 adding condition 7 limit 

drop off on the site to contractors only condition 8 install landscaping approved by 

staff within 6 months of purchasing the building and condition 9 all crushing should 

be indoors by May 1, 2017 and basis points 1 –3 as described in Pung’s memo dated 

July 1, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Holtrop absent - 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by to grant conditional approval of the major 

change to the site plan approved by the Planning Commission on September 22, 

2015 as described in Case 08-16: Full Circle Recycling. Approval is conditioned on 

conditions 1 – 7and basis points 1- 5 as described in Pung’s memo dated July 1, 

2016.     
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- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Holtrop absent -  

  

I. Work Session 

 

Case#9-16 - Child Care Institute – Rezoning of 5.47 acres of land from RPUD-2 Low 

Density Residential Planned Unit Development to RPUD-1 High Density Residential 

Planned Unit Development Located at 3924 Shaffer Ave SE 

 

Case #10-16 – Child Care Institute – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review of a Child 

Caring Institution Located at 3924 Shaffer Ave SE 

 

Pung introduced the request. He stated the applicant is requesting to rezone 5.47 acres of 

land from RPUD-2 Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development to RPUD-1 

High Density Residential Planned Unit Development along with the approval of the 

associated Preliminary and Final Site Plan for a PUD phase. Pung stated the property was 

previously rezoned from R1-A and R1-C to its current zoning of RPUD 2 in 2004. He 

stated along with that a preliminary site plan for a 12 units site condo development was 

approved. The project was never developed and the preliminary site plan has expired.  

 

Pung stated the perspective property owner wishes to develop the facility to house up to 

160 international students between the ages of 10 to 18 who would attend local schools. 

Pung stated based on the description of the use it would be classified as a child caring 

institution under the zoning ordinance. The current zoning does not make allowance for a 

child caring institution, therefore the applicant is requesting rezoning to RPUD 1 which 

would allow for a child caring institution. 

 

Pung stated with respect to the proposed zoning district and the rezoning itself, there are 

not a lot of issues with regard to compatibility. He stated the area is master planned for 

medium density residential. The proposed zoning district does add some additional uses 

but it is a planned unit development (CPUD). He stated with a PUD we do have some say 

in how the property is developed and what type of uses they can have. Pung stated across 

the street is the Ravines development that is also zoned RPUD1. He stated with regard to 

the zoning district itself he doesn’t see any issues. Pung stated rezoning to a PUD 

requires a preliminary development plan. It all comes down to how it is designed and 

how it is laid out on the site. 

 

Pung stated the issues that were raised were with the site plan itself, the proposed scale of 

the use, and some changes that have to be made to the PUD agreement. Pung stated some 

of the major issues had to do with parking. They are proposing constructing 15 parking 

spaces while deferring 26. The ordinance requires a minimum of 40 parking spaces based 

on the number of beds they are showing plus additional parking for staff. Pung stated 

with their proposed used the applicant indicated they would not need the 15 parking 

spaces being proposed, but they have to plan for the future. If they are no longer there the 

next use that comes in may need that parking. Pung stated they have to at least show how 
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that parking can be added to the site and still meet all the open space requirements. Pung 

stated they have to show how they will meet all the PUD requirements. If and when that 

additional parking is constructed the area specified for future parking would not be able 

to be counted towards open space because at some point it may longer be open space but 

a parking lot.  Pung stated another minor issue relates to the zoning ordinance 

requirement of a perimeter setback of at least 40 feet, they are showing the proposed 

parking coming within 35 feet.  

 

Pung stated they are looking at adding a pedestrian connection from the building to the 

public sidewalk. One of the goals in a PUD is to have walkability in this case providing 

that pedestrian connection to the sidewalk will enable someone walking to avoid having 

to walk in the drive aisle or through the parking lot. It is a safety and walkability issue.  

 

Pung stated the applicant needs to show on the site plan how they are meeting the open 

space requirements of the PUD and that is showing the calculations and putting those on 

the site plan.  

 

Pung stated primarily students will be there during the regular school year but there is the 

option there could be students there year round. They need to provide detail on 

supervision and activities that will be available for the children that are there when there 

is no school. 

 

Pung stated there is a list in the staff report of changes the applicant is proposing relative 

to the old PUD agreement that was originally approved with the initial rezoning. They are 

using it as their template taking things out and adding things in. Pung stated staff took a 

look at that and also took a look at what should be added back in and how things should 

be modified.  

 

Pung stated another item to address is the reuse of the property. You are looking at a 

large building able to house 160 students. If they are no longer there, it may limit other 

potential uses from going in there we may wish to seek to assure continued compatibility 

with the surrounding area. 

 

Pung stated with respect to the scale of the building, it is a very large building 

comparable in size to the other larger apartment buildings in the surrounding area in 

terms of height and scale. The surrounding area is currently master planned for a lower 

scale single family residential development. The largest nearby facility is further to the 

north which is the Wedgwood campus. Pung stated there are several ways you can 

address scale including landscaping, site design, to assure it is consistent with the scale of 

the area. 

 

Pung stated the facility will have to be a State licensed facility. It will have to meet all 

State fire codes, buildings codes and licensing requirements as a child caring institution. 

It could have changes to the building layout and design but they have to meet all the State 

requirements and codes. 
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Robb Lamer, Exxel Engineering was present. He stated there is a long list of items but if 

you go through the items none seem to be unapproachable, a lot have to do with future 

phase things from a grading standpoint. He stated they can certainly adjust to what the 

Engineering department has asked them to do. 

 

Robb stated regarding the deferred parking standpoint they will show the number of 

spaces staff is looking for. He stated the kids will  be going to Northpointe Christian 

school, they are not going to public schools. They don’t have cars, they have uber drivers 

drive them around.  They are not very quick to get their own vehicle to drive around. He 

stated he thinks it is good to start with the fewer parking spaces and keep it greener on the 

site. He stated understanding that if the use does change then there is still room but from 

a 15 parking space standpoint he thinks this is logical for this type of use.  

 

Brad Potter, Architect for the project was also present. He displayed a rendering of what 

the facility is intended to look like. It is 2 story, but the area between the drives is 

mounded. He stated the site right now sits 3 feet above the road height. He stated the 

pictures he is displaying is what a person in a car at 3 ½ foot eye level would actually see 

as they are driving by. The other picture showed straight on to the front entrance without 

raising the landscaping and only placing a couple of shrubs. He stated it looks like a 

small house as you are driving by. Potter stated the facility will be well covered by the 

landscaping and a lot of natural trees on the site. They are not going to touch unless they 

absolutely have to. He stated the only trees they would like to cut down are the ones 

where the building is and where the small parking lot is located. 

 

John Jiang, the applicant was present. 

 

VanderHoff questioned the grade levels of the children they will house. Jiang stated 

middle school to high school. VanderHoff asked if they will all be Asian children. Jiang 

stated the intention was to get students from China, Taiwan, Hong Kung etc. He stated 

they will move on to college and most of them will go back to China after they graduate 

from college. Right now the youngest child is 12 who attended the 7th grade. Jiang stated 

they can take 6th graders which could be 10 or 11. VanderHoff asked if the students will 

live on site. Jiang stated yes. Discussion ensued regarding the demand. VanderHoff asked 

if the facility will be for profit. Jiang stated yes they are for profit the parents will have to 

pay for the service. VanderHoff questioned who owns the business. Jiang stated his 

company owns the business. Discussion ensued. VanderHoff stated he doesn’t have any 

problems with the concept of the facility. 

 

Pemberton asked if this will be a big dormitory where they will have their meals and 

recreation etc or will this be individual apartments and how many children per room. 

Jiang stated it is partially a dorm but also a home with more than full parenting. Jiang 

stated the kids need parenting and to take them to churches.They need to be prepared 

before they go to Sunday worship because they can’t understand. Discussion ensued. 

Pemberton asked will staff be present 24/7. Jiang stated yes. 
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Potter stated the lowest floor will have a full kitchen, which will have a cooler/freezer, 

dry storage and there will be seating down there for the children to have their meals, 

breakfast, lunch dinner and snacks. Potter stated everything is very structured, they will 

have a daily regimen. They are very well supervised at all times and that would also be a 

gathering space for functional get-togethers and it has openings to the back yard. The 

main floor will have a larger lobby. The two wings of rooms and the 3rd floor does have a 

smaller gathering area, the owners apartment, then more dormitory type rooms there will 

be, 2 children per room, 4 children sharing one bathroom, shower, toilet, two sinks. Potter 

stated it is plenty of room for them to mingle and get together. There are private tutoring 

rooms, study rooms, computer labs etc.  

 

Bridson stated she thinks it is a great idea. It sounds wonderful and it would be great to 

have new children come into our community. Bridson stated under the draft development 

agreement it states that the development that is proposed would appear to result in the 

removal of all significant trees west of Plaster Creek, but the applicant stated they are 

trying to keep trees. The applicant stated there is no intent to remove any trees. The new 

courtyard will have plenty of trees, some of those are significant maple trees that already 

exist. There is a large amount of unused area between what it required as the fire road and 

Plaster Creek. All of those trees will stay put. The applicant stated the site will still be 

considerably green. Discussion ensued. Bridson asked what they propose to do about the 

public sidewalk where there is not a pedestrian connection. Robb stated the project is set 

up into 2 phases. He stated at this time the only part that is being constructed is to the 

south plus the center section. He stated the main entrance sidewalk would be off to the 

south of the south driveway. That is where that walk will be that will connect to the 

existing sidewalk. They are already proposing sidewalk in front of the whole building.   

 

Bridson stated there was a comment that the building will be 500 feet by the creek and 

questioned if there were any concerns about that from the City. Vanderheide stated yes, 

the contractor will be required to have a soil erosion permit. But because there is also a 

floodplain on the property there are some additional rules of how close they can get to 

Plaster Creek. He stated they will be required to comply with all the distances away from 

the creek. 

 

Fox noted the report states the buses will be stored in front of the building. The pictures 

indicate that the buses will be stored on the side of the building. Potter stated they will be 

in the front. He displayed a picture of a full size bus to show how much of the bus they 

would see when it is parked. Potter stated they do have options to plant some evergreens. 

Potter stated the buses will not sit there all day. They will be used on a more regular 

basis. None of the students have a driver’s license and they have group outings. 

 

Fox asked about fencing in the back on Plaster Creek. Fox noted there is an existing 

bridge. He questioned whether they plan to demolish and remove the bridge or to 

demolish and rebuild the bridge. Potter stated they would like to keep the bridge so that 

students have access to the back portion but there is some discrepancy as to whether the 



Approved Minutes 

Planning Commission 

July 12, 2016 

Page 10 

bridge is currently safe or not. Lamer stated that is part of the DEQ review. If they work 

on that bridge they will more than likely have to get DEQ approval. They will make 

contact with them to find out whether or not that would require a permit and how it goes. 

Discussion ensued. Lamer stated what they talked about in their meeting with planning 

staff is that they will make that bridge safe whether the bridge is there or not there it will 

be made safe.  Fox questioned do they plan to put up in fencing in the rear of the 

property. Potter stated not unless it is required by the State. He stated he has a call into 

the State. If they require a fence they will inform the commissioners and proceed from 

there. Lamer stated it is highly unlikely that the DEQ would allow them to put a fence in 

the floodplain and it would be unwise to do so. There will never be a fence that goes 

around the whole property. If anything there will be a fence up above the floodplain in 

the back. 

 

Fox stated there was discussion about an entertaining area. It says that it will be on the 

driveway. Potter stated that will be in the parking area not the drive. Discussion ensued 

where the entertaining area will be. Potter stated they intend to put a patio for get 

togethers, cookout, badminton and volleyball in the yard. 

 

Fox noted it stated there will be 1 adult per 30 students during the day and 1 adult per 40 

students in the evening. Potter stated that is overruled by the State. Fox stated the owner 

has an apartment. He questioned whether the rest of the staff be housed onsite. Potter 

stated he doesn’t believe so.  It is a dorm that will be set up as a type A dorm barrier free. 

If need be, staff could stay there but the idea is if they are there they will be working as 

opposed to sleeping. Potter stated the State requirement in the evening hours is 20 

students to 1 adult and 10 students to 1 adult in the daytime.  Fox asked how often the 

parents of the students will be able to come visit their children. Jiang stated once every 

two years but the frequency varies. It is not that often.   

 

Fox questioned the type of things staff will be doing at the building with the students. 

Jiang stated reminding them it is study time, stop playing their games etc. When they 

come home from school, they do homework. They may need some tutoring service, 

getting them to read etc.  

 

Fox asked with the addition do they plan to have the entertainment and eating facilities 

housed in one location or will it be a duplicate of the first building. Potter stated no, the 

way it is set up right now in the lowest level of the building will be the entire dining area, 

the kitchen will sit off to the side to allow for deliveries down the fire lane. The rooms 

will be on the upper two floors and on the lowest floor there will be a general lounge 

area. Pottter stated everything required for the whole quantity of children and adults is 

already planned for and available from the first day. 

 

Benoit stated he doesn’t believe this use is the intent of the Master Plan. He stated this is 

essentially a glorified apartment. He stated it is a lot of people on a very small piece of 

property that is surrounded by single family residential homes, it is going to be out of 

character. Benoit stated it is not the intent of the Master Plan. He stated the Master Plan 
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was intended for medium density, this is being proposed as high density. He stated he can 

guarantee the planning commissioners that came up with this Master Plan never assumed 

there was going to be a multi-story, multi-tenant building there. He stated he applauds the 

use and has no problem with the whole concept but this isn’t the right place for it. He 

stated he is addressing the rezoning more than anything else. He stated in the past zoning 

before it got switched to a PUD it was a lower zoned single family residential parcel. He 

stated he thinks it is a bad idea and that it is not in compliance with the Master Plan. 

Benoit stated you are going to be driving down the road, although it is screened really 

nice, it is still going to stand out. Discussion ensued regarding the Ravines across the 

street. Golder asked Benoit if it is a question of scale. Benoit stated it is a question of 

volume. Golder stated with respect to the Master Plan it is consistent because it is 

medium density. Benoit questioned if medium density is 160 units on 5 acres. Pung stated 

4-8 units per acre, adult caring institution and child care institutions, 1 unit is equivalent 

to 6 beds. Golder questioned if Benoit is concerned about how it looks or more of a 

question of scale. Benoit stated it is completely out of character he does not think it fits. 

