
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JANUARY 12, 2020, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

 

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

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung and Planning Assistant 

Monique Collier  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of December 8, 2020  and the Findings of Fact for: Case# 22-

20- Zoning Ordinance Amendments  

- Motion Carried (9-0) - 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None -  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

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

agenda for the January 12, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

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#25-20 - Clover Communities Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the 

Elderly and Final Site Plan of a PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street ; (Tabled to 

the January 26, 2021) 

 

Golder stated the Planning and City Commissioners met to discuss architectural elements 

on both the Lakewood Ravines and Bretonfield.  The applicants have since made 

modifications to their plans. Golder stated she will get the commissioners new plans 

showing the change in the senior apartment building and have some drawings of the 

elevations. She stated she is also asking the applicant to provide a memo to describe to 

the commissioners the modifications they intend to make to the building elevations and 

layout so it can be incorporated into the PUD agreement.  

 

Golder stated with the condominium areas she is asking them to make some other 

changes to the siding and add some more architectural elements. Golder stated the 

applicant will be presenting revised graphics depicting the proposed building elevations 

to the City Commission in effort to secure approval of the preliminary PUD plan. She 

stated with respect to the townhouse condos they have come back with a more modern 

design. They are working on making sure the front doors are apparent and they are 

making sure that they show sliders out into the balcony and increasing the depth of the 

balcony to 6 feet instead of the 4 feet. Golder stated otherwise staff is satisfied with the 

look of the more modern townhouse homes.  

 

Case#26-20 – Bretonfield Preserve Phase 5 – Final PUD Site Plan Review Located at 

2685 60th Street SE; (Tabled to the January 26, 2021) 

 

Case#27-20 - Bretonfield – Preliminary Plat located at 2685 60th Street SE ; (Tabled to 

the January 26, 2021) 

 

Pung stated the applicant offered to use upgraded siding for the homes whose elevations 

front on Breton Avenue. He stated they also introduced two new home designs with 

garages that are more in front of the home which allows for a narrower building footprint. 

This addresses one of the concerns relating to minimum 6 foot sideyard setbacks. Pung 

stated this would be incorporated within the recommendation as it comes before the 

planning commission. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no work sessions 

 

J. New Business 
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Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to set a public hearing date of February 9, 

2021, for:  Case #1-21 – Bin There Dump That – Final Site Plan Review of a Special 

Land Use Contractor’s Yard at 4090-40th Street, SE 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) - 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Implementation Discussion 

 

Golder stated staff wanted highlight the Master Plan Implementation schedule and to keep the 

commissioners updated with how we intend to try to stay on task with the many goals outlined in 

the plan and to identity the person or entity responsible for addressing each goal or task.  Golder 

stated this is posted on our website if the commissioners want to keep track.  She also suggested 

that the agenda of the second meeting of every month include the monthly update on 

implementation measures. 

 

Jones stated she thinks this is a great idea as the commissioners can continuously take a look at 

the goals.  

 

Schweitzer noted that during the recent City Commission several themes of the 2020 Master Plan 

were ranked very high by the Commissioners including: sustainability; asset management; trail 

development; and the non-motorized network. The commissioners challenged city staff to get 

back on track in terms of keeping the trail improvements moving forward and the upgrading of 

the parks.  

 

2. Division United Update 

 

Schweitzer stated the study of Division Avenue was started in October of 2019. He stated this is 

a joint project with the City of Grand Rapids, the City of Wyoming, the City of Kentwood and 

the RAPID. He stated we are looking at the Division Avenue corridor, Wealthy at the north end 

and 60th Street at the south end. He stated there has been very little development along the 

corridor as far north as Grand Rapids since the introduction of Bus Rapid Transit(BRT) in 

August of 2014. He stated there has been some but not to the extent that was expected. He stated 

the study using Federal Transportation monies is focusing on what is happening on Division 

right now; the existing development; traffic movements; how it fits in with the overall system of 

transit that we have in the Greater Grand Rapids Area. He stated hopefully we come up with 

some direction and recommendations on how to look at our regulations or review procedures 

with an eye towards what will help to enhance or encourage development or redevelopment in 

the corridor. He stated we are looking at the economic position for both businesses and residents 

and seeing where the needs are and come together with a plan as to how to impact that and move 

things forward. He stated we are in the final stages of that study. He stated within the next month 

and a half the work will be completed. 
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Schweitzer stated an important component of the study will be the transit station area plans 

developed by the AECOM consultant team. Based upon their experience, the transit station areas 

have great potential for significant commercial and residential development along Bus Rapid 

Transit routes.  He stated starting from Wealthy Street going south, there are transit stations 

spaced every half mile to 28th Street.  Then from 28th Street south to 60th Street there is a one 

mile spacing between these station locations. He stated we are seeking the input from the 

Planning Commission regarding the draft concept plans that have been formulated to date and 

share this back to the consultant group. 

 

The general comments offered by the Planning Commission were: 

•Questioned whether there was any background information put together about the utility and 

compliance with the current bus lane demarcations.  Are motorists obeying and the communities 

enforcing upon the current restrictions on the use of the bus lanes?  

•Questioned whether any feedback had been sought from adjacent residents/businesses 

•Concern expressed about the affordability of housing along the corridor as redevelopment takes 

place.  Discussed displacement concerns that residents expressed in prior GR planning work in 

downtown as well as south of Wealthy.  Noted study goal to retain existing residents and 

businesses as well as improve the opportunities to accumulate wealth for those currently living in 

the corridor and expand upon the availability of affordable rental and ownership housing. 

•Discussed/explained the concept of first/last mile in terms of using multi-modal hub options to 

link more people from a greater radius of BRT stations 

•Questioned whether there were incentives to encourage the right mix of businesses to locate 

along this corridor. 

 

Comments concerning the 44th Street Station Area Plan: 

•Storefront seating and the inclusion of shade trees/structures was considered desirable. 

•Questioned removal of all front parking at NE corner, concept of re-designing parking to be 

parallel parking lined with trees along the Division frontage was supported 

•Observation that auto repair on NW corner and auto parts store on SE corner were not likely to 

be desirable in current locations in regard to redevelopment of the corridor 

•General understanding and support of more rental housing opportunities in the vicinity to the 

transit station  

•Intrigued with concept of placing new building along Division in existing parking field on SE 

corner 

•While mid-long term concepts portrayed removal of Ace Hardware building in NE quadrant, the 

desirability of retaining a hardware store in the corridor was expressed 

•The examples of the 3-story mixed use with retail on the first floor were considered desirable 

 

Comments concerning the 54th Street Station Area Plan 

•The architecture of the townhouse design example is virtually identical to that recently approved 

by an architectural review committee made up of Kentwood PC and CC members for a project 

located elsewhere in Kentwood (that is a good thing) 
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•The inclusion of an ethnic food market was considered to be desirable in the corridor especially 

to increase the availability of fresh fruit and vegetables 

•There was endorsement of the strategy to re-purpose the underutilized parking lot and add a mix 

of commercial uses like a restaurant, brewery or convenience store in the SE quadrant 

•The open space concept on the SE corner was desirable to open up view of the existing second 

tier retail, however, it was not viewed as a desirable location for large scale gatherings 

 

Comments on the 60th Street Station Area Plan 

•There was support of tying together the park and ride lot with the vacant lot to the north 

provided the partial enclosure of the county drain could be accomplished 

•The housing options described for the vacant lot were considered desirable provided there was 

good transition to the existing manufactured housing development to the east 

•The establishment of a commercial building on the current underutilized park and ride lot and 

the prospect of a child-care center within the commercial building was considered to be desirable 

•There was support for the concept of a mobility hub at this location 

 

3. Broad Leaf Local Beer 

 

Golder stated with the pandemic, Broad Leaf is struggling and they are looking at ways to make 

ends meet. They were approved by the planning commission as a commercial enterprise 

producing merchandise on the premises. They produce beer and have the tap room, They would 

now like to now produce spirits. The City Attorney Sluggett thought that since this wasn’t 

specifically mentioned when they initially discussed the type of things they would be producing 

on the premises they should seek planning commission approval. They propose to produce in the 

same area as they produce the beer. The City Commission took action to approve the liquor 

license so they can serve it. Planning Commissioner needs to take action so they can produce 

spirits. 

 

Benoit questioned what came of the food truck they wanted to put in the back because he noticed 

venting for a hood on the outside of the building. Golder stated they discussed bringing food 

trucks into the building but didn’t do it.  In the end they decided to build a full kitchen within the 

building, 

 

Commissioners did not see any issues with the request.  

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton to approve the Broad Leaf request to expand 

the scope of their Special Lane Use Commercial Enterprise producing merchandise on the 

premises to include the production of spirits. 

       

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None –  

- Absent Brainerd -  
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4. Election of Officers – 2021 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Poyner, to maintain the existing officers. Chair Sandra 

Jones, Vice Chair Dan Holtrop, Secretary Ed Kape. 

      

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None –  

- Absent Brainerd 

 

5. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Kape questioned the privacy fence that was put up along the 52nd Street frontage of the  

Wildflower Creek subdivision. Kape stated it doesn’t look right and questioned whether a permit 

was secured. Pung stated the fence is on top of the hill on the other side of the split rail fence and 

that a permit was issued. Pung stated the original request was to place the fence within one foot 

of the sidewalk and the Planning Commission did not grant approval. They can’t put the fence 

beyond where the approved split rail fence is and they are still responsible for maintaining up to 

and along the public right-of-way. 

 

Jones stated she noticed the construction fence where the new apartments are going up along 

Division and 52nd Street.  The construction fence appears to be about 12-18 inches from the edge 

of the driveway for the single-family house fronting on 52nd Street.  Golder stated the property 

line is close to their driveway. She reminded the commission that City Line Apartments decided 

to place their apartment building further to the north to keep it away from the rear lot line of the 

house. 

 

Holtrop stated there was a LUZ meeting prior to the planning commission.  Matt Abraham, First 

Companies, and his client, DMR Transportation, appeared before committee to discuss a 

development concept for an approximate 14 acre land area on the north side of 36th Street, just 

east of East Paris Avenue, SE.  The subject property is currently zoned R1-C Single Family 

Residential, and the 2020 Kentwood Master Plan conditionally designated the site and adjacent 

properties for future industrial development.  Since the 36th Street frontage properties proximate 

to the 14 acres are currently occupied by residences, the Master Plan specifies that 

redevelopment to industrial use must be undertaken under an Industrial Planned Unit 

Development (IPUD) to assure the design and operation is sensitive to the adjacent residences. 

The LUZ committee was afforded a description of the DMR Transportation operation intended 

for the east end of the site as well as a concept plan of the overall 14-acre land area.  A major 

aspect of the  described use was determined to be major vehicle repair, subject to Special Land 

Use review and approval by the Planning Commission.  The requirement that all vehicle repair 

was to be within the enclosed building was discussed as well as the proposed hours of operation, 

the level of truck and trailer movement throughout the day and the nature of the vehicle and 

trailer sales activity they wished to conduct on the site.  In addition, there was additional 
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discussion about the proposed layout of the westernmost buildings, parking, truck docks and 

landscaped buffer along the south line of the site common to the rear yards of the 36th Street 

residences.  Committee members expressed concern with the layout in terms of one means of 

access, the anticipated noise and light nuisance associated with the relative location of activity 

areas south of the buildings, defined circulation through the DMR area through to the western 

portion of the overall site and the number of vehicles going through and parked upon the site at 

any given time.  The committee members also stressed the need to rezone and plan the entire site 

under the IPUD zoning to assure the associated impacts to the adjacent residences were 

addressed in the design and operational restrictions of a development agreement.  They also 

recommended that DMR reach out to the neighboring residents in advance of submitting an 

application for an IPUD rezoning. 

 

 

6. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton,  to 

adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, Poyner, 

Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None -  

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:00p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JANUARY 26, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

 

A. Chair Jones 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, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, and the applicants 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

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

the Minutes of January 12, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

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

the agenda for the January 26, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

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#25-20 - Clover Communities Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the 

Elderly and Final Site Plan of a PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street (Applicant has 

requested tabling to the February 23, 2021 meeting)  

 

Case#26-20 – Bretonfield Preserve Phase 5 – Final PUD Site Plan Review Located at 

2685 60th Street SE (adjourned from December 8, 2020) 

 

Case#27-20 - Bretonfield – Preliminary Plat Located at 2685 60th Street SE ; (adjourned 

from December 8, 2020) 

 

Pung stated the request is phase 5 of the Bretonfield Preserve which would be phase 6 of 

the overall Bretonfield PUD. He stated they are looking at 38 lots a little over 11 acres. 

He stated the development is consistent with the Preliminary PUD plan for the overall 

development. He stated this phase also extends Breton Avenue to the north by 

approximately another 1,000 feet. He stated the next phase should complete the Allen 

Edwin portion of Breton Avenue extended.  

 

Pung noted in the recommendation there is a condition to approve two new home designs 

using a forward protruding garage. He stated there were building elevation concerns 

raised by the City Commission and in response an Architectural Review Committee was 

assembled to look at both Bretonfield and the Lakewood Ravines development to the 

north. He stated as part of the review the applicant has submitted two new designs with a 

forward garage with the idea that it would help change up the look of the street by adding 

more variety in terms of home design and relative spacing of homes. He stated by 

pushing the garage forward they are able to construct a home with a narrower footprint 

which increases the side yard setbacks. 

 

Pung stated that the Architectural Review Committee also discussed with the applicant 

the appearance of the home building elevations that will front on Breton Avenue.  The 

Allen Edwin representatives pledged to provide those homes with an upgraded siding 

package.  

 

Pung stated the recommendation includes conditions placed on the number of homes that 

can have the forward facing garage to no more than 25% of any phase and no home with 

a forward facing garage can be located within two lots that would be adjacent to or across 

the street from another home with the forward facing garage.  

 

Pung stated he is recommending approval of the final site plan and recommending to the 

City Commission conditional tentative approval of the preliminary plat as stated in his 

memo’s dated November 30, 2020. 

 

Dan Larabel, Westview Capital, Allen Edwin Homes was present. He stated phase 4 is 

under construction. He stated phase 4 does involve quite a bit of the infrastructure for the 

Breton Avenue extension including all the sanitary sewer services through the land area 
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encompassing phase 5. He stated phase 4 finishes in the upcoming year and then they will 

progress on to phase 5. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

 

Holtrop sought and received confirmation that there will be a walkway off the end of the 

phase 6 cul de sac out to Breton Avenue, where there will be a refuge island to aid pedestrian 

passage across to the west.  Larabel pointed out that the future phase 6 layout is included as a 

background image and will be reviewed further in greater detail in the future.  

 

Poyner questioned if there were any sidewalk requirements for this phase. Pung stated there 

will be sidewalks on all of the local streets within the plat. Pung also stated there will be a 

10-foot-wide non-motorized trail on the west side of Breton Avenue, consistent with a major 

PUD change approved in 2017. He stated this section would not have sidewalk on the east 

side similar to the first portion of Breton Avenue. He stated sidewalk was not required on the 

eastside mainly because there are no homes on that side. Discussion ensued. 

 

Poyner questioned was there any thought of a minimum required number for a given style of 

home.  Pung stated he doesn’t think there was any discussion in requiring a minimum 

number of those homes. Discussion ensued. Larabel stated the commission has three plans; a 

prototype plan that they never built before. He stated they have a 15/60 plan they have built 

two of them in phase 2 and then the I2060 plan that is a very popular home plan. Larabel 

stated there shouldn’t be a concern that they won’t build enough of the three plans, he 

surmised them would will be in high demand and probably be the first things that sell and go 

once they get to the 25% cap.  

 

Benoit stated in the committee, there was discussion about the desirability of letting the 

market dictate which plans are built.  

 

Pemberton stated the added plan offers the developers a little better opportunity. This allows 

for larger side yards more space between houses and has no problems with the request. 

Jones stated as someone who sat on the Architectural Review Committee, she is very pleased 

to see the revisions to the plans to accommodate some of the concerns that were discussed.  
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Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton to grant conditional approval of the final 

PUD site plan dated November 30, 2020 for Phase 5 of Bretonfield Preserve as described in 

Case 26-20.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-9 and basis point 18- as described in 

Pung’s memo dated November 30, 2020. 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

-  

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Quinn, to Recommend to the City Commission 

conditional tentative approval of the Preliminary Plat dated November 30, 2020 for Phase 5 

of Bretonfield Preserve as described in Case 27-20.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 

1- 8 and basis points 1 – 7 as described in Pung’s memo dated November 30, 2020.` 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case #1-21 – Bin There Dump That – Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use 

Contractor’s Yard at 4090-40th Street, SE 

 

Pung stated on November 24, 2020 the Planning Commission approved the special land use and 

preliminary site plan for a contractor’s storage yard. However, because it was the preliminary 

site plan the applicant had to come back for final site plan approval. He stated they are looking at 

building a 12,000 square foot industrial building. It will be a multi-tenant building. One of the 

tenants will be a contractor storage yard. He stated they will be storing larger roll out dumpsters 

outdoors in the rear of the property.  

 

Pung stated the final site plan is consistent with the approved preliminary site plan. The only 

change is they did relocate the dumpsters. They were originally at the southwest corner of the 

site.  They have now been relocated to directly behind the building. They have increased the 

amount of paved area connecting to the private driveway to the south, 

 

Lynn Boelek, with AJ Veneklassen was present. She explained that the added pavement in the 

back is just for access to the loading dock. They adjusted the location of the dumpster enclosure 

to be more out of the view on the other side. 

 

The commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

J. New Business 

 

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

23, 2021 for: Case#2-21 – Request of Concord Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site 
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Plan – Located at 3781 - 32nd Street; Case #3-21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of 

Concord Hospitality– Special Land Use Hotel and Final Site Plan Review – Located 

at 3781 – 32nd Street; Case#4-21 – Cobblestone at the Ravines Village East 

Condominiums– Request of Redstone Land Development for a Major Site Plan 

Change– Located at 4333 Shaffer Avenue SE 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Holtrop questioned what is going on at 36th and Patterson, He stated they cleared out a big chunk 

of trees. Golder stated the owner said they might have a development project in the offing. She 

stated the question was whether or not it was legal to take out all those trees knowing there are 

wetlands on a portion of the site. She stated staff thinks it is just to show the property and the 

City Engineering surmises there appears to be no violation of wetland requirements. 

 

Holtrop stated Service Professor on Patterson had about 6 small signs on their property 

advertising HVAC, plumbing etc. He felt it appeared cluttered and excessive on their property.  

 

Holtrop also questioned whether the Wildflower Creek PUD had any restrictions on the number 

and variety of homes. He stated there are a number of homes side by side that look exactly alike. 

Pung stated the initial restrictions on building elevations and designs were changed over time.  

The last phase did not have restrictions on duplicating designs. Discussion ensued. 

 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated this is the time of the year for the Capital Improvement review and we 

should be getting the draft plan in early March. He stated there is an opening on the 

committee. Poyner stated he would be interested in serving on the Capital Improvements 

Committee. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner  Benoit,  supported by Commissioner Pemberton,  to 

adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 
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Meeting adjourned at 8:20p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 9, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

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

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the press and  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop,  supported by Commissioner Quinn,  

 to approve the Minutes of  January 6, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case#26-20 – 

Bretonfield Preserve Phase 5 – Final PUD Site Plan Review Located at 2685 60th Street SE; 

Case#27-20 - Bretonfield – Preliminary Plat Located at 2685 60th Street SE;  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Schweitzer added there will be a brief discussion under other business regarding a joint 

meeting with the City Commission on March 2, 2021. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Kape, supported by Commissioner Pemberton,  to 

approve the agenda for the February 9, 2021 adding change noted. 

  

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

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#25-20 - Clover Communities Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the 

Elderly and Final Site Plan of a PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street (Applicant has 

requested tabling to the February 23, 2021 meeting)  

 

Case #1-21 – Bin There Dump That – Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use 

Contractor’s Yard at 4090-40th Street, SE 

 

Pung introduced the request. He stated the request is for final site plan review for a 12,000 

square foot multi-tenant industrial building. He stated in November 2020 the Planning 

Commission approved the special land use for a contractor’s storage yard and the preliminary 

site plan. Pung stated the applicant has now submitted for final site plan approval. He stated the 

final site plan is consistent with the approved preliminary site plan. Pung stated there were no 

issues identified at the work session therefore the recommendation is for conditional approval of 

the final site plan dated December 23, 2020 as described in his memo. 

 

Lynn Boelek and Jeff Vanlarick from Exxel Engineering were present. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public hearing. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

The commissioners were ok with the request and added no additional comments. 

 

Motion by Poyner, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the Site Plan 

dated December 23, 2020 as described in Case 01-21 Bin There Dump That.  Approval is 

conditioned on conditions 1-8 and basis points 1-3 as described in Pung’s memo dated 

February 1, 2021 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 
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- Nays: None 

  

I. Work Session 

 

Case#2-21 – Request of Concord Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site Plan – Located at 

3781 - 32nd Street;  

 

Case #3-21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Special Land Use 

Hotel and Final Site Plan Review – Located at 3781 – 32nd Street; 

 

Golder stated the request is for a CPUD preliminary site plan and a special land use for a 

hotel. Golder stated it is a special land use because our zoning ordinance requires that if a 

commercial building is over 30 feet in height it can be approved by the Planning 

Commission with special land use. 

 

Golder stated this is part of an overall PUD that was approved in 1980 but was never 

associated with site plans right at the beginning when it was rezoned. She stated we saw 

various site plans come and go. She stated this is the last piece of the 1980 PUD that 

needs to get reviewed in order to be constructed.  

 

Golder stated the overall acreage for the piece of land that is left is 6.67 acres. The hotel 

is 2.94 acres. She stated the piece to the north of the proposed hotel; we will have to do 

some basic planning for this vacant property. She stated we have asked the applicant to 

show that there is a driveway that goes out to Lake Eastbrook and screening along the 

edge also one of their plans shows a proposed building and a parking area.  

 

Golder stated some of the adjacent uses are some vacant land, a retirement building to the 

north, MVP Sports to the west, to the east there is a single family home that sits about 

125 feet and then some condominiums that are in the area that are close to the common 

lot line. 

 

Golder stated the hotel is WoodSpring Suites, they submitted a PUD statement. She 

stated she would like for the applicant to go through each requirement of the CPUD and 

show how it meets that requirement or when there is a waiver offered, to indicate that 

they need a wavier for that.  

 

Golder stated one of the standards she thinks is important to note is Section 4 12.05.C4 

that refers to pedestrian circulation. She stated the applicant has provided sidewalk on 

Lake Eastbrook where it doesn’t exist right now. There is already sidewalk on 32nd Street. 

They have added sidewalk going up to the hotel building, but she would like to see them 

add sidewalk through the north property line. She stated when the next project comes in, 

we want to continue the pedestrian circulation to the north and she would like this 

included in the PUD statement 
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Golder stated there is a landscape greenbelt requirement along the front yard, she feels 

like they have met the requirement. Section 5 D, E and F refers to an extensive pedestrian 

gathering and seating on terms of the entryway that there are greenways, treeline streets 

for a pleasant pedestrian environment and protect the pedestrian from vehicles. She stated 

that needs to be provided as well. 

 

Golder stated the applicant also needs amenities for pedestrian scale environment 

provided such as bike racks, benches, information kiosks, art, planters or streetscape 

elements to separate mainline buildings from the parking lots. She stated they need to 

show how they meet these standards 

 

Golder stated there is also a requirement for the detention pond to show areas that are 

visible from the building and parking lot. She stated the applicant needs to address that as 

well. 

 

Golder stated section 12.05.C discusses architectural elements and building height and 

that is important because of the adjacent residential uses. The criteria is that they have no 

harmful effects with respect to noise and odor and glare. 

 

Golder stated the compatibility section discusses that landscaping, height control of the 

building it also mentions low profile buildings and architectural control and then that the 

distance between this commercial use and the residential use is enough to constitute a 

buffer and that any loading areas are located further away from the residents than the 

building. Golder stated in looking at those areas and the types of question regarding 

screening from residences, the applicant needs to show the residents on the site plan and 

where the buildings are and the single family home so we can see. She stated it looks to 

be measuring about 50 feet away from the common lot line of the condominium and 124 

feet from the common lot line for the single family home. Golder stated we need to see 

how these uses are screened. 

 

Golder stated we have asked for a section drawing to show how the relative elevations 

between the hotel, the screening and the homes and the applicant has agreed to do that. 

 

Golder stated also another issue, the parapet is 5 feet and our ordinance only allows 4 

feet. 

 

Golder stated the other issues that comes up with the PUD the architecture. They asked 

for a high quality architectural building and they talk a lot about brick, variations and roof 

lines etc. She stated the building elevations that we have that came with the packet does 

not meet that standard. However, the applicant has since presented a new building 

elevation that the commissioners will receive at the next meeting. The new one meets the 

standards the only thing she would add to that is that it has somewhat an unremarkable 

entryway.  
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Golder stated the special land use has the same issues. The screening, the building height, 

the lighting and glare. The special land use standards and general standards call for a 

landscape buffer between commercial uses and residential uses. The buffer has to be 20 

feet wide, there has to be a certain number of trees and a lot of shrubs. The applicant has 

proposed enough trees, but not enough shrubs. She stated they are looking to have a 

prairie mix that would grow to a certain height and be natural. She stated we have to 

make a determination from a staff level as to whether or not it will meet that criteria or 

whether that will have to go to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 

Golder stated another issue she has asked the applicant to relocate the dumpster. And to 

provide for shared maintenance agreement and cross access between the proposed use 

and the use to the north. She stated they will be sharing the detention pond and sharing 

the cost of that as well. 

 

Paul Duncan, with Concord Hospitality was present. He stated this is a Woodspring 

Suites Hotel and they have addressed quite a few issues. He stated they will address any 

additional concerns. 

 

Pemberton stated he would like to see something happen to the parcel it has been sitting 

there a long time. He stated he is on board with the project there are some housekeeping 

things that need to be addressed but he thinks this will be a good looking project. 

 

Kape agreed with Pemberton 

 

Brainerd stated there is still a lot of work that needs to be done, but are they open to 

added that additional sidewalk to the north. Duncan stated yes they would be open to that 

it is something they want to discuss and make sure there is a need for that, but they don’t 

mind doing that.  

 

Brainerd questioned if there has been conversation with the adjacent property owner 

regarding shared maintenance agreement. Duncan stated yes and that property is one 

parcel they will be subdividing out the smaller portion on the south side so they have had 

constant communication and that is part of the agreement that they will have the cross 

access easement all the necessary easements and maintenance agreements for the joint 

uses.  

 

Brainerd stated she agrees with Golder regarding the unremarkable entryway. Duncan 

stated the new entryway gives a more modern upscale look which they were trying to 

bring. Jack Sabreski, the architect stated he would agree with the perception of the 

entryway based on the 2D elevations, if seen from a 3D point of view it does have depth 

and does not look so flat. He stated he will provide a 3D view to see if they will still have 

the same opinion. 

 

Benoit stated his biggest concern is the residential use to the east. He suggested Maybe 

we could get some street level views of what they will be looking at. He stated at least the 



Approved Minutes 

Planning Commission 

February 9, 2021 

Page 6 

for the 3 unit building and the ends of the other units further to the north while we are 

continuing our review. 

 

Poyner stated he agrees with the commissioners. He stated he is in favor and feels this is 

a good utilization of the property, but more detail about the residents to the east. Poyner 

questioned if the applicant would be willing to have the loading areas to the west side of 

the building so the loading would not be adjacent to the east.  Duncan stated they don’t 

have a lot of deliveries coming in and out what it is are vending machines being 

restocked and then one that comes in to service the laundry facilities. They are not 

shipping laundry in and out. Very limited loading and unloading most of the hotels they 

have built don’t have a loading area. Most of the trucks pull into a parking space and are 

in and out in less than 15 minutes.  

 

Quinn stated the buffer is a concern. He stated he would also be curious as to the overall 

impact to the residents. He also made note of Kentwood having several hotels in a 3-5 

mile radius. 

 

Morgan stated this hotel will make three hotels in that same area. He stated he doesn’t 

have an issue he loves the idea. He stated coming down the hill on 32nd Street to Lake 

Eastbrook is heavy traffic and with the sun shining you don’t see well. He questioned if 

there was a benefit of them putting the main entrance on that east to west versus Lake 

East brook north to south where it is less traffic or better timing to turn into the hotel. 

Duncan stated they looked at doing the hotel on the north and south side of the parcel, the 

north side is closer to the condos and residential. The south side has more topographical 

issues getting in entry from there to Lake Eastbrook would be too great of a slope and 

that is the reason it is far east to get it where the slope is not exceeding its maximum. He 

stated when the parcel to the north is developed there is only one allowable access point. 

 

Tony Moran from Fishbeck was present. He stated questioned where the high traffic was. 

Morgan stated on 32nd Street because it is one lane. Morgan stated there is less traffic 

going northbound on Lake EastBrook than it is going east to west on 32nd Street. Moran 

stated he agrees with that, but the trouble with Lake EastBrook, the south half of the site 

is the grade issue. There is a big hill there, the west curb of their parking lot is actually a 

retaining wall that is about 8 foot tall. To get from Lake EastBrook up to the grade where 

they need the hotel to be would be impossible from Lake EastBrook to the hotel. Moran 

stated 32nd Street slopes up the hill from Lake Eastbrook. He stated at their east end of the 

site they still have about another 5 feet of grade to come up to where the hotel is going to 

be in that location as good visibility in both directions on 32nd Street for their sight lines. 

He stated he thinks that is the best location. Golder stated eventually there will be a 

second driveway from Lake EastBrook that serves the northern parcel but will also 

connect to this parcel. Discussion ensued.  

 

Holtrop stated he would like to see the details with some of the issues that were bought 

up. He stated the dumpster location he thought was a good location because it was the 
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furthest from the residents. He would like to know more about light and more visuals 

from the east. 

 

Jones stated she saw a reference to traffic counts and wondered where there any concerns 

from staff about how much more traffic this will generate. Golder stated no. There are 

more lanes on Lake EastBrook than 32nd Street and the other thing about hotels they tend 

not to follow as much the peak times. 

 

Tony Moran pointed out the adjacent residents to the east, they are suggesting to build a 

solid wooden fence along that property line that will help with the noise and the 

screening of the building. The hotel will sit about 10 feet lower than the condos. Golder 

stated the applicant is having a meeting with the residents within 300 feet as well.  

 

Moran stated regarding the lighting, the building sits about 100 feet to the west line, the 

parking lot is about 60 feet west of the property line and also 100 feet north of the south 

property line. They have a photometric plan included in the preliminary PUD submittal 

the commissioners can look at. He stated and what they will notice is that the lightning 

from the parking lot doesn’t even reach the property, it comes no where near the property 

line. 

 

Holtrop questioned if there were any exterior illumination lighting. Architect stated it is 

just mid building so it illuminates the wall. Golder stated there is a hotel on Clyde Park 

the commissioners can take a look at. 

 

 Case#4-21 – Cobblestone at the Ravines Village East Condominiums– Request of 

Redstone Land Development for a Major Site Plan Change– Located at 4333 Shaffer 

Avenue SE 

  

Golder stated these are the condo flat area of the Cobblestone at the Ravines project of 

which there is one built.  

 

Golder stated the original site plan proposed three stacked condominium buildings of 24 

units each, for a total of 72 stacked condos.  One building, or 24 units have been 

constructed.  The applicant is asking to construct 24 townhouses instead of the 48 stacked 

condominiums originally proposed.  Therefore, the total number of units will be 48—24 

stacked condos (existing building) and 24 townhouse condos (proposed).  The 

townhouses are proposed in 4 groups of 6 attached units. 

 

Golder stated the garages and front doors for the units facing the paved area between the 

condominium units.  This area could be improved with plantings or other amenities 

 

Golder stated the building elevations show variations between each townhouse unit, in 

design, color, windows, and roofing. A two-stall attached garage is provided for each 

unit.  Additional parking can be accommodated in front of the garages, or, in the parallel 
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parking spaces along Blairview Parkway.  A patio appears to be proposed at the rear of 

the building. 