Benoit stated the previous preliminary approval of the drawing showing 12 units is 

perfect for that parcel. Benoit stated single family homes are selling fast right now. He 

stated he thinks if this is going to be developed in this fashion it would sell very fast. He 

stated he does not agree with the rezoning at all. He thinks it is a bad idea. He stated the 

concept is great, but it is the wrong place. 

 

Potter stated if this were 12 units you would be looking at 24-36 vehicles or more as 

opposed to 2 and the staff. Potter stated it will be quieter, there is going to be a more 

congenial family type setting. He stated Benoit may not agree with the quantity of people 

but in general it will be a nicer more family oriented place where the other developments 

don’t have to worry about who is moving in because these will be outstanding, upscale 

students who will definitely help the economy in the area. Benoit stated he understands, 

but he still thinks because we are calling it a child care facility because that is where it 

wedges into the zoning ordinance best. Golder stated we would not otherwise allow for 

this kind of use if it were something other than child care it would be a boarding house 

and we don’t allow that. Benoit stated from what he has seen and driving around the 

community he thinks Kentwood has been more than gracious in providing rental 

properties, apartments that type of thing. He stated in his opinion this request is the same 

thing as an apartment and he does not agree with the rezoning at all. 

 

Jones stated in terms of cultural concerns that were brought out with living with host 

families, because of how it sounds this will be a self-contained compound for Asian 

children. She asked if they will they have the opportunity to participate in extracurricular 

activities at NorthPointe. She also questioned whether they will have the opportunity to 

assimilate in the community at all or will they be kept separate all the time. Jiang stated 

the goal is to have them fully integrated into the culture and into the community. These 

children will be from very affluent families in China and these kids are not just any kids 

you can find from China. Discussion ensued. Jiang stated these kids bring in very big 

spending power here and they will beautify the community. Jiang stated these kids will 

be managed well, they are not just regular kids like the families here and he understands 
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why Benoit is concerned but these kids will come here, volunteer, they get them to do 

things, they go to church. Jiang stated the goal is to have them so well adapted so that 

they can move with local families. Discussion ensued. Jiang stated they are open to take 

any suggestions to make it better. Jones asked because the students are coming here with 

limited English do they anticipate staff being all Asian. Jiang stated no they won’t be 

only Asian.  He is fully Americanized.  He stated he is for the equality and Justice of all 

races. 

 

Kape stated there was mention that after they graduate they move back to their countries.  

Jiang stated the US economy can not take them all. They only take the best. Those who 

cannot find jobs after college graduation they have to go somewhere unless their families 

invest in the US. Then they will be part of that enterprise of their family and may be 

staying here in the US.  Kape stated we are not benefiting from this. There was a point 

raised that this is good for our community he doesn’t see the benefit. Kape stated he is 

concerned with all these kids in this big building. They may be good kids but good kids 

can go wild. Kape stated he is not sure how he is going to control 160 kids. Kape asked 

what church they will be going to. John stated right now they are going to Forest Hills 

Baptist Church. Kape stated if this operation isn’t successful then we have this building 

that looks like a mini Holland Home. He questioned what are the chances that can be 

converted into an apartment complex. Pung stated it is a PUD, special land use for a child 

caring Institution. If someone wanted to convert it into an apartment they would have to 

come back to both the planning and city commission as a major change.At that point 

depending on how they redesign, it then it could be an issue with density. Density works 

fine as a child Caring Institution.  

 

Young questioned how they will address medical needs. Jiang stated the children will all 

have full medical insurance for emergencies. They also have to meet the licensing 

requirement. Jiang stated they will make sure the right staffing will be there. 

 

Pemberton commented the commissioners need to look at if this were Wedgwood coming 

before the commission and wanted to expand.  How would the commissioners look at 

that. He stated he thinks we have to put it in that type of category as well. He stated there 

is a reason why this property hasn’t developed and he doesn’t think it is just about the 

economy. He stated when he looks at the piece of property he sees Plaster Creek and a 

related floodplain that goes along with it. That restricts the use of that piece and it drives 

the cost of development way up for a condo or even a single family use. He stated he 

thinks that is a little bit of the reason as to why the property hasn’t developed into the 

kind of zoning that we had it master planned for.  

 

VanderHoff asked if the children are from wealthy families. John stated yes they are this 

is not free. VanderHoff questioned the cost per student. Jiang stated it can be about 

70,000 dollars per child. He stated it is very important to understand that they are also an 

economic entity. VanderHoff questioned out of the 160 kids that will attend, do they 

expect a high percent of the children to end up with their PHD degree. John stated most 

of them won’t go into grad school. Some come from business families and some are 
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banking families, some may be from different levels of the leadership. Discussion 

ensued. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by VanderHoff, to set a public hearing date of August 

9, 2016 for Case #11-16 – Grand Rapids Auto Gallery – Major Change to an 

Approved Site Plan Located at 4722 50th St. SE 

 

    - Motion Carried (8-0) – 

     - Holtrop absent - 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Storm Water Presentation by Engineering 

 

Dan VanderHeide noted the recent presentation by Elaine Isley from West Michigan 

Environmental Action Council. Staff thought that some of the changes that were coming 

into the Kentwood version of storm water management would be adventurous. In the end 

staff will be seeking support from the planning commission of the ideas he is presenting 

with the goal of presenting them to the City Commission. VanderHeide presented an 

outline slideshow of Stormwater in Kentwood, The History of Stormwater in Kentwood, 

History of the MS4 Permit, and Changes to the MS4 Program and the Impact on 

Kentwood.  

 

VanderHeide stated the documents are going through legal review. The attorneys etc. are 

reviewing the documents to make sure they are happy with the way they are structured. 

He stated this will significantly change how the commissioners will see site plans, the 

way they are designed and the way that that look. He stated we are looking to bring it to 

the committee of the whole 1-2 months after the legal review of the document. 

 

Jones stated looking at the rendering of the traditional development versus the 

conservation design development, it looks like it is a lot higher density and questioned if 

that is how it will be going forward.  VanderHeide stated certain parts of the 

neighborhood might appear higher density but taking into account the whole property the 

density won’t change. Jones stated it looks like the houses are a lot closer together. 

Golder stated it is consistent with concept of a PUD when we cluster housing units and 

buildings together. They look like they are closer, but it creates open space, like a PUD. It 

is consistent with what we are doing now. Discussion ensued. VanderHiede stated the 

idea is to cluster the homes so that you leave as many areas natural as possible and you 

can use those open spaces for stormwater management. Golder stated the guidelines 

aren’t for density it is just a recognition that spreading out housing units is not an 

efficient way to manage the stormwater. Golder stated with the same density as when you 

spread out versus moving them together you create common open space. 
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Fox stated his thoughts were along the same line. He questioned if we are hearing 

homeowners or potential homeowners say that they would rather have their houses 

together to preserve the greenspace or are they saying they would want the space and be 

willing to maintain greenspace on their own properties. VanderHeide stated this is really 

driven by rules that the State is putting in place. The clustering that we expect to see is 

simply because that is how other States have already gone to a system like this and have 

been able to meet the intent of the rules. Golder stated just a way to provide detention. If 

you look at the master plan it emphasizes the green infrastructure. This is a good time for 

this stormwater approach to come along. Fox stated he would look at this and say he 

would not want to live there. Golder stated it is not the stormwater requirements that are 

making the houses move together. It is not a density requirement it is a stormwater 

requirement. Fox stated he understands that but the intent was smaller lot size and smaller 

lot size means the houses are closer together whereas the other way to achieve that is to 

still have the greenspace at the back end of the property with larger lot size. VanderHiede 

stated that is definitely a possibility as well a developer may choose to make the backyard 

a rain garden. Golder stated permeable asphalt or on a commercial development a green 

roof it is not a dictate for more density but that is one way to do it.  Pung stated rather 

than having 10 people maintain their own rain garden you have a larger community space 

that a neighborhood or condo association could assure that it is properly maintained. 

Discussion ensued. VanderHeide stated to give an example a developer will receive 

credit for each large mature tree that they save. From a stormwater perspective it will 

make their stormwater management easier. The more large mature trees they can save 

and in order to do that usually cluster the home closer together and save the large trees in 

the open areas. 

 

2. Form Based Code 

 

Golder requested the commissioners to take a look at the draft form based code excerpts 

to determine whether they fit the guidelines of what we are seeking. 

 

3. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Benoit asked staff to ask Schweitzer if he would like to have a sidewalk meeting before 

the next meeting. 

 

Bridson noted that every Thursday evening outside of City Hall Parks & Recreation is 

providing concerts, movies, food trucks. She encouraged the commissioners to get out.  It 

is BYOB bring your chair, or blanket. 

 

Pemberton stated he will not be at the next meeting. 

 

Young stated she will not be at the next meeting. 

 

4. Staff’s Comments 
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Golder stated he has been out to Lowe’s and they have cleaned up the garden center side. 

They fenced off the triangular area. She stated they have pallets out and other stuff to the 

east side and she will get with them on that. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Pemberton,                             

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Holtrop absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:25p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JULY 26, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Kape. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Ed Kape, Frank Vander Hoff   

Members Absent: Mike Pemberton, and Johngerlyn Young (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, 

and the applicants. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Jones, to excuse Pemberton and Young from the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Pemberton and Young absent -  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Jones, supported by Kape, to approve the Minutes of July 12, 2016 and 

the Findings of Fact for: Case#7-16 – 3160 Breton /Jay Stevens Group – Rezoning of 

.6 acres of land from I-2 Heavy Industrial to C-4 Office Located at 3160 Breton Ave 

SE; Case#8-16 – Full Circle Recycle/M.S.V Construction – Major Change to Site 

Plan and Special Land Use Located at 3233 Broadmoor Ave SE 

  

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Jones, to approve the agenda for the July 26, 2016 

meeting.  

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 
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G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#9-16 - Child Care Institute – Rezoning of 5.47 acres of land from RPUD-2 Low 

Density Residential Planned Unit Development to RPUD-1 High Density Residential 

Planned Unit Development Located at 3924 Shaffer Ave SE 

 

Case #10-16 – Child Care Institute – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review of a Child 

Caring Institution Located at 3924 Shaffer Ave SE 

 

Pung stated the applicant is requesting four requests; to rezone 5.47 acres of land from 

RPUD-2 Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development to RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development; along with the approval of the associated 

Preliminary and Final Site Plan for a PUD phase; and Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review of a Child Caring Institution.  

 

Pung stated the property was previously rezoned from R1-A and R1-C to its current 

zoning of RPUD 2 in 2004. He stated along with that a preliminary site plan for a 12 

units site condo development was approved. The project was never developed and the 

preliminary site plan has expired. 

 

Pung stated the perspective property owner wishes to develop the facility to house up to 

160 international students between the ages of 10 - 18 who would attend local schools. 

The applicant has stated the students would not be allowed to have any cars, although 

they could have bicycles. The facility will be locked at all times with key card control 

access for the adults. 

 

Pung stated there will be two children per room and two rooms would share a bathroom. 

Based on their description of the use, it will be considered a child caring institution under 

the zoning ordinance. The current zoning district does not make allowance for a child 

caring institution, therefore the perspective property owners are looking at rezoning the 

property from RPUD2 to RPUD1 which does allow for child caring institutions as a 

special land use. As a child caring institution the use would be licensed by the State and 

would have to meet all the State requirements. It would also have to meet all State fire 

codes, buildings codes and licensing requirements as a child caring institution. 

 

Pung stated the facility would be a two story facility and proposed to be built in 2 phases. 

The first phase would consist of the housing of up to 80 students which would be half of 

what they are proposing to have on the site overall. This phase would also consist of the 

dining hall, study areas, and offices for the staff. The second phase would be the 

remainder of the housing facilities for 80 additional students.  

 



Approved Minutes 

Planning Commission 

July 26, 2016 

Page 3 

Pung stated they are looking for RPUD1 zoning which is consistent with the Master Plan 

recommendation for medium density residential which is up to 8 dwelling units per acre. 

Pung stated the way child and adult care facilities are calculated is, 6 beds is the 

equivalent to 1 dwelling unit. He stated based on that if they built out to the full 160 that 

would equate to a density of about 6.9 dwelling units per acre which is under the 8 

dwelling units per acre for medium density residential and that would be consistent with 

the master plan recommendation.  

 

Pung stated there are several issues that still need to be addressed that are important to a 

PUD. He stated one is landscaping. Significant landscaping is important to meet the 

criteria for a PUD and also provide screening for the building and use. Pung stated one of 

the condition is that the final landscaping plan would be approved by the planning 

commission as part of the final site plan approval for the phase. He stated when they 

come back for the final site plan approval we would also be looking to approve a 

landscaping plan. Pung stated another main criteria is tree preservation, retention of 

existing significant trees. He stated staff will be looking at City approval of a final tree 

preservation plan as part of the final site plan approval. Any trees that are identified as 

being saved will have to be fenced as needed and if they do have to be removed or 

damaged there is a requirement that they be replaced.  

 

Pung stated another issue would be building elevations. It will be a fairly large facility, it 

is proposed to be two story but from the back it will look like a 3 story. The site backs up 

to the private golf course to the north and east of the proposed facility. Pung stated staff 

will be looking at having it blend in with the residential character. This will be one of the 

recommendations of approval when they come in for final site plan approval of the final 

building elevations. Pung stated staff looked at additional recommendations of what the 

applicant can do to enhance the building elevations such as shutters something to liven 

the building up. Pung stated right now the way it is being proposed, it looks like a motel 

or a dormitory. We recommend that the façade treatment increased and get it more 

towards a residential or nicer appearance, which is also a major component in criteria of a 

planned unit development; high quality architectural treatment and facade.  

 

Pung stated we are also looking for some modifications to their draft PUD agreement. 

We have to make sure certain things are clarified such as the staffing and final site plan 

approval and also reiterating the requirement for approval of a landscaping plan and tree 

preservation plans. 

 

Pung reviewed the recommendation to the city commission to rezone 5.47 acres of land 

from RPUD-2 Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development to RPUD-1 High 

Density Residential Planned Unit Development and also the recommendation to the city 

commission conditional approval of the preliminary site plan. 

  

Pung stated he is recommending conditional approval of the Special Land Use and Site 

Plan Review of a Child Caring Institution as stated in his memos 
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Robb Lamer, Excel Engineering was present. He stated the changes they have made since 

the work session are they have taken the parking that is future or deferred and moved it 

back from the setbacks that is required by the zone. They have also shown more parking 

in the areas where they have no intention to park, but part of the questions at the work 

session was what happens if this project is no longer on the site years down the road. He 

stated they have shown some future parking in the areas where they are currently 

proposing to park buses. He stated they are looking at saving as many trees on the site as 

they can. He stated there are a lot of trees you can’t save, they are going to take down 

trees to bring the site to grade. He displayed what trees they were going to save. He stated 

if they don’t need to do the grading now then they will make sure they save the trees. 

Lamer stated they will work with staff to work through how it will work because some of 

the trees are too numerous to put on a plan effectively and call out as individual trees to 

be preserved. But the intent is to save everything behind the building and the fire lane and 

leave the remainder natural. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

A letter was submitted from the Executive Director of the Christian Athletic Complex 

located north and east of the site. He is excited about the project and supports the 

rezoning. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Fox, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

 

VanderHoff asked if this meets the Master Plan. Pung stated based on the Mater Plan 

recommendation and how we calculated the use and density it will be consistent with the 

Master Plan. VanderHoff stated hopefully this will be a successful project and will be 

there for many years, but it appears to him once this is built it is going to have a very 

limited use for something else. He is concerned that it could become a big eyesore. He 

stated with our restrictions he can’t see a lot of other uses for this facility.  Lamer stated 

the owner believes that this is a great investment and from personal experience housing 

international students is a great asset to families. Discussion ensued. 

 

Bridson stated she thinks the idea is great. She stated she shares VanderHoff’s concern as 

to what else this could be if the applicant are no longer there. Pung stated we don’t have 

anything similar to this request but based on where it is located it may be something that 

Wedgwood Christian Services would be interested in. Bridson stated she thinks the 

preservation of the trees is important. She likes the idea of enhancing the appearance and 

thinks that is important too.  

 

Fox stated in recent conversations there have been discussion with making buildings 

sustainable, making them green etc., he questioned whether there be any efforts related to 

that. Lamer stated from a site plan standpoint when excel designs things there are times 
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they do LEED certified projects and times they design things consistent with LEED 

principles. He explained the difference is you get the same product but you don’t get the 

plaque. Discussion ensued. Brad Potter Newco Design Build LLC stated he was part of 

the US Green Building Council for about 4 years he is familiar with the LEED process. 

He stated he is currently working on some projects and what they are doing is over 

insulation so there is less heat loss therefore gas and utilities will be lower. Everything is 

going to be LED therefore it will be less energy wasted. Double pane tinted windows. He 

stated they are also looking at how they can save money. He stated they are doing 

everything they can to make the building sustainable and affordable at the same time.  

 

Fox stated there was also discussion with the existing bridge and he wanted to know the 

decision that was made. Pung stated they were going to preserve it to able to utilize it, but 

it will be up to the DEQ and what the State will allow. Lamer stated he knows if they take 

out the bridge they will never be able to put one back similar. They would have to fortify 

it considerably. He stated they will talk to the DEQ. Lamer stated they will make the 

bridge safe, whether it mean removing it all together or improving it in such a way that it 

is safe and that it meets everyone’s goal. Lamer stated he doesn’t want to take the time to 

bring a plan to the DEQ if they can’t get the rezoning. Discussion ensued.   

 

Fox stated he would love to see some sort of effort in protecting the students from the 

golf course area. To make sure there are no balls that will hit students when they are 

outside during their evening time.  

 

Jones stated she echoes the concerns about landscaping, it should be something that has 

to be in the forefront of their mind. Jones stated she is also hopeful that they will take in 

the concerns about the façade and take those suggestions to heart because this is going to 

be in a residential area they don’t want it to stand out unnecessarily. She stated as it 

stands right now it does look like a hotel. Therefore whatever they can do to make it look 

more residential will be appreciated.  

 

Benoit stated at the work session he raised some concerns about the rezoning He stated 

he still has a large amount of concerns of continuity in the area. He stated because of that 

he can’t support the rezoning for the PUD. 

 

Kape stated on Saturdays the children will have free time. He questioned what are they 

doing all day and how are they keeping 60 kids from going to play golf. Potter stated if 

they wanted to play golf that would be fantastic.  Potter stated what has been explained to 

him a lot of these kids have memberships at local athletic centers and they take them to 

that. They go to the mall and other social events so they can get out and experience what 

it is like to live here. Even though it is their free time it is planned and structured.  Kape 

stated there was discussion about buses and there was a concern that it was going to look 

more like a school with the buses parked in front; where do they plan to park the buses. 

Potter stated they are confident with the landscaping there is a 3 foot high hill that if you 

plant some minor shrubbery you are never going to see the bus from the road. Kape 

questioned the material on the building. Potter stated they are assuming it to be hardy 
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plank which is a cement board that you will see on higher end residential and a mire tech 

which is synthetic wood trim. Discussion ensued.  

 

Benoit stated as far as the special land use the big item is 15.02.A. He doesn’t believe the 

development meets this requirement. He stated the whole west side of Shaffer is zoned 

and master planned for low density residential. He stated when you come down 44th street 

and heading north you will have residential on the left side all the way down to 36th 

Street. You also have the residential on the right had side with the Allen Edwin 

subdivision and then single family homes mixed in and right next to the proposed 

property is single family home. You are going to go down the road you will see homes 

and then this building and he does not think it is harmonious with the area. He stated he 

does not have a problem with what they are trying to do, his problem is what is it going to 

do with the area. He stated this request in no way looks like a single family home, or 

function like a single family home. He stated the golf course is Master planned to be park 

and open space. Discussion ensued. He stated he just doesn’t think this is the right place 

for it. He stated maybe on Burton Street somewhere like that. He noted other cross streets 

where you have institutional use including further down Shaffer you have Wedgwood 

and Wingate apartments. We are calling it a child caring facility, but it can also be called 

a dormitory because this is what a dormitory on any campus would look like. They will 

be sharing bathrooms, you have a roommate and there is a place for food to be prepared, 

etc. Benoit stated he was a little disappointed that none of the neighbors showed up. He 

just thinks it is out of character and does not comply to the special land use requirements. 

 

VanderHoff stated if the neighbors don’t have a problem with the request then we 

shouldn’t and in addition the request goes to the city commission and they will have the 

final say. 

 

Holtrop questioned where the greenspace will be for 160 children. Lamer stated most are 

high school age children and more than likely they won’t be playing at the building they 

will be at school playing sports. He stated when you look at what the property has in the 

back there is a lot of room. Holtrop asked if the majority of the students will be going to 

NorthPointe School. Jiang stated that is correct. Jiang stated they want to beautify the 

area and bring benefits to the neighborhood. He reached out to some neighbors and the 

condo association. The president of the condo stated there were no objections to the 

request. Jiang indicated he will encourage the children to participate in activities and go 

to MVP etc. 

 

Motion by Jones, supported by Fox, to recommend to the City Commission 

conditional approval of the preliminary site plan dated July 19, 2016 for the Child 

Care Institute Rezoning as described in Case 09-16.  Approval is conditioned on 

conditions 1-12 and basis point 1-9 as described in Pung’s memo dated July 7, 2016. 

 

- Motion Carried (5-2) – 
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- Benoit and Holtrop dissenting – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

 

Motion by Jones, supported by VanderHoff, to Recommend to the City Commission 

conditional approval of the request to rezone 5.5 acres from RPUD-2 Low Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned 

Unit Development as described in Case No. 09-16.  Approval is conditioned on 

conditions 1-8 and basis points 1-8 as described in Pung’s memo dated July 21, 2016. 

 

- Motion Carried (5-2) – 

- Benoit and Holtrop dissenting – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

 

 Motion by Jones, supported by Bridson, to grant Conditional approval of the Special 

Land Use Child Caring Institution as described in Case 10-16:  Child Care Institute.  

The approval is conditioned on conditions 1-5 and basis points 1-5 as described in 

Pung’s memo dated July 21, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (5-2) – 

- Benoit and Holtrop dissenting – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

 

Motion by Jones, supported by VanderHoff, to grant Conditional approval of the site 

plan dated July 19, 2016 as described in Case 10-16: Special Land Use Child Care 

Institute.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-11 and basis points 1-6 as described 

in Pung’s memo dated July 21, 2016.     

- Motion Carried (5-2) – 

- Benoit and Holtrop dissenting –  

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case #11-16 – Grand Rapids Auto Gallery – Major Change to an Approved Site Plan 

Located at 4722 50th St. SE 

 

Pung introduced the request. He stated the request is a Major Change to an approved site 

plan to permit a 12,000 square foot building addition to a facility that is used for indoor 

vehicle sales.  
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He stated the planning commission approved the special land use and site plan for indoor 

vehicle sales May 10, 2015. The approval covered the existing 28,000 square foot 

building plus the 6,000 square foot addition. The addition was constructed in August of 

last year. Pung stated they needed to get a variance from the zoning board of appeals to 

have vehicle sales and storage in access of 5,000 square feet and that was approved in 

March 2015.  

 

Pung stated the owner met with the planning commission May 25, 2016 to discuss 

violations regarding outdoor display and storage of vehicles. That is a restriction to the 

use, no outdoor storage of vehicles.  Pung stated one of the solutions was expanding the 

building. The applicant indicated they had the ability to add at least 12,000 square foot to 

the building. The owner has now come forward with the major change to the original 

approved site plan in order to do the 12,000 square foot addition. Pung stated since the 

addition they are seeking is going further beyond 5,000 square feet, they went to the 

zoning board of appeals to seek another variance in order to increase the indoor storage 

capacity. The zoning board approved the variance on July 18, 2016.  

 

Pung stated there are really no issues with the use or expansion of the building, however 

there are some minor engineering details that has to be worked out. 

 

Chris Hoexum stated after they met with the planning commission in May they were 

looking at ways to clean up and improve the outside of their site. They looked at several 

options but the only thing that made sense with the type of vehicles that they sell and how 

they conduct their business is to expand the building to its full capacity. He stated it is 

costly but they see future growth in their business but it will also allow them more 

efficiency in their business. Discussion ensued 

 

VanderHoff stated with the addition he thinks this will alleviate the violation and it won’t 

be necessary to have cars outdoors. Hoexum stated during normal business hours cars wil 

be going in and out on test drives but other than that cars will be inside after hours for 

sure. 

 

Bridson stated this sounds like a good solution. 

 

Fox questioned how many more cars the additional space will accommodate. Hoexum 

stated they will be able to house about another 85 vehicles if they nicely display them but 

the can probably put close to 110 cars in packed. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones stated she is happy they are able to get the extra space. 

 

Benoit stated he hopes all goes well. 

 

Holtrop stated it looks like there are some added outdoor parking spaces. Hoexum stated 

they have 15 extra parking spots, right now their neighbor Service Pro has been using 10 

spots. Hoexum stated they will be done using the parking spots by the end of the month. 
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Hoexum stated on average they have 13 employees and have 6-8 customers on a busy 

day at their facility. They have never had an issue with parking for customers or 

employees. Holtrop questioned if the parking spaces are required or requested or can they 

be deferred. Pung stated if they don’t need them they don’t have to put them in they can 

defer parking. Hoexum stated they plan to put them in for resale value down the road it 

will be a lot easier to do it now. Hoexum stated they are going to be repaving the east side 

of the building as well, Discussion ensued 

  

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Benoit, Set public hearing date of August 23, 2016, 

for:  Case#12-16 Cloverleaf Site Condominium – Preliminary Site Plan Review for a 

Site Condominium Project Located at 4392 Woodside Oaks Drive 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Form Based Code 

 

Golder discussed the setback, build to lines and the build to zones and the section on the 

percent of the building wall that has to cross the front of each lot and parking.  

 

Golder stated Wyoming is going to adopt their ordinance in a month for Division and 

then they are going to rezone the property in November. 

 

Schweitzer stated Wyoming sent an invitation to the meeting and they will forward it 

along to the commissioners if they would like to attend. 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Bridson reminded the commissioners of the concerts at City Hall on Thursdays 7pm. 

 

Jones stated she noticed the new traffic signals up at 32nd and Shaffer and 52nd and 

Eastern and she really likes the new street signs. They are wonderful. They are so big and 

the font is different, perfect for older adults. 

 

Kape asked about the building on Broadmoor he noticed they have been painting the 

building and have about 15 cars out. Schweitzer stated it is going to be a car dealership. 

The new operator has dealt with wholesale vehicle sales and is in the process of securing 

a retail vehicle sales license. 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 
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Golder stated the group seeking a slaughter house wants to come back in front of the 

LUZ committee possibly on August 9. She stated instead of slaughtering at the grocery 

store they own a parcel of land in between the two Mosque on East Paris and they want to 

rezone to industrial. 

 

Schweitzer stated the Mayors office is entertaining an initiative to get a request for 

proposals from consultants to look at the long range development of the city campus.  

 

Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff,  supported by Fox, Commissioner                             

to adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Pemberton and Young absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:40pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

AUGUST 23, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Kape. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Ed Kape, Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, 

the applicants and about 20 residents. 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Kape, to approve 

the Minutes of August 9, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case #11-16 – Grand 

Rapids Auto Gallery – Major Change to an Approved Site Plan Located at 4722 50th 

St. SE  

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve the 

agenda for the August 23, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There is no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#12-16 Cloverleaf Site Condominium – Preliminary Site Plan Review for a Site 

Condominium Project Located at 4392 Woodside Oaks Drive 
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Golder stated the request is for a site condominium development. Golder began by 

describing the site location. The I-96 expessway crosses under Forest Hills Ave, 

Cloverleaf is a public road and there is a small private road called Woodside Oaks that 

continues from an old part of Woodside Oaks to a new part of Woodside Oaks. Golder 

stated the original Woodside Oaks had 8 or 9 lots and 8 were tied into a private 

development agreement that took place a long time ago. Golder stated the parcel we are 

looking at from the original agreement is lot 8.   

 

Golder stated, as discussed at the work session when you get above 4 splits you would 

have to either plat the site or develop a site condominium. Golder stated the definition of 

a site condominium is a building with open space that everybody owns and maintains and 

that ownership privilege has been expanded out to include the larger piece of property. 

Golder stated in effect it looks a lot like a single family sub division and that is what this 

request is. She stated it has a private road, a 500 foot extension off of the end of 

Cloverleaf. The plan shows that it is 18 feet wide and the applicant has to widen the road 

to 20 feet as per the Fire Marshall.  