 

 Golder stated her only concern is pedestrian access to the sidewalk along the public 

street. She stated the second is to break the asphalt area up some. She stated and some 

additional parking somewhere. She stated we need a couple more thing on the site plan 

landscape and lightning to be shown and any plans they have for privacy around the 

patios 

 

David Stebbins, Redstone and Rob Lamer, Exxel Engineering were present. 

 

Lamer stated one of the things he would like to push back on is parking. He stated these 

are two stall garages and in front there is enough room on the driveway to park two cars. 

That is 4 cars per unit and he thinks that should be sufficient. He stated there are 4.8 

parking spaces per unit he doesn’t see a need for more parking spaces. He stated he 

would rather put green space and not more pavement. He stated they are going to try to 

put some sort of island between the units. He stated they have started communication 

with the fire department. He stated lighting they will address it will be similar to a 

neighborhood kind of situation. They will show some landscaping. 

 

Benoit stated thanks for bringing this forward he was not happy with the 24 unit 

buildings when it originally came around. He stated the alternative that they came up 

with it looks good. His only concern is the elevations on the back side of these units; 

what it is going to look like when you coming down the street.  

 

Holtrop stated the units to the north when sitting on their decks they have a view of 

wetlands greenspace open area. Lamer stated there is a drain back there and it is heavily 

wooded. Holtrop stated the units on the south have the view of the street. Lamer stated 

correct they are going to put landscaping between the two. Holtrop questioned if the 12 

units on the south could be flipped 180 degrees and they can all have an entrance from 

the street their decks would be to the north and you can put greenspace between the north 

and south buildings. Lamer stated to the west they have the same similar scheme going 

but all of the garages are in the back alley so it is the same concept. Lamer stated it isn’t a 

good idea because you are putting a bunch of driveways where your main entrance is. 

Discussion ensued. Stebbins stated they are looking at ways to “doll up” the south façade 

that faces Blairview they hope to have something they can show at their next meeting.  

 

Morgan questioned the parallel parking on the street versus the sidewalk. Lamer stated 

they are reducing the number of units from 48 to 24. Lamer stated that is what is there 

that is what they use no sense in changing what it is already there. Discussion ensued 

 

Brainerd commended them for recognizing that a change needed to be made and looks 

forward to seeing this developed. 
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Kape questioned if the fire department is asking for the additional fire hydrant or are they 

recommending it. Golder stated they are asking for it, but it does have to go through 

Grand Rapids. Discussion ensued.  

 

Poyner questioned the lighting. Lamer stated it will be just like they do on typical houses. 

Stebbins stated they do need to extend street lighting along Blairview. He stated what 

they do with condo developments are dusk to dawn lighting on the garages. Poyner stated 

he likes the elevations but echoes the other commissioners what will the backside look 

like. Discussion ensued regarding the units they chose to build. 

 

Pemberton thanked them for bringing something that looks this good. He suggested 

maybe there is a way to stagger the building a little bit just to break them. The design has 

plenty of texture and if that could be followed around to the back side he thinks they 

won’t have problems with architectural concerns. 

 

J. New Business 

 

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

9, 2021, for: Case#5-21 – Tender Lawn Care – Final Site Plan Review of a Special 

Land Use Contractor’s Yard Located at 3838 East Paris Ave SE; Case#6-21 

Tropical Smoothie Café – Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a Drive-

Thru Restaurant Located at 3099 – 28th Street Case#7-21 – Woodhaven 

Condominiums – Major Change to an approved PUD Site Plan Located at 4624 

Walma Ave. SE 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Implementation Schedule 

 

Golder stated she just updated some ongoing processing with coordinating connection 

with bike trails. Sidewalks city commissions are working on 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Commssioners offered no additional comments. 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated the Division United Study is reaching its completion and each 

community has an opportunity to have a presentation on the overall study given by the 
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consultant team. Schweitzer stated it is scheduled for March 2nd joint meeting with the 

City Commission. The planning commission would be their guest during the meeting. 

 

Schweizer commended the commissioners on their discussions, their awareness and let 

them know that they do a great job as planning commissioners. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner                        supported by Commissioner                             

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

Meeting adjourned at 9:01p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 23, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

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

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Mike Pemberton (absent with notification) 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the applicants and about 15 citizens.  

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: 

- Pemberton absent -  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

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

Minutes of  February 9, 2021  and the Findings of Fact for:  Case #1-21 – Bin There 

Dump That – Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use Contractor’s Yard at 

4090-40th Street, SE 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: 

- Pemberton absent -  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit,  supported by Commissioner Poyner, to approve 

the agenda for the February 23, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: 

- Pemberton absent -  
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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#25-20 - Clover Communities Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the 

Elderly and Final Site Plan of a PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street (Applicant has 

requested tabling to the March 23, 2021 meeting)  

 

Golder stated the applicant has requested tabling until March 23, 2021. The City 

Commission is going to discuss this matter at their March 2, 2021 meeting. She stated the 

Planning Commission can’t grant the final approval of the PUD phase until there is 

approval of the preliminary PUD plan by the City Commission.  

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Brainerd, to table Case#25-20 - Clover 

Communities Kentwood LLC to March 23, 2021 meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Pemberton absent -  

 

Case#2-21 – Request of Concord Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site Plan – Located at 

3781 - 32nd Street;  

 

Case #3-21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Special Land Use 

Hotel and Final Site Plan Review – Located at 3781 – 32nd Street; 

 

Golder stated the request is for a CPUD preliminary site plan and a special land use for a 

hotel. Golder stated this is part of an overall PUD that was approved in 1980 but was 

never associated with a site plan when it was rezoned.  

 

Golder stated there are special land use standards for a hotel and there are also general 

standards if a commercial building is proposed to exceed a 30-foot height when it is 

adjacent to a residential district. 

 

Golder stated the overall acreage of this PUD site is 7.6 acres. The first phase hotel is 

2.94 acres. She stated the vacant land area to the north of the proposed hotel portrays a 
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basic plan consisting of a building footprint, a parking lot, and an interconnecting 

driveway and private street.  Golder stated some of the adjacent uses include vacant land, 

a residential attached condominium development to the northeast, MVP Sports to the 

west, directly to the east there is a single family home that sits about 125 feet away and 

then two single family detached homes on the south side of 32nd Street. 

 

Golder stated this CPUD zoning also extends all the way up to 29th Street to the north and 

east again. Projects that have been approved in this PUD include the Staybridge Hotel, 

the Design center, the office building etc. She stated the proposed hotel is about 40 feet in 

height and there is a proposed 5-foot parapet. She stated 4 feet is the limit for the parapet. 

 

Golder stated the site steeply slopes up from Lake Eastbrook Boulevard, starting at an 

elevation of about 705 feet. She stated where the hotel is proposed to be located the 

elevation is about 730 feet and towards the condominiums it is about 738 feet. She stated 

in order to establish a flat area on which to locate the hotel, there is a retaining wall that is 

proposed. She stated that the retaining wall is in some places 6-8 feet in height. She stated 

this is part of the basis of the recommendation from staff to table this action to address 

this circumstance.  

 

She stated this is an all-suite hotel. There are no other facilities such as restaurants or 

gyms or any other amenities on the site. She stated the applicant has modified the plan 

since the work session. Staff asked for sidewalk to be extended from 32nd Street and 

eventually would go across to the other site should this project be approved. She stated 

they moved the dumpster from the west side to the east side. They have provided building 

material detail that meet our zoning ordinance. She stated there are still issues that 

remain.  

 

Golder stated the recommendation from staff is to table. She stated we have very specific 

standards in our PUD regulations and especially in section 12.05 

 

Golder stated in section 12.05.C there is mention regarding the intersection of two arterial 

streets and that there should be some sort of landmark or sign. She stated we are seeking 

ways for the applicant to, at a minimum, screen the fairly substantial concrete retaining 

wall with a landscape feature. 

 

Golder stated Section 12.05. D talks about gathering places, and seating and greenways. 

The applicant has said they can’t really do that. The applicant is proposing a treelined 

area up against the residential to the east. We want to make sure that continues to the 

north. She stated we need to have that added into the PUD statement. It should say where 

they are having treelined streets and where they will be adding trees with the idea the 

hotel gets approved and another use be placed to the north that the treelined street area 

continues to the north. 
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Golder stated Section 12.05.E mentions site amenities such as bike racks, but the 

applicant said they won’t really need those. She thinks at a minimum they can place a 

bike rack not just for the patrons but for the use of employees. 

 

Golder stated Section 12.05.F requires that detention ponds have a natural appearance as 

viewed from parking lots or buildings. She stated she thinks more can be done to make it 

not just something that is hidden behind the parking lot, but something that is an amenity 

for the site. 

 

Golder stated the site plan shows a pole sign in front of the building. She stated a 

monument sign would be more appropriate because of the houses on the south side of 

32nd Street. 

 

Golder stated the applicant has addressed the parapet issue.  

 

Golder stated because we have residents located to the east and the south we want to get a 

handle on the lighting of the building to make sure that whatever light there is on the 

building is screened. She stated what we also need to know is whether or not from across 

the street the parking lot lights will be visible in that area as well. 

 

Golder stated she recommended to the applicant to extend a fence further along the east 

lot line onto the part of the property that is not part of the hotel development. 

 

Golder stated that the applicant has had a meeting with the adjoining property owners and 

one of the concerns expressed at the meeting was that people from the hotel might 

meander back onto the condominium properties. She suggested that a fence may address 

that concern. 

 

Golder stated there was a drawing showing what the hotel will look like from the 

standpoint of the condominiums. She stated she thinks the same thing should be done 

from the standpoint of the two single family homes on the south side of 32nd Street.  

 

Golder stated we have asked the applicant to complete the project site plan to identify 

existing building lines, structures parking areas and other improvements within 100 feet, 

a standard requirement of our zoning ordinance 

 

Paul Duncan, Director at Concord Hospitality was present. He stated they are working on 

the project with Tony Mourand with Fishbeck, their Architect and Landscape Engineer. 

Duncan stated this would be one of many Woodsprings hotels they are building in the 

area. He stated this one is similar to the one in the Wyoming area. He stated however, it 

is not the same hotel. They have made a few updates to make it more architectural 

appealing. He stated their hotels bring a more personalized management because they 

operate the hotels themselves. 
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Duncan stated this hotel would be a 122-unit all-suite hotel. They do have a fitness room 

and they do have a guest laundry room on site. He stated they would hopefully after they 

get pass this process and the building permitting process to be start construction 

sometime this summer. He stated it would take about 12 months for their project to get to 

completion. He stated there were a number of things that staff mentioned but they want to 

go through the entire process and really get the feedback from the planning commission 

so that they can update it and make it what the commissioners would like to see. He 

stated in terms of lighting, most of the light that comes out of the building will be through 

the windows of the guest rooms that are checked in. He stated there are about 4 

architectural lights that are at the 3rd floor and they just shine straight down. There are 

lights at the front canopy. He stated they can provide pictures of existing buildings that 

will have the same layout but different building materials on the outside. Discussion 

ensued. He stated they will also landscape along the parking lot to hide car lights.  

 

Tony Mourand stated he wanted to point out that the building itself is sitting more than 

100 feet from all of the perimeter property lines. He stated their parking lot lighting is 

mostly interior to the parking lot. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Lizann Hoffman, 3935 Monte Carlo Ct. was present. She stated she has concerns with 

maintaining privacy and impacts on property values. 

 

John Vanderweide 3800 32nd Street, directly south of the proposed hotel, was present. His 

son Paul Vanderwiede spoke on his behalf and gave a brief history of the area. He stated 

the soils on his father’s property can’t support a single-story ranch house. Another 

concern is when they go in and out of the driveway. Rayanne Claytonburg, John 

Vanderweide’s daughter, was also present. 

 

Jan Chandler, 3945 32nd Street was present. She stated her home is located just east of the 

proposed hotel. She stated she has concerns with the impact of the hotel on the value of 

her property, the prospect of people coming into her yard and also concerns with 

visibility for motorists coming out the proposed driveway onto 32nd Street. 

 

Sharon Sanders, 3163 Villa Ridge was present. She stated her condo is on the end and 

next to the wildlife. She is concerned what she will be seeing in the future and impact on 

her property value.  

 

Lori Bosco, 3179 Villa Ridge was present. She stated her yard goes out to 32nd Street just 

east of where the hotel will be built. She has concerns about property values. 

 

Mr. Akkari, 3804 32nd Street was present. He stated he lives right across the street from 

the hotel. He is concerned about safety for his kids. He stated he would like a police 

report of the accidents. He stated he is concerned with the number of people coming in 
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and out of the driveway. He is also concerned about the value of their homes, how it will 

affect the school system. He is concerned why the building is so close to 32nd Street. 

 

Carol Blodgett, 3172 Villa Ridge Dr. was present. She stated she has concerns with the 

type of the proposed building. She wants to know the occupancy rate in the other hotels. 

She is concerned about the cement splatter on the front of the building. 

 

Kathy Vandersteen 3183 Villa Ridge was present. She stated she is concerned with who 

determined we needed more space for hotels. She is also concerned with safety. 

 

Nancy Capps, 3912 Lemans Ct was present. She stated she is concerned about the traffic 

on their street. She questioned the need for another hotel on that corner. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Poyner, to adjourn the public hearing and table 

action on cases #2-21 and #3-21 to the March 9, 2021 meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: 

- Pemberton absent -  

 

Kape stated he is looking forward to the revisions. 

 

Poyner stated a lot of the concerns pointed out by the neighbors have already been 

pointed out by staff and discussed by the Planning Commission. He stated that has been 

particular emphasis on the buffer zone on the east side and also the desire to extend the 

installation of trees up to the north line of the of the overall site.  He felt these measures 

are going to be important. He stated, if possible, they should get more information on 

traffic. He stated the lighting will be important. Golder stated she contacted the police 

department regarding the number of accidents, and they said there were not that many. 

Golder stated she thinks the type of accident will determine the need for a deceleration 

lane. He stated if the applicant had any data on property value impacts associated with 

similar siting of their hotels adjacent to residential would be helpful. 

 

Holtrop stated the topic of whether we need more hotels is generally left up to the 

developer. He stated he agrees with the concerns of the residents. How questioned how 

might establishing driveway access to Lake Eastbrook Boulevard fit with the detention 

pond. In addition, the north parcel will also have a future use of some sort. He was 

hoping a drive connection onto Lake Eastbrook Boulevard could be put in earlier and 

alleviate some of the traffic. Golder stated that is an option for the developer to consider. 

Holtrop stated they can do a lot to make this project top notch and not just put a building 

up. He stated he is concerned with the hotel height if it is above some of the residences.  

He suggested that the developer may wish to consider reducing the building height. 

Holtrop stated he was hoping to see more renderings. 
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Brainerd stated there are still a lot of unknowns and lack of information and she hopes the 

developer takes the comments to heart. 

 

Benoit stated he drives Lake Eastbrook to 32nd Street daily.  He stated his impression that 

vehicles are going fast through this area.  He will be looking forward to seeing this 

information. He stated as far as the stability of the soils on the site, he expects that the 

developer will figure out if it’s sufficient to support the proposed development. He stated 

people were questioning the need for another hotel, he stated the Planning Commission 

doesn’t get into that.  There is nothing we can do about that. 

Jones stated she looks forward to hearing the response of the developers on the concerns 

that have been bought up. 

 

Duncan stated he hears the concerns about the property values and what the retaining 

wall will look like and the lighting. He stated he can give renderings and cut sheets for 

the north, south version of how the elevations will look. He questioned if getting 

information on the property values is that going to be a requirement. They want to 

address the concerns and show the neighbors they are trying to do their best.  

 

Golder stated from what she is hearing we need more information on traffic. She stated 

we have renderings of what the building looks like. She suggested to the applicant since 

the residents are concerned about what it is going to look like they should go across the 

street take a photo and super impose that hotel on there so we know what we are looking 

at. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones stated there were additional comments in the zoom chat. Concerns with the wildlife 

habitat were expressed.  Also buffering to address excess noise to the houses and condo; 

the site is elevated from the street, will it be leveled and concerns about the landscaping. 

Discussion ensued. 

 

    

 Case#4-21 – Cobblestone at the Ravines Village East Condominiums– Request of 

Redstone Land Development for a Major Site Plan Change– Located at 4333 Shaffer 

Avenue SE 

 

Golder stated the request involves the condo flat area of the Cobblestone at the Ravines 

project of which there is one built. Golder stated the original site plan proposed three 

stacked condominium buildings of 24 units each, for a total of 72 stacked condos.  One 

building, or 24 units have been constructed.  The applicant is asking to construct 24 

townhouses instead of the 48 stacked condominiums originally proposed.  Therefore, the 

total number of units will be 48—24 stacked condos (existing building) and 24 

townhouse condos (proposed).  The townhouses are proposed in 4 groups of 6 attached 

units. 
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Golder stated the garages and front doors for the units facing the paved area are between 

the condominium units. She stated at the work session the area looked like an asphalt 

open space but now there are some defined driveways. She stated they added a sidewalk, 

a defined drive that goes through the development. The only concern she has is the 

landscaping. She stated there is not a lot of room for landscaping. 

 

Golder stated the condos that face the wetlands will have some privacy, but the condos 

located closer to Blairview Parkway have more limited privacy. She stated we are 

looking as ways to screen the patio areas on the Balirview Parkway frontage and soften  

the service area for all the front doors and the garages. 

 

Golder stated she is recommending to the city commission conditional approval as stated 

in her memo. 

 

Robb Lamer with Exxel Engineering was present. He stated they are working with staff 

to put together a landscaping plan. He stated he has that now. He stated they talked to the 

landscape architect and put together what they think is a good set of plans. He stated he 

thinks they can work with staff to make it work. Lamer displayed the landscaping plan. 

He stated the development is really coming together and they care about how it looks. He 

pointed out the sidewalk along the drive connection to Blairview Parkway. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

     

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Morgan, 

Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays:None 

- Pemberton absent –  

- Kape left early -  

 

Holtrop stated it looks good and questioned if the building was going to have 3-4 

different facades and different colors on the back. Lamer stated that is correct. 

 

Morgan questioned if there was sidewalk only on one side. Lamer stated he put sidewalk 

on one side looking at cost. Morgan questioned the parking, when families are coming by 

visiting, Lamer stated there are 4 spaces per house he doesn’t know who will have that 

many visitors over. Lamer stated he thinks 4 parking spaces is fine for each unit. He 

stated if someone did have a party, there are some parallel parking spaces along 

Blairview Parkway. Lamer stated it is no different than if you are parking on a street and 

have to walk 3 or 4 houses away to get to the party that you are going to. Discussion 

ensued regarding access to the resident’s homes.  
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Poyner stated he supports the project. He likes that they reduced the number of units and 

likes the townhome design and looks forward to the variety of elevations. 

 

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

approval of the Major Change to a Preliminary Site Plan dated February 17, 2021 

as described in Case No. 4-21. Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-4 and basis 

points 1 – 3 as described in Golder’s memo dated February 18, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Morgan, 

Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Pemberton absent –  

- Kape left early –  

I. Work Session 

 

Case#5-21 – Tender Lawn Care – Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use 

Contractor’s Yard Located at 3838 East Paris Ave SE;  

 

Pung stated the request is for Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use Contractor’s 

Yard. Pung stated the special land use and the preliminary site plan were approved in 

August 2020.  

 

Pung stated we are looking at a 33,400 square foot building. He stated they will have 

material and equipment storage in the rear yard of the site for their landscaping business. 

The site does not have a direct driveway onto East Paris Avenue but it is accessed off of 

two existing private driveways to the north and south.  

 

Pung stated some of the changes from the preliminary site plan. The pavement is now 

closer to the north and south property lines. He stated in the preliminary plan the 

pavement in the rear yard was no closer than 20 feet. Even though they show the 

pavement closer than 20 feet to the north and south lot lines the ordinance would prohibit 

any type of storage or building being located closer than 20 feet, which is the required 

sideyard setback in the industrial zone. Pung stated they can pave it closer, but they can’t 

have any buildings or storage. 

 

Pung stated another change is they decreased the parking to 82 spots. In the preliminary 

site plan, there were 103 parking spaces, but they are indicating deferred parking. If 

additional parking is needed in the future, they have the ability to add that. 

 

Pung stated another minor change in the original plan involves the fuel tanks, they moved 

them and they are still trying the determine where the best location would be. Therefore, 

that location may change but that is not a major issue. 
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Pung stated we did request detail on the south storage buildings. He stated the applicant 

emailed him however, he has not had a chance to look at that but it will be available for 

the public hearing. 

 

Pung stated he requested some type of pedestrian connection from the public sidewalk 

along East Paris Avenue to the entrance to the building. Pung stated the applicant plans 

on looking into that, checking what the grades are. It may be something that they might 

have to follow along to the existing drive to the front. They showed a pedestrian 

connection on the preliminary site plan, therefore staff is asking that the connection be 

put back in. 

 

Pung stated again they will have to address the sideyard setbacks for both the salt storage 

buildings and the outdoor storage. Pung stated other than that it is consistent with what 

was approved with the preliminary site plan review. 

 

John Casserly, Civil Engineer with Nederveld was present. Doug Ritz, AJ Veneklassen 

and Jamin Deyoung, Owner of the facility were also present. 

 

Ritz stated they do plan on moving the self-storage units, they are working on that layout. 

He stated Casserly is working on the sidewalk trying to make that work. They will be 

relocating the fuel tanks probably slide over 10-15 feet. 

 

Brainerd questioned the minimum parking spaces they have to have. Pung stated a 

Contractor’s Storage Yard does not have a prescribed minimum amount of parking. Pung 

stated they are looking at having 55 employees. Based on that there should be sufficient 

parking for all their employees plus any customers that may show up. Pung stated if the 

entire building was turned into an office building, the minimum will be 112 parking 

spaces. 

 

Morgan questioned if there was a plan on the back side. Ritz stated that will just be future 

storage area. 

 

Case#6-21 Tropical Smoothie Café – Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a 

Drive-Thru Restaurant Located at 3099 – 28th Street  

 

Golder stated the request is for Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a Drive-

Thru Restaurant. She stated one of the issues that was bought up with respect to the 

special land use was concerns about left turns into the driveway off Radcliff, close to 28th 

Street. Golder stated they are closing the driveway therefore there is no longer an issue 

with left turns in. 

 

Golder stated another issue is the location of drive thru vehicle stacking. If you come in 

from 28th Street there is only 4 cars stacking room until you get to the menu board. She 

has asked the applicant to look at the possibility of stacking around the building so that 

any line that forms would be onsite rather than offsite. 
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Golder stated other issues involve moving the existing landscape island somewhere. If it 

turns out that the stacking is along the edge of the building she doesn’t know where the 

parking will be and how much will have to be taken out. This is something that the 

applicant needs to work out for the public hearing.  

 

Golder stated it is also not clear from the building plans where the outdoor seating is 

located. She stated the plans need to specify the location of the front door and sidewalk 

connections with the Radcliff and 28th Street frontages.  

 

Golder stated the applicant indicated they are fast with getting the food to their drive thru 

patrons. There is also indoor seating, but it is limited. If they don’t have your order ready, 

they tell you to pull through to the parking space. This should be identified on the plan 

where you can pull ahead and park if your order isn’t ready.  

 

Golder stated we need additional information on the plan such as lot coverage, where the 

seating will be, where the menu board would be as well as additional information on 

landscaping plan. 

 

Golder stated the circulation looks like customers will order at one corner and pick up at 

the window, therefore, we like to make sure there is a bypass lane in case you have to 

wait too long. If they can make part of the driveway a little wider, then you can have a 

bypass lane all around so you can circulate around the building without having to be in 

line. 

 

Trevor Stengee, Franchisee for Tropical Smoothie café, was present. He stated they sell 

smoothies and food. Their food consists of quesadillas, flatbread, wraps, salad bowls and 

their smoothies are a variety of nflavors. 65% of their sales are smoothies 35% food. He 

stated a lot of their sales are Doordash, GrubHub or Uber Eats which is about 17% of 

their sales right now. He stated they also have curbside. 

 

Stengee stated regarding the bypass lane, if they do put one in, they probably won’t put 

seating out front. He doesn’t think there is enough room to put some tables. He 

questioned if it is necessary to have the bypass lane because where the ordering board is 

up front once you order there then you are pretty much committed. He suggested if the 

customers feel like the line is too long, they can bail out before then. 

 

Adam from Feenstra and Associates was present. He stated they are planning on 

removing the existing access off Radcliff and they have sketched up a plan to remove the 

existing island near that 28th Street entrance and transition that into something kind of 

long and skinny to more separate the drive thru from the rest of the site. He stated that 

also provides a stop to the parking. If the bypass lane is required, he stated they do have a 

plan to get that to the proper setback requirements etc. He stated they also noted the 

desire to have a sidewalk connection and don’t see any problems with incorporating that 

in. 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

February 23, 2021 

Page 12 

 

Quinn stated he is happy to see this project coming closer to the mall. He stated the fact 

that we are addressing the left hand turn off of Radcliff makes him happy to see because 

that is a huge concern when he saw the initial plan. 

 

Poyner questioned with the northern entrance being closed, will the southern entrance 

remain as is and will that be the way into the area off of Radcliff. Stengee stated that is 

correct and there is actually a third entrance further south again. Poyner questioned the 

minimum number of parking spots for a drive thru restaurant. Golder stated we calculate 

it based on square footage of the usable floor area. She stated they needed 20 and they 

have more than that, but she doesn’t know what moving the stacking will do to that 

number. Poyner stated he assumes the parking spots on the west side of the restaurant 

would remain. Golder stated there is no parking on the west side, they are all on the east 

side.  

 

Morgan stated he only had questions regarding sidewalk on Radcliff. Golder noted that 

the applicant was concerned about having outdoor seating on the north side near 28th 

Street with the drive-thru lane coming around there and the menu board right there.  She 

suggested putting the outdoor sitting on the backside and then they can put a sidewalk 

from Radcliff to get there. 

 

Case#7-21 – Woodhaven Condominiums – Major Change to an approved PUD Site Plan 

Located at 4624 Walma Ave. SE 

 

Pung stated the request is Major Change to an approved PUD Site Plan. Pung stated the 

applicant is looking at a 42 unit attached condominium development located on just over 

11 acres. He stated a net density of 3.84 units per acre which is consistent with the Master 

Plan recommendation for low density residential which is less than 4 units per acre.  

 

Pung stated in 2004 the property was rezoned from R1-C to RPUD-1 to accommodate a 

100 unit attached condominium development and that had a density of  4.1 units per acre. 

At the time it was rezoned in 2004 the Master Plan was for medium density residential 

which is between 4 and 8 units per acre.  

 

Pung stated in 2005 the City approved a major change to the planned unit development. 

The major changes were a reduction in the overall number of units from 100 to 97 and a 

change to the grouping of the condominium units.  

 

In 2006 the Planning Commission approved the final site plan.  

 

Pung stated when it was rezoned in 2004 the site was a single parcel but in 2012 a lot 

split was approved and split it into 3 parcels.  

 

He stated in 2020 a final site plan for a platted subdivision was approved for the parcel to 

the north known as the Wildflower Plat. About a quarter of an acre still has to be rezoned 
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and they have submitted that application to the planning commissioners a rezoning for 

the little piece of property for the wildflower plat at the next meeting. 

 

Pung stated last year a proposal for a single-family subdivision was submitted for this 

property but that was withdrawn by the applicant. Now they are going back to the 

original concept for the PUD which was attached condominiums. 

 

Pung stated some of the changes from the original development are 

 

• Change in the condominium grouping and style. The new configurations will 

include a total of three (3) five (5) unit buildings. The original plan only went up 

to four (4) units. The original design was for ranch style 

condominiums, the proposed units will be townhouse style condominiums. What they are 

proposing now are 2 story townhouse style condominiums. 

 

• Street layout has changed. There will not be a street connection between this 

development and the development to the north. He stated that has to do with the 

significant wetlands on the site and that has changed the layout for any type of 

development on this site and the site to the north 

 

Pung stated the applicant needs to identify the amount of open space on the site. Zoning 

ordinance requires a minimum of 25% and they should exceed the minimum 

requirements of open space. There is alot of open space and tree preservation proposed as 

part of this development. There is tree preservation along Walma Avenue and the area to 

the east that are all wetlands and will be preserved and that backs up to the single-family 

Kentwood Acres to the east. 

 

Pung stated the city will have to review a PUD agreement for the development. 

 

Pung stated the applicant has indicated that they would like to own or lease similar to 

what they have done in their single-family plat developments. With regards to the 

Bretonfield development the number of leased units was limited to 15%. If they can lease 

for the same amount for what is proposed, they will be able to lease up to 6 units. He 

stated at the staff review they were looking to lease 25% of the units which would be 10 

units. 

 

Pung stated another issue is building architecture. Applicant stated that they would be 

able to provide more detail on the building elevations. They indicated that they would 

have different colors between the units themselves so that one building would not be all 

one color. They are working on variations with regards to garage doors and building 

materials. They will provide more detail at the next meeting. 

 

Pung stated another issue is sidewalks. They are currently showing sidewalks on one side 

of the street on the north and west side of the street. He stated it does meet the current 
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requirements of the zoning ordinance based on the number of units; they would only need 

sidewalk on one side. 

 

Pung stated regarding the sidewalks the city commission is currently deliberating whether 

to require sidewalk on both sides of the street. He pointed out the street would have to be 

30 feet of pavement if there was parking on both sides. Pung stated with a PUD we have 

flexibility where we would require sidewalks on both sides, but not require that they have 

to have 30 feet of pavement and parking on both sides. Discussion ensued. 

 

Mike West, with Westview Capital, Allen Edwin Homes was present. He stated the site is 

a beautiful piece of property, but it has some challenges. He stated there is significant 

grade issues, it falls between 30 and 40 feet from the southwest corner to the north east 

corner. He stated there are wetlands throughout the property, not large single wetlands 

but more like little fingers of wetland that pose a challenge for developing this property. 

He thinks that is why a lot of development plans didn’t go forward. He stated what they 

have ended up doing is making a more compact design. Instead of going ranch condos 

they went two story. Instead of going north 2, 3 and 4 units they went with a few more 5 

unit attached buildings. He stated they compacted a development on a street 600 feet in 

length as opposed to a through street. That was done for a number of reason and also 

resulted in a lot of open space preservation with very little impact on the wetlands.  

 

West stated there is a very small finger full of wetland you can see that cuts through the 

middle of the road. He stated where they have Glenhaven drive it’s a little finger where 

they are seeking to get a permit from Eagle to fill in. Other than that, they have avoided 

all of the other wetlands and they have significant tree preservation that they intend to 

incorporate into the final design and the development plan. He stated there are a lot of 

mature trees. He stated he has the revised figures for the open space and this site has 

about 6.7 acres of total open space about 56%, He stated the majority is wooded area. 

 

West stated in this particular case he doesn’t believe that sidewalk on both sides of the 

streets is necessary all the time. He stated they have proposed a private cul-de-sac street, 

the total length is 600 feet and its got a big 90 degree bend in there. He stated the 

walkability is not going to be around that private street. It is going to be getting people to 

Walma, that is where their walkability is and that is where your transportation is and 

where you can go various directions north or south and go for a significant walk as 

opposed to just walking around the very short cul-de-sac.  

 

West stated what they decided to do was put the sidewalk on one side of the road so as 

you’re coming in from Walma it is on the north side and then it extends long the west 

side wraps around the cul-de-sac to that point right near the north end of the cul-de-sac 

where they have a secondary connection out to Walma. He stated they think that is really 

what they are trying to gain. They are trying to get people to the significant areas to walk 

and that is Walma. He stated it will be very difficult to get path and trails through the 

wetland area. He stated they would ask for some consideration for not requiring 

sidewalks on both sides of the street. Providing sidewalk only on one side would allow an 
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expanded separation between the street and the sidewalk. Otherwise, two sides of 

sidewalk will push the buildings on the north-south section of Glenhaven Dr closer to 

Walma and further to the east which will require more tree removal and they really don’t 

want to get into the trees along Walma if they can preserve them.. 

 

West stated they have looked at doing some different elevations. They are looking at 

adding some stone to either side of the garages also doing some horizontal and vertical 

siding. Also doing some color variations on the individual units instead of having them 

all the same color. They can vary the siding color to show some diversity along the fronts 

of the buildings.  He stated staff indicated if it was possible to alter the front facing so it 

is not even and that is difficult because they would have to shift buildings. The grading 

along the east and north sides of the property gets significant if they start pushing those 

buildings too much.  