 

Golder stated the property is zoned R1-C Single family residential in which they need 

10,000 square foot lots (which the request exceeds) and as far as the Master Plan it has to 

be less than 4 units per acre. This is an 8 ½ acre parcel and there are 8 lots; therefore that 

is less than one unit per acre and well within the Master Plan. Golder stated some things 

the commissioners will look at is does it meet the R1-C standards. Golder stated there are 

some Engineering standards that will be incorporated into the recommendation but they 

come out more at the final site condo process and any other site plan issues that are 

effected.  

 

Golder stated at the work Session we asked the developer, Ed Pynonnen what kind of 

homes he is going to build and he showed a ranch house around $300,000 dollars in 

value. Golder stated but that isn’t what the commissioners are looking at although as part 

of the condominium act they are required to submit elevations and tell us what they are 

going to do with the open space and the common area. But those are things we collect to 

make sure that in the R1-C zone they have to meet the unit size that is required by R1-C. 

Golder stated there is somewhat of a limited scope for review by the planner 

commissioners.  

 

Golder with respect to the recommendation and process wise the request works a lot like 

a plat. She stated preliminary site plan goes to planning commission for public hearing 

and then city commission for public hearing. Golder stated this is the exact same process 

when we develop a plat.  

 

Golder stated the recommendation for Preliminary Site Plan Approval for a site 

condominium development is a recommendation to the city commission. She stated she is 

recommending conditional approval for the site plan dated 7/6/16. 1. Compliance with 

the City Engineers memo and review and approval of the site plan by the Fire Marshall. 

2.Golder stated there is additional information we have to collect under the condominium 
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act but it is more Engineering and collecting information that is not part of the scope of 

what the planning commission would review. 3. Approval by staff of a landscaping plan. 

She stated this is a nice site and we want to know what areas will not be disturbed and 

want to make sure the areas with trees are fenced so they don’t inadvertently take out 

trees that they don’t have to. 4. Canopy street trees of at least 2.5 inches in caliper must 

be provided for each lot as per the landscaping requirements of Section 19.03B. 5. The 

Master Deed and Bylaws for the development and condominium association must be 

approved by the City Attorney and City Staff. 

 

Golder stated lots 1-8 are subject to additional agreements, but they are private between 

the homeowners and developer. Golder stated the additional agreements are private 

because they have certain restrictions they restrict above and beyond what the City does. 

She stated there is only one restriction that is relevant to the planning commission review 

which was established in 1983 whereby for 10 years you can’t subdivide any of these 8 or 

9 lots from 1983. She stated that time has passed now that restriction has been lifted but 

there are other ones that have a longer term. Golder stated the other restrictions have a 

term of 25 years plus an annual renewal. She stated one has to do with the maintenance of 

Woodside Oaks, there are 8 lots to help maintain Woodside Oaks.  

 

Golder stated they have certain requirements for building size height, 2 1/2 stories or 35 

feet. But the City only allows 25 feet therefore they are also by the City’s restrictions. 

Golder stated they have material requirements like stone, glass, brick and wood. She 

stated they have a segment in there for the review and design of any houses that go in. 

They also have restrictions on noise and activities and bringing in temporary structures 

and things of that nature. She stated they also have a rule about cutting down trees of over 

4 inches in caliper. She stated staff is saying the applicant needs to tell us where they are 

going to cut; but they have more stringent requirements than we do except for where they 

need to do construction. Golder stated with all this being said none of it matters to the 

commissioners because that is between the private owners and developer. She stated if 

they put up a house that doesn’t meet the building materials and it meets ours there is 

nothing we can do about it. She stated it is a private restriction so anything except for the 

one that is expired (the subdivision) all that is private developer and we don’t’ have 

anything to say about it. The owners and developers are self-imposing the restrictions on 

each other so that they get the type of development that they want. 

 

Ed Pynonnen and Steve Van Kooten were present. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

Douglas Vogt, 4254 Woodside Oaks was present. He stated he is the President of the site 

condominium association for Woodside Oaks. He stated he agrees that there are 

restrictions to the properties but the one that Golder stated expired was allowed to stay in 

effect for 25 years and then it renews every year after that unless 70% of the people who 

live on the street remove it. Golder stated she ran that by our City Attorney and he 

disagrees. He said that particular one with the number of splits and other properties have 
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splits on Woodside Oaks as well that one is the only one that has expired and the other 

remaining restriction are 25 years with the minimum 70% threshold to change. Vogt 

stated on top of that there was a second amendment to the declaration of restrictions and 

private driveway in liber 4151. There is a restriction that says no splits of divisions or 

utilizing of parcels lots units of land will be less than 1 acre in size. Discussion ensued. 

Golder stated she will have to look into this document with respect to subdividing. Vogt 

stated this was a private agreement among these properties to make sure that the 

environment remained the way that it was, that they had good trees, safe environment etc. 

Vogt stated they didn’t want a ton of houses. Discussion ensued. Golder stated staff will 

review the cited document. 

 

Mike Schmidt, 4507 Cloverleaf was present. He stated they have problems from a traffic 

standpoint. He stated there will be 8 houses built, which will add an additional maybe 18 

vehicles, that will take maybe 3 round trips per day. Schmidt stated they are already 

having problems with the people on Cloverleaf trying to safely get out on Forest Hills 

Avenue. He stated he spoke to the KWPD, the Mayor and talked to Michigan State 

Representatives and he is very concerned.  He thinks somebody is going to get injured or 

killed. He stated with the sharp curve to the north you can’t see. There is so much brush 

on that corner that if you are coming off Cloverleaf you have about 4.5 seconds before a 

car driving the speed limit is on you. He stated there have been a number of accidents on 

that corner.  

 

VanderHoff questioned who owned the property where the brush is obstructing the view. 

Schmidt stated he is not sure of the name but there are two houses. VanderHoff stated 

this should be a relatively easy matter to have the property owner clean up the brush if it 

obstructs the view. Schmidt stated part of it is on the public right-of-way.  

 

Vogt stated in the declaration it says now and then restrictions and easements covering 

properties described in the attached exhibit A which is known in the earlier declaration as 

lots 1-8 except for the northwestern part of lot 5. He stated this particular amendment is 

the second amendment. He stated the first one was for the proposed Bayberry properties, 

this one was an amendment made afterwards because Bayberry failed. They wanted to 

make sure that these agreements were in place with the new property or any of the other 

properties. These modifies lots 1-8 which is now a part of the new piece. That is why 

they say any split off of that should be at least one acre. 

 

Commissioner Benoit explained to the residents that this is a private agreement between 

two property owners. The planning commission has no jurisdiction, there is nothing we 

can do about it. He stated he appreciates getting the information from the residents, but 

we have no jurisdiction. He stated if there is a problem due to the private agreement that 

is what lawyers are for. Vogt questioned if they make the decision of how properties are 

split. Benoit stated according to the ordinances we don’t deal in private matters between 

private parties that is for the courts to figure out. VanderHoff stated we can consider it 

but according to our Master Plan and our ordinances, if the developer can do what they 

want to do with that property that is all we are concerned with. If it is a private property 
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issue and you don’t think the developer can develop that property according to your 

agreements then you have to get your attorneys involved but that is not our concern. 

 

Golder stated Schweitzer found the document and all it says regarding splits is that they 

can’t be less than one acre in size. Golder stated if you look at the plan the parcels aren’t 

one acre but they have open space associated with it. The developer could split them in to 

one acre properties, or he could seek to change the agreement between the homeowners. 

Discussion ensued. 

 

Eric Mulder, 1695 Forest Hills was present. He stated he thought they were only allowed 

4 splits. Golder stated there are 4 splits and after that then you have to do something like 

a plat or a condominium, therefore they are pursuing the condominium process. Golder 

stated that goes back to the parent parcel which would be about March 1997 when the 

land division act went into effect. Mulder stated the traffic is also an issue. 

 

David Hammond, 4499 Oakleaf was present. He stated he has been a resident of 

Kentwood since 1980 and used to live on Cloverleaf Dr. for about 12 years. He stated it 

is a beautiful area, there is a lot of wildlife in that area. He stated he now lives on Oakleaf 

drive on about 12 acres. He stated he sold a couple of lots. He stated there is Saddleback 

Creek that runs along their northern boundary that empties into Plaster Creek and into the 

Grand River. That creek has a lot of birds, geese, ducks and fish. His concern with the 

project are the environmental issues. He stated there are a lot of problems with runoff. 

Whenever there is a heavy rainstorm along Cloverleaf, Oakleaf and on Forest Hills 

Avenue the drains are not adequately cleaned there are puddles and spills of water 

ponding in the street. The are no gutters on Cloverleaf, there are no curbs and there are no 

sidewalks. He stated adding more homes at the end of the street and children that live in a 

lot of these homes are a safety issue that the commissioners need to consider and address 

that issue. There is also wetlands that goes through this property. He isn’t sure if they 

have had conversation with the DNR or drain commissioner but there are some big 

issues. He noticed there is going to be a bridge put over this project that will not solve 

any of the environmental issues in terms of the topography. There are flat areas, hills and 

high points and a creek. He stated these issues, from his viewpoint, have to be addressed 

before they can make an intelligent decision on the proposed development. He stated 

there are also a lot of mature trees on the property. Discussion ensued. He asked the 

commissioners to please address the environmental issues, the wetlands, the traffic. There 

are real problems, and the sidewalks. He stated he is seeing more of his land falling into 

the creek and we need to look at these issues seriously.  

 

Commissioner Young questioned where these concerns should go. Golder stated these are 

private agreements. Golder stated it seems the purpose of the agreement Mr. Vogt 

brought in is to restrict the amount of traffic on Woodside Oaks because it is very narrow 

and they want to share maintenance. Golder stated we can tell Pyonnon he would have to 

deal with the issues before he builds these lots if it turns out even though this 

development doesn’t use Woodside Oaks. If they are still subject to the requirements of 

that agreement that means they can subdivide, but they have to be at least an acre in size. 
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Golder stated she is sure Mr. Pynonnen could come close to the acre but it would be a 

different configuration. She stated if it is a different configuration it is a different site 

plan. Pynonnen stated they will comply with whatever the private agreements that are 

already in place and whatever the law requires them to do. He stated this is a civil matter 

and they will be glad to sit down and talk to the people along Woodside Oaks. He stated 

they are going to review this with their counsel and see what they will come up with. He 

stated the reason they are there today is to review the plan that has been presented. He 

stated if he has to come back and redo the plan then he will come back and redo it, but 

right now the plan that they have is what they are looking to have done. 

 

Earl Clements, 1765 Forest Hill Avenue was present. He stated this development abuts 

his property approximately 350-400 feet. He stated his concern on the development is the 

type of homes, the value of the homes, the cost per square foot, the minimum size etc. 

Golder stated unless Mr. Pynonnen offers that’s something you really can’t require. If 

Mr. Pynonnen offers, that’s the way it is going to be then we can incorporate that into the 

conditions of approval, but right now it is just the division of the land. Clements stated he 

would also want to make sure he doesn’t have a house right up against his property. He 

stated he would like the frontage of the houses closer to the new street being put in. He 

stated the environment is something they need to be aware of, there are a lot of wetlands 

in that area immediately to the north and the south side of the proposed developments 

property. Discussion ensued. Clements stated the speed limit is too high in the area. It is 

50 miles per hour and this is where people are walking and biking. He stated that he 

spoke to Mayor Kepley and Kepley explained to him that this is not a City function and 

that MDOT controls the speed limit of the City street. Discussion ensued. Clements 

stated we are going to be adding 8 houses on this street. That will be a lot of cars going 

into this dead end street. What will they do if something gets blocked or if there is an 

emergency, is there another outlet? Golder stated Creekside Estates to the north comes 

off of Forest Hills. She stated when Creekside went in, there was an emergency access 

that was built and eventually got extended to Woodside Oaks. She stated the second way 

in is through that emergency access, it has a breakaway gate. Discussion ensued.  

 

Douglas Vogt stated there are a lot of children in the neighborhood who are walking 

down Cloverleaf without sidewalks and that has been a concern.  

 

Commissioner Pemberton stated with regard to sidewalks it would have to be voted on by 

the people in the neighborhood and it would be a special assessment. Therefore, if they 

want it bad enough and want safety for the kids, put the sidewalks in. Vote it in, make it 

happen. When it comes to this kind of development with a private street it really doesn’t 

require sidewalks we have talked about it. But putting sidewalks in that are going 

nowhere makes no sense. He stated it is their neighborhood and he suggested that the 

neighbors take some control. 

 

Chris Vanderwall, 1755 Forest Hill was present.  He stated his property is very wet and 

he too shares a lot of the same concerns as Mr. Clements regarding what kind of houses 

will be built, the value as well as the positioning. He stated his big concern is how may 
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trees are going to be removed. He questioned whether the commission is going to offset 

the loss of trees by requiring some kind of trees to go along the borderline to help with 

the privacy and the environmental impact. He stated there is a lot of wildlife in the area 

that is drawn to the area because of the wetlands, because of the creek and he questioned 

where will they go. He stated they will we be displacing the animals. There are a lot of 

deer, turkey etc and it will be a shame to see them get hit by cars. He stated one request 

he would have is to require mature pine trees along the borders to help with the privacy 

and help offset the loos of trees. He also asked that we don’t allow just clear cutting of 

the property. He requested maintaining as many of the trees that we can rather than just 

clearing it out. He questioned if there was a requirement where they will learn more about 

the types of homes and positioning before this is approved. Golder stated on a parcel by 

parcel basis we will get that information. Golder stated she thinks they need to show the 

maximum building envelop on each lot. Discussion ensued. Pynonnen stated their houses 

will be a lot closer to the road and they will leave the backyards wooded. 

 

Mr. Dondzila 4534 Forest Lake Ct was present. He stated he has concerns about traffic 

and environmental concerns and understand this is an issue between private parties. He 

stated it sounds like there is some confusion whether they are in compliance with 

whatever restrictions may be in place. He stated until the developer knows that he is in 

compliance with all the restrictions he doesn’t think this is right for a decision today.  

 

Hammond questioned if the planning commission or the city commission or the 

developer has come forward with a feasibility study that has been approved and 

documented by the DNR considering that there is significant wetlands. He stated he 

doesn’t know how you can make a decision without the assurance that the experts in this 

field, the DNR, have looked at this property. Discussion ensued. He stated you have 

topography issues, wetland issues that need to be addressed completely and thoroughly. 

Golder stated we work with properties that have wetlands on them all the time. Our city 

engineer review them and if there is impact on the wetlands then the DEQ would require 

permits. Golder stated in this case they need crossing permits for the wetlands that they 

are planning to crossing otherwise they are not impacting the wetlands. Hammond 

questioned if the planning commission approves this then it goes to the city commission 

do they approve the request based upon these same recommendations and that they have 

all the appropriate permits and their feasibility study from the DEQ. Golder stated this is 

a preliminary approval it goes to the planning commission and then to the city 

commission and a lot of the more technical information is part of the final approval. 

 

Steve VanKooten, VanKooten Engineering was present. He stated there is a reason why 

it is called preliminary approval. The process is to come before the commissioners and 

residents to get all the comments, problems and concerns so they can start working on 

solving some of those. He stated the municipality has to say the project is ok to do and 

once they get the preliminary approval they will start working with the DEQ and the City 

of Grand Rapids for sewer and water to get those approvals. He stated once they get those 

approvals he will finish his engineering plans or come back for final site plan approval. 

This will still have to get engineering plans approved by the City Engineer, City of Grand 
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Rapids and the DEQ. He stated there is a lot of work to do yet. They don’t want to just go 

in and develop the site. He stated they put the cul-de-sac in the middle of the field and not 

in the trees. They could have had 10 lots but they only put 8 lots.  He stated they put open 

space in there to try to protect some of the wetlands. Discussion ensued. Golder stated 

there are 6 pages of Engineering requirements that are conditions of approval.  

 

Carleen Ghareeb, 4432 Cloverleaf was present. She stated her concern is water. There is 

an easement behind her house which has always got water in it. She has the only storm 

drain on the entire street goes right down the side of her house, every time it rains her 

backyard gets flooded with water. She stated she thinks it is supposed to be cleaned out 

and go to Forest Hill road to the lake but it is all overgrown and it doesn’t do that, it is 

just a big wetland. She questioned once they start building what effect will it have on the 

creek water that fills the in the easement. She stated her sump pump goes off constantly 

in the spring. She’s just wondering how this development is going to affect all of this. 

Golder stated this is something that the City Engineer will look at if it is a drain like a 

creek or if it is filled with debris or trees. 

 

Jeff Schweitzer 4322 Woodside Oaks was present. He stated the statement was made that 

this was a private party issue. He stated they have not had any information sent to them at 

all about any of this. Golder stated private agreements go with the property so it is not 

something that the City has to give to people it goes with the documents that you have 

when you close on a property. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Kape to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

VanderHoff stated a lot of the issues are out of what the commissioners can enforce. He 

stated the developer is going to have to meet the engineering report, the DEQ report and 

everything is going to have to be approved before he can build there. The planning 

commission has limited review. VanderHoff stated just because the residents like the deer 

and all the other animals, you can’t prevent a developer for developing his property. That 

is not a reason to turn the request down. The solution about the traffic and the kids is to 

get the people on the street together and put in sidewalks if they are worried about the 

safety of their children.  

 

Pemberton stated one of the options the neighbors have had was to buy the property and 

own it and then you would have total control over the land. He stated one house per acre 

is pretty reasonable, they will be higher end good sized family homes. He thinks they will 

be a compliment to any neighborhood in Forest Hill or Kentwood.  

 

 

He stated he doesn’t see anything to force him to not look at this with approval because it 

meets all of the City standards. If there are outside agreements and concerns we 
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appreciate that, but we have to stay within the parameter of the Master Plan and the 

requirements of our ordinances and we have to move forward. 

 

Jones stated she has heard the neighbors concerns and their comments and she expressed 

great respect to all of the people who spoke. She stated many of the comments are not 

within the scope of the planning commission review. 

 

Bridson stated she has asked about sidewalks before. She stated maybe the City can 

contact the Department of Transportation and ask for an review of the speed limit. She 

thinks it is something we should do for the residents. She stated she also thinks another 

thing we might consider is looking at some of the runoff problems. She questioned 

whether there is something we can do from a City perspective. She stated we can also 

table the request and revisit in two weeks. 

 

Holtrop stated he concurs with VanderHoff  Pemberton and Jones but his only thought is 

if it is approved and the private agreements limit the number of lots that can be developed 

the developer may have to come back with a revised plan for planning commission 

review. 

 

Fox questioned if the grading plans are available to the residents. Golder stated it is all 

available and some have received it and the staff report.  Fox stated he can appreciate the 

concerns that were heard, but they seem as though many may fall outside the scope of the 

planning commission review. Fox stated the importance of sidewalks in that area. 

 

Benoit stated if everyone could get a copy of the staff recommendation they will see a lot 

of their concerns are being addressed and in the process. He stated the request is 

preliminary site plan approval. This is preliminary plan and a lot of the concerns will be 

addressed as time goes on. Benoit stated the commissioners spoke to the developer at the 

work session about sidewalks. The developer stated if there were sidewalks on Cloverleaf 

they would put them in because sidewalks would be logical. But, Benoit stated to put  

sidewalks on the  8 lots doesn’t make any sense. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by VanderHoff, to recommend to the City Commission 

conditional approval of the Preliminary Site Plan dated 7/6/16 for an 8 lot site 

condominium development for Cloverleaf Site Condominiums as described in Case 

No. 12-16. Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-5 and basis points 1-7 as 

described in Golder’s memo dated August 12, 2016. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#13-16 Tire Shop – Special Land Use for Minor Vehicle Repair (Tire Shop) and Site 

Plan Review Located at 5322 S. Division Ave SE 
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Pung introduced the request. He stated the request is for Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review for a minor vehicle repair operation. The business involves the sale and 

installation of tires. Pung stated the property is zoned C5 Neighborhood commercial 

therefore the request is a special land use. Pung stated if this were in a C2 zoning district 

it would have been a permitted use.  

 

Pung stated the existing building was constructed in 1968 and was remodeled in 2001. 

Pung stated the site is a legal non-conforming lot in several aspects. Lot area is 8,200 

square feet while the zoning ordinance requires at least 10,000 square feet. The lot width 

is 50 feet wide while the C-5 zoning district requires at least 75 feet. The current parking 

is 5 ½ parking spots out front while under the current ordinance for a retail building it 

requires 17 onsite parking spaces. Pung stated the zoning ordinance would also require a 

minimum15 foot landscape setback while the current parking is well within that 15 foot 

setback. These are all non-conforming but it is legal nonconforming so the property can 

be used. They wouldn’t have to get a variance for these existing nonconformities. 

 

Pung stated the site fronts on Division but it does not have its own curb cut. The site will 

be accessed from the adjacent property to the north and south. Pung stated there is no 

onsite access to the rear of the building. Pung stated they submitted a letter stating that 

they have the cross access ability to bring a car back where they would access the 

building. Pung stated right now it is just a letter. We are going to want a formal cross 

access easement that is recorded. This way if the properties are either sold or ownership 

changes the easement can’t be taken away if one of the landlord’s three contiguous 

properties is sold out separately. The Tire Shop would still have the ability to cross that 

property. 

 

Pung stated the current parking layout is perpendicular parking. The cars would have to 

back out onto and drive over the sidewalk along Division Ave. There are 3 properties that 

are in common ownership which does lead for the potential for creating parallel parking 

with the cooperation of the property owner to the north. Pung stated there were examples 

in the packet of how you could do parallel parking but it would create a one way 

circulation. He stated if it is one way to the north, then they would have to go onto the 

adjacent property to get out. Ideally you would want the adjacent property to have 

parallel parking also so you don’t have cars driving into the back of the cars that are 

parked perpendicular. Pung stated there is some possibly there to create parallel parking 

which would eliminate the need for vehicles driving over the sidewalk as they do now. 

 

Pung stated the proposal is for a tire shop. They would sell new and used tires and also 

provide tire repair, tire rotation, they will install tires and they will change tires. Pung 

stated in their description customers would come in and park in the front of the building 

and an employee would drive their vehicle to the back of the building and into the bay 

where all the work would be done. When the work is completed there will be an 

employee that brings the car out to the front of the building.  
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Pung stated old tires would be stored in a trailer behind the building and when the trailer 

is full that trailer will be removed. He stated we are asking for some additional detail on 

the size of the trailer and also the type of trailer. Want to make sure it is not too large and 

that it is an enclosed trailer.  

 

Pung stated they are not proposing any changes to the exterior of the building. Interior 

changes are planned in order to have their repair bay offices and storage. 

 

Pung stated some of the issues were the potential reorientation of parking from 

perpendicular to parallel; information on the number of employees for verification that 

they will meet the minimum parking requirements. He stated we will need a recorded 

cross access agreement and size and type of trailer that they want to use to store the tires 

in. 

 

Benoit stated the term blacktop behind the building should be used very loosely. He 

stated it was hard trying to get through between some of the buildings. He doesn’t know 

how the circulation is going to work. He stated his only other requirement would be that a 

covered trailer be required. 

 

Fox questioned if the circulation to bring the vehicles to the building will be on the south 

side or the north side. Fox stated there is an elevation change that is pretty significant. 

Fox asked how many employees they plan on having. Amy Tyler stated as a right now 2 

employees, her and her fiancé.  Fox asked the hours of operation. Tyler stated Monday, 

Tuesday, Thursday, Friday from 8am-6pm, Wednesday 8am-2pm, Saturday 8am-2pm, 

and Sunday will be closed. Fox asked about the children’s karate class next door. Olga 

Halstead, the representative of the property owner, stated she would have to verify but 

there is nothing during the day, most classes start at 4 or 5pm. Fox stated he was just 

thinking about moving vehicles that don’t have good tires so they may not have good 

breaks and the safety of the little people. 

 

Holtrop asked if this will be a one bay shop and where the tires will be stored. Tyler 

stated the tires will be enclosed with a padlock on it and a one bay shop.  Holtrop stated 

his biggest concern is the space that they are trying to fit in for cars and movement. He 

stated he drove by and when he drove outside the parking lines he was heading towards 

the bicycles coming at him on the sidewalk. The traffic flow will be the biggest concern 

to try and put this type of operation in that building.  Discussion ensued regarding 

parking. Holtrop stated he doesn’t like how it fits but everything else is great. 

 

Bridson asked if this was part of the Form Based code. Pung stated this is on Division 

Avenue, therefore it is within the area where Form Based Code that is being considered. 

He stated as indicated in the report this use would be an allowed use under the form 

based code. Bridson asked if staff has any recommendation as far as parking or is there 

something that will be a better choice than the other. Pung stated if they can do the 

parallel parking, part of the goal of the Form Based plan is to make it more walkable. 

They are working with the property owner further to the north to get that one way 
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circulation. There is really no way to not go on Division Avenue. Bridson questioned 

how many customers they think they will have per day. Tyler stated this will be a new 

location. They had a location on West River Dr they closed where 

 they were averaging anywhere between 10-15 customers per day, sometimes more. 

 

Jones stated her comments are related to Form Based Code also because we want that 

area to look different and having people potentially driving over the sidewalk is not 

optimal and at some point she would like to see grass there. She stated it would be a 

much more friendly looking entrance. Her concern would be related to the parking with 

the preference that it would be parallel parking given some of the issues and concerns 

related to that. Jones stated in terms of covered tire storage she worries about standing 

water and mosquitos. She stated she thinks it is an odd spot to put a business there in the 

middle of the three businesses to have that be in the center. She just has questions about 

feasibility and practicality. She stated she’s not sure when they would actually be able to 

do the work because it seems like they will be moving cars all the time. 

 

Pemberton stated Form Based came in to his mind and what we are doing now and how it 

will effect it down the road. If we went to a one way traffic pattern; what about angled 

parking instead of parallel. Could we get a few more cars in there and a little bit more 

density but still have the ability to maneuver without going over the sidewalk. He stated 

he echoes the concerns about the type of business in that location. He wishes them the 

best but it seems odd to have a shop in this location. If they feel it is viable and fits within 

their plan then he is all for it. 

 

VanderHoff stated it is always nice to see a person start a new business and grow. He 

hopes that it will be successful. They have had experience in the tire business before. He 

asked if they will put a hydraulic hoist inside. Tyler stated yes they are but for right now 

for beginning purposes they are going to just be using floor jacks until they get more 

established. VanderHoff asked if they plan on doing any oil changes. Tyler stated tires 

only. 

 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by VanderHoff to Set a public hearing date of 

September 27, 2016, for:  Case #14-16 Cobblestone at the Ravines- Village East 

Condominiums – Final Site Plan Approval of a PUD Phase Located at 4333 Shaffer 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 
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VanderHoff asked about the meeting on Wing. Golder stated it will be at 7pm on August 

24, 2016. He stated he is glad we didn’t get boxed in with all the comments from the 

residents regarding Cloverleaf. 

 

Bridson suggested having an open house or send a mailing out to talk about sidewalks or 

passing assessments. Schweitzer pointed out the establishing a special assessment district 

requires a series of public hearings to establish necessity, support and estimated 

assessments. 

 

Young stated she likes to let the residents be heard even though it is out of our hands but 

the way the commissioners handled it was great. 

 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated speed limits are set by State law. Discussion ensued 

 

Schweitzer stated the Child Care Institute request on rezoning was denied by the city 

commission. 

 

Schweitzer stated the group wishing to establish slaughter house zoning provisions would 

like to come before the LUZ committee either the first or 2nd meeting in September. The 

Luz committee members indicated a preference for the first meeting in September but a 

willingness to meet before the second meeting. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Benoit                           

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:45 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

AUGUST 9, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Ed Kape, Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Economic Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff 

Secretary Monique Collier and the applicants. 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, supported by Commissioner Fox, to approve the 

Minutes of July 26, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#9-16 - Child Care 

Institute – Rezoning of 5.47 acres of land from RPUD-2 Low Density Residential 

Planned Unit Development to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit 

Development Located at 3924 Shaffer Ave SE; Case #10-16 – Child Care Institute – 

Special Land Use and Site Plan Review of a Child Caring Institution Located at 

3924 Shaffer Ave SE 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Jones noted that there wasn’t a name of who supported the motion on page 7 of the 

minutes in Case # 10-16 Child Care Institute. Bridson supported the motion. Minutes 

approved with change noted. 

 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                              

to approve the agenda for the August 9, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

Case #11-16 – Grand Rapids Auto Gallery – Major Change to an Approved Site Plan Located at 

4722 50th St. SE 

 

Pung stated the request is a major change to a site plan that the planning commission approved 

March 10, 2015 for an indoor vehicle sales operation in an industrial district. He stated the major 

change is for a 12,000 square foot building addition to the existing building. Pung stated at the 

time the original special land use and site plan were approved by the planning commission, they 

also showed a 6,000 square foot addition which they have subsequently built.  