 

West stated as far as the rental versus owner-occupied it is their business model to 

maintain some flexibility in that area. He stated in some communities they retail sell them 

all and other ones they like to keep some leased units. He stated the leased units they 

usually keep for a short period of time 5-8 years, but it gives them some flexibility when 

the retail housing market goes up and down to retain some leasing component to their 

portfolio and they would like for some consideration. He would like for them to consider 

the 70/30 policy for leasing purposes for their entity. He stated since this is a 

condominium association the condominium will be maintaining the entire exterior of the 

buildings. You won’t be able to tell the difference between leasing and owning.  

Discussion ensued. 

 

West stated in regard to paving width, they think the pavement width is sufficient. They 

don’t envision people parking on the road. It is too many driveways if you start looking at 

this layout and thinking about a place to park along the road you are going to be blocking 

your driveway. They added some additional parking areas that will provide some 

overflow parking or visitor parking. The requirement is for a total of 84 spaces, 2 per 

unit. They will have somewhere around 109.  

  

Poyner stated he has been a proponent of sidewalks on both sides but in this particular 

case he thinks he is ok with sidewalk on one side. He questioned whether there would be 

a monthly condo fee that will need to be paid. West stated yes. If they are leasing it will 

they be paying the fees as well as the owner. West stated that is not his area, but he 

assumes they will build that into whatever the lease rate will be. Poyner stated he can be a 

little more lenient with a leasee as opposed to a renter if they are asking 30%. Poyner 

stated he appreciates them having stone as well as the variety of color. 

 

Morgan stated he likes that there is additional parking and questioned is there a plan for 

getting in and out. He stated he is thinking about snow and emergency situations. West 

stated not from a vehicular standpoint the cul-de-sac is only 600 feet long and they had 

the Fire Marshal in their meeting and he didn’t appear to have any concerns with the 

length of the cul-de-sac. West stated to put another road out onto Walma even if it was an 
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emergency access it is going to be a big slab of asphalt that is not likely going to get 

utilized and require them to take down more trees. West stated he thinks in the event of 

an emergency that pedestrian linkage they are showing near the bulb of cul-de-sac out to 

Walma will at least allow people to get out walking, it is not that far. The condo units are 

100 feet or less to Walma. 

 

Holtrop stated he likes the open space and he likes the tree preservation. He stated road 

width he can be fine with that. He stated staff made a comment about altering the 

building so they are not in a straight line, however the applicant stated it would be 

difficult to move. West stated they could probably tweak them a little bit, but his 

engineering wouldn’t like it if he brings it up because it causes all other kinds of issues. 

He stated they can look at. West stated they think freshening up those front elevations 

with some stone and color variations will accomplish the diversity the commissioners are 

looking for. Holtrop stated that will help. Holtrop stated he is not a fan of leasing he 

would rather see ownership. 

 

Brainerd clarified that rental and leasing are the same. She stated if we are looking at 

allowing rental, we need make sure the owner is paying that homeowners fee regardless.  

She stated in this instance she is comfortable with one sidewalk. She stated she wants to 

see the open space and tree preservation. She stated she would like to see some 

freshening up on the exterior façade. 

 

Benoit stated he is not a fan of leasing. He stated he is not a fan of the 30%, however 

15% he could probably live with that. 

 

Jones stated she is not in favor of leasing and 15% is the most she would be in favor of.  

She is not interested in increasing the number of available rentals in our community. She 

stated she understands the rationale of moving to townhomes versus the ranch style that 

was originally planned, from a business perspective it makes sense. However, regardless 

of age townhouses are not friendly to anyone who has any sort of disability or older.  

 

J. New Business 

 

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

March 23, 2021 for: Case #8-21 Structures and Improvements Plan (SIP); 

Case#9-21 Wildflower Estates Plat – rezoning of .24 acres of land from  C-4 

Office to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit Development 

Located at 2802 44th Street 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Morgan, 

Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: 

- Pemberton absent –  

- Kape left early –  

 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

February 23, 2021 

Page 17 

       

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Holtop questioned the status of the individual who was seeking feedback from the LUZ 

committee to put in a funeral home at the Bretwood Center. Schweitzer stated she 

recently reached out and expressed interest, COVID delayed her plans.  

 

Brainerd stated she took her son in for his first annual scan and he was officially a full 

year our from his chemo treatment and everything came back clear, he is four years in 

remission. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated one of the items at the next meeting will be on the Structures and 

Improvements Plan. He stated he is trying to get a draft to the committee in advance to 

the meeting. He stated if there is a desire the committee can discuss prior to the meeting.  

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit,  supported by Commissioner  Poyner,  to adjourn 

the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Hones, 

Morgan, Poyner, Quinn 

- Nays: 

- Pemberton absent –  

- Kape left early –  

 

 

Meeting adjourned at 10:05pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 9, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

 

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

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Clarkston Morgan, 

Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Catherine Brainerd (absent with notification)  

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the press and 25 citizens 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Holtrop, to excuse Brainerd from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

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

the Minutes of February 23, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#4-21 – 

Cobblestone at the Ravines Village East Condominiums– Request of Redstone Land 

Development for a Major Site Plan Change– Located at 4333 Shaffer Avenue SE 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Poyner, supported by Commissioner Quinn, to approve 

the agenda for the March 9, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 
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- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

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

 

Scott Urbanowski, 5093 Blaine Ave was present. He stated when Lakewood Ravines 

comes up there is a lot of discussion and members of the public would like to speak on 

the project. He stated he thinks there should be more public involvement in the early 

stages of the planning process to try to address any issues before they come up. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old Business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#25-20 - Clover Communities Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the 

Elderly and Final Site Plan of a PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street (Applicant has 

requested tabling to the March 23, 2021 meeting)  

 

 Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

 There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by, Benoit, supported by Kape to table Case#25-20 - Clover Communities 

Kentwood LLC to the March 23, 2021 meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

 

Case#2-21 – Request of Concord Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site Plan – Located at 

3781 - 32nd Street;  

 

Case #3-21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Special Land Use 

Hotel and Final Site Plan Review – Located at 3781 – 32nd Street; 

 

Pat Lennon, Attorney with Honigman Law Firm, was present. He stated his clients are 

asking to table to the March 23, 2021 meeting. He stated their entire team is committed to 

develop the best project they possibly can. He stated they have shown that through their 

efforts with various changes to the plan as it has moved through the process. He stated 
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they have received the most recent report from planning staff and felt there were 

modifications that they could make to make the plan even better. He stated staff’s 

recommendation is for approval however, they did see some comments that staff made 

that they think they can address. They feel they can bring a better plan to the planning 

commission at the next meeting that addresses some of the feedback that they received 

from staff. 

 

Golder stated there is concern about the frontage areas and screening from the homes that 

are on the south side of 32nd Street and staff is asking for additional landscaping. The 

applicant has shown what it could look like, but there is still a lot of building that shows. 

She stated some of the trees will leaf out only certain times of the year so there is a 

concern about that. 

 

Golder stated she is also concerned about the hill and what it will look like from one 

point about the 706-foot elevation to another point which is about 724 feet, there is 18 

feet of hill then a 6-foot wall.  

 

Golder pointed out that the commission has approved hotels adjacent to residential uses 

in the past. She stated however, there has always been a hefty landscape screen.  

 

Golder stated they have added the additional driveway lane that goes out to Lake 

EastBrook to split the traffic. She stated our City Engineer has taken a look at sight 

distance from the driveway and concluded it meets our standards. She stated they have 

addressed the issue of the water on the site that so many were concerned about. Our 

engineer and the applicant’s engineer stated those are things that can be worked out 

during the construction plan review process. 

 

She stated she was concerned about lighting on the building and around the site. 

 

Golder stated there are a lot of conditions associated with the staff recommendation for 

approval and if those things can’t be addressed then the project may not proceed.  

 

Lennon stated they agree with staff. He stated there are some ideas for addressing some 

of these comments that are still being developed and there are some questions about some 

of the new comments they are absorbing. He stated that they think they can address and 

do better. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing, 

 

Ed Klitenburg spoke on behalf of his father-in-law who lives at 3800 32nd Street. He 

stated they agree that the developer has not provided evidence to adequately screen the 

uses to the south. He stated this 45-foot building is not a low-profile building, they sit 55 

feet below the hotel.  
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Mr, Akkari, 3804 32nd Street was present. He stated there is a problem with parking. The 

headlights of the cars will be facing his bedrooms and living rooms. He questioned how 

they plan to fix this or can they move the building to the other side where it is lower 

where the headlights from cars and driveway will be away from the residential. 

 

Lennon stated he appreciates the comments and intends to address them at the next 

meeting. 

 

Nancy Vanderweide, also spoke on behalf of her father-in-law John VanderWeide, 3800 

32nd Street. She stated there was discussion about the amount of vehicle traffic. She stated 

the street is busy at 45 miles per hour, people pass in the turning lane. She stated she 

would strongly recommend the main entrance be on Lake EastBrook Blvd. She is 

concerned with the construction traffic and the heavy equipment going up and down 32nd 

Street 

 

Another resident in the East Paris Villa condos stated some of her neighbors would like 

to participate in the hearings and they need some way to make sure they have the zoom 

links. 

 

Motion by Poyner, supported by Quinn, to adjourn the public hearing to the March 

23, 2021 meeting. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Benoit stated he has some serious reservations about this project. He stated there is 

nothing we can do about the need for the hotel, that is not our job.  He stated it is the 

developers decision whether there is sufficient need to warrant the investment. He stated 

his concern is the special land use and the strict criteria in the ordinance and he doesn’t 

think it meets them. He stated this hotel is going to be very tall and very high and he 

doesn’t think this is the spot for this hotel. He stated he thinks the elevation along Lake 

Eastbrook Boulevard is going to look horrible.  

 

Pemberton stated he echoes Benoits concerns with the height of the building.  With the 

topography on this area of the site this hotel is going to look like a tower standing there 

especially from Lake Eastbrook with the grade change along the west side. He stated if it 

were a two-story building it might be ok, but four stories is really going to be a big 

noticeable building. He stated because of the height and the location he isn’t sure that it is 

compatible. 

 

Poyner stated he understands the concerns of his fellow commissioners. He felt the 

applicant may be able to address the traffic issue. He stated the traffic studies that have 

been provided suggest relatively low volume. But the neighbors perceive a high volume 
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of traffic already on the roadways. He stated the applicant also needs to show how the 

lighting is going to be addressed on the building and also the screening to the south. He 

stated there is particular emphasis on the screening, the lighting and the retaining wall. 

He stated this is tough and a challenge for the applicant to come forth with something that 

is going to make sense for our community. 

 

Morgan stated he will reserve his comments to give the applicant the opportunity to make 

the adjustments. He stated he sees the new driveway connection onto Lake Eastbrook 

Boulevard as a solution to distribute the traffic, but when that is replaced in a subsequent 

phase how will that help to alleviate the issue. 

 

Holtrop stated he felt good about the project until he drove out there. He thinks it is going 

to be awfully tall. He stated he thought we asked if the building could be pushed to the 

northern part of the parcel. He doesn’t know if it could be put elsewhere or alternatively 

maybe even lower the current hill more than it is now. He stated they have a lot to work 

on and he looks forward to seeing the modifications. 

 

Quinn stated he echoes the comments offered by the other commissioners. He stated he 

will also reserve his comments until the applicant comes back. 

 

Kape stated he looks forward to seeing what improvements the applicant will have. 

 

Jones stated she is also going to withhold her comments until she sees modifications, she 

doesn’t have strong feelings one way or the other. She will allow the applicant the 

opportunity to provide some modifications.  

 

Case#5-21 – Tender Lawn Care – Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use 

Contractor’s Yard Located at 3838 East Paris Ave SE 

 

Pung stated the request is for Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use Contractor’s 

Storage Yard. Pung stated the special land use and the preliminary site plan were 

approved in August 2020 

 

Pung stated we are looking at a 33,400 square foot building. He stated they will have 

material and equipment storage in the rear yard of the site for their landscaping business. 

The site does not have a direct driveway onto East Paris Avenue, instead, it is accessed 

off of two existing private driveways to the north and south.  

 

Pung stated a couple of changes that were made from the work session, on the north side 

they did move the pavement back 20 feet from the property line. Salt storage will be right 

up to the edge of the pavement which will comply with the minimum 20-foot side-yard 

setback. He stated they are showing the off-season storage on the south side setback 20 

feet from the south property line which is also consistent with the zoning ordinance. 

 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

March 9, 2021 

Page 6 

Pung stated overall the project is consistent with the overall preliminary site plan. He is 

recommending conditional approval of the site plan as described in his memos. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

      

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

The commissioners were ok with the request and made no additional comments. 

 

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

Site Plan received March 2, 2021 as described in Case 05-21 Tender Lawn Care. 

Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-9 and basis points 1-9 as described in 

Pung’s memo dated March 2, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Case#6-21 Tropical Smoothie Café – Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a 

Drive-Thru Restaurant Located at 3099 – 28th Street  

 

Golder stated the request is for Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a Drive-

Thru Restaurant. Golder stated there were changes to the site plan. She stated the 

driveway and the landscaped island were removed, and another island has been extended 

across. There are only 2 ways in. She stated they have wrapped the drive thru stacking 

around the building. They have widened out the drive thru lane so that there is a bailout 

lane. They have also provided a space in case you have to pull ahead and wait for your 

food to get delivered to your car.  She stated they have also added the sidewalk 

connection from Radcliff.  

 

Golder stated one of the concerns is the last parking space up next to the building makes 

for an awkward turn to try to get around the menu board; staff is recommending that they 

remove that parking space. Golder stated there is another parking space she is 

recommending to be removed and either striped or have another landscape island to 

prohibit parking there. She stated she thinks that will help direct traffic. 
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Golder stated she is still unclear as to where the outdoor seating will be located. 

 

Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval of the special land use and site 

plan review adding a condition requiring a land division to separate the special land use 

drive thru from the rest of the parcel of property as described in her memos. 

 

Mark Bailey, Feenstra and Associates, was present on behalf of the applicant. He stated 

he has worked on the site plan and there is no problem removing the parking spot by the 

menu board. They have enough parking spaces they can get rid of that with no problem. 

 

Bailey stated the easiest thing to do to address the removal of a parking space on the 

southwest portion of the site is to stripe it off. 

 

Bailey stated he isn’t sure about the outdoor seating, the client hasn’t told them anything 

about that. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Travis Stengee, Franchisee for the Tropical Smoothie, was present. Regarding the 

outdoor seating, he stated if they are going to be able to squeeze it in, it will be on the 

south side of the building. They have to see how everything is going to lay out. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Holtrop questioned if there were any curbs in the parking lot or is it level with the grass.  

Bailey stated there is going to be curbing along the westside of the parking lot. Holtrop 

commented it should then be easy enough to put an island in the southwest corner instead 

of striping. Bailey stated they could. Holtrop stated people will drive over stripping but 

not an island. Bailey stated his thinking people shouldn’t really drive there, but on the 

other hand it won’t be a physical object that they can actually hit.  Holtrop stated he just 

thought a landscape island would be a nicer touch. 

 

Morgan stated he agrees with Hotrop. He stated he appreciates the accommodations that 

have been made. 

 

Poyner suggested that condition 5 relating to outdoor seating should specify locating it on 

the south side if outdoor seating is possible. 
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Motion by Holtrop, supported by Quinn, to grant conditional approval of the 

Special Land Use Tropical Smoothie Drive-Through Facility as described in Case 

No. 6-21.  Approval is conditioned on the conditions 1-7 adding condition 8 land 

division to separate the special land use from the rest of the parcel and basis point 1- 

as described in Golder’s memo dated March 1, 2021 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Poyner, to grant conditional approval of the site 

plan dated March 2, 2021 for Tropical Smoothie Drive-Through Facility as 

described in Case No. 6-21.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1- 7 adding 

condition 8 land division to separate the special land use from the rest of the parcel 

and basis points 1-5 as described in Golder’s memo dated March 1, 2021 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yays: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Case#7-21 – Woodhaven Condominiums – Major Change to an approved PUD Site Plan 

Located at 4624 Walma Ave. SE 

 

Pung stated the request is for a Major Change to an approved PUD Site Plan. Pung stated 

the applicant is looking at a 42 unit attached condominium development located on just 

over 11 acres. He stated the plan portrays a net density of 3.84 units per acre which is 

consistent with the Master Plan recommendation for low density residential which is less 

than 4 units per acre.  

 

Pung stated in 2004 the property was part of an overall area rezoned from R1-C to 

RPUD-1 to accommodate a 100 unit attached condominium development and that had a 

density of  4.1 units per acre. At the time it was rezoned in 2004 the Master Plan was for 

medium density residential which is between 4 and 8 units per acre.  

 

Pung stated in 2005 the City approved a major change to the planned unit development. 

The major changes were a reduction in the overall number of units from 100 to 97 and a 

change in the grouping of the condominium units.  

 

In 2006 the Planning Commission approved the final site plan.  
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Pung stated when it was rezoned in 2004 the site was a single parcel but in 2012 a lot 

split was approved and split it into 3 parcels.  

 

Pung stated last year a proposal for a single-family subdivision was submitted for this 

property but that was withdrawn by the applicant. 

 

Pung stated some of the changes from the original development are: 

 

• Change in the condominium grouping and style. The new configurations will 

include a total of three (3) five (5) unit buildings. The original plan only went up 

to four (4) units. The original design was for ranch style 

condominiums, the proposed units will be 2 story townhouse style condominiums.  

 

• Street layout has changed. There will not be a street connection between this 

development and the development to the north. He stated that has to do with the 

significant wetlands on the site and that has changed the layout for any type of 

development on this site and the site to the north 

 

Pung recounted some of the issues that were identified from the work session including 

the provision of a revised plan detailing the amount of open space. He stated the amount 

of open space for this development will be at 57% and this greatly exceeds the minimum 

requirements.  

 

Pung stated there was discussion regarding the number of rental units that the developer 

will be able to develop. Based on the discussion at the work session and comments from 

the commissioners the staff recommendations limited that to 15% which equates to 6 

units. The recommendation would prohibit them from selling multiple units to a single 

entity for the purpose of turning them into rental units.  

 

Pung stated there was also discussion regarding the building elevations and the applicant 

has revised elevations. They have now provided the stone accents, varying colors and 

different types of vertical and horizontal siding to provide different textures. They also 

are going to be providing windows within the garage doors. As part of the staff 

recommendation we are recommending that the front entry doors also have windows in 

them.  

 

Pung stated he is recommending to the City Commission conditional approval of the 

Major Change and conditional approval of the PUD Plan as described in his memos. 

 

Mike West, Westview Capital, was present. He stated they have revised the preliminary 

site plan yielding open space and mature tree preservation more than twice what is 

required by the PUD. He stated they made adjustments to the watermain. They also 

eliminated one of the parking spaces as you are coming in from Walma on the private 

drive. They upgraded the building elevations. The one issue is condition 4, they are 

requesting in this attached condominium development a 30% leased unit rate that would 
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equate to 12 of the 42 units being available for lease. They believe it is consistent to the 

city’s 70/30 housing policy. He stated it is critical for them to have flexibility to navigate 

all the uncertainties that exist in the retail market. He stated 12 units will not impact the 

character the appearance or the function of the development. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Jeff Greenfield, 4579 Haywood Drive, was present. He stated in the original approved 

plan back in 2006 there was a proposal for some evergreen trees to be installed along the 

wetland. He would like them to add some evergreen trees along that tree preservation line 

and including the south side for the justice center area. He questioned the location of 

wetland area and how much needs to be preserved.  

 

Ron Draayer, 2930 Wildflower, was present. He stated it is his understanding the homes 

will be townhouse style questioned whether this will be considered a condominium 

project. He expressed a desire to see the elevations of the townhouses. The elevations 

were displayed on the screen for viewing and Pung confirmed it is a condominium 

project. 

 

Bruce Bowman, 4565 Lantana Drive, was present. He stated they have a conservation 

easement that comes through their Kentwood Acres subdivision and it butts up against 

the southeast corner of the Wood Haven site. He stated you can’t touch a conservation 

easement. He was also concerned about the rental property and doesn’t think they need 

more. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Holtrop, to close the public hearing 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Pung stated since this will be developed as a condominium development the residents 

aren’t going to be personally maintaining the common elements.  Their condo dues will 

fund an outside contractor to perform that service on their behalf. This measure should 

limit people going in and trying to fill in the wetlands. They are protected wetlands so 

they do have to go through the State in order to fill those wetlands and that is one of the 

conditions of approval is getting that permission from the State to fill in the wetlands they 

have to cross. The condominium development will be maintaining everything outside of 

the walls of the individual housing units, they will be able to restrict what is done. There 

is a requirement that there be signage where the wetlands are.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding the 70/30 policy and wetlands preservation. 
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Benoit stated he is good with the development itself. EGLE is going to take care of the 

wetlands. He is good with the 15% leasing. 

 

Holtrop and Kape stated they agreed with the comments offered by Benoit. 

 

Poyner stated he supports the project. He likes the layout and the elevations and supports 

the 15% leasing. 

 

With regard to the 70/30 housing policy, Pemberton stressed the need for the city to be 

consistent with how it is addressed with each development review. He stated he is on 

board with not selling more than one unit to an individual who intends to lease them. He 

stated he likes the project and he feels it is viable. He thinks there is plenty of buffer 

between it and the residents to the east. He stated he is concerned about condition 4 and 

questioned if we are getting ourselves into a gray area when it comes to consistency of 

our enforcement of the 70/30 policy. 

 

Jones stated she agrees with the other commissioners as it relates to the 15% limitation on 

rented condominium units. She stated her concern that Kentwood already has a large 

number of rental properties. She stated she wouldn’t like to see a greater  number of the 

units rented. She stated often times rental properties are not cared for in the same way as 

someone who owns their property. 

 

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

conditional approval of the major change to a Planned Unit Development and 

approval of the Preliminary PUD Site Plan dated March 1, 2021 for Case # 7-21, 

Woodhaven Condominiums. Approval is conditioned on the conditions 1-8 and basis 

points 1-7 as described in Pung’s memo dated March 3, 2021 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case #8-21 Structures and Improvements Plan (SIP);  

 

Schweitzer stated the SIP Plan is broken down in a number of project types. 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, in this case 2021-2027. 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. 
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John Gorney Director of Public Works, Brad Boomstra, City Engineer, Jim Kirkwood, 

Director of Engineering and Inspections and Val Romeo, Director of  Parks and 

Recreation were all present. 

 

Gorney discussed some of the planning that is being undertaken by DPW on different 

properties. Gorney stated there is an energy audit for all city facilities going out for bid 

right now. He stated DPW is currently in working with Consumers Energy in a building 

tune up program. He also noted their efforts to master plan the public works facilities; 

they would like to open the brush disposal longer than what we do now but they are 

running out of room quickly and looking for additional couple pieces of property. He also 

discussed expanding the use of the rear half of the cemetery property including 

strategically re-planting trees to complement the layout of future grave sites. 

 

Romeo spoke about the parks and stated that the Jaycees Park improvements for this year 

have been scaled back proportionate to the amount of the Community Development 

Block Grant (CDBG) funding awarded by Kent County. Jones stated there are a lot of 

trees in the park and it seems dark. Gorney stated the City did a select cut in the park a 

number of years ago. He stated there are now quite a few trees that could go away but 

they don’t want to cut down trees until they secure the guidance of an arborist.  The 

arborist service was budgeted but put on hold last year due to the pandemic.  

 

Quinn questioned if there was a way to divert some of the CDBG funds that are coming 

in for other parks to catch Jaycees Park up. Romeo stated the only other future project 

scheduled for CDBG funding is the Veterans Park lighting and that is because of the new 

soccer field. 

 

Kape discussed the Parks and Recreation millage and stated last year the effort to 

reinstate a millage was put on hold due to Covid. Kape stated that he and vice -chair 

Dustin Mosely, representing the Parks, Trails and Recreation Advisory Committee, had a 

recent discussion with the City commission and within the next 5-6 months they will be 

discussing the possibility of bringing the millage to the forefront again in 2022. 

 

Schweitzer stated there are a couple projects that are going to be added to the draft SIP. 

Romeo stated they will be moving forward preparing the grant application involving a 

Michigan Department of Natural Resource (MDNR) Trust Fund project to replace the 

trail at the East Paris Nature Park.  Boomstra stated the City Commission has asked staff 

to expand the annual sidewalk program to include the expansion of the sidewalk network 

serving the schools. Boomstra stated they have been taking a look at where we have 

sidewalk gaps especially around schools and preparing a prioritized list of projects. 

 

Case#9-21 Wildflower Estates Plat – Condition Rezoning of .24 acres of land from C-4 

Office to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit Development Located at 2802 

44th Street 
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Pung stated the request is to Rezone property from C4 Office to RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development 

 

Pung stated in 2020 the City approved a major change and site plan for a Residential 

Punit Development (RPUD-1) along Walma Avenue (Case 1-20). The approved 

subdivision plan for the development included approximately .25 acres of property which 

is zoned C4 Office. One of the conditions of the approval was to rezone that portion of 

the C4 Office property to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Development.  

 

Pung stated the plan detail for the new plat is consistent with the prior approval. 

 

Commissioners were ok with the request and there were no additional comments. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion byHoltrop, supported by Benoit, to set a public hearing date of April 13, 

2021, for: Case#10-21 – Windy West – Conditional Rezoning of 11.9 acres of land 

from R1-A Estate Residential to R1-D Single Family Residential Located at 3491 – 

52nd Street        

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Implementation Schedule 

 

Golder stated several of the sustainability initiatives called out in the Master Plan are being 

discussed by the City Commission.  She also noted that the city is moving forward on its plan to 

seek Tree City USA status. 

 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Noting the SIP plans to expand the sidewalk network in the vicinity of schools, Holtrop 

questioned if we still have a sidewalk committee. Schweitzer stated we will see who is on it and 

get the committee together to review and comment on the sidewalk review matrix being 

developed by the Engineering Department. 

 

Holtrop stated LUZ committee met to discuss a narrow parcel of land west of Breton on the 

south side of 44th Street being considered for a drive thru coffee shop. Currently there is a bank, 

a vision center and an office building in the immediate vicinity.  The committee felt the concept 

had merit. 
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Jones stated she had recently driven down Division and she noted the progress they are making 

on the City Line Apartments.  She felt the project was progressing nicely.  

 

Kape stated Park and Rec are back to in person meeting. Schweitzer stated with the changes at 

the State level there is more of an opportunity to have in person meetings and the ability to 

continue to have virtual meetings.  

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Pung reviewed the background of the 70/30 policy relative to the consideration of condominiums 

as home ownership. He noted a number of PUD condominium developments as far back as 2008 

where specific conditions were imposed to limit the number of units that could be developed 

with the intent to lease.  

 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Meeting adjourned at 10:05pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 23, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop 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, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Ed Kape, Clarkston 

Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Sandra Jones (absent with notification) 

Others Present:  City Commissioner Betsy Artz, Community Development Director Terry 

Schweitzer, Economic Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, 

Planning Assistant Monique Collier, the applicants and about 20 residents. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of March 9, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case#5-21 – 

Tender Lawn Care – Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use Contractor’s 

Yard Located at 3838 East Paris Ave SE; Case#6-21 Tropical Smoothie Café – 

Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a Drive-Thru Restaurant Located at 

3099 – 28th Street; Case#7-21 – Woodhaven Condominiums – Major Change to an 

approved PUD Site Plan Located at 4624 Walma Ave. SE 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Poyner, supported by Commissioner Quinn, to approve 

the agenda for the March 23, 2021 meeting.  
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- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

Case#25-20 - Clover Communities Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the 

Elderly and Final Site Plan of a PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street (Applicant had 

requested tabling to the March 23, 2021 meeting)  

 

Golder stated at the City Commission meeting the commission denied approval of the 

rezoning and site plan.  She stated it would be appropriate to take action to deny the 

special land use and final site plan because the preliminary PUD plan and rezoning has 

not been approved. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Poyner, to deny Case#25-20 - Clover Communities 

Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the Elderly and Final Site Plan of a 

PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street based on the denial of the rezoning and 

preliminary PUD site plan by the City Commission. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

Case#2-21 – Request of Concord Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site Plan – Located at 

3781 - 32nd Street; (Applicant has requested tabling to the April 13, 2021 meeting)  

 

Case #3-21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Special Land Use 

Hotel and Final Site Plan Review – Located at 3781 – 32nd Street (Applicant has 

requested tabling to the April 13, 2021 meeting)  

 

Holtrop informed the residents that the applicant has heard their concerns regarding, 

traffic, safety, lightning, landscaping and visibility and they are making some 

modifications and the applicant would like to bring this forward at the next meeting on 

April 13. 

 

Paul Duncan was present to answer any questions or concerns. 
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Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

Kathy Demey, 3958 Monte Carlo, board member at East Paris Villa Condominiums, was 

present. She questioned whether the concern regarding property values would be 

addressed. She stated she would like to obtain copies of the Woodspring meeting 

recordings. She was also concerned about the population that would be attracted to the 

project in the long term.  

 

Nancy VanderWeide, 3800 32nd Street, was present. She was concerned about the heavy 

equipment going over the bridge on 32nd Street. Golder stated it is already a truck route 

and it was designed to be able to take the truck traffic that travels Lake Eastbrook 

Boulevard and 32nd Street to serve the industrial businesses. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Brainerd, to table Case#2-21 – Request of Concord 

Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site Plan – Located at 3781 - 32nd Street; and Case #3-

21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Special Land Use Hotel 

and Final Site Plan Review – Located at 3781 – 32nd Street to the April 13, 2021 

meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case #8-21 Structures and Improvements Plan (SIP)  

 

Schweitzer stated the SIP Plan is broken down into a variety of project types. 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, in this case 2021-2027. He stated 

this plan covers Building and Site Improvements, Parks, Streets, Sidewalks and Non-

Motorized Trails and Water, Sanitary Sewer and Storm Sewer Management Systems. 

 

Val Romeo Director of Parks and Recreation, John Gorney Director of Public Works, Jim 

Kirkwood Director of Engineering and Inspections, Brad Boomstra City Engineer and 

Bhama Cairns Deputy Finance Director were present. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Poyner, to close the public hearing. 
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- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

Schweitzer stated within the past couple of weeks we have been approached by Kent 

County for an annual opportunity to submit projects for the Community Development 

Block Grant funding (CDBG). Romeo stated the City Commission recently decided to 

seek funding for a second phase of improvements to Jaycees Park including a new multi-

purpose building to house rest rooms and programming activities similar to the building 

installed at Old Farm Park the year before last. Romeo stated the second priority project 

was field lighting for Veterans Memorial Park soccer fields.  

 

Golder noted the third priority project was sidewalk infill along Countrywood and 

Applewood as well as along Katrina and Gentian. 

 

The commissioners offered no additional comments and said everything looks good. 

 

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

Resolution 1-2021 to adopt the Structures and Improvements Plan July 1, 2021 – 

June 30, 2027.  

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

Case#9-21 Wildflower Estates Plat – Condition Rezoning of .24 acres of land from C-4 

Office to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit Development Located at 2802 

44th Street 

 

Pung stated the request is to rezone .24 acres of land from C-4 Office to RPUD-1 High 

Density Residential Planned Unit Development. 

 

Pung stated in 2020 the City approved a major PUD change and residential planned unit 

development plan for a 12.6 site subdivision plat along Walma Avenue.  In order to meet 

the setback requirements for several of the platted lots they incorporated a strip of 

property zoned C-4 Office as part of the plat. Therefore, one of the conditions of approval 

for the PUD plan was that this strip of property had to be rezoned from the C4 Office to 

RPUD-1 so the entire development is under the same zoning district. Pung stated there 

were no issues raised at the work session.  
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Pung stated he is recommending to the City Commission approval of the request to 

rezone .24 acres of land from C-4 Office to RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned 

Unit Development as described in his memo. 

 

Nick Hibma was present. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

 

The commissioners offered no additional comments and were ok with the request. 

 

Motion by Poyner supported by Pemberton, to recommend to the City Commission 

approval of the request to rezone .24 acres from C4 Office to RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development. Approval is conditioned upon basis points 1 

–3 as described in Pung’s memo dated March 16, 2021. 