 

Pung stated there were issues with outdoor storage of vehicles, therefore on May 25, 2016 the 

applicant came before the planning commission to explain what was going on and different 

alternatives. One solution was the 12,000 square foot addition that is being proposed. Pung stated 

there were no issues raised at the work session or by staff. The zoning board of appeals approved 

the variance to construct the 12,000 square foot addition.  

 

Pung stated his recommendation is for conditional approval of the site plan date June 21, 2015 

and received July 11, 2016 as stated in his memo. 

 

Chris Hoexum, GR Auto Gallery was present. He stated they want to accommodate their growth 

that they have experienced since moving in the building about a year ago. He stated this 

additional expansion is going to maximize the total square footage of the building. He stated they 

want the full 12,000 square feet to provide them with future growth for decades. He stated it will 

give them a substantial amount of additional indoor storage of their vehicles.  

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton, to close the public heating. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Benoit stated we have had a number of these request and questioned if this is something we need 

to go back and revisit in the ordinance. Pung stated we have had 3 or 4 requests. 

 

Fox asked if there will be any additional staff. Hoexum stated they just hired someone two 

months ago and they may get an additional sales person and potentially another lot attendant to 

help them. Fox questioned if they will be adding more office space. Hoexum stated the office 

space will be the same as it has been. 

 

Pemberton stated he is delighted with their growth. 
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Motion by Kape supported Benoit, to grant conditional approval of the site plan dated 

June 21, 2015 and received July 11, 2016. The site plan represents a major change to the 

site plan approved by the Kentwood Planning Commission on March 10, 2015 in Case 07-

15. Approval is condition on condition 1-5 and basis points 1-5 as described in Pungs memo 

dated August 2, 2016 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#12-16 Cloverleaf Site Condominium – Preliminary Site Plan Review for a Site 

Condominium Project Located at 4392 Woodside Oaks Drive 

 

Golder introduced the request. She stated there have been a lot of developers proposing 

something on this site. She stated the requested development is the one that has the fewest 

number of units. She stated it is about 8.48 acres and they are proposing 8 units, less than one 

unit per acre. Golder stated there is open space that they share and a private drive that goes off of 

Cloverleaf. She stated this is a big loop with a cul-de-sac coming off therefore there are no issues 

with respect to fire. 

 

Golder stated this is a site condominium development. She stated when you get above 4 splits 

you would have to either plat it or develop a site condominium. She stated a site condominium 

goes under the condominium act; the ownership instead of being just the unit would also 

incorporate the lot. Golder stated because of this there are things that are missing on the site plan. 

She stated, process wise, it works the same way as a plat and the final plat. Golder stated the 

request is a preliminary site condominium, therefore we don’t necessarily need all the detail but 

some of the detail needs to be on the plan. Golder stated she mentioned to the applicants that the 

planning commissioners and residents might be interested in building elevations. Golder stated 

this is a way to divide the land. There is a lot of information in the engineering report because 

they are preparing for the next detailed phase. With respect to the site plan for planning the only 

thing we are requiring is a wider street and the fire department and Engineering wanted to see 

that as well. 

 

Ed Pynnonen was present. 

 

VanderHoff stated it looks to him that this will be a nice private area without any thru traffic and 

acre size lots it should be a nice plan. He doesn’t have any problems with the request. 

 

Pemberton asked what the target market will be. Pynnonen stated he doesn’t always know what 

the market is going to come back with, but right now the homes will be priced around 300,000 

dollars. Pynnonen stated he imagines they will target people with younger children. He stated 

they are in the Forest Hills school district and close to the freeway. He stated they may get a lot 

of the professionals that want to be downtown buying the homes. Pynnonen stated the homes 

will start around 300,000 dollars and can be a lot more, he doesn’t want to limit himself. 
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Bridson asked about sidewalks. Pynnonen stated he likes sidewalks in neighborhoods 

with small children. He stated but they need to hook up to something. The main street 

that comes into the development does not have any sidewalks since it is a dead end street 

and not a lot of people living on it. He stated he is not as concerned about sidewalks if 

they had a neighborhood with a thru street then maybe. Discussion ensued regarding 

sidewalks in the Master Plan suggestions to amend the zoning ordinance to make them 

mandatory.  Golder stated there is a trail that runs through the nearby Woodside Oaks site 

condo development. 

 

Fox questioned the type of homes and square footage. Pynnonen stated he is building 

custom homes, therefore it depends on what the person buying the lot wants to have built. 

Pynnonen stated each home will be a little bit different. He stated by the next meeting he 

would not have many more elevations and floor plans. He cannot predict what the market 

will demand. 

 

Fox asked Pynnonen will they have a Homeowners Association (HOA). Pynnonen stated 

that there will be a simple HOA. They will not be doing any maintenance on anyone 

else’s lot. The HOA will be primarily just for roads. There will be snowplowing and 

maintenance of the roads. Fox stated he would echo the desire for sidewalks and also 

potentially hooking up with the trail. Pynnonen stated the trail is on private property and 

he doesn’t have a right to hook up to it. Pynnonen stated he is not being cheap and not 

putting sidewalks in but unless it connects up to something people aren’t going to use 

them for the most part with 8 lots. He stated he doesn’t think it is appropriate because the 

development doesn’t connect to anything and it will never connect to anything. Pynnonen 

stated he at the very end of the street there is nothing that will ever tie into anything. 

 

Holtrop stated it looks good and pretty harmonius with the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

Benoit asked if the common areas will be sprinkled. Pynnonen stated the idea is to leave 

it natural. There is wetlands and lots of wildlife. 

 

Kape stated one thing he noticed in the engineering report is that there is a conflict 

between the proposed sanitary sewer the City of Grand Rapids owns and operates. Does 

he anticipate any issues with the City of Grand Rapids as far as what he needs to do to 

develop. Pynnonen stated this is the first step and something they should be able to 

overcome. They just haven’t had the meeting yet with Grand Rapids. They are not to the 

point where they can present plans to them. Discussion ensued. 

 

Young questioned the accessibility without having sidewalks. Jones stated it depends on 

who buys these homes, there is an issue with accessibility. She stated they would need to 

have sidewalks to effectively use the neighborhood. Young also suggested that staff 

review the ordinance to require sidewalks in new developments. She stated we want to 

have a community that is walkable. 

 

 



Approved Minutes 

Planning Commission 

August 9, 2016 

Page 5 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to set a public hearing date of 

September 13, 2016, for:  Case#13-16 Tire Shop – Special Land Use for Minor 

Vehicle Repair (Tire Shop) and Site Plan Review Located at 5322 S. Division Ave 

SE 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Fox stated sidewalks are a big deal to him.  

Fox stated he went to the Kentwood’s Farmers market on Saturday and it was nice. 

 

Benoit stated he also went to Kentwood’s Farmers market this weekend, great sweet corn 

and good tomatoes. 

 

  VanderHoff stated on the proposed development, he thinks it would be a burden to have 

the developer put sidewalks in and it might even detract from the attractiveness of having 

8 houses on a road. He has a total confidence that the people who live there will figure 

out how to get their wheelchair or whatever else out to the road without having to put in 

sidewalks. He stated it would be redundant to put them on both sides because whose side 

are you going to put them on. He wouldn’t be in favor of requiring sidewalks in the 

development. 

 

Pemberton stated he agrees with VanderHoff. He stated if Cloverleaf down the road 

would start to be required to put sidewalks in then absolutely carry it right on in and go 

all the way around. He thinks Pynnonens point of not connecting to anything at this 

juncture is meaningful. He stated he would be all for it if it were required everywhere in 

that area versus just that one little piece. 

 

Jones stated she lives in one of Kentwood older subdivisions and they do not have 

sidewalks and if you go a block from her house 3 houses have sidewalks, and if you go 

down further, 8 houses have sidewalks, when you cross the street there are 11 houses 

with sidewalks.  She stated it wasn’t required at that time but now it doesn’t look right. It 

is very sketchy and spotty. She stated her thought is even if the developer doesn’t connect 

the sidewalk today it will need to connect some day in the future. She stated considering 

the price points of these homes she doesn’t think it will be cost prohibitive for him to put 

in sidewalks.  

 

Jones stated she also went to Kentwood’s Farmers Market and she’s got 8 ears of corn on 

her grill right now.  

 

Bridson reminded the commissioners that the Accidentals will be playing Thursday at 

City Hall at 7pm.  
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2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Fox,                            

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:05p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 13, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Pemberton. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Emily Bridson (arrived late), Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Mike Pemberton, Frank Vander Hoff, and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Bill Benoit and Ed Kape (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, 

the applicants and one resident.  

 

Motion by Fox, supported by VanderHoff, to excuse Benoit and Kape from the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0)- 

- Benoit and Kape absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Fox, to approve 

the Minutes of August 23, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case#12-16 Cloverleaf 

Site Condominium – Preliminary Site Plan Review for a Site Condominium Project 

Located at 4392 Woodside Oaks Drive 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Benoit and Kape absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Jones,                              

to approve the agenda for the September 13, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Benoit and Kape absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There is no Old Business 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#13-16 Tire Shop – Special Land Use for Minor Vehicle Repair (Tire Shop) and Site 

Plan Review Located at 5322 S. Division Ave SE 

 

Pung stated the request is for special land use and site plan review for a minor vehicle 

repair operation. He stated the request involves the sale of new and used tires, tire repair, 

tire rotation, tire balancing and changing and installation of tires. 

 

Pung stated how they wish to operate is a customer would park in the front of the 

building. An employee would then drive the vehicle to the back where they would access 

the inside of the building. The work would be done and then the employee would bring 

the vehicle back to the front. 

 

Pung stated the site doesn’t have direct access onto Division Avenue nor does it have 

direct onsite access to the rear of the building. He stated those were two issues discussed 

at the work session. Pung stated since it doesn’t have access to the rear of the building 

one of the conditions of approval is cross access with the properties to the south. Pung 

stated on the site plan it shows there is a 75 foot ROW that comes up to the front of the 

building. But, we have other documents that show that it might be 33 feet or 50 feet, we 

need to verify. Pung stated if the ROW is 75 feet an access easement would not be 

required because it would be public ROW. Therefore access would be open and an 

adjacent property owner would not be able to prohibit people from going to the rear of 

the building using the frontage. Pung stated that is something we have to verify and if it is 

not 75 feet then a cross access easement would be required in order to ensure access to 

the rear driveway to the south.  

 

Pung stated another issue that came up was the current parking layout requires vehicles to 

back out and drive along the sidewalk along Division Avenue. He stated there is currently 

perpendicular parking. One condition is to convert that to parallel parking at the time the 

property to the north is converted or parallel parking is installed. He stated you really 

can’t do the parallel parking on the proposed site. He stated it will be hard for someone to 

parallel park if you have a vehicles along the adjoining frontages that are perpendicular 

parking. Also if they are doing that it is going to require one way circulation and this site 

has no ingress/egress directly onto Division Avenue. Therefore they do have to go on to 

the adjacent property in order to make that circulation. One condition is that once it 

becomes possible, the parking in front of the building would be converted to parallel 

parking. 

 

Pung stated another condition is when they go to parallel parking they are going to lose at 

least 3 parking spaces and, they are already short on parking. Another condition is to 

require a parking easement or agreement to allow two of the properties to utilize up to 6 

parking spaces at 5330 Division Avenue. All three properties are owned by one entity. 
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Pung stated we want to make sure there is adequate parking for all the properties under 

this ownership. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending conditional approval of the special land use minor 

vehicle repair with condition 4. City Attorney recommended, to add tires may not been 

seen outside the trailer. He stated we want an enclosed trailer and not see the tires from 

the outside. Pung stated he is also recommending conditional approval of the site plan 

and condition number 2 being amended, as per City Attorney recommendation, that the 

tires may not be seen from outside of the trailer. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

Sam Deangelo, owner of the property at 5300 South Division was present. His concerns 

were how they will access the rear of the building. Pung stated there are three properties 

that are owned by Mr. Joyner they would access the rear of the building going down and 

back to the south side of the Karate building and back up.  

 

Motion by VanderHoff, supported by Pemberton to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) 

- Benoit and Kape absent- 

 

Pemberton stated traffic flow will be an issue depending on how quickly they grow and 

what kind of customer base they build. He stated if success is in their future they will 

probably be looking at another larger location pretty soon.  

 

Jones asked how long is their lease. Olga Halstead representative for the property owner 

stated their lease is for one year. They will see how it goes and if it goes well they have 

more space for the company to expand. Vanderhoff questioned if they have an option for 

5 years. Halstead stated not at this point. 

 

Jones stated she thinks this is an odd place for this type of business located in the middle 

of a row of other businesses. Halstead stated there are reasons for that. There is an 

overhead door in the back where someone can access. Halstead stated with budget 

constraints most of the buildings are larger and they charge a lot more. Halstead stated 

this works well for this particular business because of the overhead door and their budget. 

 

Fox questioned if the applicant would have to come back to the planning commission to 

utilize that additional space. Pung stated yes that 

 would be a major change. Halstead stated it would all be the same property and it is 

adjacent and it would be the same property owner and only accessing through the south 

where there is plenty of parking. She stated there is already an easement in place it is just 

a matter of verification. Fox asked if they have plans to do any renovations. Halstead 

stated minimal renovations. 
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Motion by Pemberton, supported by VanderHoff, to grant conditional approval of 

the Special Land Use Minor Vehicle Repair as described in Case 13-16: Tire Shop. 

The approval is conditioned on conditions 1-4, adding to condition 2, tires may not 

be seen from outside the trailer and basis points 1-5 as described in Pung’s memo 

dated September 8, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Benoit and Kape absent – 

 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by VanderHoff, to grant conditional approval of 

the site plan dated September 2, 1998 as described in Case 13-16: Tire Shop. 

Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-7 adding to condition 2, tires may not be 

seen from outside the trailer and basis points 1-7 as described in Pung’s memo 

dated September 8, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Benoit and Kape absent - 

I. Work Session 

 

Case #14-16 Cobblestone at the Ravines- Village East Condominiums – Final Site Plan 

Approval of a PUD Phase Located at 4333 Shaffer 

 

 Golder stated back in 2003 there was a 300 acre PUD development called the Ravines 

that was approved by the City. She stated about 1,100 acres total divided into 3 parts, a 

traditional neighborhood development that Bosgraff builders was going to development, a central 

part that Polte Homes was going to develop and a single family portion. Golder stated some is 

developed most of it is not. Bosgraff did some of the building then the parcel went back to the 

bank during the recession. Golder stated one of the features of the development off Shaffer were 

called condo flats. The condo flats included 72 units. Golder stated at that time this area was 

intended to be single family ownership. One of the concerns was that the condos would be rented 

out. One of the condition of approval saying no one entity can buy a building and rent it out. She 

stated the plan now under consideration is all the same as the one in 2003. The elevations are the 

same and the plans are the same. She stated at the staff meeting the applicants stated they are 

interested in renting. Golder stated this will make the request a major change because of the 

conditions of approval in 2003. Golder stated everything is the same as well as the engineering 

and fire report. 