            

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#10-21 – Windy West – Conditional Rezoning of 11.9 acres of land from R1-A 

Estate Residential to R1-D Single Family Residential Located at 3491 – 52nd Street 

 

Golder stated the request is to conditionally rezone 11.9 acres of land from R1-A Estate 

Residential to R1-D Single Family Residential Located at 3491 – 52nd Street. She stated 

there is a PUD plat right next to the property and there is a stub street that dead ends into 

the property. She stated the 11 acres is encumbered with wetlands and floodplain.  

 

She stated this is a conditional rezoning because normally the R1-D zoning the applicant 

is seeking would have a minimum lot width of 50 feet and he wants to self-restrict it to a 

minimum 60 foot lot width.  
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Golder stated there are no other issues with the rezoning request. She stated she does 

have the Fire Department looking into whether or not there is adequate secondary access 

to the site of the proposed rezoning.  It will come down to a determination of at what 

point do they reach their 1,320 feet which is as far as the Fire Department can go without 

secondary access. Golder noted that the concept plat plan also includes a private road 

stub to the north and it leads to another property recently purchased by VanderHoff.    

 

VanderHoff stated they wish to do a small development and they are hoping to get about 

14 lots on the layout. He stated economically it is very difficult to do a small plat. He 

stated construction costs and lot sizing makes it difficult to make something like this 

happen. They are hoping to do a nice infill project. He stated a 50-foot lot width is too 

small, he thinks 60 foot lots will be a nicer layout. The Windy Ridge property to the east 

involves 60-foot lots and Wildflower Creek which they developed are 50-foot lots. He 

stated going to the west, Jefferson Farms is also made up of 60-foot lots.  

 

Golder stated the R1-D zoning district allows for minimum 50-foot-wide lots and 

minimum 5,000 square feet lot areas. It is small but if he is self-restricting to a 60-foot lot 

width then he has to have all those lots at least 60 feet wide. VanderHoff stated the piece 

to the north that is landlocked did come with the property; the 2 parcels had to come 

together in the purchase agreement. He stated they may or may not be able to get an 

easement for utilities and a private driveway across the Consumers Energy property to 

access some large parcels lots to the north. He stated on the layout he left a 30-foot 

easement in the event that could happen at some point. He stated that is where they are at 

with that north piece of land, but that is not part of the project at this point. 

 

Pemberton stated he likes it, cute infill project, he can’t see where they can do much else 

with the property. It maintains consistency with the community to the east.  

 

Brainerd stated she is ok with the request and it makes a lot of sense. 

 

Poyner stated he agrees with the commissioners. He questioned the kinds of homes they 

plan to develop. VanderHoff stated they build everything on speculation, they own the 

homes and they are very particular on the designs. He stated they always have stone on 

the front of their homes, steep or pitched roofs and they professionally landscape them. 

They mix their designs up.  

 

VanderHoff stated he has already been working with the City of Grand Rapids on the plat 

layout and how they can get their utilities in. That has all been worked out and accepted 

by Grand Rapids.  

 

 Kape stated everything looks nice. 

 

Morgan stated everything looks good. Morgan stated some of the issues in the staff report 

state that the applicant has not provided all the requirements of section 13.03 in the 

zoning ordinance. Golder stated the wetlands and floodplains the applicant should be 
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identified on the property map. VanderHoff stated he will have his Engineer label that. 

Golder suggested he take at look at Section 13.03 because it does layout the sorts of 

things that need to be on the plan for rezoning. 

 

Benoit stated he likes the project, but he is concerned. The Master Plan specifies low 

density residential. He questioned whether going from 50 foot lots to 60 foot lots is still 

low density. Golder stated yes. She stated you take the entire 11 acres with 14 lots that is 

one unit per acre. She stated it is comparable to the adjacent development, but it will 

work out to be low density when you take into account that they have got all the wetland 

and floodplain. Benoit stated that needs to be explained for the public hearing; he thinks 

there will be a lot of people. He stated the average person is going to look at it and say 

there was only supposed to be one house now there is 14 and that will need some 

explaining. 

 

VanderHoff stated there are two comparable developments the commissioners can look 

at, one is The Fields of Breton, which will show you the type of homes he intends to 

build and how they look. He stated the other development is the west part of Jasonville 

Farms in Caledonia Township with similar home styles. He stated the proposed 

homesites will have more room than the Jasonville homesites. 

 

Holtrop questioned if there will be a subdivision plan coming in soon. VanderHoff stated 

the first step is to rezone so that they can design from there. Then the next step would be 

they submit for a preliminary plat plan. 

 

Golder stated the proposed conditional rezoning self-restricts only to the 60-foot lot 

width. When you get to the point where they are reviewing the proposed plat, the style of 

homes described during this meeting is not relevant.  The standard of review will be 

whether it meets the subdivision control ordinance. She suggested the commissioners to 

keep that in mind. 

 

Poyner questioned if we need to take into account the access road to the north. Golder 

stated that will be a site plan consideration.  The fire department will have to make a call 

on secondary access question and then determine whether or not that road should be an 

easement or a separate parcel which might be problematic as it doesn’t appear to meet 

any standards.  

 

Golder stated we are trying to figure out with the applicant what to do with the vacant lot 

and floodplain and wetland. VanderHoff stated that is not part of the project at this point 

and it may never be. They are two separate parcels (the one to the north landlocked) he 

just happened to end up with. Golder stated chances are if he does develop the northern 

parcel the commission may not see it because it will be some sort of land division that 

does not come to the planning commission. 

 

J. New Business 
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There was no New Business 

 

 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Benoit questioned if any of the commissioners had any interest in starting the meetings at 

7:00pm instead of 7:30pm. The rest of the commissioners stated they are fine either way.  It was 

suggested to find out Commissioner Jones’ preference. 

 

Holtrop stated there was a LUZ committee meeting a week ago with regard to the project on 

Lake Eastbrook and 32nd Street. They are coming back and it appears they listened to the 

concerns expressed by the commission.  They intend to come back with a new plan with the 

hotel moving to the north side of the overall PUD site. Pemberton stated to him what they 

described came a long way. He stated it may still be a little of an uphill battle with the condo 

community next door. Holtrop suggested delivering a plan to Ms. Bosco and she can get it to the 

rest of the condo owners. Schweitzer stated we will send out a notice again with the zoom 

meeting invitation. 

 

Holtrop questioned the denial for Lakewood Ravines. Artz stated there were a variety of reasons 

stated by the City Commission. She acknowledged they worked hard, but it was key to her that 

she did not feel they would not commit to extending Breton through to the Paul Henry Trail. She 

indicated the developer kept saying they can’t commit since they weren’t sure if they were going 

to have enough money. Artz stated some of the commissioners did mention that the people 

across from the apartments would not have a good view. Golder stated several people talked 

about the apartments and the transition with the types of uses, they mentioned the appearance. 

There was also discussion regarding the 70/30 policy.  

 

Holtrop questioned why the tabling of Cobblestone project. Artz stated that is because they 

didn’t have everything in the packet. They didn’t have floor plans or front and back elevations. 

Mayor was also concerned about the rooflines not matching up. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit,  supported by Commissioner Kape,                      

to adjourn the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 
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- Nays: None 

- Absent: Jones 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:35p.m. 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 13, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

 

A. Chair Jones 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, Catherine Brainerd(arrived late), Dan Holtrop, Sandra 

Jones, Ed Kape (arrived late), Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius 

Quinn 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the applicants and about 5 residents. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton to excuse Brainerd and Kape from the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Morgan, Poyner, 

Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Brainerd and Kape 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Quinn,  to approve 

the Minutes of  March 23, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case#25-20 - Clover 

Communities Kentwood LLC - Special Land Use Housing for the Elderly and Final 

Site Plan of a PUD Phase – Located at 2854 52nd Street; Case#9-21 Wildflower 

Estates Plat –Rezoning of .24 acres of land from C-4 Office to RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development Located at 2802 44th Street 

 

Schweitzer stated we will defer taking action on the findings of fact for Case#8-21 - SIP 

and discuss it under other business. 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Morgan, Poyner, 

Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Brainerd and Kape 

 

 

E. Approval of the Agenda 
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Schweitzer stated we will add for discussion Tropical Smoothie under staff comments 

and a future joint City Commission/Planning Commission meeting.  

 

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

the agenda for the April 13, 2021 meeting with change noted.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Brainerd absent – 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

Case#2-21 – Request of Concord Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site Plan – Located at 

3781 - 32nd Street; (Applicant requested tabling to the April 13, 2021 meeting)  

 

Case #3-21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Special Land Use 

Hotel and Final Site Plan Review – Located at 3781 – 32nd Street (Applicant requested 

tabling to the April 13, 2021 meeting)  

 

Golder stated this is a 6.67 acre development. She stated the initial PUD plan placed the 

hotel on the south side of the property, it has now been moved to the north side of the 

property. She stated at this time the applicant is showing a 25,000 square foot one story 

office building on the south side of the overall site.  Golder stated the first phase of the 

PUD is the WoodSprings hotel.  

 

Golder stated the request is for a 122-unit hotel, moved to the north side of the property. 

The driveway for the hotel is off of Lake Eastbrook Dr and it aligns with the driveway 

across the street. The hotel faces north therefore the entry would be on the north side of 

the building. She stated this site is Master Planned and zoned for commercial use. She 

stated to the north of the site there is also a commercial PUD consisting of an office 

building and some more hotels as you get closer to 29th Street. She stated west of the site 

there is a commercial recreation building, MVP Sports. To the south it is zoned R2 

currently developed as single-family homes on the south side of 32nd Street and that was 

a major concern when the hotel proposed on the southern portion of the overall PUD site.  

To the east is R3 medium density zoning, occupied by a single-family home and the 

Castle Villa Condominium development. Golder noted that R3 zoning allows for heights 

of up to 35 feet. She stated Castle Villa has a density close to 9 units per acre which 

exceeds the medium density designation in the city’s Master Plan.  
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Golder stated the concern the residents had with the initial location of the proposed hotel 

was the proximity to the single-family residential uses. The proposed hotel is now 

proposed to be between 140 feet and 170 feet from the condominium homes to the east. 

She stated the hotel is 41 feet high to the roof deck and parts of the hotel have a 4-foot 

parapet, not around the whole hotel but its around parts of it. 

 

Golder stated the finished floor of the hotel is between 8-10 feet lower than the 

condominiums in this area. She stated the hotel is about 240 feet long but the side that 

faces the condominiums is only 47 feet wide. Golder displayed the proposed landscaping 

plan. There is a hill that goes up 8-10 feet and the applicant has proposed nineteen 9-foot 

spruce trees along that edge and in the front of that are a number of maple trees. The 

applicant has also proposed a solid fence along the eastern lot line extending south of the 

proposed hotel site.   

 

Golder stated as far as the lighting on the site, all the poles are 20 feet or less and the light 

is pointed down and any light on the building would be less than 20 feet above grade. 

 

Golder stated on each floor of the hotel there is a hallway that goes through the center 

and at the end of that hallway there is a window. She stated there are 4 windows on the 

east side. She stated staff has asked the developer to put window treatments on the inside 

so that light is not evident throughout the night for the people that are in that area. 

 

Golder stated as part of the PUD there are also site amenities requirements.  She stated 

there is a detention pond. One of the issues addressed in the staff recommendation is that 

they don’t really discuss that maintenance of the detention pond. At this point it has to be 

maintained by the hotel but as the southern portion of the site is developed there would 

have to be an arrangement for shared maintenance for that detention pond. If the first 

phase hotel development is approved this would have to be added to the PUD agreement. 

Golder stated there is a walking path and additional landscaping proposed. She stated the 

sidewalk ends at the south end of the hotel parking lot and if the private driveway east of 

the hotel is extended, we would want that sidewalk to continue and that would be at the 

expense of the hotel. Golder stated the building meets our architectural standards. 

 

Golder stated there are 3 recommendations and she is recommending conditional 

approval as described in her memos. 

 

Paul Duncan and Tony Mourand were present.   

 

Duncan stated they heard the concerns of staff and the residents and tried to make this 

project as appealing to everybody and hopes the revised plan is satisfactory. He stated in 

terms of the landscaping the trees just behind the curb line of their site, they put them 

there to try to hide the building. Discussion ensued 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 
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Raad Akkari 3804 32nd Street ; Sharon Sander 3163 Villa Ridge drive ; Lori Bosco 3179 

Villa Ridge,  Jean Montee, 3855 Villa Montee; Carol Blodgett, 3172 Villa Ridge Dr. 

were present and pleased with the changes were made 

 

A letter was submitted from Joan Wheeler 3147 Villa Ridge. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Holtrop stated he is pleased with the new design and plan especially the trees, the buffer 

to the east and the light poles. He thanked staff for delivering the plans to the neighbors 

to make sure they were informed. 

 

Pemberton stated he agrees and commended everyone. He stated the applicant has gone a 

long way to make this is nice project.  

 

Kape echoed the commissioner’s comments.  

 

Benoit stated he was not going to support the project at first however with the changes 

they made he can now support the project. 

 

Quinn concurred, stated great job all the way around. 

 

Morgan stated he likes what the applicant has done.  He stated there was discussion about 

the sidewalk that will be extended and questioned how far it is going to be built or will it 

only be finished when the development at the south end is complete. Golder stated the 

sidewalk may or may not get extended depending on what happens to the rest of the 

property. She stated the other place a sidewalk is needed is along Lake Eastbrook. She 

stated since the hotel is on the north side she didn’t have a reason to make them extend it 

all the way down to 32nd Street at this time. Discussion ensued. Morgan stated he thinks if 

there is value to have the sidewalk go north, they should also have it go south to 32nd 

Street. Morgan stated without the sidewalk being there they are walking in the street. He 

stated he thinks it will be very beneficial to include a sidewalk that goes north and south 

all the way to 32nd Street.  

 

Poyner stated he concurs with the commissioners. He questioned the size of the trees that 

are going to be planted on the east side, the maple and spruce trees. Golder stated the plan 

states 8-9 foot spruce trees and that would mean at the time of planting. The maples will 

be 2 ½ inch caliper at planting.  
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Brainerd stated this is a much better project than what they started with and everyone 

should be congratulated for their efforts. 

 

Jones concurred with what had already been said and wanted to thank the developer for 

really listening to the residents and taking their concerns into consideration as well as 

thanked planning staff. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Quinn, to grant conditional approval of the special 

land use Hotel as described in Case No. 3-21.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 

1-7 and basis points 1-9 as described in Golder’s memo dated April 8, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

 

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

Conditional Approval of the PUD Preliminary Site Plan dated 4/5/2021 as described 

in Case No. 2-21.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-8 and basis points 1-10 as 

described in Golder’s memo dated April 8, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

      

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

special land use Site Plan dated 4/5/2021 as described in Case No. 3-21.  Approval is 

conditioned on conditions 1-7 and basis points 1-6 as described in Golder’s memo 

dated April 8, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

  

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#10-21 – Windy West – Conditional Rezoning of 11.9 acres of land from R1-A 

Estate Residential to R1-D Conditional Single Family Residential Located at 3491 – 52nd 

Street 

 

Golder stated the request is to conditionally rezone 11.9 acres of land from R1-A Estate 

Residential to R1-D Single Family Residential Located at 3491 – 52nd Street. She stated 

there is a PUD plat right next to the property and there is a stub street that dead ends into 
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the subject property. She stated the 11 acres is encumbered with wetlands and floodplain. 

Therefore, it is quite limited as far as how much can be developed. 

 

Golder stated this is a conditional rezoning because normally the R1-D zoning allows the 

development of minimum 50-foot wide lots. The applicant wants to self-restrict it to a 

minimum 60-foot lot width. She stated in addition to that, since the work session he has 

added some more conditions that he would be willing to self-impose on this development 

and they are the type of buildings he wants to put on there: a minimum of 1,100 square 

feet on the main floor; there will be brick or stone on the front facades; there is a roof 

pitch of 5 to 12 or greater; they have a side/rake overhang of 8 inches; front windows will 

have grills of shutters where they permit; front porches (stoop) to be covered with roof to 

have a porch entablature and decorative cedar post and plat to have a minimum of 3 home 

designs and 5 different facades. Golder stated the idea is to increase the level of comfort 

with the development of the smaller lots. They are smaller than the other minimum 

single-family residential zone district lot width and area requirements, but they are about 

the same size as Windy Ridge plat immediate to the east. 

 

Golder stated at the work session there was discussion regarding the road and if it could 

be extended and more lots developed north of the consumers energy ROW. We have 

learned that a street extension would not be allowed since it would exceed the 1,320-foot 

maximum road length limitation before you need a second means of access. Unless they 

find a second way into the development on the north side that will not be possible. She 

stated we are not looking at the site plan of the property north of the Consumers Energy 

property at this point, we are just looking at the rezoning.  

 

Golder stated she is recommending to the City Commission approval of the request to 

conditionally rezone 11.7 acres of land from R1-A Estate Residential to R1-D Single 

Family Residential with restrictions as submitted in the applicant’s statement dated 

March 31, 2021 and as described in her memo. 

 

Chris VanderHoff from Bosco Construction was present. He stated this is a challenging 

site due to its size and the presence of the wetlands and floodplain. They need to get 13-

14 lots to make it feasible. He stated they build quality projects and homes have a nice 

appearance. They will record deed restrictions so if something were to happen to Bosco 

Construction, a subsequent developer would have to follow the architectural restrictions. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

-  Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 
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- Nays: None 

 

Brainerd stated she thinks this is the best use to put with that development with all the 

wetlands. 

 

Holtrop questioned the example of 5 different facades. VanderHoff stated the different 

facades will differ in terms of the types of gables or half roofs or roof -pitch details. He 

noted with 14 lots and 3 different designs that is quite a bit of diversity. Discussion 

ensued. Holtrop stated he is fine with the project. 

 

Pemberton stated he likes the project and he felt it makes great use of the parcel. 

 

Poyner questioned how we govern that there are 3 home designs and 5 different facades. 

Golder stated Pung reviews the building permits as they come through. Pung stated he 

has a folder that has the building elevations for each of the different developments and as 

new building permits come in, he double checks the each of the houses to assure 

compliance with the specific development restrictions. Discussion ensued. Poyner stated 

he supports the project. 

 

Morgan stated he doesn’t have any issues. 

 

Benoit, Kape, Jones and Quinn stated they are good with the project. 

 

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

approval of the request to conditionally rezone 11.7 acres of land from R1-A Estate 

Residential to R1-D Single Family Residential with restrictions as submitted in the 

Applicant’s statement dated March 31, 2021 and as described in Case No. 10-21. 

Approval is conditioned on basis 1-6 as described in Golder’s memo dated 3/21/2021 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no Work Sessions. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Quinn, to set a public hearing date of May 11, 

2021, for: Case#11-21 Aspen Pointe – Major Change to a Preliminary PUD located 

at 3345 52nd Street; Case#12-21 Aspen Pointe – Site Condominiums and Final Site 

Plan Review Located at 3345 52nd Street; Case#13-21 Zoning Ordnance 

Amendments – Relating to Menu Boards, Height limitation on Equipment 
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- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Clark Signage Request 

 

Golder stated in 2019, Planning Commission approved a final PUD site plan for Clark Homes for 

the construction of 70 independent living units within four residential buildings at the Keller 

Lake campus.  Clark Homes has requested that the city consider additional signage allowance for 

the proposed development. The signs are internal to the development and would not be seen from 

any public street or neighboring property.  The stated reason for the proposed signage is to 

provide a sense of community and identity for the proposed Clark development. 

 

The Clark Homes property is zoned RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit 

Development.  The RPUD-1 District makes provision for signage in Section 12.03 C7 as 

follows: 

 

Sign types and materials shall be consistent with the overall architectural design of the 

PUD.  Signs for uses or buildings located in the PUD shall be subject to the sign limitations 

allowed for uses or buildings of a similar type built in the respective zoning districts, as 

determined by the Zoning Administrator. 

 

The R-4 High Density Residential district allows multifamily residential uses that are similar to 

the Clark development.  The R-3 and R-4 zones permit freestanding signs of 50 square feet per 

major entrance, with a total of two signs.  No wall signage is permitted in the R-3 and R-4 zones 

if freestanding signs are utilized.   

Clark Homes already has two freestanding signs located at the major entrances to the 

development.  Clark is asking for a PUD waiver in order to install an additional 20.8 square foot 

freestanding sign, as well as two 54 square foot wall signs.  The wall signs are proposed to be 

placed on Buildings 2 and 3.  All signs would be illuminated.   

Section 12.03 D of the Zoning Ordinance allows the City Commission, after recommendation by 

the Planning Commission to waive the provision of Sections 12.02 C, 12.02D and 12.03 C in 

cases where there is evidence that the following conditions are met: 

1. The waiver or alteration will not be detrimental to adjacent property and the 

surrounding neighborhood. 

2. The granting of the waiver or alteration will better serve to achieve the intent and 

purpose of the PUD as described in Section 12.01. 
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Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to recommend to the City Commission the 

approval of the waiver requested by Clark Homes dated March 25, 2021 to allow for 

additional freestanding and wall signage, noting the staff review dated April 5, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

 

2. Master Plan Implementation Update 

 

Golder stated some of the implementation measures include an operating budget request through 

Engineering and Inspections Services to add a new rental inspector position. In addition, a joint 

meeting with the city commission is being planned to discuss the 70/30 policy as well as the 

development of specific architectural standards for new housing within the community.  

 

Golder stated the City Commission is also looking at a policy on sustainability including low 

maintenance landscaping and different types of weed control to be more sustainable. She stated 

the City also secured tree city certification. 

 

Golder noted that the private and public sidewalk ordinances have been updated and adopted.  

 

Golder stated we have an intern in the Planning budget to work on our tree inventory when city 

staff returns to daily office presence. 

 

Golder stated one of the partnerships we are seeking is a corridor improvement authority (CIA) 

along Division Avenue. The Division United Study calls for the creation of a CIA to undertake 

public improvements along the corridor. She stated we are starting to get some support from 

Wyoming.  

 

3. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Kape questioned the status of the Creekview PUD in the 2000 block of 52nd Street.  Pung stated 

that should be another single-family home is under construction.  It is the last home they can 

currently build on a metes and bounds basis. They are proposing some changes to the PUD that 

would require review and approval from the Planning and City Commissions. 

 

Morgan questioned when we will be meeting in person given the recent Covid 19 workplace 

extension. Schweitzer stated for the foreseeable future the Planning Commission and Zoning 

Board of Appeals will continue meeting virtually. 

 

Holtrop questioned the zoning status of the semi-trailer and semi-tractor parking east of the  44th 

Street Self Storage buildings in the 3500 block.  He also stated recreational vehicles are in view 

and they are supposed to be behind the buildings. Schweitzer stated as they extended the use to 
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the east there was some required landscaping and a wrought iron fence that has not yet been 

installed. Staff will be working with them on the improvements there. Schweitzer stated 

recreational vehicle storage should be in the back of the buildings subject to Planning 

Commission approval. 

 

Holtop noted the City Commission tabled WoodHaven and he questioned the basis for the delay.  

Pung stated one of the issues was they wanted more 2 stall garages parking while there was also  

a lot of discussion on leased units whether to allow them at all. Schweitzer stated there was also 

discussion as to where we are with the 70/30 policy. 

 

Pemberton it has to come a halt any news. Pung stated the last time he spoke with the developers 

they did indicate it has come to a halt, issues due to Covid and not many people being able to 

utilize hotels. The company that was funding them held back on their funding. They still intend 

to complete the project. They are working with the Inspections Department to secure the 

building.  

 

Pemberton also questioned the lot proposed to be a hotel on former Chili’s site on 28th Street. 

Golder stated there are talking about coming back and still building that hotel. 

 

Jones questioned if the 70/30 rule applies to senior living. Golder stated that it does through 

rentals, but what we haven’t decided if we should count that towards the 70/30 policy. Holland 

Home (where it is a life lease), we have counted that on the ownership side. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones questioned how many homes are currently under construction in Kentwood. Schweitzer 

stated we can come back with that information at the next meeting. Benoit stated BSA you can 

run a report and find out how many are still open for single family homes. 

 

 

4. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated we discovered last week that we did not have proper notification for Tropical 

Smoothie Café. On May 11, we will be holding a public hearing. We have spoken to the 

developer and we will be holding another hearing on that project so those that were not notified 

will have the opportunity to provide their prospective. 

 

Schweitzer stated the Structures and Improvements plan there has been a lot of activity. He 

stated projects are moving forward and we are finding improvements that could be made using 

City dollars to accommodate development that is taking place in the community which include 

the Division United corridor. He stated he is making an appeal to the Planning Commission to 

consider recommending to the City Commission at least the identification of some unscheduled 

improvements along that corridor with regard to improving pedestrian crossing of Division 

Avenue including introduction of medians and mid-block crossings. 

 

Division Avenue, 60th Street to the North City Limits This project would involve crosswalk 

upgrades, pedestrian islands and medians that are more visible and accessible for pedestrians. 
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Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to amend Resolution # 1-21 and the adopted 

Structures & Improvements Plan to include the following unscheduled project in the 

section relating to Streets, Trails and Non-Motorized Trails: 

 

Division Avenue, 60th Street to the North City Limits This project would involve crosswalk 

upgrades, pedestrian islands and medians that are more visible and accessible for pedestrians. 

 

 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Schweitzer discussed the prospect of a joint City Commission/Planning commission meeting and 

getting the commission on the same page with regard to the 70/30 policy and housing and 

building design. Schweitzer stated Golder suggested getting assistance from an architect. 

Discussion ensued. Golder stated she spoke to Deputy City Administrator Mark Rambo and he 

thinks the meeting date will not take place on the night of a regular city commission meeting. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding Planning Commission approving projects and City Commission 

turning them down. 

 

Golder stated that 2018 statistics revealed that 440 single family homes, 932 duplexes units and 

157 mobile homes were being rented. Discussion ensued. 

 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Poyner, to adjourn 

the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

Meeting adjourned at 9:38pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 27, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

Zoom Meeting  

 

 

A. Chair Jones 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, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton,  

Members Absent: Darius Quinn (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, and the applicants 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Quinn from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Quinn 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Poyner, to approve 

the Minutes of April 13, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#2-21 – Request of 

Concord Hospitality, Preliminary PUD Site Plan – Located at 3781 - 32nd Street; 

Case #3-21 - Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Special Land 

Use Hotel and Preliminary Site Plan Review – Located at 3781 – 32nd Street; 

Case#10-21 – Windy West – Conditional Rezoning of 11.9 acres of land from R1-A 

Estate Residential to R1-D Conditional Single Family Residential Located at 3491 – 

52nd Street 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Quinn 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Brainerd, to 

approve the agenda for the April 27, 2021 meeting.  
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- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Quinn 

 

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 

 

There were no Public Hearings. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#11-21 Aspen Pointe – Major Change to a Preliminary PUD located at 3345 52nd 

Street;  

 

Case#12-21 Aspen Pointe – Site Condominiums and Final Site Plan Review Located at 

3345 52nd Street;  

 

Pung stated the request is for a Major Change to a Preliminary PUD Plan and Site 

Condominiums Plan. He stated the site is approximately 8.92 acres in area. The original 

PUD approval in 2005 encompassed approximately 50.66 acres over two parcels which 

were separated by Consumers Energy transmission lines. The property to the north of the 

transmission lines was proposed to be developed with 70 duplex condominium units and 

the second parcel (site of current proposal) was proposed for the development of 18 

single family lots. The applicant in 2005 had originally intended to just develop the 

property which they owned north of the transmission lines but to meet ordinance 

requirements for a second means of access they acquired additional property 

south of the transmission lines with frontage on 52nd Street. The original applicant no 

longer has ownership interest in either property; both are owned by different parties. 

 

Pung stated the original intent with the inclusion of this property within the overall PUD 

was to provide a second means of access for the proposed condominium development 

north of the transmission lines. The project under consideration would no longer provide 

a means of access to the remainder of the PUD. There is an area of upland at the 

northeast corner of this site that is an easement to the City of Kentwood for a future road 

right-of-way that could be utilized as a possible future access point between the adjacent 

property to the east and the balance of the PUD. To meet the requirements with regard to 
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secondary access they were going to look at working with the property owner to access 

52nd Street but they were not able to work that out therefore they bought the subject site. 

That project did not go forward since they had to create two bridges over wetland and 

floodplain. Since the cost of each bridge was estimated to be around a million dollars the 

project didn’t go forward.  Eventually the parcels ended up under two different 

ownerships. The original site plans have since expired.  

 

Pung stated in 2013 the current property owner came before the City with a preliminary 

PUD plan for a project called Aspen Pointe and that was for a 15-unit site condominium 

development and it would have been utilizing a private cul de sac street. They never 

submitted for a final site plan. That preliminary site plan approval also expired. 

 

Pung stated the site plan they have come back with now is virtually identical to the one 

that was approved back in 2013. He stated the only difference the original plan showed a 

woodchip walking path within the site. 

 

Pung stated the original plan was designed with 18 feet of pavement for the private drive 

within a 41-foot easement with sidewalk on one side and no on street parking. That met 

the private street standards in 2013. However, the City has recently amended the private 

road standards and as designed and proposed it will have to have 24 feet of pavement 

within a 50-foot easement. They are already showing sidewalk on one side of the street 

and that is ok. The other thing that would have to have parking provided on one side of 

the street and going to 24 feet that will allow them the ability to have parking on one side. 

They will have to post signs along the street to specify the side on which on street 

parking is allowed. 

 

Pung stated the property immediately to the west has been sold and the new property 

owner intends to plat the area interconnecting with the Jefferson Farms PUD immediately 

to the west again.  Theses developing circumstances highlight the proposed gated private 

street cul de sac along the west line of this site. As this develops would it be better to 

have an unrestricted access to the west and if they do there will be a couple of issues. It 

could either be a public or private road but under our general roadway standards, to 

address the added lots that would access this site, they would have to increase the 

easement or right-of-way width to 60 feet. They would need 30 foot of pavement and 

parking on both sides and sidewalk on both sides.  

 

Pung stated there were some minor issues that were in the staff report staff has discussed 

it with the applicant. There are some inconsistencies in the PUD statement. It indicates 

that there won’t be any sidewalk. We are going to require sidewalk and sidewalk is 

shown on the site plan. They are aware of the inconsistencies and they will be modifying 

the plan so it is consistent with the PUD statement. 

 

Pung stated they also submitted 12 different building designs to provide architectural 

diversity within the development. One of the designs does not meet our minimum living 

area standards. They said they will just remove the substandard design which will leave 
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them with 11 different home designs. The designs are similar to the designs of the homes 

these builders have recently built at Pfeiffer Pines at the Ravines.  

 

Pung stated the main issue is how we are going to address the roadway, whether it goes 

forward as designed or require a through street connection. 

 

Civil Engineer Dan Lewis, with Vriesman and Korhorn was present. He stated they are 

amenable to all the changes needed for the private road. He discussed the road width and 

the easement width. He stated in their unique situation in the center of the site the 

roadway (the north to south distance) must cross some wetlands. Keeping the road 

pavement width as narrow as possible is therefore important. He stated as they are going 

through the wetland review process with the State of Michigan they are also going to be 

required to preserve some of the wetland on the east side of that street requiring the 

adjustment of several of the lots. They need to limit the disturbance of the wetland as 

minimal as possible. The requirement for the wider width of the pavement and the wider 

ROW would affect lots 9 and 10 and the wetland disturbance. Therefore, it is very 

important for them to keep it a private road with the separation so that they can keep 

those requirements at the minimum. He stated everything else they are amenable to and 

will get the revisions made. 

 

Benoit stated it seems like a nice project. He was concerned about the width of the road. 

He stated if that is what the rules are now then that’s what we need. Having room to park 

on the street is important. Lewis stated he needs to clarify that they are ok going from the 

18 feet to 24 feet. It is the conversation about interconnecting to the west and the 

pavement going from 24 to 30 feet and the easement width going from 50 feet to 66 feet. 

They are amenable to coming up to the current private road standards of 24-foot-wide 

pavement and 50-foot road ROW width.  

 

Benoit questioned how one would transition from a public to a private roadway.  Pung 

stated they would probably have to build a cul-de-sac and then go private; we would have 

to work with engineer. Benoit stated he is good with the 24 feet. 

 

Lewis stated if the neighboring parcel chooses to have that road private then they would 

have to do cul-de-sac on the west side of their property. If they decide to be public then 

their cul-de-sac would be next to their east end of their property. Lewis stated there are 

solutions in both cases.  

 

Holtrop stated as long as they can make their modifications as staff has suggested he is all 

in favor. 

 

Pung stated the City Engineer will have their review for the public hearing.  

 

Kape questioned the purpose of the woodchip path in the prior plan and wondered 

whether it was intended for people who didn’t feel comfortable walking in the street. 

Pung stated it was part of an amenity that they just added. Lewis stated it was on the first 
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approval but not on the 2nd or 3rd developer’s approval. They eliminated it due to the cost 

to install and subsequently maintain.  

 

Poyner questioned with the changes recently made to the city’s sidewalk requirements for 

private street did not include sidewalks on both sides of the street. Pung stated if they add 

one more unit then two sides of sidewalk would be required. At 15 lots sidewalk is only 

required on one side.  If they increase the units then they would need it on both sides. 

Discussion ensued regarding the implication of adjusting the lot layout to the east.   

 

Poyner stated he struggles with the minimum 5-foot side yard allowance that we have on 

new developments. Pung stated that would be the minimum side yard setback but this 

proposal might not get that close because these lots are going to be wider than some of 

the lots, we have seen in an RPUD-1. These lots are more like what you would see in the 

R1-C Single family zoning district. Pung stated the PUD zoning allows the Planning 

Commission to recommend a greater minimum setback requirement. Pung noted that the 

R1-C minimum side yard requirement is 7 feet so adjacent homes can be as close as 14 

feet.  Poyner stated his request would be match the R1C minimum of 7 feet to try to get 

to 14 feet. He stated he recognizes the development may not play out that way but if it 

can play out that way it just seems very tight. Lewis stated around the cul-de-sac it may, 

but the house designs that they submitted vary from 40 feet to 47 feet footprints on the 

remainder of generally 75-foot-wide lots.  Discussion ensued. 

 

Pemberton stated he is all for hitting our minimums as well as limiting the disturbance of 

the wetlands. He would rather see the wetlands preserved rather than covered up. 

Pemberton stated he isn’t concerned about the side yard issue these are good-sized lots 

width wise and with the designs that have been submitted he doesn’t see a side yard issue 

in most cases. He stated he is all in favor of keeping it a private street with some sort of 

barricaded connector to the future development to the west. He stated if we create a real 

street that goes through there and access that goes through there then he sees the push for 

becoming a public street, but that will open up more issues. He stated he likes the way it 

is; he thinks it is going to be a nice development. He stated it is going to be unique.  

 

Pemberton questioned the price points they are trying to sell the homes. Joe Sereveld 

stated they are shooting for mid $300,000 realistically with some of the custom homes 

they have they are pushing up towards the $400,000 price point. He thinks units 13, 14 

and 15 will push $400,000 and over.  

 

Jones questioned in terms of the plan to provide architectural diversity they submitted 12 

building styles ranging from 922 square feet to 2,380 square feet. With the 922 square 

feet design it was their intention to set that as their base price point. Sereveld stated the 

goal with the 922 square feet is one of their base plans they tossed that in with the group 

of plans that they did this is one they are not building with Pfeiffer Pines.  He stated he 

thinks that will be one that will be eliminated since it does not meet minimum standards. 

He stated they only have 15 units and a variety they can offer to clients. Discussion 
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ensued. He stated their goal as a developer is not having you drive down a road and feel 

like you are seeing the same house 6 different times. 

 

Jones questioned the breakaway gate and if the Fire Department would approve of that. 

Pung stated in the original design they were ok with that. He stated they reviewed this 

plan, but they didn’t bring it up as an issue.  Lewis stated as far as the breakaway design, 

they are amendable to whatever the Fire Department wants. 

 

Discussion ensued concerning the timing of the installation of the private road cul de sac, 

the extension of a paved emergency lane and the installation of the barrier.  The 

consensus was to have these items addressed up front rather than waiting for the 

development of the property to the west.  

 

Schweitzer stated regarding continuity, if new development from the west involved a 

street aligned with the terminus of the proposed cul de sac, it would be desirable to have 

it continuous. He stated it would be worthwhile for staff to work with the applicant to 

discuss this more to see if it could be made more continuous through there so they don’t 

lose the opportunity to make good connections between the properties. Lewis stated they 

would not be opposed to the interconnect; it is the additional requirements that come with 

the interconnect in terms of wetland impact and the additional cost to build 6-foot wider 

pavement. If they can get around those requirements and keep the road narrow, they 

wouldn’t be opposed to interconnecting the roadway. If there was a way around that they 

wouldn’t be opposed to being public if they don’t have to change the standards. 

 

Schweitzer stated the advantage they have is the PUD zoning of the site. There is 

opportunity for more flexibility even on roadway design. Schweitzer stated staff will take 

a look at that between now and the public hearing. 

 

Pung stated we can possibly talk to the other developer to see what they are looking at 

because if they do have a continuous street you want to make sure they are the same 

width and design. Discussion ensued. 

 

Pemberton stated he is listening to the comments and if this does eventually connect to 

the property to the west the access also comes with traffic and traffic in this small 

development would be a killer. He stated it would lose its value that if it was so much 

connectivity it became a traffic pass through, and he can see that happening. We need to 

think about all these things too. 

 

Discussion ensued.   

 

Benoit stated he agrees with Pemberton he doesn’t think this is the type of development 

that should be connected. He stated he would not be in favor of seeing a connection.  

 

Case#13-21 Zoning Ordinance Amendments – Relating to Menu Boards, Height 

limitation on Equipment in front yard and ROW 
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Pung stated the Planning Commission reviewed amendments relating to menu boards and pre-

order boards late last year, but formal action was not taken at that time. 

 

Currently the Zoning Ordinance does not specifically make allowance for menu boards or 

preorder boards for drive-through establishments or vehicle wash establishments. Such signs are 

currently allowed through a Zoning Administrator interpretation. Based on the definition in 

Section 2.20.S of the Zoning Ordinance a menu board in many respects is a sign. However, when 

the menu board is located at the rear of a site, the focus is narrowed to the specific options and 

associated pricing rather than attracting attention to or identifying a business to motorists etc. It 

is practical and desirable to allow drive-through establishments and vehicle wash establishments 

a limited ability to communicate to customers the specific options and pricing information in a 

manner distinguished from the freestanding, wall, and window identification sign allowances. 

The proposed amendment to the Zoning Ordinance would explicitly make allowance for menu 

boards and pre-order boards as permitted signs. 

 

Proposed Language: 

 

Add Subsection J to Section 16.03 Signs Permitted or Prohibited 

J. Menu Boards and Companion Display for Drive-through and Vehicle Wash Establishments 

 

1. Menu board shall not exceed sixty-four (64) square feet in area nor exceed a height of ten 

(10) feet 

2. Menu board shall be located within ten (10) feet of where the order is placed. 

3. Companion display shall not exceed sixteen (16) square feet in area nor exceed a height of 

ten (10) feet. 

4. Companion display shall be located adjacent to a menu board to communicate special 

pricing and services. 

 

Pung stated regarding the text amendment pertaining to utility equipment located in the public 

right-of-way or front yard, the new micro cell and wireless technologies are being placed in 

larger boxes or cabinets in the ROW and they have been getting bigger over time for the wireless 

communication. He stated we are working to establish a maximum height within the public 

ROW and within the required front yards. He stated we have some draft language we are 

working on. the more we investigate the implications of the trends the more questions it raises. 

We need to take thoughtful approach upfront. Staff hopes to have accurate and better language 

put together for the next meeting.  

 

Benoit stated he has the impression that the boxes have gotten smaller. He questioned if there is 

actually a problem. Pung stated we have seen a couple larger ones proposed in the past year. The 

box was 5 feet wide and 4 feet high and may have had a cooling equipment in there. Golder 

stated with 5g now the boxes are getting bigger, but they want to put up 4 and 5-foot tall boxes in 

front yards and companies are purchasing easements from people to put them in their front yard. 

Discussion ensued. 
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Pemberton stated this seems like a fine line like a public utility and what kind of 

flexibility do we allow public utilities when it comes to that. He stated he understands the 

boxes can be in the way but questioned how other cities handling this.  He reasoned that 

we can’t be the ones that have to deal with this suddenly. Pung stated he did some 

research and didn’t find any nearby communities with any specific ordinances relating to 

the height especially in the ROW. Many of the communities engineering departments 

reviewed the boxes and cabinets on a case by case basis applying standard safe sight 

distance evaluations. None of the cities he contacted has anything in their ordinances 

specific to them. 

 

Schweitzer stated staff will provide the commissioners in some pictures to illustrate the 

concern. 

 

Discussion ensued. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Poyner, to set a public hearing date of May 11, 

2021 for:  Case#6-21 - Tropical Smoothie Café - Special Land Use and Final Site 

Plan Review of a Drive-Through Restaurant Located at 3110 – 28th Street (Re-

Noticed Meeting) as well as set a public hearing date of May 25, 2021 for: Case#14-

21 – My New House - Rezone .75 acres of land from C-2 Commercial to R1-C Single 

Family Residential Located at 1569 52nd Street SE; and Case#15-21 Woodsprings 

Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land 

Use Hotel– Located at 3781 – 32nd Street 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Quinn 

 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Snapshot of Single Family Detached Housing Starts in Process 

 

Schweitzer stated toward the end of the April 13 meeting a request was made to obtain a 

snapshot of the recent single family detached housing activity in Kentwood. He stated he did a 

quick tally and Allen Edwin has 19, Bosco 16, Redstone 9 and then there are about 5 different 

builders that just have one house under construction.  

 

Commissioners thanked staff for putting that together. 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 
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Pemberton highlighted a recent article on the cost of housing, wages and raises. He stated we are 

running way behind on what the housing demand requires. He stated it may be time for us to 

start rethinking some of our developments and the conditions we impose. The world is 

dynamically changing.  He expressed a concern that Kentwood may be continually adding more 

requirements that add to the eventual cost of housing leading to an affordability issue. Builders 

aren’t building homes for first time buyers anymore and other communities are. He thinks 

therefore we are seeing so much pressure for rental. First time homebuyers can’t afford a house 

and then they must live somewhere. Pemberton stated at the East Beltline and 4 mile there is an 

apartment project going up and that is the second one in a mile stretch. He stated he isn’t 

advocating one way or the other, but we have to think about it. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones stated the Kent County Board of Commissioners along with the County Administrators 

office have had several discussions and work sessions about housing affordability in the County 

over the last 18 months. Discussion ensued. 

 

Poyner stated Tuesday May 5, 2021 there is an election and encouraged the commissioners to get 

out and vote. 

 

Benoit stated a few meetings ago there was question regarding starting the planning commission 

meetings at 7pm and Jones wasn’t present. Jones said she is fine with a 7pm start time. 

Schweitzer stated if that is the consensus, we can talk to the Mayor’s Office to see if we can 

move in that direction. 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated regarding the joint planning and city commission meeting they might shoot for 

a day other than a Tuesday meeting so there will be sufficient time to have the conversation. But 

there is no specific timetable at this point. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Quinn 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:00pm 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAY 11, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

A. Chair Jones 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, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Clarkston Morgan, 

Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Catherine Brainerd (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, and the applicants. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Kape, to excuse Brainerd from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) –  

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Brainerd absent  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of April 27, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) –  

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Brainerd absent  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Poyner, supported by Commissioner Quinn, to approve 

the agenda for the May 11, 2021 meeting.  

- Motion Carried (8-0) –  

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Brainerd absent  

 

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

There was no public comment. 
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G. Old Business 

  

Case#6-21 - Tropical Smoothie Café - Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a 

Drive-Through Restaurant Located at 3110 – 28th Street (Re-Noticed Meeting) 

 

Golder stated the commissioners are seeing Tropical Smoothie again because when staff 

sent out the notifications, we did not have the correct address. Therefore, the notifications 

went out to the wrong parties. We have since re-noticed the public hearing and sent the 

notices to the correct parties.  

 

Golder stated the request is for Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a Drive-

Thru Restaurant. She stated there are conditions for the special land use and site plan 

review as noted in the packet.  

 

Golder noted that condition 8 of both the special land use and the site plan involved a 

land division to separate the special land use from the rest of the parcel. Zoning 

Administrator Schweitzer has reconsidered his interpretation and now considers the 

multi-tenant retail building and the new drive thru restaurant to be a principal use 

collectively. Golder stated we can remove condition 8. 

 

Golder stated we have received some letters from representatives of an adjacent 

landowner that raise a question involving environmental review of past contamination on 

the project site. She stated she had conferred with the City Attorney who stressed that the 

scope of the Planning Commission review is to decide whether the use is appropriate at 

this site and whether the site plan meets the zoning ordinance requirements. Golder stated 

the applicant has indicated that Eagle approvals are required before construction. She 

stated the planning commission approval gives no authority for construction, that lies 

with the building department.  

 

Golder stated the applicant submitted a letter that indicates they will take all action 

required by law to comply with the environmental mandates. Golder stated if the 

commissioners choose to, they can use the letter as an attachment to their conditions of 

approval. 

 

Rick Geenen, Clinton Corporation, owner of the site, stated their priority was to secure 

planning commission approval before they started approaching the construction stage of 

the process.  He acknowledged that coordination with the Michigan Department of 

Environment, Great Lakes and Energy (EGLE) would be a part of the building permit 

and construction process.  He stated the main reason they are back in front of the Board is 

because the right parties were not notified in advance of the initial public hearing. He 

stated there is nothing new about their proposal and they intend to comply with the 

conditions imposed by the Planning Commission.  

   

Jones opened the public hearing. 
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Andrew Brendenburg was present. He stated they do not object to the development of the 

property, but it raised a concern with their clients when they felt none of the environmental 

issues associated with the site were being addressed. He suggested adding a condition to the 

special land to include the Fleis and Vandenbrink letter and the requirements that they set forth. 

He stated he submitted 3 different letters. He stated they just want to make sure that whatever is 

done, it is done in such a way that it is going to protect the public. He stated as far as the parking 

issue, the lot is subject to a reciprocal agreement between the current property owners. The 

parcel that is being developed is not part of that reciprocal agreement but looking at the plans it 

appears that some of the parking spaces that are being computed toward the minimum required 

development parking are located on a portion of the area where the reciprocal easement applies. 

He stated he wants to make sure they are not going to increase or overly burden those retail 

spaces. He stated there is also a driveway into the lot that is part of the reciprocal agreement 

between the parties that is being eliminated. He stated it appears that there is going to be a 

sidewalk put there and that the individuals going to the Tropical Smoothie will be coming either 

directly off 28th Street or off Radcliff at the more southerly entrance. He stated he just wants to 

make sure that a full analysis has been done of the parking, the traffic, and the driveways 

because they anticipate it will increase the burden in that parking area for that retail.  

 

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

        

- Motion Carried (8-0) –  

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Brainerd absent  

  

Holtrop questioned the parking spaces. Golder stated when looking at the overall parking, it is 

over parked by over 40 spaces according to our ordinance. It meets our ordinance and then some. 

Holtrop questioned the driveway. Golder stated she does not know if there needs to be that many 

driveways and it is always good to minimize.  Mr. Geenen stated the parking easement does not 

specify how many driveways need to be there. Discussion ensued regarding the driveways.  

 

Mr. Geenen stated they previously put in a detention pond on the northwest portion of the 

Tropical Smoothie site which has also been used for snow storage in the winter and provides a 

big buffer of grass along the street frontage. He stated in front of building along 28th Street the 

whole grass strip along the front of their property has about at least a 25-foot buffer between the 

sidewalk and the parking for stacking snow. He stated another issue with stacking the snow pile 

gets so big that it blocks the visibility of their retail and people on the corner.  

 

Poyner stated he does not have anything else to add, he supports the plan as proposed. He thinks 

the parking has been addressed and the entrances have been addressed and he thinks the 

applicant did a good job explaining the situation regarding the snow. He stated if the letter is 

added as a condition, he just wants to make sure nothing else has been added to it. 

 

Kape, Pemberton, Quinn, stated they think it looks good as they previously approved. 
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Morgan stated he is good with what was previously approved, and he is against making the letter 

part of the process. He stated he does not feel that it is something we should add to this situation.  

 

Benoit stated he agrees with Morgan he does not see any reason to attach the letter to their 

recommendation it has nothing to do with us. 

 

Jones echoed Morgan and Benoit she does not think the letter is necessary. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the Special 

Land Use Tropical Smoothie Drive-Through Facility as described in Case No. 6-21.  

Approval is conditioned on the conditions 1-7 and basis point 1-5 as described in Golder’s 

memo dated March 1, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) –  

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Brainerd absent 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the site plan 

dated March 2, 2021 for Tropical Smoothie Drive-Through Facility as described in Case 

No. 6-21.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-7 and basis points 1-5 as described in 

Golder’s memo dated March 1, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#11-21 Aspen Pointe – Major Change to a Preliminary PUD located at 3345 52nd 

Street;  

 

Case#12-21 Aspen Pointe – Site Condominiums and Final Site Plan Review Located at 

3345 52nd Street;  

 

Pung stated the request has been tabled. There are some changes they have to make to the 

site plan with regards to the private road and we are also looking at further discussion as 

to how we would address the connection to the west. Pung stated staff recommendation is 

to table the public hearing until May 25. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Corrie Sommerdyke, 3429 52nd Street provided comment. He stated his home is to the 

east of the development. He stated Kentwood is allowing so many PUD’s with so many 
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small lots that the greenspace is disappearing. He questioned how long Kentwood is 

going to continue to let this go on. 

 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by Morgan, to table the public hearing to May 25, 

2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Case#13-21 Zoning Ordinance Amendments – Relating to Menu Boards, Height 

limitation on Equipment in front yard and ROW 

 

Pung stated the Zoning Ordinance currently does not specifically make allowance for menu 

boards or preorder boards for drive-through establishments or vehicle wash establishments. Such 

signs are currently allowed through a Zoning Administrator interpretation. Based on the 

definition in Section 2.20.S of the Zoning Ordinance a menu board in many respects is a sign. 

However, when the menu board is located at the rear of a site, the focus is narrowed to the 

specific options and associated pricing rather than attracting attention to or identifying a business 

to motorists etc. It is practical and desirable to allow drive-through establishments and vehicle 

wash establishments a limited ability to communicate to customers the specific options and 

pricing information in a manner distinguished from the freestanding, wall, and window 

identification sign allowances. The proposed amendment to the Zoning Ordinance would 

explicitly make allowance for menu boards and pre-order boards as permitted signs. 

 

Proposed Language: 

 

Add Subsection J to Section 16.03 Signs Permitted or Prohibited 

J. Menu Boards and Companion Display for Drive-through and Vehicle Wash Establishments 

 

1. Menu board shall not exceed sixty-four (64) square feet in area nor exceed a height of ten 

(10) feet 

2. Menu board shall be located within ten (10) feet of where the order is placed. 

3. Companion display shall not exceed sixteen (16) square feet in area nor exceed a height of 

ten (10) feet. 

4. Companion display shall be located adjacent to a menu board to communicate special 

pricing and services. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending to the City Commission approval to amend the Kentwood 

Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 
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Motion by Poyner, supported by Pemberton to close the public hearing. 

          

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Commissioners were ok with the amendment. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Quinn, to recommend to the City Commission to amend 

the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance No. 9-02, as described in Pung’s memo dated 5/3/21. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

I. Work Session 

 

Case# 13-21 Zoning Ordinance Amendments: Utility and Communications Equipment 

Height 

 

Pung stated in recent years the variety, number, and size of utility and communications 

equipment installations within the public right-of-way and on private property has increased 

creating obstructions to the view of motorists and pedestrians. Pung displayed photos of a variety 

of utility and communication equipment cabinets located in the street rights-of-way and front 

yard areas throughout the community.  

 

He stated city ordinances currently do not expressly limit the height of utility and 

communications equipment (such as electric transformers, switch boxes, traffic boxes, and 

similar equipment) within the public right-of-way or on private property along street frontages. 

Within the last year,the City has received at least two (2) requests for placing such equipment 

within the public right-of-way and in one case the cabinet was over seven (7) feet in width and 

over five (5) feet in height. 

 

Pung also discussed the general height limitations assigned to fences, signs, and landscaping to 

assure clear vision for pedestrians and motorists.  Drawing upon these provisions he noted that 

the Zoning Administrator has made a determination that no utility or communications equipment 

excess of thirty (30) inches in height may be placed within a clear vision area at a street corner or 

adjacent to the intersection of a driveway and street and no utility or communications equipment 

in excess of thirty-six (36) inches in height may be placed with the public street right-of-way or 

on private property within the minimum required building setback along streets. 
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Pung stated staff is recommending that the Zoning Ordinance be amended to clarify height 

and location restrictions for utility and communications equipment rather than relying on the 

Zoning Administrator’s interpretation.  

  

Morgan questioned the impact of these limitations on the emerging technologies. Pung stated we 

have not gone out and identified what each box is for and which utility. Schweitzer stated that 

AT&T has three variance requests going to the zoning board seeking relief from the current 

interpretation. The conversations with the representatives reflect that they would like to work 

with us, but in the short term a redesign of their cabinetry is a real concern on their part since it 

takes time for them to go to their vendors and ask for a different product. Morgan questioned if 

the surrounding cities have any regulating standards for this type of equipment. Pung stated he 

contacted Wyoming, Grand Rapids, and Cascade and currently no community in this area puts 

restrictions on the height of utility equipment. Most of it goes through their Engineering 

Departments. Morgan stated he thinks there is a value to have a regulation but at the same time 

he would like to have more information regarding the cabinetry work and what needs to go into 

that to operate. 

 

Benoit stated he agrees with Morgan and thinks it is important that we bring these people in on 

the conversation. He stated that they are the ones that are going to get stuck with it. We need to 

make sure we are not going to be adversely impacting those utilities. He felt the current clear 

vision standards may be sufficient.   Pung stated he spoke to the Engineering Department and 

currently if it is outside the public ROW there are no permits required.  

 

Pemberton stated he agrees but he does not want us to come off as a City changing the rules once 

the game has started.  

 

Morgan questioned the number of units in one spot and the process of communication with 

adjacent property owners. Pung stated he is not sure if they contact the residents, but in the 

newer plats the first 10 feet from the from the front property line is identified as a private utility 

easement. Discussion ensued. 

 

Morgan questioned if the city has minimum maintenance and safety requirements for this 

equipment. Pung stated we do not have anything in the zoning ordinance, he will check with the 

Engineering Department. Morgan stated he has noticed about 3-4 units destroyed and it has been 

months and it does not look good. 

 

Poyner stated if we are going to consider a policy change, we would have to understand from the 

manufacturers of this equipment if they can meet a height of 30 inches. We need to be careful 

considering a policy across all of Kentwood. 

 

Pung stated the commissioners want staff to contact the different utilities that may have these 

boxes. He stated this ordincae would also control City owned equipment. 
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Case#14-21 – My New House -   Rezone .75 acres of land from C-2 Commercial to R1-C Single 

Family Residential Located at 1569 52nd Street SE   

 

Schweitzer stated the property has been zoned commercial at least 50 years and over that time 

the only structure that has been on the property was a house and that house was removed back in 

1999. He stated the property is approximately 100 feet wide and 300 feet deep with a grade 

differential front to back of as much as 20 feet. He suggested that the existing grades would 

appear to be able to allow the construction of a home. 

 

Schweitzer stated the proposed rezoning site carries a Master Planned commercial land use 

designation consistent with the existing commercial zoning and use immediately to the east. 

However, the land immediately to the west carries a low-density residential land use designation 

consistent with its existing zoning and use. 

 

He stated the proposed rezoning is not consistent with our future land use plan but as we go 

through the other guidelines for an amendment to the zoning map there are other factors to 

consider including compatibility of the site’s physical hydrological and environmental features. 

The dimensions slope and natural features to the site are comparable of those to the west of this 

property s well as to the north. 

 

Schweitzer stated whether the City’s infrastructure and services are sufficient to accommodate 

the uses permitted in the requested district without compromising the “health, safety and 

welfare” of the City; The city’s infrastructure is sufficient to serve this site. 

 

Schweitzer stated where a rezoning is reasonable given the above guidelines, a determination 

that the requested zoning district is more appropriate than another district or amending the list of 

permitted or Special Land Uses within a district. Given the dimension, slope and natural features 

of the site the requested zone district is more appropriate than any other zone district and it 

would not be desirable to amend the C-2 zoning to allow for single family detached homes. 

 

The property owner Dzung Tran, 104 Colrain, was present.  

 

Benoit stated this seems reasonable as they will know what is next to them and will not have the 

normal buffers. 

 

Quinn stated the slope is concerning to him. He stated there was some discussion about this 

property and what is behind here. Schweitzer stated we had discussion regarding the transition of 

residential and commercial. Quinn questioned if there was an issue. Schweitzer stated that the 

Lyle Branch of the Heyboer drain runs along the back yards of the homes to the west along the 

52nd Street frontage and to the north along the south side of Marwood Street.  Discussion ensued. 

 

Pemberton stated if the property has not been developed for commercial use in the past 50 years 

this request seems logical. 

 

Kape and Poyner stated they support the project. 
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Case#15-21 Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Final Site Plan Review of a 

Special Land Use Hotel– Located at 3781 – 32nd Street, SE 

 

Golder stated the City Commissioners just approved the Preliminary PUD Plan in addition to the 

prior Planning Commission special land use approval and preliminary site plan for the hotel.  

 

She stated the final plan looks like the preliminary plan it just shows more detail showing 

landscaping along Lake Eastbrook Boulevard. She stated they have submitted several additional 

details for engineering review as well as site lighting and landscaping into this site. 

 

Golder stated at the City Commission meeting they also assigned an additional condition to 

extend the sidewalk all the way to 32nd Street.   

 

Tony Mourand and Paul Duncan were present. 

 

Commissioners offered no additional comments. 

 

Pemberton stated the more he sees this project the better it gets. 

  

J. New Business 

 

There was no new business. 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. PUD Sign Waiver Request-Community West Credit Union 

 

Golder stated what is being requested is to encase the supports between the proposed signs for 

Community Credit Union in wood. 

 

Commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

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

Waiver Request-Community West Credit Union 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 
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Holtrop stated Lowes is looking very messy. Schweitzer stated staff has worked with them to 

relocate their mulch and stone block area away from the often-congested area on the northwest 

corner of their building.  Staff will follow up on the overall maintenance of the site. 

  

Holtrop stated there was a LUZ meeting regarding a prospective 20 student school on the lower 

level of an office building on the south side of 44th Street, just west of Breton Avenue. He stated 

the committee response focused on traffic and kids’ safety. 

 

Morgan questioned the timetable of transitioning the meeting start time to 7pm. Schweitzer 

stated we are planning to make the transition in June. 

 

Morgan stated he is running for the 1st ward City Commission seat.  He noted that Emily Bridson 

is running against Mayor Kepley.  

 

Quinn made note of a busted utility box on 52nd Street. 

 

City Commissioner Artz stated the Preliminary PUD plan for the hotel site on Lake Eastbrook 

Boulevard was approved at city commission as well as the Wood Haven development on Walma 

and the rezoning of the Windy West site across from Bailey’s Grove. Lots of good stuff is going 

on in Kentwood right now. She thanked the commissioners for all they do. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:10pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAY 25, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

A. Chair Jones 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, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Clarkston Morgan (with notification) 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Poyner, to excuse Morgan from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Brainerd, to approve 

the Minutes of May 11, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#6-21 - Tropical 

Smoothie Café - Special Land Use and Final Site Plan Review of a Drive-Through 

Restaurant Located at 3110 – 28th Street (Re-Noticed Meeting); Case#13-21 Zoning 

Ordinance Amendments – Relating to Menu Boards 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yays: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Benoit,                              

to approve the agenda for the May 25, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 
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- Nays: None 

- Morgan 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 

 

Case#11-21 Aspen Pointe – Major Change to a Preliminary PUD located at 3345 52nd 

Street; (applicant has requested tabling to July 27, 2021) 

 

Case#12-21 Aspen Pointe – Site Condominiums and Final Site Plan Review Located at 

3345 52nd Street; (applicant has requested tabling to July 27, 2021) 

 

Jones public the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to table Case#11-21 and Case# 12-21 

Aspen Pointe to July 27, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent 

 

Schweitzer explained that staff failed to get the required public notice out in advance of 

this meeting for Cases #14-21 and #15-21. 

       

Case#14-21 – My New House -   Rezone .75 acres of land from C-2 Commercial to R1-C 

Single Family Residential Located at 1569 52nd Street SE (re-noticed for June 8, 2021 

public hearing) 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Poyner, supported by Brainerd, to table Case#14-21 My New House to 

July 27, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 
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- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent 

 

Case#15-21 Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Final Site Plan 

Review of a Special Land Use Hotel– Located at 3781 – 32nd Street (re-noticed for June 

8, 2021 public hearing) 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Quinn, to table Case#15-21 Woodsprings Suites to 

July 27, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent 

I. Work Session 

 

There were no Work Sessions 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Poyner, supported by Pemberton, to Set a public hearing date of June 22, 

2021, for:  Case#16-21- Windy West Plat – Request of Bosco Development LLC for 

Preliminary Plat Review of Windy West Plat Located at 3491 52nd Street SE 

Conditionally zoned R1-D Single Family Residential; and Case #17-21- Lakewood 

PUD-Request of Lakewood Homes for a Rezoning from R1-B Single Family 

Residential to RPUD-2 Low Density Residential Planned Unit Development and 

Preliminary PUD Site Plan Review for properties addressed: 2920 & 2854 52nd 

Street, SE and 5253 & 5491 Wing Avenue, SE  

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent 

K. Other Business 

 

1. City Line Flyer 
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Golder stated that the flyer that was in the Commissioners packet is Herman and Kittle project 

information regarding just in case they are asked a question as to how they can contact the 

property ownership located at 5090 Division and be notified when they are accepting application. 

 

2. Proposed Amendment to the Non-Motorized Facilities Plan 

Schweitzer noted the subsequent to the recent adoption of Capital Improvements Plan to secure 

some Covid related federal monies for road improvements. He stated we have had for 2023 -

2024 to upgrade Burton Street between Forest Hill and Patterson Avenue. He stated we were 

able to secure additional monies to undergo the mill and fill and narrowing down that roadway. 

He stated now we have the opportunity to connect the Forest Hill facility non-motorized trail 

with the soon to be completed connection with the Cascade Non-motorized trail system. Cascade 

is working with the Kent County Road Commission to build a non-motorized bridge over that I-

96 south of Burton. He stated we want to connect it with our system by putting a side path along 

either the north or south side of the street.  

 

Schweitzer stated we are asking the Planning Commission to consider an amendment to the non-

motorized plan to add the 10 foot wide non-motorized pathway along the stretch of Burton Street 

from Forest Hill to East Paris to create greater connectivity in that part of the community.  

 

Schweitzer stated part of the reason to extend the facility north along East Paris was to 

interconnect with the non-motorized trails on the Calvin University Campus. He stated we 

haven’t had direct contact with them yet, but we are working in that direction. He stated if the 

commissioners are inclined to consider this amendment then we will seek to see if we can 

formally or informally interconnect with Calvin. He stated this would not only benefit Kentwood 

citizens, but also Cascade Township and Calvin students. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Holtrop, to amend the non-motorized facilities plan to add 

10 foot wide non-motorized pathway along the stretch of Burton Street from Forest Hill to 

East Paris as described in Schweitzer’s memo dated May 19, 2021 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent 

 

3. Amend Planning Commission Bylaws 

 

Pung stated the Planning Commission expressed the desire to move the meeting start time from 

7:30pm to 7:00pm. He stated in order to do that we need to amend the Bylaws. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Kape, to amend the Bylaws to establish a Planning 

Commission regular meeting start time of 7:00p.m. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 
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- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent 

 

4. Master Plan Implementation Update 

 

Golder stated there were a few things updated for May. She stated we have an upcoming joint 

City/Planning Commission meeting. She stated this focus on a discussion of the 70/30 policy. 