 

David Stebbins, Gary Hench and Marium Rabadu with Redstone Homes was present. Hench 

displayed a Visbeen Associates building designs. He stated the building has 24 units or 8 units 

per floor. The mix of units are (4) -1 bedroom units and (4)-2 bedroom units per floor. There is a 

50/50 split on the number of unit types per floor. He stated the 1 bedroom units are 900 square 

feet and the 2 bedroom units are 1,200 square feet. He stated with the 3 buildings they do have 

individual garage units. Each apartment will have an enclosed covered garage and then several 

parking spots both in the back and along the front. From their meeting the inspector suggested 

they move some of the parking spots out front and create islands for servicing for fire protection. 

Some of the parking will change. He stated they are interested in marketing these as luxury 

apartment homes. If they try to market them as condominiums a well-qualified buyer wouldn’t 
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be able to get a mortgage since there is no lending institution that will take the risk of being the 

first lender in a building like this. He stated it is a great building, a great design architecturally, it 

is very pleasing and a lot of architectural detail. He stated it makes more sense to try to market 

these as the luxury apartment homes. He stated there is a strong market in the area luxury rental 

properties.  

 

Marium Rabidu was also present. She stated we need other apartment housing opportunities on 

the higher end for individuals coming into Kentwood. She stated the rent base would be 1 

bedrooms around $1,200 a month and the 2 bedrooms to rent for about $1,500-$1,600. She stated 

the operations objective for Redstone Homes is a very detailed background check, criminal and 

credit checks. They use a third party company. She stated the individual renting will have to earn 

the equivalent of at least 3 times the amount of rent per month. Anyone over the age of 18 has to 

fill out an application. She stated the structure of these stack flats doesn’t resemble a condo 

building. She stated it was probably intended for some kind of multi family rental because of 

how it is designed. 

 

Gary Hench, President of Redstone Homes and also a resident of Cobblestone, 4348 Augusta 

Hills Avenue, was present. He stated Redstone Homes was started in 1997. They specialize in 

condominiums. They have built over 1600 condos. They did very well until the recession hit in 

2008. He stated they purchased Cobblestone from the bank. He stated Cobblestone is 315 

housing units 94 are single family homes, 64 are ranch condos, 85 are townhome condos and 72 

are the stack flats. He stated condos are not working right now in today’s economy. He stated 

one of the primary reasons is a mortgage lender is not going to issue mortgages on a 24 unit 

building. Plus a construction lender is not going to loan them to build a 3 million dollar building 

that would amount to 24 homes built on speculation.  He stated spec homes and condominiums is 

what got a lot of builders and developers in a lot of trouble during the recession. Condos were 

the worst during the recession. He stated if they are going to do something there he thinks rental 

made a lot of sense. He stated if you take their total 315 units and they are allowed to do rental in 

the stack flats that would basically be 22.85 percent of the total project. He stated they would 

still do this in a condominium format and they are proposing to rent it out. He stated by keeping 

the condominium format all the original plans that were in place with Cobblestone, which is 4 

different associations, would still be in play. No disruption of how maintenance is done from an 

exterior standpoint. There is a Master Association and the proposed apartments would be a part 

of this association.  

 

He stated he reads the exclusionary sentence that allows them to do rentals a little different. He 

stated if the developer were to build stack flats and rent them out we cannot sell that building to 

another entity or individual or party. Discussion ensued regarding financing being available for 

multifamily housing.  

 

VanderHoff stated the market is redhot now for single family homes and duplexes. He stated he 

thinks we have enough rental units in the City of Kentwood. He stated he would be hard pressed 

to vote for a change of what was previously approved to allow 72 rental units. He thinks there 

are other types of buildings they can be built in that phase. He would prefer to have single family 

residences than rental units. Hench stated they started building in Cobblestone about a year and a 
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half ago and the single family homes are not moving as well, they sold about 8. There are a lot of 

builders that are lower in price but have lower product. But Cobblestone is known as a quality 

builder. People are going to pay more per square foot for what they buy from them. He stated 

they have pretty stiff competition from other less quality builders. Cobblestone is a traditional 

neighborhood design and he acknowledged that some people don’t like traditional neighborhood 

design. He stated they have lost some purchase agreements because their yards are too small for 

a family. Discussion ensued. He stated the homeowners want that road completed to Shaffer 

right now. There is one entrance out on 44th Street and even though there is a dirt construction 

road homeowners still take that dirt road to get out to Shaffer because it is more convenient. 

Discussion ensued.  

 

Pemberton stated he has several concerns, he sees no greenspace, he sees a lot of roof, a lot of 

pavement and he is concerned. He stated he echoes the concerns of this becoming a rental unit. 

He stated he would like to get an idea or better feel of what is beyond this, what was the 

preliminary approval of what was approved in 2003 and where does it go from here. Golder 

stated the site plan is exactly what was approved in 2003. Golder explained the site plan. 

Discussion ensued. Golder stated there is greenspace and a clock tower. Hench stated there is a 

wetland around which they are going to build a walking trail. 

 

Golder stated on the preliminary we didn’t specifically say that you couldn’t rent. The way it was 

worded was you can’t have the whole building be a rental. The understanding was that it would 

not be a rental community perhaps one or two may be a rental. Staffs interpretation is that this is 

not consistent with the prior condition of approval. It would be considered a major change and 

involve a discussion of the City’s 70/30, ownership to rental housing policy adopted in 1980. 

 

Pemberton questioned if there was a way to restrict how much rental and if there is going to be 

some and how do you monitor that. Golder stated that is hard. We would have to have a basis for 

it what has been happening to 70/30 over time. We have changed how we interpret 70/30 since 

the 1980’s. Discussion ensued. Golder stated keep in mind the Master Plan says our desire for 

the 70/30 housing mix would not count and Division Ave rental units. The desire to have rental 

at Division Ave is because that is where it needs to be and then maintain the rest of the City in 

that 70/30 pattern.  

 

Hench stated there is a certain percentage of individuals who can’t get a mortgage. They have 

good jobs and good income and a lot of folks transferring into west Michigan. Although there is 

a lot of multifamily going in downtown a lot of people do not want to live downtown. The 

market demand is very high in West Michigan and the area has a very low vacancy rate at this 

time. Pemberton questioned if he anticipates investors coming in and buying 3 or 4 units and 

renting them out. Hench stated his intention would be to buy hold and mange professionally with 

Rabadu in charge. He stated his interpretation of the resolution that took place in 2003 was he 

could not sell that building to somebody else as it sits right now. His exit strategy is to manage 

the building for a long time or convert it to condominiums at some point in time. Pemberton 

stated if it will be good for a condo in 5-10 years why isn’t it now. Hench stated it is a timing 

thing and they want to get going. He stated he could probably build the building as rentals and 
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fill them up in two years. Right now they have 72 occupied housing units at Cobblestone. They 

are talking about 72 more they can have there in 2 years.  

 

Jones stated they indicated that they compared their rentals to the Ridges of Cascade and their 

rent is substantially higher. Rabadu stated Cascade market will run higher. She stated a 2 

bedroom is around 2,000 per month but their apartment homes have 2 garages included and 

Cobblestone will only have one. Discussion ensued regarding the appliances and the amenities 

each apartment will have. Jones stated they are taking out a lot of trees. Rabidu stated there are 

no trees, they have a lot of greenspace they are putting up 36 trees. Jones asked if this will be 

gated at some point. Rabidu stated they thought about that. Hench stated as far as gating the 

whole Cobblestone community would be in favor of that, but would have to get permission from 

the planning commissioners to do that. Golder stated she would not be in favor of that off of 

Shaffer and 44th Street. 

 

Hench stated he would like people to rent in the Cobblestone neighborhood and possibly end up 

buying a single family home or a ranch condo or a townhome condo.  

 

Young questioned the demographics of people they are hoping to attract. Rabidu stated everyone 

is open to apply and they accept all applications. If any wants to apply they can live there as long 

as they meet their criteria. They are targeting the young professional or the baby boomer 

generation. Rabidu stated the size of the apartments will be 900-1600 square feet. Young 

questioned the price point of the rentals. Rabidu stated $1200-$1600. Young questioned if they 

will have anything that fosters community or walking. Rabidu stated they are looking at a trail. 

She stated she loves walking around that community and it is very nicely done.  Hench stated the 

infrastructure that was put in, the amenities, the ability to walk, there are sidewalks everywhere 

and when you drive in that is only the first phase. There is still 36 more acres to be developed 

there is plenty of walking opportunity.  

 

Discussion ensued.  

 

Bridson sought clarification on the 70/30 policy. Golder gave a brief overview. Bridson stated 

we need to know where we are with the 70/30 policy before she can make a decision. She stated 

the new water and drain laws are going to take effect. Has there been any thought of what you 

Redstone might do. Golder stated she thinks they are going in under the terms of the previous 

approved engineering report and maybe they don’t have to comply with the new rules but she 

doesn’t know. Schweitzer stated we recently have had some education on this and the 

engineering department stated it may not be until another year before we get an answer on the 

proposed rules. Schweitzer stated that we can try to pin it down a little bit better going into the 

next meeting to give more background. He stated it may not be definitive but will try to give a 

better idea. 

 

Bridson questioned what other amenities they have for the development. Hench stated there is a 

pool, a playground, basketball court, ponds and when they get into the second phase they will put 

some boardwalks. He stated their hope is to put in a gazebo and dock so people can fish. Then in 

the 3rd phase there is sledding hill. Bridson questioned the time frame for phase 3. Hench stated 
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if they can build 72 rental units it will be a lot faster. He stated a lot of the 2nd phase is what we 

are talking about, 72 of the stack flat condominium units, 10 ranch condos and about 25 single 

family homes. The 3rd phase a lot of townhome condos and some single family. But the single 

family homes are pretty much done when you get through the second phase. He stated it depends 

on market conditions, they really don’t know. 

 

Golder stated if the commissioners haven’t gone out there they should, it is a nice neighborhood. 

Golder stated we were pretty happy with the open space. 

 

Fox asked if staff can get the original language for the approval of this phase specifically 

regarding the rental. Fox stated overall he thinks the project is good and exciting but he is 

hesitant as it relates to rental units, just on the amount as the City as a whole.  

 

VanderHoff asked what is the Master Plan recommendation in  the section they want to put the 

apartments in. Golder stated the whole 300 acres is low density residential. VanderHoff stated so 

no rentals. Golder stated the master plan works by density rather than indicate how it will be 

rented or not but the PUD agreement and statement is very clear. Golder stated they are asking 

for a major change and it is up to the commissioners to look at and decide how they feel about 

that section being rentals 

 

VanderHoff questioned how many acres is involved where the 72 units will be. Golder stated 

4.8, for the PUD it is across the board. VanderHoff stated he is not in favor of changing what we 

originally agreed to. He thinks there are things they can build there that will work and if you 

have less density he can build duplexes or 4 families. He thinks it is a lot of asphalt and very 

little green area in that section and that is a concern for him. VanderHoff questioned if 

everything goes well will Redstone come back for phase 3 and say we want to have rental units 

again. Hench stated no. He is happy with the way the plan is right now they just think the stack 

flats they can build them out in two years and the market needs it. He has no intent for 

apartments in phase 3. 

 

Fox stated it would be good to have some information on other developments that started off as a 

rental (a multi family unit) and then transition and being able to sell those individual units. 

Godler stated Woodland Creek is an example. It might happen it might not they can’t promise 

that. She stated she doesn’t see any way we can make that a condition of approval. Woodland 

Creek and Fox Chase has done that. Discussion ensued  

 

Hench observed that the commissioners are apprehensive about the 70/30 rule creating a trend of 

more rental. He would suggest the commissioners consider approving (1) – 24 unit building and 

if they want to have another building at some point they could come back to the commissioners 

for their approval. On the flipside market condition may have changed and they would be more 

than happy to build them and sell them as condominiums. They would be happy getting started 

on one building. 

 

J. New Business 
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Motion by Young, supported by Fox, to set a public hearing date of October 11, 

2016, for: Case#15-16 - Wildflower Creek Phase III - Final Site Plan Review of a 

PUD Phase; Pre-Preliminary Plat Review; and Consideration of a Change to a PUD 

Condition Located at 3633 52nd Street 

- Motion Carried (7-0)- 

- Benoit and Kape absent - 

 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Pemberton stated he will not be at the September 27, 2016 planning commission meeting 

 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

 

Golder stated the Cloverleaf project developer decided to table the city commission 

action because they are looking into the private restrictions. They are looking to change 

the restrictions or they will have to come in for a new plan. If it comes in for a new plan it 

comes back to the planning commissioners. 

 

Schweitzer stated we have received from the consultant a consolidated draft on the form 

based code. Staff will meet with the consultant again then set up a joint city and planning 

commission meeting. Wyoming will be holding a meeting introducing the concept on 

September 26. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner  VanderHoff,                     supported by Commissioner                             

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Benoit and Kape absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:55p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 27, 2016, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

B. The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Commissioner Kape. 

 

C. Roll Call: 

 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Emily Bridson, Garrett Fox, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, 

Ed Kape, Frank Vander Hoff,  and Johngerlyn Young 

Members Absent: Mike Pemberton (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Planner Joe Pung, Staff Secretary Monique Collier, 

the press and 10 citizens. 

 

 Motion by Kape, supported by Fox, to excuse Pemberton from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Pemberton absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtop, supported by Commissioner Jones, to approve the 

Minutes of September 13, 2016 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#13-16 Tire Shop 

– Special Land Use for Minor Vehicle Repair (Tire Shop) and Site Plan Review 

Located at 5322 S. Division Ave SE 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Pemberton absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, supported by Commissioner VanderHoff, to 

approve the agenda for the September 27, 2016 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Pemberton absent - 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 
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There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case #14-16 Cobblestone at the Ravines- Village East Condominiums – Final Site Plan 

Approval of a PUD Phase Located at 4333 Shaffer (applicant request tabling of action) 

 

Golder stated the applicant is requesting to table to the October 11, 2016 meeting a new notice 

will not be sent out to the residents. 