She Kentwood received Tree City USA status. She stated the EDC has updated their strategic 

plan.  

 

Schweitzer stated under the partnership section of the Master Plan Implementation Schedule, 

GVMC’s unified work program (UWP) will include re-establishing the East Beltline Advisory 

Board. It is an opportunity for us to meet with the surrounding communities and Kent County 

Road Commission and MDOT when we have development projects along the Broadmoor 

corridor. He stated the direction we are going this time, we are going to keep on the south end 

then there will be a separate one for the north end of the corridor. The new UWP starts in 

October. 

 

5. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Brainerd stated she got her results back from her sons 15 month scans and he is still in remission. 

 

Benoit stated he and his wife will be grandparents for the first time. 

 

6. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, 

Kape, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

- Morgan absent 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:02pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 8, 2021, 7:30 P.M. 

ZOOM MEETING 

 

 

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

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present:, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Ray 

Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Clarkston Morgan (arrived late) 

Members Absent: Bill Benoit, Darius Quinn (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung and the applicants 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Holtrop to excuse Benoit, Morgan and Quinn from 

the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

  

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

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

the Minutes of  May 25, 2021.        

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

E.  Approval of the Agenda 

 

Holtrop pointed out that on Cases 14-21 and 15-21 were tabled until June 8, 2021 and not 

July 27. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Brainerd,                               

to approve the agenda for the June 8, 2021 meeting with change noted.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 
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- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

  

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

Case#11-21 Aspen Pointe – Major Change to a Preliminary PUD located at 3345 52nd 

Street; (applicant has requested tabling to July 27, 2021) 

 

Case#12-21 Aspen Pointe – Site Condominiums and Final Site Plan Review Located at 

3345 52nd Street; (applicant has requested tabling to July 27, 2021) 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#14-21 – My New House -   Rezone .75 acres of land from C-2 Commercial to R1-C 

Single Family Residential Located at 1569 52nd Street SE  

 

Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the property has been zoned commercial at 

least 50 years and over that time the only structure that has been on the property was a 

house and that house was removed back in 1999. He stated the property is approximately 

100 feet wide and 300 feet deep with a grade differential front to back of as much as 20 

feet. 

 

Schweitzer stated the proposed rezoning site carries a Master Planned commercial land 

use designation consistent with the existing commercial zoning and use immediately to 

the east. However, the land immediately to the west carries a low-density residential land 

use designation consistent with its existing zoning and use. 

 

Schweitzer stated the parking and building setbacks to residential may have contributed 

to why we have not seen any development on the property over this time period. 

 

Schweitzer stated he is recommending to the City Commission to rezone .75 acres of land 

from C-2 Commercial to R1-C Single Family Residential as described in his memo.  

 

1. The property has been zoned for commercial use for the past 50 years.  According to 

city records, the only building to occupy property was originally built as a chicken coop 

and subsequently converted into a house. This building was demolished in 1999.  There 

have been many inquiries about placing a retail or office building on the property, but it 

has remained vacant likely due to the relatively narrow lot width in combination with 

commercial parking and buildng setback requirements adjacent to residential uses and the 

downslope of the property. 

2. The allowable uses under the proposed R1-C zoning should be compatible in terms of 

land suitability, impacts on the environment, density, nature of use, traffic impacts, 
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aesthetics, infrastructure and potential influence on property values with the residential 

use and zoning of the properties to the north and west.  The existing commercial uses to 

the east have had the opportunity to the purchase the subject site over the years and have 

obviously passed.  The planned commercial use of the property on the south side of 52nd 

Street is not anticipated to be impacted by the proposed rezoning. 

 

3. The city’s infrastructure is sufficient to serve this site. 

 

4. Given the dimension, slope and natural features of the site are comparable to the 

developed residential properties to the west as well as to the north across the Lyle branch 

of the Heyboer Drain, the requested zone district is more appropriate than any other zone 

district and it would not be desirable to amend the C-2 zoning to allow for single family 

detached homes.  

 

Jones opened the public hearing 

 

Chris VanderHoff stated he looked at this property and it is impossible to use it as a 

commercial piece. He stated he thinks a residential use would be a really good use for 

that piece of property. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to close the public hearing 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

 

Commissioners offered no additional comments and thinks this is a good use of the 

property. 

       

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

approval of the request of Dzung Tran to rezone property at 1569-52nd Street, SE 

from C-2 Community Commercial to R1-C Single Family Residential as described 

in Case #14-21. Approval is conditioned upon basis points 1-4 as described in 

Schweitzer’s memo dated June 1, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

 

Case#15-21 Woodsprings Suites – Request of Concord Hospitality– Final Site Plan 

Review of a Special Land Use Hotel– Located at 3781 – 32nd Street  
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Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the site in recent months has gone through a 

PUD preliminary site plan approval which received conditional approval from both the 

Planning and City Commission. He stated it has also gone through special land use 

review and was approved for a hotel and to offer a 41 foot height on the hotel with a 4 

foot parapet.  

 

Schweitzer stated the access into the site is off of Lake Eastbrook Boulevard. He stated 

the landscape plan includes retention on the overall site but also the maintenance of that 

area as well. He noted the proposed screening to the east in terms of a 6 foot high solid 

cedar fence on the east lot line along with trees and landscape screen, not only for the 

view but to reduce glare and sound from the hotel. 

 

Schweitzer stated the recommendation from staff is for conditional approval of the Final 

PUD Site Plan dated 4/19/21 as described in Golder’s memo dated 5/13/21. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Rae Kluitenburg speaking on behalf of her father Jon Vander Weide at 3800 32nd Street. 

She stated the neighbors are not feeling positive about this development and she does not  

know anyone who is in favor. She stated this seems inappropriate for this area. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

 

The Commissioners were ok with the request and also pointed out that the applicants 

issues and concerns have already been addressed. Commissioners also commended them 

in appreciation for their consideration for the many request for changes and the 

developers accommodations. 

 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by Kape, to grant conditional approval of the final 

PUD Site Plan dated 4/19/21 as described in Case No. 1-2021. Approval is 

conditioned on condition 1-5 and basis points 1 – 5 as described in Golder’s memo 

dated May 13, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

I. Work Session 
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Case#16-21- Windy West Plat – Request of Bosco Development LLC for Preliminary 

Plat Review of Windy West Plat Located at 3491 52nd Street SE Conditionally zoned R1-

D Single Family Residential 

 

Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the development is the extension of 

Breezewood Court from the Windy West subdivision.  The subdivision control 

regulations require public streets to have a 30-foot pavement width within a 60 foot right 

of way.  The proposed right of way is 50 feet; pavement width is proposed as 24’.  These 

will have to be amended to meet the current subdivision control regulations.  In addition, 

two sides of sidewalk are required. 

 

The project came in for a conditional rezoning the building setback lines are at least a 60 

ft lot width.  The developer has offered 1100 square foot on the main floor of the homes 

built in this development and offered other amenities 

 

The applicant portrays an outlot extending north from the Breezewood Court cul-de-sac.  

An outlot must meet the lot size requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Thus if a private 

road is to be extended to the north, an easement could be utilized, but it must meet the 

private road standards of Section 18.03 of the Zoning Ordinance.  In addition, lots 5 and 

6 would become corner lots.  The applicant must show there would be adequate setbacks 

for houses placed on these lots. 

 

Section 3.23 of the Zoning Ordinance sets lot width to depth ratios of 4:1. Section 3.23 B 

makes an exception for a depth of lot that exceeds four times the width when there is 

steep topography, unusual soil conditions, or drainage problems.  Therefore, with 

Planning Commission approval, lots 7-14 could exceed the width to depth ratio given the 

existence of wetlands and floodplain on the site.  Lot 2 currently does not attain the width 

to depth ratio; this may be corrected when the street right of way width is widened to 60 

feet.  

 

VanderHoff stated he would change the out lot to an easement. VanderHoff stated the 1:4 

ratio makes sense. He stated he previously proposed to the City that they dedicate the 

wetland and floodplain area as a park or a common element and City Commission was 

very strong saying they would prefer to see the lot lines go to the outer limits of the site, 

they are not interested in having it as parkland and they are worried if a homeowners 

association was created they would not maintain it. 

 

Poyner questioned the price point for the new homes. VanderHoff stated his best guess 

would be $350,000 range plus or minus. Poyner questioned if there are any trees that can 

be preserved. VanderHoff stated there are lots of trees and they are sensitive to the trees. 

He stated they like the trees. Poyner stated that is important to him to preserve the trees. 

 

Holtrop questioned if he had any sample building elevations. VanderHoff stated he has 

the deed restrictions that he put on the homes but he is not proposing to submit home 

plans for every lot. Holtrop stated lots 5and 6 are large enough because of the easement 
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and does it mean that the homes will be setback further into the lot. Vanderhoff stated 

because they are pie shaped they have an extra 30 feet to work with, they would split that 

and the easement correctly so they can place homes and have the corner setbacks. 

Holtrop questioned if the homes can be staggered. VanderHoff stated typically they set 

the front to the minimum front setback. Discussion ensued. Holtrop stated we are 

requiring sidewalk on both sides then there may be a gap at Breezewood Ct. Schweitzer 

stated that is correct. He stated when stub street was put in sidewalk should have been 

installed at the same time. He stated as part of the CIP there is a sidewalk fill in program 

that may be used to bridge the gap. 

 

Pemberton stated he is in favor of sidewalks and if there is a connection he would like to 

see it happen upfront. He suggested incorporating it into the next CIP. 

 

Case #17-21- Lakewood PUD-Request of Lakewood Homes for a Rezoning from R1-B 

Single Family Residential to RPUD-2 Low Density Residential Planned Unit 

Development and Preliminary PUD Site Plan Review for properties addressed: 2920 & 

2854 52nd Street, SE and 5253 & 5491 Wing Avenue, SE 

 

Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the proposed development is located on an 

overall 6.8 acre property located west of Wing Avenue and south of 52nd Street.  The 

proposed 2020 Master Plan recommends low density residential use for this area or (less 

than 4 units per acre).  The proposed single family development is at a 2.8 units/acre not 

density, consistent with the Master Plan.   

 

They are also seeking preliminary PUD site plan review.  

 

He stated they are proposing a 15 lot site condo project 

 

Rezoning 

 

The 6.8 acre development is proposed to be rezoned from R1-B to RPUD-2 Single 

Family Residential Planned Unit Development, with a total of 15 housing units planned. 

 

The Planning and City Commissions should review the following in considering the 

merits of the rezoning: 

 

*Consistency with the goals, policies and future land use map of the Master Plan, 

including any subarea or corridor studies.  If conditions have changed since the Master 

Plan was adopted, the consistency with recent development trends in the area; 

 

 

Section 12.04 A of the Zoning Ordinance establishes density standards for  RPUD-2 

developments. The section suggests that net density should be calculated to determine its 

consistency with the Master Plan. Net density is calculated by excluding rights of way, 

public utility easements, and private road easements from the gross acreage.  
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The proposed 2020 Master Plan recommends low density residential for this site.  The 

development is proposed per density of 2.8 units per acre, consistent with the Master 

Plan. 

 

*Compatibility of the site’s physical, geological, hydrological and other environmental 

features with the uses permitted in the proposed zoning district; 

 

The sites features are appropriate for the proposed uses. 

 

*The applicant’s ability to develop the property with at least one (1) of the uses permitted 

under the current zoning; 

 

The property is currently zoned R1-B, primarily because until recently it would have 

been difficult to extend utilities in this area. 

 

*The compatibility of all the potential uses allowed in the proposed zoning district with 

surrounding uses and zoning in terms of land suitability, impacts on the environment, 

density, nature of use, traffic impacts, aesthetics, infrastructure and potential influence on 

property values; 

 

The use is compatible with the surrounding uses.  It should be noted that the area to the 

west of the proposed single family homes is master planned for high density residential 

development.   

 

*Whether the City’s infrastructure and services are sufficient to accommodate the uses 

permitted in the requested district without compromising the “health, safety and welfare” 

of the City; 

 

The infrastructure is adequate to accommodate the proposed uses.  

 

*Where a rezoning is reasonable given the above guidelines, a determination that the 

requested zoning district is more appropriate than another district or amending the list of 

permitted or Special Land Uses within a district.  

 

The RPUD-2 Zoning District is the most appropriate district to allow the proposed single 

family homes.  The PUD zone allows for city approval of building elevations for the 

development. 

 

 

PUD Plan-General 

The Applicant’s PUD Statement details the reasoning behind the rezoning and the 

operational aspects of the development that relate to the PUD objectives of Chapter 12 of 

the Zoning Ordinance. 
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The proposed PUD involves the development of 15 detached site condominiums.  

Preliminary and final site plan review for the site condominium development will also be 

required.   

 

The PUD-2 sets the following minimum requirements for lots within a development: 

 

Lot area:    6,500 square feet 

Front yard setback:  20 feet 

Side yard setback:  5’; 12 between properties 

Rear yard setback:  30 feet 

Minimum living area:  950 square feet, minimum of 624 square feet on main floor 

Open Space:   25% 

 

Schweitzer stated at the staff review the Fire Marshall indicated that the fire hydrant 

location(s) need to be identified as we go forward. The City Engineer noted the concept 

should fall within our standard review but he will review the detail and have his 

perspective available for the public hearing. 

 

The development is served with a private road that extends from Wing Avenue.  The road 

meets the private road standards of the Zoning Ordinance with a 24’ paramount width.  

One side of sidewalk is provided along the private road, consistent with the private road 

regulations.  In addition, the applicant has provided a sidewalk connection from 52nd 

Street to the proposed private driveway.  In the future, it is anticipated that a sidewalk 

would be extended the west side of Wing Avenue to 60th Street along the watermain 

easement, in order to minimize the loss of significant trees.   

 

Section 12.01 PUD Intent and Purpose 

 

Section12.01 allows for the mixture of housing types that would not otherwise be 

permitted within a traditional zoning district, while still allowing uses that are consistent 

with the surrounding areas.  The proposed development is for 15 homes on 6.8 acres of 

land.  The PUD regulations allow the city to approve building elevations, which would 

otherwise not be required in a standard plat or site condominium.  

 

Section 12.01 C of the Zoning Ordinance also references a package of amenities that are 

available throughout the PUD including preservation of natural resources, pathways, 

improvements to public roads, and high quality architectural materials.  The development 

will include open space or a conservation area adjacent to each unit.  Ideally, all of the 

conservation areas, private road and sidewalks should be maintained by the condominium 

association.   In addition, if the conservation areas are open to all residents, it should be 

clear how residents can access the areas.   

 

Schweitzer stated there is a Consumers Energy easement across lot 1 that goes from the 

south east to the north west and it impacts the building envelope. The developer has tried 

to work with Consumer’s Energy to eliminate that easement. They assured staff that the 
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building envelope can accommodate a house construction on lot 1. They are going to 

work with the City to extend the 3 lane cross section on the pavement that is from Wing 

Avenue at 52nd Street and carry that across the entire frontage and provide more left turn 

storage for traffic traveling north on Wing Avenue.  

 

Section 12.04 RPUD-2 Specific Regulations 

 

Section 12.04 D 5 indicates that the city may require architectural diversity between 

adjacent single family buildings.   The applicant is proposing 5 different building 

elevations.  The PUD Statement shall include language to indicate how the developer 

intends to ensure that the same house plan/building elevation is not used for adjacent 

structures. 

 

Section 12.04 D 8 indicates that accessory building size and locations may be varied from 

those found in Sections 3.15 and 3.16 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant shall 

clearly state their intent for the allowance of accessory structures within the development. 

Schweitzer suggested that the Planning Commission consider whether or not they want to 

handle that in a different way of our standard requirements.  

 

Dennis Cole, Engineer with Nederveld, was present. He stated staff asked them to look at 

the usage to the overall site to the west they are in the process of working on that right 

now and that would involve how best to extend Breton through the site. Part of that too is 

to look a little better at the corner property.  

 

Cole stated the commissioners were given a 15 lot R1-B parallel plan that would have 

several new driveways that would come directly off of 52nd Street. He stated home sites 

would be in close proximity to adjacent properties without much consideration of saving 

the vegetation around the perimeter of the site. That is one of their reasons to go PUD to 

put the same number of units and ensure that there is plenty of buffering with the existing 

vegetation maintained and the landscaping shown around the adjacent properties to the 

south.  

 

Cole stated the Master plan calls for up to 4 units per acre, they will be at 2.8 units per 

acre in contrast with a total of 27 new homes if done according to the Master Plan. He 

stated their plan contains showing 37% open space and feel can effectively buffer the 

back lot of 52nd Street. He stated with the net density being 2.8 per acre is just over ½ of 

what the Master Plan density could be for the site. 

 

Cole stated the homes will be built by Jack Workman/ Lakewood homes with a 

reputation of quality and attention to detail. These homes are starting around $300,000 

and up. Discussion ensued regarding the homes.  

 

Cole stated with respect to the private road, they intend to comply with the new private 

road standards. It has not been shown on the plan but it will. 
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Cole stated regarding lot 1 there are a couple of home styles that Workman feels will fit 

nicely in that building envelope despite it being much smaller. They feel confident they 

can put the desired home on that site. 

 

Cole stated the lot lines on the property on the north side of the road that are shown 

extending all the way to 52nd Street, there will be a single open space along 52nd Street 

that will be a common area similar of what they have shown along the south and 

southeast sides. Those areas will be mainly intended for buffering purposes. 

 

Brinerd stated the common area along 52nd may have similar issue with the Windy West 

plan where the City Commission desires to keep the lot lines extended because of 

concern with regard to maintenance. Cole stated if bylaws are put in place with specific 

requirements for maintenance it will be included as part of the common element. If 

however they are left as individual lots that would be a better way to maintain those 

areas. He stated his understanding the lot lines would be clipped so that it would be 

common area under the maintenance responsibility under the entire association to keep 

that in compliance. Discussion ensued.  

 

Cole stated they should be able to comply with the pavement width requirements for the 

private road. Brainerd questioned if the plan is to have conservation areas accessible to 

all the residents. Cole stated yes it would be. Brainerd stated he likes the proposed. 

 

Holtrop stated he noticed the developer has been clearing the site. Holtrop stated his only 

concern is that the backyards of the lots on 52nd are on the Street side; have they 

considered the  building elevations of the side that faces 52nd Street; and whether there 

will be fences which will cut off the common area. Cole stated the 80 foot buffer could be 

augmented if necessary with some additional screening but certainly they would like to 

preserve what is presently there. Cole stated the way the houses will be situated there will 

be quite a bit lower elevations.  52nd Street traffic will be looking down at them. To some 

degree that will help with the perception of looking at the back of the houses. Schewitzer 

suggested street trees might be a consideration and maybe bringing those along the 52nd 

Street frontage to create a landscape buffer.  

 

Pemberton stated this looks good if he only had one recommendation and based on what 

went on with the previous development in this neighborhood and that is having some 

good plans we can get an approval on before he gets too far along. He stated the rear 

elevations on the north lots that may be a concern. It that can be controlled or mitigated 

by a of tree buffer along the common area that would provide privacy for some of the 

residents 

 

Morgan questioned how lot 1 would look compared to the other homes. Cole stated the 

majority if not all of the houses would be placed right up against the front setback line 

and the building envelope and on lot 1 that is going to have to be the case with the shape 

and size there is room for the housing type Workman proposes. Discussion ensued 

regarding the size of the homes 
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Poyner questioned if there will be a sidewalk that will run along the west side along 

Wing. Cole stated yes it shows sidewalk connecting the existing sidewalk at the 

intersection of Wing and 52nd and then running down to and across the proposed private 

road just to the south end. Poyner questioned the distance from 52nd Street to the back of 

the homes. Cole stated the open space that is being proposed is 80 feet in width and if 

you look at the building envelopes it will probably be another 50 foot back. He estimated 

about 150 feet off the ROW line from 52nd Street to the back of the homes.  

 

Holtop questioned how the other commissioners felt about the accessory buildings Cole 

stated they would like to have the standard amount of accessory building included in this 

development. Pemberton stated he thinks we need to be consistent. If there is an 

association then they can be involved and not coming from the City level. He suggested 

staying consistent with our provisions as they are written and then let them decide. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to set public hearing date of July 13, 

2021, for:Case#18-21 Cobblestone at the Ravines Phase 3 – Request of Redstone 

Land Development LLC for a Major Change to a PUD Phase and Preliminary Site 

Plan Review Located at 4333 Shaffer Avenue SE 

        

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Morgan 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Quinn 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Hotlrop made a motion supported by Poyner to amend the meeting minutes of May 

25, 2021 to change cases 14-21 and 15-21 to reflect tabling until June 8 

       

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Morgan 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Quinn 

 

Holtop stated there was a LUZ committee meeting regarding the corner of Walma and 

44th Street. They proposed a 4 adult foster care facilities, 20 beds per building, 80 beds 

total and buildings would be single story slope roof residential style.  
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Holtrop stated the second item for LUZ was on Model Ct. Half of the building is being 

looked at to put in an indoor soccer or youth training or sports training. Issues would be 

that it is an industrial area therefore there are limitations. 

 

Morgan questioned if we have come to a conclusion on the upkeep of equipment 

enclosures in and along the public right-of-way and the upkeep. Schweitzer stated we 

don’t have any specific standards.  

 

Jones stated the Windy West the street seemed narrow.  

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated in July the Planning Commission going back to in person meetings. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Poyner, to 

adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Yeas: Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Poyner, Pemberton 

- Nays: None 

- Absent: Benoit, Morgan, Quinn 

  

Meeting adjourned at 9:00p.m. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 22, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Economic Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, 

Planning Assistant Monique Collier, the applicants and about 4 citizens. 

 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of  June 8, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case#14-21 – 

My New House -  Rezone .75 acres of land from C-2 Commercial to R1-C Single 

Family Residential Located at 1569 52nd Street SE; Case#15-21 Woodsprings Suites 

– Request of Concord Hospitality– Final Site Plan Review of a Special Land Use 

Hotel– Located at 3781 – 32nd Street  

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

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

agenda for the June 22, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 
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G. Old Business 

 

Case#11-21 Aspen Pointe – Major Change to a Preliminary PUD located at 3345 52nd 

Street; (applicant has requested tabling to July 27, 2021) 

 

Case#12-21 Aspen Pointe – Site Condominiums and Final Site Plan Review Located at 

3345 52nd Street; (applicant has requested tabling to July 27, 2021) 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#16-21- Windy West Plat – Request of Bosco Development LLC for Preliminary 

Plat Review of Windy West Plat Located at 3491 52nd Street SE conditionally zoned R1-

D Single Family Residential 

 

Golder stated the request is the preliminary plat related to the conditional zoning that was 

approved by the Planning an City Commission. She stated this is the site plan that goes 

along with the preliminary plat. Golder stated the site is under 12 acres, 14 lots are 

proposed and involves  the extension of Breezewood Court into this parcel. 

 

Golder stated at the work session regarding the plat, it was noted that 14 lots require 30 

foot of pavement within a 60 foot of right-of-way (ROW). She stated that the ROW looks 

correct but the pavement does not look like 24 feet therefore that will need to be 

amended. Golder stated two sides of sidewalk will be required. That will be a condition 

of approval and is a requirement of our subdivision control regulations. Regarding the 

sidewalk on the existing Breezewood Court since  it is outside of the plat we will also 

make sure that the extension of sidewalk becomes an infill sidewalk project on the radar 

of the City Engineer. Therefore, at some point a sidewalk can be added so it is not a 

sidewalk leading to nowhere. 

 

Golder stated the applicant now shows an easement going to the north. She stated last 

time that was proposed as an out lot and we wanted it to be expressed as an easement. 

The applicant also put a note on the plan indicating how many lots this easement 

extension could serve however, this is not before the commission and they will not render 

an opinion on whether or not additional lots can be served outside the plat. She stated 

there are a lot of factors that go into that. She stated for now this is an easement that is 

proposed for the potential of building more homes to the north and we are going to leave 

it at that. Staff is asking the applicant to remove reference to the note regarding additional 

lots to the north from the site plan. 

 

Golder stated we have also prepared a conditional zoning agreement for this site. The 

execution of the agreement is a condition of approval. 

 

Golder stated this is a recommendation that goes to the City Commission. The 

recommendation is for approval with the following conditions: 
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1.Execution and recording of the Conditional Zoning Agreement for the Windy West 

Development.; 2 Review and approval of the proposed plat by the Kentwood City 

Engineer and Fire Marshal.; 3.Street trees shall be provided along all public streets at 40 

foot intervals.;4. Two sides of sidewalk must be provided within the development.; 5. 

Pavement width of the proposed extension of Breezewood Court shall be 30’.;6. 

Applicant shall remove General Requirements note 6. 

 

 

Chris VanderHoff with Bosco Construction was present. He stated it was an oversight on 

the 24 foot width. He stated they are planning on the 30 foot to meet the ordinance.  

 

 Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

 There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Benoit questioned if we have landlocked the piece of property to the north. Golder stated 

it might be somewhat landlocked Consumers Energy is in between this plat and the 

property to the north. This is their best hope of getting future access.  

 

Poyner, Quinn, Kape, Morgan, Brainerd , Jones were ok with the request. 

 

Pemberton stated once they get to the 6th house under construction, he would like the 

sidewalk from the Windy Wood development to the east extended  along Breezewood 

Court so that by the time it is wrapped up and all the houses are in we have a connecting 

sidewalk. He doesn’t want it to just lay around and then 2-3 years later we find out we 

have sidewalks that go to nowhere. Pemberton stated if we are going to require sidewalk, 

then it needs to connect. Golder stated she doesn’t think we can tie it to VanderHoff’s 

project because it is outside of his project. She stated she will have a conversation with 

the City Engineer.  

 

Holtrop stated the Engineers report mentions a 70 foot circular terminal, he questioned 

whether is that fine. VanderHoff stated with the cul-de-sac the radius has to be a 75 foot 

diameter on the end of the cul-de-sac, they will have to comply. Holtrop questioned if 

you are on 52nd Street will lots 9 – 14 be visible or will there be enough trees left at the 

back sides of their lots. VanderHoff stated they won’t be visible to 52nd at all, there is 

another parcel to the south on 52nd with homes there.  
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Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to recommend to the City Commission 

conditional approval of the Preliminary Plat for Windy West Plat as described in 

Case No. 16-21 and as provided on the site plan dated June 15, 2021.  Approval is 

conditioned on conditions 1-6 and basis points 1-6 as described in Golder’s memo 

dated June 16, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Case #17-21- Lakewood PUD-Request of Lakewood Homes for a Rezoning from R1-B 

Single Family Residential to RPUD-2 Low Density Residential Planned Unit 

Development and Preliminary PUD Site Plan Review for properties addressed: 2920 & 

2854 52nd Street, SE and 5253 & 5491 Wing Avenue, SE. 

 

Golder stated the 6.8 acre development is proposed to be rezoned from R1-B to RPUD-2 

Single Family Residential Planned Unit Development, with a total of 15 housing units 

planned.  

 

She stated the proposed 2020 Master Plan recommends low density residential for this 

site.  The development is proposed for a density of 2.2 units per acre, the net density is 

2.83 consistent with the Master Plan. The net density would take out the road easements 

and the easements for Consumers Energy.  

 

She stated that one of the concerns at the work session was the developability of lot 1. 

She stated the applicant has shown a home on the site. She stated the road proposed has a 

50 foot ROW and 24 feet of pavement; previously it showed an 18 foot pavement. That 

has been corrected. 

 

Golder stated there was a concern regarding what the backs of the homes will look like. 

The applicant Had indicated that he could show the commissioners what they will look 

like. 

 

Golder stated landscaping along 52nd Street has been provided in areas where it would not 

be left with existing natural vegetation. The applicant has added trees in that area. 

 

Golder stated the applicant was also requested to address how they would varythe 

appearance of  the units so that not all of the units will look alike and you won’t have 

adjacent ones that look alike. 

 

Golder stated the recommendation is 

 

1. Review and Approval of the PUD Statement dated June 16, 2021 for the 

Lakewood PUD, and review and approval of the Lakewood PUD 

Development Agreement by Kentwood staff and the City Attorney. The PUD 
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Statement and Development Agreement shall include, but not be limited to, 

the following:   

 

a. Restrictions prohibiting the rental of more than one unit by a single 

purchaser.  

 

b. A statement regarding the improvements to be undertaken by the 

developers of the project. 

 

c. Detail on sidewalk provided in the development, open space within the 

development, and the maintenance of these areas. 

 

d. Detail regarding any public or private road improvement required for 

the development. 

 

2. City Staff and City Attorney review and approval of all condominium 

documents, including but not limited to, the condominium bylaws, the master 

deed, and the complete condominium subdivision plan.  An expandable 

condominium, as defined in the Michigan Condominium Act, MCL 

559.106(4) shall not be permitted. Convertible area, as defined in the 

Michigan Condominium Act, MCL 559.105(3) shall not be permitted.   

 

3. Compliance with the City Engineer’s memo dated June 16, 2021. 

 

4. Review and approval by the Kentwood Fire Marshal.  

 

5. Applicant shall obtain permits from the Michigan Department of 

Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy for wetland mitigation prior to the 

issuance of construction permits on the site. 

 

6. Staff review and approval of the preliminary landscaping and  lighting plans 

for the site.  The landscaping plan shall indicate how the developer intends to 

preserve significant stands of trees. 

 

7. Review and approval by staff of building elevations proposed within the 

project. 

 

8. City Commission approval of the rezoning of the site from R1-B to RPUD-2 

Single Family Residential Planned Unit Development. 

 

Jack Workman, Lakewood Homes and Dennis Cole Nederveld Inc.were present. 

 

Dennis Cole stated in addition to the changes staff discussed they also show both 

watermain and stormwater detention, located off site. Cole stated they did show the 5 

renderings of the different unit types that Lakewood homes proposes to do on this 
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project. He stated they don’t have any additional detail with regard to the rears of the 

buildings, but it will suffice to say that the quality materials that are being proposed for 

the fronts and the sides will also be in the rear and that the intent is to make those as 

attractive as possible realizing that there is visibility from 52nd Street. He stated they  

have enhanced landscaping to have some trees in back which should do a fine job of 

screening. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing.  

 

Billy and Amy Smith, 2877 52nd Street were present. She stated they live directly behind 

the project and have lived in the family home almost 50 years. She stated it has been sad 

to see the nature in the area desecrated. She stated any enhanced landscaping is going to 

take a lot of work. She stated so much has been cut down and it looks horrible. They 

don’t want their property values to go down. 

 

Mark Hill, 5265 Wing Ave SE. He stated they were quite distressed when they found out 

this development was proposed. He stated he would like them to keep the best interest of 

the people who reside in Kentwood and protect their privacy, their safety and their 

property values. He stated he is also concerned of the proximity of the houses. Golder 

stated there will only be sidewalk on one side of the street. He stated he would like for 

sidewalk to be on the north side of the street. 

 

Luan Nguyen, 5301 Wing was present. She stated her house is going to be adjacent to the 

6 units that are going to be built. She stated debris has been in her yard. She stated she 

has concern as to whether or not there be any barriers, buffers, trees, fences.  

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Holtrop questioned that without changing the zoning to the PUD a similar development 

could be built. Golder stated that is correct. Holtrop stated 15 homes could be there by 

right without Planning Commission approval. Holtrop stated per Mrs. Nguyen she made a 

comment that debris had gotten onto her land. He stated if the developer will just be 

cautious going forward that would be great. He stated he appreciates the landscaping on 

52nd Street. 

 

Brainerd stated she was a little disappointed of the clearing of the site.  She stated she 

thought there might be more trees retained but she understands that is sometimes difficult 

with construction. She is hoping the additional landscaping brings some of it back. 
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Morgan stated his biggest concerns are the trees coming back. He questioned what type 

of trees they will plant to provide privacy between the two homes and what will be along 

52nd Street. 

 

Pemberton stated he notices on the landscape plan some of the additional landscaping 

that has been proposed. He stated his concern is that the landscaping should be a bit more 

aggressive. He stated there has been quite a bit of buffer that has been added into this 

project and this is a benefit to the neighbors too. He stated however, he would like to see 

a little more aggressive landscape that goes around the corner down on the south side and 

across to the east and west to create a little more privacy. Discussion ensued.  

 

Quinn, Poyner and Benoit echoed the previous commissioners regarding putting the 

landscaping along the south side of the development and wanted the developers to 

provide more detail on the elevations. 

 

Benoit stated that the residents need to understand that the developer won’t be able to 

completely block them from seeing the site. They are going to see the homes and the only 

way to stop that is to buy the land.  

 

Jones concurred with the other commissioners comments. She stated she will give the 

developer the opportunity to discuss a greater buffer and more robust landscaping and 

some information about the housing types which would include information on the 

selling prices and what can be done to mitigate the view. The homes won’t be hidden 

from anyone but if something can be done to preserve the residents privacy she would 

ask that the developer do that. 

 

Dennis Cole stated the width of the landscape buffer behind 5265 Wing is 40 feet wide 

and long the property line on the first lot to the west lot (15) there is a 30 foot buffer 

there. He stated along the south of the development is a 50 foot wide open space 

landscape buffer before you would even go to the rears of those 6 units that are adjacent 

to the Nguyen’s property. He stated on the north side along 52nd Street there is an 80 foot 

wide landscape and tree preservation area to provide enhanced landscaping. He stated 

depending on how the association decides to maintain it, it could become very natural 

and fill in over time providing a very healthy buffer in the backyards. He stated the types 

of trees that are intended to go in are a variety of trees: some deciduous and some 

evergreen to fill in some of those areas. To the north of the Hill’s property are all 

arborvitae to provide the greatest amount of screening there. He stated in the other areas 

there is a selection of River Birch, Spruce etc.  

 

Cole stated there was a question with regard to the south property line and the southeast 

corner of the property to beef up the landscaping. He stated there are some trees there. 

There has been quite a bit of clearing, but there are some existing trees, they will work 

with staff and try to make sure there are no large obvious gaps.  
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Cole addressed the question as to whether or not sidewalk can be switched to the north 

side of the road instead of the south. He stated he is not sure why the south side was 

chosen; he doesn’t think there are any strong feelings one way or the other. Cole said that 

with respect to the placement of street trees relative to the sidewalk location within the 

ROW, he thinks the trees could fit regardless of the sidewalk.  

 

Jack Workman was present. He stated he is trying to put in a nice development and there 

has been quite a bit of thought going into the project. He stated there are trees but a lot 

died because of the Ashboer. He stated he is leaving all the trees that are nice. He stated 

there weren’t a lot of them that were nice at this point. He said they will make sure that 

they screen the neighbors because their houses are old and not up to date style. The 

neighbors don’t want to look at their development and they don’t want to look at 

neighbors. He stated he is willing to put 10 trees per lot for this development, he will 

plant 150 trees. He stated the homes they are building will be random designs he will put 

a variation in the development. He will do what the customer wants. Discussion ensued. 

 

Morgan wanted clarification on the sidewalk. Workman stated he doesn’t care if the 

sidewalk is on one side or the other. He stated it looked better to have it in the landscaped 

south end. Golder stated the applicant is showing sidewalk going from 52nd Street to the 

development. She stated the desire is to add sidewalk along Wing Avenue to the non-

motorized trail. Discussion ensued regarding the sidewalk. 

 

Golder stated Mr. Workman mentioned incorporating the 10 trees per parcel, per lot, 

therefore we can incorporate that into the recommendation. Workman stated that was on 

an average he is putting in a minimum of 150 trees on 15 lots and that is not counting the 

other landscaping. Golder stated it would be good to be specific as to what the  

commissioners want to see with the landscaping. Workman stated 10 trees on average for 

15 lots for that development is sufficient. He stated he doesn’t think there are other 

developments that have that high of average trees in their development. Discussion 

ensued. Workman stated he is putting in some taller landscaping but he can put in some 

smaller as well. 

 

Poyner questioned if the commissioners should specify the size of the trees we expect. 

Golder stated staff can always bring the landscaping plan back to the commissioners for 

approval. Cole stated the minimum caliper shown on the plan is 2 ½ inches in diameter 

and the spruces are 7 foot at planting.  

 

Pemberton said that anything that can be done to screen as much as they can will be 

helpful. He stated he doesn’t think it is unreasonable for the homeowners who are 

adjacent to also maybe look at the possibility of adding some foliage or some trees to 

some gaps on their property so it really creates a mix and depth. Golder stated the final 

site plan for the RPUD will come back to the Planning Commission so they will have 

another opportunity to look at the landscaping more in detail. 
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Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to recommend to the City Commission 

conditional approval of the rezoning of 6.8 acres of land from R1-B to RPUD-2 

Single Family Residential and approval of preliminary site plan dated June16, 2021  

for the Lakewood PUD project as described in Case No. 17-21.  Application is 

conditioned on conditions 1-8 and basis points 1-4 as described in Golder memo 

dated June 14, 2021.      

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#18-21 Cobblestone at the Ravines Phase 3 – Request of Redstone Land 

Development LLC for a Major Change to a PUD Phase and Preliminary Site Plan Review 

Located at 4333 Shaffer Avenue SE 

 

Golder stated the request is a major change to an approved PUD plan.  

 

The original plan for Cobblestone at the Ravines was approved in 2004 with the overall 

plan for the Ravines Planned Unit Development.  The original Phase 3 of Cobblestone 

included the following mix of housing: 

 

   Original Plan     

  1 -  6 unit building or 6 units     

   12 - 4 unit buildings or 48 units    

  5  - 3 unit or 15 units      

  1 - 2 unit or 2 units      

  14 - 1 unit or 1 unit 

  

     Total: 85 units      

 

The proposed plan includes the following proposed housing mix: 

 

 Proposed Plan: 

 7 – 6 unit buildings or 42 units 

 8 – 4 unit buildings or 32 units 

 2 – 2 unit buildings or 4 units 

 9 – 1 unit buildings or 9 units 

 

      Total: 91 units  

 

Golder stated since the number of units proposed in the development is more than the 

original development, a Major Change to the original site plan must be approved by the 

Planning and City Commissions. 
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The previously approved plan show no units exiting onto Stratton Boulevard; rather, they 

were served by alleys.  The applicant should provide alley access to the 6 unit building.  

In fact, the original plan showed all but a few of the homes within Phase 3 served from 

alleys. All of the homes in the proposed Phase 3 are served from the private roads, rather 

than from alleys.  The applicant should describe this change to the nature of the 

development in Phase 3.   

 

The original Cobblestone PUD promoted pedestrian access, with sidewalk connections 

on both sides of the street, particularly within the Cobblestone portion of the 

development.  The original plan for Cobblestone provides two sides of sidewalk along the 

private driveways.  The proposed plan has sidewalk on only one side of the street in most 

locations. Staff recommends requiring two sides of sidewalk within the development.   

 

Stratton Boulevard should be extended to the north property line.  In addition, sidewalk 

should be extended to the development’s north property line along Stratton. 

 

The proposed 6-unit buildings include a good deal of pavement in the front yard to 

accommodate driveways. Again, the nature of much of the rest of Cobblestone is to have 

condominiums accessed from an alley.  If these are allowed to remain as proposed, the 

front yard area must be improved with plantings or other amenities.   

 

The applicant shall provide color renderings of the building elevations proposed for the 

development.  

 

The applicant must provide landscaping plans, lighting plans, information on dumpsters 

and screening.    

 

The applicant shall indicate whether any of the units are planned to be rented by the 

developer. 

 

 Issues: 

• Two sides of sidewalk should be provided on all streets, as per the original Cobblestone 

development 

• The 6 unit condominium on Stratton Boulevard should be served by an alley.  None of 

the proposed condominiums are served by alleys within the development. Stratton fall 

short of the property line. Staff would like as much as possible to develop that right to the 

property line so that there is no question when Redstone is not here anymore as to whose 

responsibility it is to extend this further. This goes north into the ravine development and 

hooks into the part that is owned by Holland Home we want to make sure that is retained. 

So either extend it to the north or have some sort of agreement or escrow set aside to 

make sure that happens in the future 

• More detail on units and landscaping 

• Too  much pavement in driveways for 6 unit buildings 
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Dave Stebbins, with Redstone and Justin Longstreth, Moore & Bruggink were present 

representing the request. 

 

Longstreth said providing sidewalk on both sides of the street is not a problem that is 

something they can easily add. He stated they can provide the extension of Stratton to the 

north property line as well.  

 

He discussed the building that is on Stratton and the orientation of that building. Between this 

plan and the last plan they have a lot more open space and they have some fairly large green 

spaces and open spaces at the center of the development. All of the buildings have a natural 

view. They are able to create a lot more greenspace and open space. He stated for this reason 

they would like to avoid putting an alley behind the building on Stratton. If they add pavement 

behind it, it breaks up that natural feel of what they are trying to accomplish at the rear of those 

buildings. He stated they are planning to provide natural berming in those areas. They are also 

going to landscape those areas behind the buildings. The goal and intent is to create a natural 

feel.   

 

Benoit stated he isn’t completely sold on the alley yet he would like to see what that looks 

like and see what it looks like natural. He questioned if staff was worried about parking. Golder 

stated there are no other units with driveways on Stratton. She stated this is a major entry into 

this development and you will have people backing up onto it. Longstrecth stated that Stratton 

comes in and around the clock tower and creates a decent traffic calming device. He stated that 

was one of the reasons they were more comfortable with the having driveway on Stratton is 

knowing they will have some features to slow traffic. David Stebbins stated their main east/west 

artery is Blairview Parkway which runs through phases 1 and phase 2 out to Shaffer. He stated 

they have several units that have driveways that are directly on Blairview Parkway. He stated 

they haven’t seen any issues with those driveways. 

 

Poyner stated he also is not sure about the alley way. He stated he understands the interest in 

more greenspace. He stated if they can have something at the public hearing as to what that 

would like that would be great. He stated he isn’t sold on having an alley. 

 

Pemberton stated he has never been a huge fan of alleys because it adds so much more 

pavement. He likes the idea of greenspace. He stated the only concern he has is that they have 

garages facing the street. He likes the front elevations; the rear elevations are boring. He stated 

he isn’t sure it will be that visible by everybody but if there is something that can be done to 

dress those up a little bit that would go a long way. Pemberton stated in the upper left quadrant of 

this phase the buildings are setback a little bit and the drives up to the garages are broken up. He 

would like to see if it is possible with the rest of them, particularly the one on the main street. 

Maybe it can be setback a little bit so that it is just not all pavement. Golder stated she is 

wondering if they can just place that unit somewhere else.  

 

Stebbins stated the units that are around the outside of the development are their ranch 

condominiums and they are building those same units in phase 2. The townhomes are in the 
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middle, and the stand alones is a new product. Discussion ensued. He stated from the original 

designs he removed over 2200 of lineal feet of pavement.  

 

Quinn questioned repositioning some of the units.  

 

Morgan stated there are 32 units and 10 proposed visitor parking spaces. Morgan stated he is 

proposing additional visitor parking so that vehicles are not parked on the street to help keep a 

better flow of traffic. He suggested more parking in the northwest by East Cobblestone Court.  

 

Morgan questioned High Gate Street.  He stated there are 9 proposed buildings. Is there a 

reason to keep those 9 versus swapping out by certain areas to provide it a mix of units. He 

suggested maybe have 4 units then maybe a couple of detached houses in between just to change 

it up. Stebbins said the townhomes, the stand alones and the ranch condos there is one unit in 

each of the 4 plex buildings that has a one stall garage but there is room in the driveway for an 

additional car. All of the other units that have a two stall garage has room for two cars in the 

driveway. He stated they provide some extra guest parking. He stated the units themselves will 

have room for 4 vehicles.  

 

Stebbins stated as far a mixing units up, it is a mixture of marketing and creating the 

neighborhood of like units together. He stated when you start mixing it is hard to do both in 

construction sequencing and sales. They want to come in and build all the stand alones and have 

that area completed, and then do same with the ranches. He stated in their developments they try 

to keep unit types together. 

 

Morgan questioned if they would be opposed to having the parking on the east section, but 

the north west corner. Most families use their garages as storage. Stebbin stated they can add it, 

it’s not an issue, but it does take up greenspace. Then you have the townhome units that are two 

story back there and you will be looking back there and seeing cars parked in their rear yard. If 

you look at parking on the east end, it is along the side of the building so it is not real visible. 

Discussion ensued.  

 

Holtrop questioned ownership versus rental. Stebbins stated they will all be for sale for 

ownership. Holtrop stated this plan really didn’t wow him. He saw 7- six unit buildings and just 

big blobs of parking. He stated it looks congested. He said greenspace it could be increased if 

they had fewer units. Holtrop stated nothing makes this spectacular to him. He stated he is not 

overwhelmed at all by the project. Stebbins stated the only thing he can suggest is go back to the 

original plan and what was originally proposed. Stebbins stated there were 33 buildings, he now 

has 27 buildings but more units overall in this phase. 

 

Jones stated she echoes Holtrop. She doesn’t see anything in this development that makes it 

stand out. She stated she liked the alley concept of the previous developers she liked the 

neighborhood concept. She stated it forces people to be neighborly. She stated she also liked the 

aesthetics of the homes that were being built. From an aesthetic prospective she questioned how 

will these newer home units mesh with what is already there. She also questioned whether there 

was any thought of making these homes fit with the concept of the housing styles that were a 
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little more retro. Stebbins stated if you look at the ranch condos that face the north on both east 

and west those will be looking down into a wooded ravine. Discussion ensued He stated in the 

original development there was no greenspace. He stated they removed 2200 lineal feet of road 

and that gives them greenspace. He stated they still need to get their unit counts; that is what 

helps pay for the cost of the property and that is how they get a return on the development. He 

stated if he has to put 2200 lineal feet back into the development, with lumber prices today, then 

they have units that they can’t sell because they won’t be affordable. That is another component 

of this development trying to make this affordable with reasonably home prices. He stated they 

really think this will be a nice development. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to set public hearing date of July 27, 2021, for:  

Case#19-21 –32nd Street Townhomes – Final Site Plan Review Located at 2918 32nd 

Street 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, 

Morgan, Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Quinn apologized for his absence at the last meeting and stated his family was able to sell their 

home and find another home and remain in Kentwood. 

 

Kape stated the food truck rally was good. September 11 is the next Food Truck Rally 

celebration. He stated Thursday is the start of the concert series there are no covid restrictions. 

Kape stated there have been park millage discussions again. Quinn encouraged the 

commissioners to visit the website and take a few moments to take the survey. 

 

Moran stated it will be nice seeing the commissioners in person. 

 

Brainerd stated the Bark in the Park fundraiser at Kellogswood was a nice event. 

 

Holtrop stated LUZ met the tonight, first dealing with storage facilities in Industrial zones. 

Storage facilities are allowed to have open air recreational vehicle storage on their property but it 

is limited to paved areas in the backyard and no more than 25%. They would like to have more 

outdoor recreational storage but not within those guidelines. The commissioners suggested they 

go to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 

Holtrop stated the other LUZ request dealt with the PUD that includes Clark Homes they are 

looking for a major change for the portion of the development that includes the church and 

putting in some homes, but it was all rental. Staff told them they may want to reevaluate before 

they proceed. The concept plan looked good but it was a little under parked. 
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Jones stated she noticed the reconstruction activity within Jaycee Park appears to include some 

changes. Golder stated the project is being funded through a CDBG and they are putting in the 

new restroom and upgrading some of the playground area. 

 

Jones stated the City Line apartment looks good however one of the buildings is being 

constructed close to the back of the house and much closer than what she would have 

anticipated. It is practically in their backyard. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Golder stated he needs to know whether August 10 or August 24 works best for them to 

have a joint City/Planning Commission meeting. She stated staff will send out an email in 

the upcoming week to allow for the commissioners to check their schedules.  

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

- Yeas: Benoit, Brainerd, Holtrop, Jones, Kape, Morgan, 

Poyner, Pemberton, Quinn 

- Nays: None 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:10pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

TUESDAY JULY 13, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Ray Poyner (absent with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, and the applicants. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Brainerd, to excuse Poyner from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Poyner absent -   

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Brainerd, to 

approve the Minutes of  June 22, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case#16-21- 

Windy West Plat – Request of Bosco Development LLC for Preliminary Plat Review 

of Windy West Plat Located at 3491 52nd Street SE conditionally zoned R1-D Single 

Family Residential; Case #17-21- Lakewood PUD-Request of Lakewood Homes for 

a Rezoning from R1-B Single Family Residential to RPUD-2 Low Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development and Preliminary PUD Site Plan Review for 

properties addressed: 2920 & 2854 52nd Street, SE and 5253 & 5491 Wing Avenue, 

SE 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Poyner absent -  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Brainerd, to approve 

the agenda for the July 13, 2021, meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Poyner absent -  

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 
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G. Old Business 

 

Case#11-21 Aspen Pointe – Major Change to a Preliminary PUD located at 3345 52nd 

Street; (applicant has withdrawn their request) 

 

Case#12-21 Aspen Pointe – Site Condominiums and Final Site Plan Review Located at 

3345 52nd Street; (applicant has withdrawn their request) 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#18-21 Cobblestone at the Ravines Phase 3 – Request of Redstone Land 

Development LLC for a Major Change to a PUD Phase and Preliminary Site Plan Review 

Located at 4333 Shaffer Avenue SE 

 

Golder stated the request is for a major change. She stated the previous site plan 

represented 85 units; now it is 91 units. She stated there are 7 – 6-unit buildings, 8 – 4-

unit buildings, 2 – 3 unit buildings, 1 – 2 unit building, and 9 single family. 

 

Golder stated at the work session the concern she had was the removal of sidewalk on 

both sides of the streets. There was concern about the 1 building that has access on the 

main drive on Stratton Blvd. She stated Stratton Blvd. does not go all the way to the north 

property line. She stated the overall Ravines development plan continues the street 

extension north. Holland Home owns the next piece to the north and eventually the street 

must interconnect according to the plan. She stated if it stops short, the applicant states 

that they do not have an easement to allow for grading. She stated the same thing will 

happen for Holland home. They will need an easement for grading. However, they will 

be dealing with a homeowner’s association rather than a developer when they are ready 

to develop. Therefore, they must make sure they accommodate that easement to make 

sure it happens in the future.  Golder stated there was also concern about excessive 

pavement in the front yards of the 6-unit buildings.  

 

Golder stated the developer added the 2 sides of sidewalk except for Stratton Blvd, it is 

right up against the curb for the street. There is no place for a street tree, but they do have 

that curb line on Stratton Blvd. She stated they moved the 6 units back so that there is 

additional space. If you are backing up, you can see oncoming traffic going up Stratton. 

Golder stated they have indicated that they cannot get that grading easement right now 

from Holland Home, therefore that is still an issue. She stated they have also provided for 

a 7-foot greenspace in between each of the units so there is room for planting. She stated 

also in the landscaping plan they show planting, and each set has street trees. She stated 

there will be tree presence and not just bushes which helps since the sidewalk is right up 

against the curb. 

 

Golder stated the site plan indicates that there is a 15-foot rear yard setback for the units. 

There is a 20-foot setback requirement that would have to be waived by the Planning and 
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City Commission. She stated it is up against a greenspace but it is fenced so they have to 

get the waiver. 

 

Golder stated in the recommendation she is looking for additional parking spaces. There 

are a few 4- and 6-unit buildings and the driveways on these buildings are just 20 feet 

deep. She stated she thinks cars will park on the sidewalk. Since all the 6-unit buildings 

have 3 bedrooms, she thinks there will be a lot of 3 car households. They have added 22 

parking spaces however the recommendation is to add another 8 parking spaces.  

 

Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval as stated in her memo.  

 

Golder stated because this is a major change the final site plan will come back to the 

planning commission, therefore they will have a chance to look at the elevations and the 

detailed landscaping plans at another time. 

 

Justin Longstretch, with Moore and Bruggink Engineers, 2020 Monroe NW was present. 

He stated as far as the easement for Stratton going north, they have no problem granting 

access and grading easements to the property line so that the development to the north 

can pick up where they have left off. He stated they have added sidewalks to both sides of 

the street.  

 

Longstretch stated there was some discussion regarding resident and visitor parking. 

They added 22 on street parking spaces spread throughout. He stated regarding parking 

the city ordinance states that for attached residential townhomes, they need to provide 2 

parking spaces per unit. For the 91 units they are proposing that would be a minimum 

182 parking spaces. When you look at garage spaces plus parking spaces in the 

driveways, plus the 22 parking spaces that they are providing as visitor overflow, they 

have 386 spaces on the plan. He stated they far exceed the 2 parking spaces per unit. He 

stated they cannot say who will be purchasing the units, however, they have found their 

purchasers to be professional young married couples with younger children or empty 

nesters who don’t have the third car in the household. He stated they feel they have 

sufficient parking on site.  

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Poyner absent –  

 

Pemberton stated he thinks the added parking is covered. He stated the plan looks like a 

more current concept than what was proposed way back when. He stated he feels like this 

is a better fit today. 
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Quinn stated he agrees with Pemberton. He thinks they addressed the requested added 

parking.  

 

Brainerd questioned if the recommendation for the 8 parking spaces is in addition to the 

22 that were added. Golder stated that is correct the total would be 30 with her 

recommendation there is 22 now. Brainerd stated she thinks parking is a critical piece. 

She stated she thinks the design is more modern and better suits the community. 

 

Benoit stated this is a much better plan. He stated he thinks they can find 8 more parking 

since they are adding 6 more units to this phase of the development. 

 

Holtrop stated he drove down Stratton and he liked the look of it. He stated he was not a 

big fan of the driveways on Stratton Blvd. He stated it still looks like a lot of garage 

doors on the street. Golder stated there are a lot of garage units and she pictures cars 

being parked right in front of the sidewalk and she feels like it will look crammed. The 

extra parking will give the opportunity to put that car elsewhere. Discussion ensued 

regarding the elevations. Holtrop stated he is not a big fan of the project; he would like to 

see it look a little different, it seems tight. He stated he does not want more pavement. 

 

Morgan stated he appreciates the additional parking. He stated he also likes the pavilions 

that were added. Discussion ensued regarding parking. He questioned whether people 

going to the park will drive over to that area or walk. He noted that there is not any close 

location for parking near the park if they have children. Morgan questioned whether there 

is interest to add another park space. Longstretch stated on the north side of the street it 

drops off from the road 30 feet down to the wetland area so to sneak parking on that side 

of the street would be problematic because of the grades and how the elevation drops off 

to the storm water basin and the wetlands down below. He stated when you work your 

way north and west the grades start to fall off and that is why they do not have anything 

located there now. Discussion ensued regarding the creation of parking spaces near the 

park. Morgan questioned if there is any additional diversity as far as the design of the 

buildings.  Longstreth displayed elevations of the units, He stated there is a mixture of 

architecture and scale to each one of the building types. He stated there is a mixture of 

stone and vinyl siding, they will have a modern look. 

 

David Stebbins with Redstone Homes was present. He stated the townhomes each have a 

different architectural look. He stated trying to combine the look they had in phase one 

with the standalones looks of the attached units. He stated as far as the other ranch 

condos along with the townhomes those are in phase 2. He stated this is a continuation of 

that community with similar units. The standalone units are a brand new design that is 

something different from what they see in phase one and two.  

 

Stebbins stated the area by the park could probably accommodate some parking but he 

has concerns with younger people driving their cars to play basketball, then they have 

their stereos blasting and causing issues with the rest of the community. He stated they 

worked hard to try to establish greenspace. The old design had no greenspace. He stated 
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they have units overlooking greenspace and to throw in more parking so they can look at 

cars, he struggles with that. He stated typically they are asked to get rid of the pavement 

and add more greenspace and now they are asked to do the opposite.  

 

Kape questioned if there was discussion about eliminating renting out their homes. 

Golder stated the applicant said that they would not rent any of them, but it would not 

prohibit a homeowner of renting their own. 

 

Jones stated looking at the development she agrees with Holtrop. It seems like a lot of 

housing crammed in a tight space. She stated she recognizes their efforts to diversify, to 

make the townhomes look different. She stated she is not in favor of the project; it does 

not appeal to her. 

 

Pemberton stated the original plan involved a lot of pavement and very little greenspace. 

He questioned where they went with the cars for that plan. Golder stated they had alleys. 

Stebbins stated the original plan had 12 parking spaces offsite and they have 10 more 

spaces than what they had before. He stated the other thing to point out is with the alleys 

in the original plan, they were 16-20 feet wide and to park on the alley it would not allow 

for cars trying to pass through. Pemberton stated he sees more ability for parking and 

flow in the proposed plan than he does in the prior plan. Discussion ensued comparing 

the old plan and the proposed plan.  

 

Benoit stated he does not think we need to dictate what should get built.  We have zoning 

ordinance and zoning rules. We can dictate size, density, open space etc but ultimately 

the developer is the one that must sell these homes. He stated he is sure they are going to 

build what people want. He stated phase 1 is different. Its unique and it is from 20 years 

ago, but it has died out, it is old now. For them to come back and ask if they can do 

something else, he has no problem with it. He does have a problem with 

staff/commissioners dictating what residential looks like. He thinks the free market 

should dictate what it looks like. If they build a bad product, nobody will buy them and 

they will change again. Benoit suggested letting the developer build what the market is 

going to buy instead of us saying how we want it to look. If it doesn’t sell then it is the 

developer’s responsibility.  Golder stated this is a PUD and she thinks people will buy 

whatever you build in today’s market. Discussion ensued. 

 

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

approval of the Major Change to a Preliminary Site Plan dated July 2, 2021, as 

described in Case No. 18-21. Approval is conditioned upon conditions 1 -7 removing 

condition 3 and basis points 1-5 as described in Golder’s memo dated July 7, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-2) – 

- Jones, Holtrop - Opposed 

- Poyner absent - 

I. Work Session 
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Case#19-21 –32nd Street Townhomes – Final Site Plan Review Located at 2918 32nd 

Street 

 

Pung stated the request is for a site plan review for a 4–unit multi-family building. Pung 

stated the property is zoned R4 and multi-family dwellings are a permitted use with 

planning commission site plan approval. He stated a 4-unit apartment building was 

approved and constructed on this site in 1992. That building was demolished in 2010 

after a natural gas explosion.  

 

Pung stated the site is Master Planned for medium density residential which is 4-8 units 

per acre. He stated the current development will come in at 9.3 units per acre but it is 

consistent with the zoning on the property which is R4 and that allows up to 12 units per 

acre. He stated the proposed building is a 2-story townhouse style building with 4 units. 

Each unit would have 2,026 square feet of finished living area with 4 bedrooms. The 

zoning ordinance minimum is 1,020 square feet. 

 

Pung stated they have 17 onsite parking spaces which includes a one stall attached garage 

and they also have storage units for each of the units.  

 

Pung stated the building will have a front yard setback of 23 feet. Typically, in the R4 

zoning district the front setback would be 35 feet. Section 3.05.A of the zoning ordinance 

states that where an existing setback line has been established by the existing buildings 

within 200 feet along the frontage, then this setback would apply. He stated in this case 

the two buildings to the west have setbacks of 23 feet, this building would be in line with 

them. The building to the east has a 44-foot setback for a single-family home and the 

condo further to the east has a 24-foot front yard setback.  

 

Pung stated section 19 of the zoning ordinance does require a landscape buffer C along 

the west property line which in this case it is a minimum 10-foot landscape buffer with 

landscaping. With the proposed development parking would be within 1-2 feet of the 

property line. He stated they would be installing a 6-foot-high privacy fence. He stated 

section 19 of the ordinance does allow for a Planning Commission waiver from the 

landscaping and screening requirements. 

 

Pung stated in this case it is staff’s recommendation to waive the requirement along the 

west property line. He stated they will be providing a 6-foot vertical screen and they 

could meet the 10-foot setback requirement by removing the parking spaces and they 

would still meet our minimum parking space requirement because they will have 8 

parking spaces. With the larger 4-bedroom units additional parking would come in handy 

and probably be used. 

 

Dan Holland, owner of the property was present. He stated his daughter and son-in-law 

will be living in the unit on the south side next to the garage; they will be the 

owners/managers. He stated they are trying to take care of the work on this project, 

however there will be some things they have to hire out.  
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Holland gave a brief overview of what the home will look like. He stated there are 4 units 

that are 2,026 square foot units with 4 bedroom 2 ½ baths. He stated they try to build 

properties like what he would like. He stated as you go in the front door and as you go 

downstairs there is 2 bedroom a bathroom and a utility room and either one of the 

downstairs bedrooms could be used as a family room. When you come in the front door 

and go up the steps, there is a good-sized kitchen and dining area, half bath and living 

room. Then when you go upstairs there are 2 more bedrooms and a bathroom for each. 

He stated the amenities inside the units are fiberglass showers, nothing fancy and it is 

designed to try to keep the rent down as much as possible. Three of the units will be 

rented. He stated they decided they would not ask for carports. He stated but they also 

realize tenants need to have a space to store things. He stated so what they have are doors 

on the outside that will be storage units for tenants and there is also more storage upstairs 

above the garage for larger items. 

 

He stated the garage will probably not be used to park a car because there needs to be a 

place on site to put the mower, ladders, etc. when working on the project. Looking at this 

as an owner occupant they tried to design it so that it is most functional. He stated the 

trash enclosure is in the back to provide easy access and for plowing so the plow truck 

can push the snow to the side. He stated the front sidewalk is designed to come up to the 

street sidewalk for safety and for ease of pedestrian traffic. 

 

Holland stated there are 5 very large pine trees along the property frontage. They were 

planted when the previous structure was built. They plan on leaving them in place 

because they provide screening for the property. 

 

Holland stated they have held an open house for the neighbors. He stated they had about 

8 different people stop by and nobody expressed any concern.  

 

Holland stated one of the reasons they want to have the fence approved on the west 

property line is because the adjacent property is an eyesore and that will provide 

screening from them. He displayed photos of the landscaping they are proposing and the 

different views of the surrounding neighbors. 

 

He noted there will be decks on each of the units and each deck will be self-contained 

and they will not have access to go down in the yard. 

 

Kape questioned whether they will be limiting what they can be stored in the storage 

areas. Holland stated they may store a gas grill; they are going to discourage using them 

on the deck as it messes up the siding. They can have bicycles, camping equipment, 

maybe winter snow tires for their cars etc. Kape questioned since this is considered 

owner occupied how that effects the 70/30 policy. Pung stated it is still a multi-family 

home even though they are going to be living there. It is set up as one property with 

multiple units.  
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Morgan questioned if there were light poles in the parking lot. Holland stated they 

noticed when you are on the site there is quite a bit of light from the surrounding 

neighborhood and the streetlights so they are having it designed so that they will have 

lighting on each of the porches that will come on automatically. The occupants can also 

turn on their porch lights separately. There is a light pole in the back and they have it 

designed so that it does not cast light ono adjacent properties. Discussion ensued.  

Morgan questioned how the tenants would access the top of the garage for storage of 

large items. Holland stated they can access it through the door on the back. He stated it is 

primarily storage for the owner-occupied unit but their intention is to make it available to 

the other tenants. Morgan questioned how big the storage units are. Holland stated 7 feet 

by 8 feet.  

 

Holtrop noted the applicant stated they have more parking than need. He questioned if 

there was any thought of having more green and less pavement. Holland stated after 

speaking to the neighbors they had discussion of not having options in the neighborhood 

for on-street parking. He stated it looks like the road is a little narrower than it used to be. 

He stated when speaking with the neighbors he told them if we did not have this much 

parking onsite then the only other option would be to park on the street. The neighbors 

advised them you do not want to park on 32nd Street. Holland stated they do not want to 

create a situation that is unsafe. Discussion ensued. 

 

Brainerd stated she likes the attention to detail how the property is going to be utilized.  

 

Quinn stated he likes the project. Quinn questioned the rent price points on the units. 

Holland stated around $1800-$2100, closer to maybe $1850 a month range. 

 

Pemberton stated he is not opposed to rental in that area. He stated this must be unique 

for 4 bedrooms. Holland stated the reason for the 4 bedrooms is because they need to get 

the value up as much as they can because that is part of the equity the appraiser is using. 

Pemberton stated he thinks he is right on the parking with 4 bedrooms. 

 

Jones stated she thinks this is a good use of the property. 