 

Golder stated in 2003 a 300 acre PUD development called the Ravines was approved by the City. 

She stated about 1,140 housing units total divided into 3 parts, a traditional neighborhood 

development that Bosgraff builders was going to develop on the southern portion of the overall 

site, a central part that Pulte Homes was going to develop and a single family detached on the 

northern portion. Golder stated some of the PUD is developed, most of it is not. Bosgraff did 

some of the building on the southern portion then the parcel went back to the bank during the 

recession. Golder stated one of the features of the original Bosgraff development off Shaffer 

were called condo flats. The condo flats included 72 units. Golder stated at that time this area 

was intended to be single family ownership. She stated one of the concerns was that the condos 

would be rented out. Golder stated one of the conditions of approval says no one entity can buy a 

building and rent it out. Golder stated 72 units are being proposed 3 buildings 24 units in each 

building. 

 

Young opened the public hearing. 

 

Gonzalo Ramirez, 4322 Straten Blvd, stated he has been a resident of Cobblestone for 8 years. 

He stated he is in favor of the request. He stated he understands there is a lot of opposition from 

the neighbors and he understands the City’s 70/30 housing policy. He stated over the last 8 years 

their condo dues have almost doubled since the bankruptcy and going into foreclosure. He stated 

he has been on the association board and has worked close to their budget and the state of 

finances as an association. He stated his perspective is due to the struggles of their budget. He 

stated with Redstone building homes and selling homes it has helped stabilize their budget. He 

stated they are approaching the end of the life cycles with all of the amenities in the 

neighborhood. He stated they need to replace things. There are a lot of things that the entire 

neighborhood contributes through their dues that need to be replaced. He stated he thinks the 

apartments will help them in terms of additional revenue to the association. 

 

Austin Zeno, 2862 Hearthstone Dr. was present. He stated he bought his condo about a year ago. 

He stated you can’t stop development from happening. They need to expand the condos and the 

development, the economy is picking up. He stated he is concerned with the management. He 

stated he is apprehensive because he doesn’t see anything proposed to be written into the Master 

Deed different criteria for rental. He stated if it is not written in the contract how is it being 

upheld. He questioned whether a time frame would be specified and agreed upon to convert the 

rental units to condo ownership. He stated he wants to make sure the Master Deed are modified 

to assure what Redstone is saying is actually happening.  
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Golder stated in 2004 the initial PUD was approved and 1,140 units were laid out. She stated as 

part of that they needed to give a projected timeline of when they thought it would be developed. 

But there is no required timeline that they have to develop this property. Things happened, the 

housing market fell apart and there was no requirement that they had to do this within a certain 

amount of time. Golder stated a PUD zoning includes a site plan, a PUD agreement and a 

statement and all kinds of approvals that really tie up the development to be very specific to 

whatever they agreed upon. Godler stated the condo flats were not to be rented the way it was 

worded in the approval one entity can’t buy a whole building because one entity can’t live in a 

whole building and they would rent it out. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jamey Matheny, 4336 Endicott, a homeowner in Cobblestone was present. He stated historically 

the homeownership and value of properties tends to suffer when it is next to rental properties. He 

stated he is not in favor of the proposa. When they bought their property they had an expectation 

that they were buying into this plan of home ownership and the entire development was going to 

procced as it was approved years ago. He stated Redstone are good people but he is not 

comfortable with their transparency and honesty. One of the owners from Redstone is a resident 

of Cobblestone and they feel he is asking for the variance for his own personal gain and not for 

the greater good of Cobblestone and the condo owners. He asked the commissioners to uphold 

what the Master Plan is for the City of Kentwood. He stated when it comes time to consider what 

they have agreed on they should make sure that the ratio between rental units and 

homeownership is what they have set out to have.  He stated if it does not align with that then in 

good conscience he would encourage the board not to approve this request. 

 

Vonda Taylor, 4345 Stratton Blvd, was present. She stated she was the first person to purchase in 

Cobblestone. She stated young professionals in the community lost their home and started to 

rent. She stated she was effected by the rental in her area. Things started to decline on the 

outside, pool and playground area. She is not in support of this use. 

 

Lynne Stolk 4332 Straten Blvd, was present. She stated she echoes the concerns of the other 

residents. She encouraged the commissioners to look at the 70/30 policy and adhere to it as 

closely as they can. She feels the community is very saturated with rental units. She stated she is 

not in support of the major change and to decline the request. 

 

Barbara Asperger, 4350 Endicott was present. She stated she is a board member and acting 

property manager for Cobblestone. She stated she feels that there is mistrust with Redstone. She 

stated they like to say they will do a lot and when it comes time to do it they don’t follow 

through. She stated she is against the rental units. She stated as far as the money goes they don’t 

need the renters to make ends meet. 

 

There were also 5 letters written in opposition of the request.  

 

Ken Marek, 4333 Estoria Ave was present. He stated they are worried about Redstone asking for 

24 units and then coming back and ask for more.  They do not want to live in a rental 

community. They want to live in houses and condos not an apartment complex. 
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Gonzalo made clarification that there is Redstone property management who mismanaged their 

association when they were hired by the bank and there is Redstone Property the developer. They 

are two unaffiliated companies. He thinks the issues that people have experienced with delays 

and documentations have more to do with Redstone Property Management than the developer. 

The developer is not a rental property manager they are not in the business of building rental 

properties.  

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Jones, to table Case #14-16 Cobblestone at the Ravines to 

table to October 11, 2016. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Pemberton absent - 

 

Golder gave a brief update of the Kentwood 70/30 housing policy. She stated in 1980 there was a 

resolution adopted by the City saying they want to get to a housing mix of 70 percent single 

family owner occupied versus multifamily apartments. They defined single family owner 

occupied as: single family detached, duplex units, condominiums and mobile homes. Thus, even 

single family detached housing that were rented and multifamily duplexes that were rented went 

towards the 70. Golder stated looking at that definition we are very close to 70/30 according to 

the definition. Golder stated the City has a rental inspection program and they distinguish 

between duplex rentals, duplex owner occupied rentals, and apartments. That is where she got 

the apartment number. She then went back to what the Assessor had for single family homes and 

added in Holland Home because that is counted as an owned product and condo. She stated that 

is how we came up with the ownership side of things. She also stated what the census bureau 

said is rented in the City and the census computation reflects 59% home ownership in the City. 

Discussion ensued. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#15-16 - Wildflower Creek Phase III - Final Site Plan Review of a PUD Phase; Pre-

Preliminary Plat Review; and Consideration of a Change to a PUD Condition Located at 

3633 52nd Street 

 

Commissioner VanderHoff excused himself from the review of the project. 

 

Pung stated the request is a three part request it is a Final Site Plan Review of a PUD 

Phase; Pre-Preliminary Plat Review; and Consideration of a Change to a PUD Condition. 

Pung stated phase 2 came through in 2015. He stated originally when this was rezoned in 

2003 the intent was to have all the homes with the garages in the rear. He stated in 2006 a 

major change was approved to permit up to 40% of the homes to have front load garages. 

Pung stated in 2015 when they came in for phase 2 the request was to permit up to 60 

percent of the homes to have front load garages. Pung stated one of the changes they are 

seeking now is to allow for all but one of the homes to have front load garages. He stated 

this would only apply to this phase. Pung stated the other phase they would still be 

required to have that 60/40 mix. They are asking for this phase alone to have all the 

homes but one to have the front load garages. 
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Pung stated that there is a second change in conditions sought: one of the homes is 

setback much further than 15 feet. He stated one of the PUD requirements was all the 

homes had to be up by the street setback 15 feet. Pung stated the requested change is due 

to the grades and the wetlands on one particular lot. They are requesting to allow that one 

home be setback approximately 65 feet from the front lot line.  

 

Pung stated overall the request is consistent to what was approved in the original PUD. 

He stated there are some issues that need to be addressed. Pung stated as noted in the staff 

report there are several common area parcels and an existing single family home which 

will have frontage. They are not part of the proposed platted lots that would have homes 

on them, but they still have to have sidewalk. The sidewalk would have to be installed at 

the time the street is put in. One option is to incorporate these into the adjacent platted 

lots to ensure maintenance and snow clearing of the sidewalk. The engineering 

department reasoned that an advantage of this approach would be that they would have 

one person to contact if there are any issues with regards to drainage easements. He stated 

the developers indicated they will incorporate these areas into the adjacent platted lots, 

which means they are going to have a little larger lot. Pung stated they won’t be able to 

build more and the developer will have to ensure the property owners know that these are 

wetlands and not something they can come in and fill and get more buildable space. 

 

Pung stated another issue is that the existing home proposed to front on Blazing Star 

currently has a drive on to 52nd Street. As part of the original Preliminary PUD Plan 

approval, when the platted street comes in, the driveway onto 52nd Street goes away and 

access is constructed onto the platted street. It also shows up in the engineer report since 

that driveway will be too close to where that street would come out onto 52nd Street. An 

issue that has to be addressed is getting that driveway closed and relocating it. 

 

Pung stated in phase I there is a landscape berm and fence along 52nd street. That 

treatment is also required along phase III the entire portion of 52nd Street. With the small 

exception of an area where drainage must be accommodated there will be a fence 

installed at the time the landscaping on the berm is put in, so there is consistency in the 

look of the fence and maintenance and wear of the fence. The developer is also in 

agreement that it will all go in at the same time and also give the plat better appearance 

for when he is trying to sell the development. 

 

Pung stated we will have to amend the PUD agreement if the major changes are 

approved. 

 

Chris VanderHoff, Bosco Construction was present representing the request. He stated 

they bought this foreclosed property in 2008. He stated they struggled with the initial 

plan. He stated they came up with a nice plan that really resurrected this plat it has a nice 

rich look and affordable homes. He stated they build concrete porches, wrought iron hand 

rails and put a wood front. They put a façade on the homes that is typical of a 4 or 

500,000 dollar front with a composite front and stone and a nice look. It doesn’t cost that 
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much because it is a smaller home and smaller square footage but they do put an extra 3-

4,000 dollars on the fronts of their homes just to get that look as opposed to a vinyl look, 

of other developments done. He stated they built out phase I successfully with 40 plus 

homes and then came before the commission about a year and half ago with Phase II. He 

stated for phase II he asked for some changes in regard to front to rear loads. He stated 

they are now 2/3 built down the road and maybe about 1/3 closed. He stated the State 

changed the platting laws and it takes a lot longer to build into a plat so they want to get 

things ready. He stated they are hoping the economy will hold out and the interest rates 

will hold and once they get 2/3 closed they hope at that point they are ready with the City 

and the proper permitting so they can bid and start on phase III. He stated they don’t want 

to have a lapse in lots availability so they can keep the momentum. He stated in the 

packet was a letter that explains why they are asking for more front loads than rear loads. 

He stated the commissioners need to drive through and see the homes that are built front 

load they look very nice and are selling.  

 

VanderHoff stated he made contact with the homeowners on the corner. It has been one 

of the things he’s been worried about whether the homeowner is for the driveway being 

changed from 52nd to the Blazing Star. The home is a rental property he was able to get a 

hold of the landlord and she was elated with the plan, it puts the home more in a 

residential setting. 

 

Bridson asked for clarification on the 15 foot setback. VanderHoff stated they still have 

to work within the wetlands, the drainage, the natural berms and topography of the land. 

He stated the problem is with the setback on lot 102. If they go any further forward they 

are going to be into that designated wetland which the DEQ will not allow them to do. He 

stated that is the reason for the setback on that lot to stay out of the wetlands. Bridson 

stated she doesn’t think she would be in favor greater setback due to concerns with th loss 

of privacy for the lot 3 property VanderHoff stated if that was a huge concern with the 

overall planning commission he would agree to build lot 102 first and sell it before he 

develops lot 103. Then whoever purchases lot 103 will know what lot 102 looks like. 

VanderHoff stated they would also split the wetland and make the two lots bigger. That 

doesn’t allow them to move the house further away but it is a nicer lot. VanderHoff stated 

if someone buying is looking for privacy the lots in this plat will not be the neighborhood 

you would buy into. 

 

Holtrop stated if the commissioners haven’t driven through the development he urged 

them to. He stated VanderHoff has done a nice job. He stated in the beginning the 

concerns of front load garage had to deal with the whole garage in front of the house. He 

stated per the photos they are either a foot behind or flush. VanderHoff stated they would 

continue on with the same designs that they have been doing. Discussion ensued about 

similar lots 88 and 87 and whether they could be rear load garage lots. VanderHoff 

explained that the grades if these lots would not be conducive to the rear load design. 

Holtrop stated that was his only concern. Holtrop questioned how the berm and fence 

comes in to play. Pung stated it is all owned by the homeowners, in this case the fence 

would be put in all at once. The individual homeowners are responsible for the 
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maintenance of their portion of it. Holtrop questioned if they are not maintaining the 

sidewalk on 52nd street what can be done. Pung stated we can contact the code 

enforcement office and he will make sure weeds gets mowed and snow plowed. 

 

Kape asked if the house on Blazing Star says no to redoing the driveway then what will 

happen. Pung stated at this point they are agreeing to it, it was part of the approved 

original PUD when it came in and sounds like at this point they are in favor.  

 

 

J. New Business 

 

There was no New Business 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Bridson questioned if we need to redefine the 70/30 policy to modernize and update it 

since its been 36 years since it was reviewed. It is so out of date. Discussion ensued 

 

Fox stated it is national voter registration day and encouraged the commissioners to make 

sure everyone they know is registered to vote. 

 

VanderHoff stated regarding Cobblestone he thinks we have to stick to the plan that was 

originally approved. The developer knew when he bought the property what it was zoned 

for and what he could build there. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated periodically staff will bring a set of zoning ordinances to the 

commission for consideration. He stated a survey was done for signs in December. He 

stated we are taking a look at that and a Supreme Court case that may have some bearing 

on our sign regulations. He stated in the past we have used our subcommittee for the 

initial review. The ZO subcommittee is Young, Jones and Benoit. He stated October 11 

he would like for the committee to meet at 6:30pm to look at some drafts. 

 

Golder stated Luz committee needs to meet on October 25 for the slaughter house. 

 

Schweitzer stated he would like to set up a joint Form Based Code meeting with the joint 

City and Planning Commission in October or November. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner VanderHoff, supported by Commissioner Kape,                             

to adjourn the meeting. 
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- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Pemberton absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:05pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 
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