 

J. New Business 

 

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

10, 2021, for:  Case#20-21 – DMR Transportation – Rezoning of 16.4 acres of land 

from R1-C Single Family Residential to IPUD Industrial Planned Unit Development 

Located at 4251,4375 and 4401 36th Street, Case#21-21 DMR Transportation – 

Special Land Use Review of a Vehicle Repair Establishment Located at 4251,4375 

and 4401 36th Street; Case#22-21 – Windy West Two - Request of Bosco 

Development LLC to conditionally rezone 8.91 and 8.86 acres of land from RPUD-1 

High Density Residential Planned Unit Development and R1-A Estate Residential 

respectively to R1-D Single Family Residential. Located at 3345 – 52nd Street and 

3281 Nature View Drive 
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- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Poyner absent - 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Implementation 

 

Schweitzer discussed where progress has taken place in the Master Plan 

• Hired full time Rental Inspector 

• Improve Crosswalk demarcation – we will be undertaking a study to take a closer look to 

make signalized and unsignalized intersections and mid-block crossings safer. 

• Establish review process for road on state and county corridors – we are looking to 

improve coordination with Kent County Road Commission and MDOT. 

• Use EDC members as ambassadors for the commercial areas to air issues they have with 

the City – this might tie into how we approach Division Avenue going forward 

• Division Ave Sub Area- work with Wyoming and DBA to establish annual Division 

Avenue event 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Pemberton commented and echoed what was discussed by Benoit with where we are 

headed and what we are trying to do as a city with our zoning regulations.  He stated we 

need to be very careful and diligent and not overstep our boundaries. He stated the 

marketplace does dictate a lot of things even though we have the best intentions, we 

could end up creating properties that may look good but dismal sellers. 

 

Quinn and Brainerd echoed commissioner Benoit and Pemberton. 

 

Holtrop stated there was a LUZ meeting prior to the planning commission meeting. There 

is a vacant piece of land at 52nd and Kalamazoo zoned C4. The developer wants the city 

to consider a convenience store and maybe a 6-gas pump gas station. He stated there was 

mixed reaction to that, neighborhood lighting, 24/7 operation and anticipated traffic 

impacts were highlighted. 

 

Kape stated Bark for Parks raised $10,000 and with that money they will use it for a 

jetski for the Parks and Recreation Adaptive program. Kape stated the 4th of July carnival 

made $12,000.  

 

Jones asked if they could continue to receive the planning update news magazine.  

 

Jones also acknowledged Kape and stated how he stepped up and defended the City of 

Kentwood for what the residents are calling the “deforestation” along 52nd Street and 

along Wing. He has done a marvelous job letting residents know that it is not the city it is 

private developers doing the clear cutting.   
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Holtrop also acknowledged Golder on the Redevelopment Ready Communities 

certification awarded to the city. Golder stated it was a group effort including other city 

staff and the EDC. 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comments 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Brainerd, to adjourn 

the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Poyner absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:00pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Ed Kape, Secretary 

 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

JULY 27, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Clarkston 

Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Ed Kape (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, and the applicants. 

 

 Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, 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 Quinn, to approve 

the Minutes of July 13, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#18-21 Cobblestone 

at the Ravines Phase 3 – Request of Redstone Land Development LLC for a Major 

Change to a PUD Phase and Preliminary Site Plan Review Located at 4333 Shaffer 

Avenue SE 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent -  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Schweitzer stated staff would like to remove setting the public hearing for Case #23-21 

Speedway under new business item.   

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the agenda for the July 27, 2021 meeting with change noted.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape 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#19-21 –32nd Street Townhomes – Final Site Plan Review Located at 2918 32nd 

Street 

 

Pung stated the request is for a site plan review for a 4–unit multi-family building. Pung 

stated the property is zoned R4 and multi-family dwellings are a permitted use with 

Planning Commission site plan approval. He stated a 4-unit apartment building was 

approved and constructed on this site in 1992. He stated that building was demolished in 

2010 after a natural gas explosion.  

 

Pung stated the site is Master Planned for medium density residential which is 4-8 units 

per acre. He stated the current development will come in at 9.3 units per acre but it is 

consistent with the zoning on the property which is R4 and that allows up to 12 units per 

acre. He stated the proposed building is a 2-story townhouse style building with 4 units. 

Each unit would have 2,026 square feet of finished living area with 4 bedrooms. The 

zoning ordinance minimum is 1,020 square feet. 

 

Pung stated they have 17 onsite parking spaces which includes a one stall attached garage 

and they also have storage units for each of the units 

 

Pung stated the building will have a front yard setback of 23 feet. Typically, in the R4 

zoning district the front setback would be 35 feet. Section 3.05.A of the zoning ordinance 

states that where an existing setback line has been established by the existing buildings 

within 200 feet along the frontage, then this setback would apply. He stated in this case 

the two buildings to the west have setbacks of 23 feet, this building would be in line with 

them. The building to the east has a 44-foot setback for a single-family home and the 

condo further to the east has a 24-foot front yard setback.  

 

Pung stated section 19 of the zoning ordinance does require a landscape buffer C along 

the west property line which in this case it is a minimum 10-foot landscape buffer with 

landscaping. With the proposed development parking would be within 1-2 feet of the 

property line. He stated they would be installing a 6-foot-high privacy fence. He stated 

section 19 of the ordinance does allow for a Planning Commission waiver from the 

landscaping and screening requirements. This will be based on the building placement 

and the ability to retain additional parking spaces. Pung stated they could meet the 

landscaping requirement if they took out all the parking along the west property line it 

would meet our minimum requirement but significantly reduce the amount of parking. 

These are 4 bedroom units so there is potential for having more than 2 cars per unit. He 

stated having the extra parking would be beneficial to the development. He stated they 
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are also indicating that they are going to provide a 6 foot fence or barrier along the west 

property line as a screen. 

 

 Pung stated he is recommending approval of the site plan as described in his memo. 

 

Michael Brown, 5470 Bentbrook Dr. was present.  He stated he will be the owner/ 

occupant at the location. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent -  

   

Poyner questioned if the decks will have partitions between each of the units. Brown 

stated they will be made with 6 foot high privacy barriers. Poyner stated he is in favor of 

the project. 

 

Quinn, Holtrop, Benoit, Pemberton, Morgan, Brainerd and Jones were all ok with the 

project. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the 

site plan received June 16, 2021, as described in Case 19-21.  Approval is 

conditioned on conditions 1-5 and basis points 1-8 as described in Pung’s memo 

dated July 21. 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#20-21 – DMR Transportation – Rezoning of 16.4 acres of land from R1-C Single 

Family Residential to IPUD Industrial Planned Unit Development Located at 4251,4375 

and 4401 36th Street, 

 

 Case#21-21 DMR Transportation – Special Land Use Review of a Vehicle Repair 

Establishment Located at 4251,4375 and 4401 36th Street;  

 

Golder stated the request is for rezoning of 16.4 acres of land from R1-C Single Family 

Residential to IPUD Industrial Planned Unit Development, Preliminary PUD site plan 

review and Special Land Use Review of a Vehicle Repair Establishment.  
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Golder stated the 16.4 acres does not include the portion to the south. The owner is not 

ready to sell, however they gave the applicant the first right of refusal if they want to 

purchase and if they want to sell. They need the parcel to the south as another secondary 

access to develop the future phases of the PUD.  

 

The Master Plan designation for this site is for industrial use; however, the Master Plan 

also states that the area north of 36th should be restricted to ensure that impact on adjacent 

residential properties can be minimized.  Motor freight terminals and fuel depots are 

listed as examples of uses that could be restricted to improve compatibility with adjacent 

uses. 

 

Golder stated we are considering the request to be a “truck terminal” and that will also 

have vehicle repair. Golder stated a truck terminal is a use permitted by right as is a 

motor freight terminal but we have the same concern about a truck terminal adjacent to 

residential.  

 

Golder stated 36th Street is a four lane road with center turn lane, within a 100 foot right 

of way.  On the south side of 36th Street is the former location of Knoll, Inc., which will 

continue to be used for industrial under new ownership.  The Grand Valley Metro 

Council reports 8,800 vehicles daily on 36th Street in 2018. 

 

Golder stated the applicant states in their application that there would be 10 drivers in 

Michigan that park at the truck terminal facility, use a truck/trailer, and possibly return to 

the lot in the evening to take their personal vehicle home.  It is estimated that 10-15 

trucks would enter or leave the site per day. Approximately 25 employees would work 

within the proposed office space.  The applicant has indicated that there would be about 

15 trucks and 20 trailers parked on the site at any given time.   

 

Golder said the future phases of the PUD include two 50,700 square foot buildings to the 

west of the proposed motor freight terminal.   If the future phases are developed, the 

property at 4251 36th Street would have to be incorporated into the development, to 

provide primary and secondary access to the west side of the development.  

 

Golder stated what is being proposed is a truck terminal. She stated because of the 

coming and going of the trucks, because there is adjacent residential uses, and because of 

idling of vehicles and the repair operations, there are some issues with meeting the 

special land use standards. She stated we don’t know enough about the use to determine 

whether or not they are going to have a negative impact on the existing residential uses. 

 

Golder stated that the applicant has also indicated that 70% of the revenue is going to 

come from sales and leasing of tractors and trailers to independent owner operators. She 

stated our zoning ordinance doesn’t allow for vehicle sales except for indoor. The 

applicant indicated the nature of the business is a lease to own operation so it makes it a 

little bit different than a car lot. 



Approved Minutes 

Planning Commission 

July 27, 2021 

Page 5 

Golder stated the applicant has indicated that it is possible that somebody might spend the 

night in their trucks on the site and there might be idling if it is cold or hot. She stated we 

don’t know when the trucks are going to come and go. She stated we also need more 

information on site lighting. She stated there is a disparity on the number of trucks that 

the applicant says will be on the site and the number of parking spaces that they have. 

There are 118 parking spaces proposed on the site. 

 

Golder stated phase 1 is only the truck parking lot. She was concerned with who will 

watch the parking lot so that people don’t come in at all hours of the night.  

 

Golder stated another issue is, we need more information about the vehicle repair. The 

hours of operation, the type of repair confirming that it is only for their own vehicles, the 

amount of parking required for the repair services and to confirm that there is no outdoor 

storage. 

 

Golder stated we don’t know much about the other future industrial sites. She stated we 

don’t know whether will be a negative impact there. She stated the key to this project is 

going to be the impact that the residents have or they say that they might have from 

having the use there. 

 

Craig Baker with First Companies was present. He stated DMR does not do anything 

with freight. They will have their vehicles at the location. The people that are driving the 

trucks if they do want to purchase it they can. He stated it is not a sales lot.  

 

Brainerd questioned the phasing. Baker stated DMR is currently in a location down the 

road and they have a current lease for 2 years for the building they are in. He stated their 

plan in phase 1 is to build a parking lot on the north part of the site. He stated the building 

would come as phase 2. Once their lease is completed they would build the building at 

that time.  Baker stated the buildings to the west are laid out for a light industrial type of  

multi-tenant building. Baker stated the applicants intention is to purchase the property, 

the parking lot would be phase 1 then the building would be phase 2 and the future phase 

would be the buildings to the west. 

 

Brainerd stated if we are two years out how do you oversee the things that are going on in 

the parking lot to protect against idling etc. Baker stated he would have to sit down with 

the applicant to understand operationally some ideas and strategies for that piece and 

come back to the commissioners with the information.  

 

Brainerd stated she is concerned about the 10-15 trucks entering. Baker stated the 10-15 

trucks that is what they have at their current space. They also have another location and 

the idea is they are not planning to have a sales lot. It would still be their over the road 

trucking and those would be trailers and trucks related to that. They are looking to 

consolidate at one location. Brainerd stated the parking issues are still the primary 

concern and she is struggling with the sales aspect. Her concern was how is that going to 

work and how quick is the turnover. 
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Morgan questioned that in the event it is not rezoned, is there a separate plan that they 

have proposed. Do they have another way of how they would like to reuse this land. 

Baker stated they would like to rezone in one step and not do a separate rezone on the 

western piece later. He stated their initial need for the company is the eastern side of the 

lot with the parking and the building. Morgan questioned if phase 1 and phase 2 were the 

only thing that happens would that kill the plan because they need phase 4 and 5. Baker 

stated he thinks phase 4 and 5 can be more of a light industrial incubator space that may 

relate to what they are doing or it could be a separate type of use from DMR’s business.  

 

Morgan stated there are a few residential properties surrounded by the trucking multiple 

vehicles moving in and out and some potentially staying overnight. What barriers will  

they have to keep things safe for the truckers and keeping things safe for the families. 

Baker stated the access is going to be on 36th street there is no physical connection 

between the sites. The only way of interacting would be on 36th Street. Morgan 

questioned the back end of the houses will there any barriers/ trees and if so what type of 

trees. Baker stated they will have landscape berms and trees. Golder stated there is a 

landscaping requirement that the ordinance sets and they are portraying it accurately. 

Golder stated if the commissioners or the neighbors thought it would be important to 

incorporate a fence she’s sure that can be done. 

 

Pemberton questioned what kind of square footage they currently have in their building. 

Pemberton stated at the end of their lease they want to move their location will 23,400 

square feet be big enough. When they get to the phase 2 building could that building 

grow into phase 3. Pemberton questioned if phase 2 could be a 35,000 square foot 

building. Baker stated the area that expands would be for maintenance. Baker stated they 

would be more than doubling their maintenance area and they felt that was a pretty good 

plan for long term. 

 

Pemberton questioned overnights, when the parking lot gets installed it could be some 

driver that comes in with their rigs and spend the night. Baker stated the question was 

asked could that happen and that could happen at any of the light industrial buildings. 

Baker stated everything that happens on site is tied to what happens inside the building, 

in the office and in the maintenance area and that would be during the business hours 

listed. Occasionally it may be a driver that comes back and gets in his vehicle and then 

leaves. He stated yes someone could stay overnight but it is not part of what they endorse. 

Pemberton stated he is concerned because what do you do about restrooms, would they 

provide plug ins in the winter. We would have to rely on the owner to police their own 

property and make sure that overnight is not happening. 

 

Benoit stated he wasn’t thrilled about this at the Master Plan meetings. This is the one 

thing we said that we don’t want to see. He stated, he doesn’t think it belongs there, he 

thinks it is too close to the houses. He stated they won’t convince him. 
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Holtrop stated his concern is no sales, but yet there will always be things sitting there for 

sale not advertised but they are for sale therefore this will be a sales operation. He said 

60% of their revenue is from that. 

 

Owner of DMR was present. He stated the current building has trucks and trailers that are 

parked and are not for sale. When drivers come home they park their trucks there and 

then they go home with their cars. He stated if they come to the building there are no for 

sale signs for the trucks or trailers. He stated in their old building they don’t have enough 

space to park the trailers. Their fleet is growing and have over 75 drivers and about 130 

trailers. He doesn’t have enough parking for trailers. He stated the biggest thing is that 

they need more space to park the trailers and trucks when they come home.  

 

Holtrop questioned where the connection for traffic from east to west on the site. Holtrop 

stated it looks difficult to get to. Stalsonburg stated the intent is to discourage traffic 

going through the easternly site to get to the westerly site. That is why the secondary 

access is so important. Stalsonburg stated the traffic for the westerly two buildings would 

have its own driveway coming off 36th Street and it would be discouraged to access it 

through the other site. 

 

Holtrop stated he is not a huge fan at this point and will wait to see what happens going 

forward. 

 

Quinn stated he agrees they have work to do. He would like to see them do some work on 

the overall impact of the residents. Quinn questioned how truck terminal and motor 

freight are different. Golder stated we will have a better definition for the public hearing. 

Golder stated she thinks the difference is the freight, they aren’t bring anything in loading 

and unload in a truck terminal. 

 

Max Grover, 4070 Old Lantern Drive, was present. He stated everyone is concerned 

about the neighborhood but they neighbors are ok with whatever goes in because this is 

an industrial area and they know what is going on.  

 

Poyner stated he has some of the same concerns as the other commissioners about 

vehicles being parked overnight and the truck drivers staying there. He said the applicant 

has indicated that it won’t happen, however it can happen. He questioned if the applicant 

will consider electrical outlets so if a truck driver had to stay overnight they wouldn’t 

have to run their vehicle overnight and just plug in and that might help with the noise 

issue for the residents nearby.  Poyner questioned how close are the drivers to his facility 

that drive for them. Owner stated most of the drivers are not just based out of Michigan 

but also other states. He stated they don’t have many drivers that stay overnight at their 

facility. Most of them drop the trailer off then go to the truck stop because they want to 

eat and have access to the bathroom and showers. Poyner stated he would like the 

applicant to consider an outlet there because that will address the issue if someone has to 

stay overnight.  Owner stated they do have outlets at their old building especially in the 

winter and how cold it gets.  
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Poyner questioned if the applicant would continue with the project if phase 3 and 4 would 

not happen, would they do this with only phase 1 and 2. Owner stated he probably 

wouldn’t because the reason why they are buying the land is for the future. He stated 3 

and 4 might not deal with trucking it might be something else that they are thinking of, 

but their goal is to buy the whole parcel to build for the future. 

 

Poyner questioned what is the planned use for the building in phase 4 and 5. Owner 

stated a portion maybe for the trucking business, but not the whole building. 

 

Poyner stated his other concerns would be about the residents. He stated he would like to 

see us have another work session because there is quite a bit of work to do, but we want 

to make sure we get the word out to the residents so that the commissioners hear from 

them just to make sure that they will be ok with this type of use. 

 

Jones stated it indicates in the staff report that the traffic count was done in 2018 and at 

that time it was roughly 8,800 vehicles on 36th Street. Is there a more current traffic 

count. Golder stated she doesn’t think so, but will double check. She stated when she 

drives through there doesn’t seem to be a lot of traffic. 

 

Jones stated she is curious as to what constitutes excessive idling of the trucks. Owner 

stated most of the trucks idle during the winter in the morning. It takes about 30-45 

minutes for the trucks to get warmed up. Even when they plug them in it still takes time 

to turn them on. When they drop trailers it take about 15-20 minutes to unhook from the 

trailer and then they have to turn the truck off right away so that that mechanics can work 

on them. 

  

Jones stated she noticed that in terms of the overnight it is no more than 6-7 times per 

year that would happen and that is helpful to know that the volume isn’t that much. 

However, her concern is how much traffic is coming in after 5pm since their business 

hours are from 8am-5pm. Owner stated 20% over the weekend and 80% is more during 

the working hours. 20% can come in after 9pm depending on where they are coming 

from, it doesn’t take long when they are at the yard usually about 30-45 minutes to 

unhook the trailer. 

 

Jones questioned the lighting after hours. Baker stated they would get photometric 

approved by staff, and they are flexible. 

 

Benoit stated buy all the residential land up make it all one parcel he is with them, but the 

way these houses are, he doesn’t care if they are rentals. It’s just way over the top. Grover 

stated the land has been for sale 5+ plus years. Any of the neighbors or anybody else 

could have done the same thing and bought the land. 

 

Discussion ensued regarding Master Plan for the area. 
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Pemberton stated on the flip side, he would hate to see the residential that is still there to 

hold this parcel hostage while we wait. If everyone is on board that this is eventually 

going to go industrial anyway, why don’t we move forward. Do we move forward with 

this particular project is to be determined. He is not saying yes or no. We have had 

several proposals and the current residences have more control than they know because 

they are holding these parcels development hostage. Golder stated if you drive down 40th 

Street we have some industrial buildings that are quieter. She stated some industrial uses 

are busier and have more impact than others. But how we regulate that she is not sure. 

When we were looking at the Master Plan for this area we were thinking a low impact 

industrial type use.  

 

Holtrop questioned what the applicant does for repairs. Owner stated most of the trucks 

that come to get repaired are Monday-Friday 8am-5pm, doesn’t happen often but 

sometimes on a Saturday if the freight needs to go so it can be on time for delivery. He 

stated it doesn’t happen often but every once in awhile. Owner stated everything is 

worked on inside the building. He stated if they get certified mechanics they will do 

engine work but they don’t do that. 

 

Case#22-21 – Windy West Two Conditional Rezoning - Request of Bosco Development 

LLC to conditionally rezone 8.91 and 8.86 acres of land from RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development and R1-A Estate Residential respectively to R1-D 

Single Family Residential. Located at 3345 – 52nd Street and 3281 Nature View Drive 

 

Pung stated Request to conditionally rezone 17.77 acres at 3281 Nature View Drive and 

3345 – 52nd Street from R1-A Estate Residential & RPUD-1 High Density Residential 

Planned Unit Development to R1-D Single Family Residential. He stated (3281 Nature 

View Drive) has been zoned R1-A Estate Residential since at least 1980. The east 

property (3345 – 52nd Street) was part of the 50.66-acre Quail Meadows Planned Unit 

Development; the city approved the rezoning and preliminary site plan for the Quail 

Meadows Planned Unit Development in 2005. In 2013 the City approved a Preliminary 

PUD plan for the Aspen Pointe development (Case 15-13) for the property  No 

development on the Quail Meadows PUD nor the Aspen Pointe PUD was ever initiated 

and all approved plans for the PUD have expired.  The original Quail Meadows PUD 

depicted eighteen (18) lots with minimum lot width of eighty (80) feet and minimum lot 

area of 10,078 square feet. 

 

The applicant has requested a conditional rezoning of the two (2) properties to R1-D 

Single Family Residential.  Under conditional zoning, an owner of land may voluntarily 

offer in writing, use and development restrictions regarding the land as a condition of 

rezoning.  The restrictions would be incorporated into a Conditional Rezoning 

Agreement. 

 

For the proposed rezoning the applicant has offered the following conditions: 

1. Minimum lot width of 60 feet. 
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2. 7,000 square feet minimum lot area 

3. Minimum of 1,100 sq. feet on the main floor. 

4. Brick or stone on front facades. 

5. Roof pitch of 5/12 or greater. 

6. Minimum side/rake overhang of 8”. 

7. Front windows to have grills and shutters where they permit. 

8. Front porches (stoop) to be covered with a roof, to have a porch entablature, and 

decorative cedar post. 

9. Plat to have a minimum of 3 home designs and 5 different facades. 

 

The restrictions, with the addition of a minimum lot area of 7,000 square feet, are 

identical to the restrictions approved with the rezoning of an adjacent property to the east 

also owned by the applicant (Case 10-21: Windy West) 

In contrast to the Windy West development, this development has the potential for more 

than forty (40) single family lots.  Windy West was only eleven (11) lots located on a cul-

de-sac.  Even with the proposed number of home designs and facades there is the concern 

for a significant number of the homes to be of a garage forward design and garages will 

end up being the dominant feature of the streetscape 

VanderHoff, with Bosco Construction was present. He stated they acquired the property 

to the west about 3-4 years ago. He stated they finally acquired this property and the two 

pieces will lay out much better. He stated with the topography and the wetlands, Plaster 

Creek and floodplains there is only one way the two pieces together are going to lay out 

as far as the roads. He stated they have worked with Grand Rapids on the utility plans. 

They have already run a sewer main to service the cul-de-sac. He stated the streets will 

work out well as far as continuity. He stated he spoke to a handful of neighbors some are 

familiar with their company and glad it is them building in there, some don’t care. He 

stated there is a nice treeline they would like to preserve to keep the treeline between 

them and the Somerdykes. He would also like to preserve the Geist treeline. 

Poyner questioned the price point for the homes. VanderHoff stated he isn’t sure 

depending on the cost of materials and other factors. Poyner questioned if he will be able 

to share the elevations. VanderHoff stated he thinks what is important and that is the 

architectural feature you are putting on the homes. The trends change quite a bit. 

Discussion ensued. 

VanderHoff stated they are duplicating what they have done before at Wing and 60th east 

off of Breton on Plover. He suggested the commissioners take a look at that project. He 

stated another on is on smaller lots than these 50-55 foot lots and this is in Caledonia east 

on 84th Street, Cherry Meadows. He suggested the commissioners take a drive to see 

what these developments look like with the architectural features. 

Poyner questioned if these homes would have the variability in the types of elevation and 

types of home and architecture. VanderHoff stated in this price point you can only build 

so many type of models and have it work economically. 
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Holtrop stated when he first saw this he thought great. He questioned if there is there any 

chance he can put larger size lots. VanderHoff stated the trend is smaller lots because 

they cost so much money to develop. He stated it becomes very unfeasible quickly. 

VanderHoff stated they build everything themselves and they like to build quality. 

VanderHoff stated if it got down to building larger lots, he sells lots to other builders. 

Discussion ensued. Holtrop questioned if we could get a little bigger. VanderHoff stated 

what he has proposed may not be the final count at the end. He stated he may run into 

drainage issues, ponding issues, Consumers Energy may have to shift the cul-de-sac back 

there etc. VanderHoff stated there is quite a bit of risk for him. 

Benoit stated this is just conditional rezoning and he is good. 

Pemberton stated the concept looks good to him and looks forward to it. 

Brainerd stated she echoes Holtrop on the lot sizes. She would like to see them a little bit 

bigger. She is a little concerned about the 3 designs 5 facades with the 40 lots versus 11 

lots proposed in the last subdivision. She stated she likes the layout. VanderHoff 

encouraged again to go the Caledonia and look at the smaller lots they built. 

Jones echoed Holtrop. She stated she is anxious to see what the renderings will look like. 

She stated she is interested in going to Caledonia to see what they look like as well. 

Discussion ensued regarding sideyard setbacks and how closely homes are stacked by 

each other. VanderHoff stated most of their prints are designed around 40 foot wide and 

10 foot on each side and sometimes he will offset 8 and 12 feet then you have another 8 

or 12 feet next door so you will have around 20 feet around each home. Pung stated 

minimum sideyard setback  is 5 feet under the straight R1-D zoning. Discussion ensued 

Pemberton stated he understands everybody’s concern. The developer has all the bells 

and whistles that the commissioners want to see and we still keep wanting more. He 

stated they end up building a house nobody can buy. He stated we have to build homes 

and the buyers have to be capable of buying these houses. He stated lets be careful. 

Discussion ensued. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Holtrop, to set a public hearing date of August 24, 

2021 for: Case#24-21 -West Michigan Auto Glass – Special Land Use Minor Auto 

Repair and Site Plan Review Located at 5630 Division Ave SE; Case#25-21 – 

Cobblestone at the Ravines Phase 3 –Final PUD Site Plan Review Located at 4333 

Shaffer Ave SE; Case#26-21 – WoodHaven Condominiums – Final PUD Site Plan 

Review – Located at 4624 Walma Avenue SE 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent -  

K. Other Business 
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1. Master Plan Amendment – Division United, Forest Hills and Burton, reton and 

Walma 

 

Schweitzer stated the recently completed Division United Study contain an array of 

communications that warrant careful consideration as they relate to the Division Avenue 

Sub Area within the 2020 Kentwood Master Plan. He stated there were numerous 

notations in the Master Plan in anticipation of the joint study involving the RAPID and 

the cities of Kentwood, Wyoming and Grand Rapids. The study is intended to enhance 

services by expanding safe and equitable transit access connect residents with jobs, and 

support urban revitalization and economic development. 

 

Staff recommends passing a motion to formally initiate the Division Avenue Sub Area 

Plan Update. In addition we have a developer seeking to submit a request for a major 

change to a PUD near the intersection of Forest Hill and Burton Street that involves a 

medium residential density development (7.4 units per acre) for an area that currently has 

an Intuitional future land use designation. They are now seeking an attached housing 

project under condominium ownership.  We recommend a similar motion to formally 

initiate a sub area plan update. The concept for this second sub area review was recently 

reviewed by the Land Use and Zoning Committee.  

 

The southeast corner of Burton and Forest Hill and the other is the southeast corner of 

44th and Walma is also being considered for an amendment to the Master Plan. The 

discussion is that it may be reasonable to consider a change in the use.  

 

The commissioners were ok with moving forward. 

 

Motion by Brainerd, supported by Pemberton, to initiate the Division Avenue sub 

area plan update, and Master Plan updates for the  southeast corner of Burton and 

Forest Hill Avenue and the southeast corner of 44th and Walma. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment Discussion 

 

Pung stated occasionally staff bring zoning ordinance amendments for discussion to see 

whether they would like to go forward. If they would like to staff can do additional 

research and prepare the language.  

 

Zoning Ordinance Update (RPUD-1 & RPUD-2 Descriptions) 

 

 The current residential planned unit development districts in Kentwood are: 

 

• RPUD -1 High Density Residential 

• RPUD-2 Single Family Residential. 
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To describe the intent and purpose of the districts more accurately, the suggestion it to 

rename them as follows: 

 

Potential name change 

• RPUD-1 Attached Residential 

• RPUD-2 Detached Residential 

 

The consensus of the commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

Sec 90-38: Variance to the Subdivision Control Ordinance 

 

The City Attorney has recommended that the following amendments be made to the 

subdivision control ordinance. 

 

Current Language 

 

(b) Other subdivisions. 

 (1) Demonstration of need. If the proprietor can clearly demonstrate that 

literal enforcement of the terms of this article is impractical or will impose undue 

hardship in the use of his land because of peculiar conditions pertaining to his land, the 

zoning board of appeals may at its discretion, permit such variances it finds reasonable 

and within the general policy and purpose of this article. No variance shall be granted 

unless the zoning board of appeals finds that:  

a. There are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property such that the 

strict application of the provisions of this article would deprive the proprietor of the 

reasonable use of his land.  

b. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 

property right of the proprietor.  

c. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or be 

injurious to property in the area in which the property is situated.  

(2) Conditions. The zoning board of appeals, in granting approval of variances, may 

require such conditions as will secure substantially the objectives of the requirement 

varied or modified.  

(3) Application. An application for any such variance shall be submitted to the zoning 

board of appeals at the time the preliminary plat is filed with the community development 

department. The application shall fully state the grounds for such a variance.  

 

Proposed Language 

 

(b) Other subdivisions. 

 (1) Demonstration of need. If the proprietor can clearly demonstrate that 

literal enforcement of the terms of this article is impractical because of peculiar 

conditions pertaining to his land, the zoning board of appeals may at its discretion, permit 
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such variances it finds reasonable and within the general policy and purpose of this 

article. No variance shall be granted unless the zoning board of appeals finds that:  

a. There are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property such that the 

strict application of the provisions of this article would deprive the proprietor of the 

reasonable use of his land.  

b. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 

property right of the proprietor.  

c. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or be 

injurious to property in the area in which the property is situated.  

(2) Conditions. The zoning board of appeals, in granting approval of variances, may 

require such conditions as will secure substantially the objectives of the requirement 

varied or modified.  

(3) Application. An application for any such variance shall be submitted to the zoning 

board of appeals The application shall fully state the grounds for such a variance.  

 

The consensus of the commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

Zoning Ordinance Update (Recreational Facilities in Industrial Districts)  

 

Recently the Land Use and Zoning (LUZ) Subcommittee met with an applicant looking 

at locating an indoor recreation facility within an existing building in the I1 Light 

Industrial district. The Zoning Ordinance currently does not permit recreation facilities 

(indoor or outdoor) in industrial districts. The request was not the first heard by the city 

and at least one variance had been granted in the past to permit an indoor recreation 

facility in an industrial building. 

 

Currently indoor recreation facilities are allowed either by right or as a special land use 

within all zoning districts in Kentwood except R5 Manufactured Housing, I1 Light 

Industrial, and I2 Heavy Industrial. 

 

To facilitate discussion on the subject, staff researched what other communities allow 

with respect to recreational facilities in their industrial districts.  The results are as 

follows: 

 

Community Allowance 

Grandville Permit indoor recreation centers and health or 

fitness centers as a special land use in the I-1 & I-

2 districts 

Wyoming No allowance for indoor recreation centers in 

industrial districts but do allow Athletic Training 

Facilities as a SLU (allows for competitive 

events) 

Grand Rapids Not allowed in IT – Industrial Transportation 

district 

City of Walker Minor recreation (commercial indoor), major 
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recreation (commercial indoor) and outdoor 

recreation (commercial) are a SLU in the ML 

Light Industry district 

Cascade Township No allowance 

Alpine Township No allowance 

Byron Township Indoor recreational facilities and health clubs are 

permitted in the D1 Light Industrial district, 

outdoor recreation facilities are not permitted. 

City of Greenville Indoor recreation establishments are a permitted 

use in the IND Industrial District 

City of Portage No allowance 

City of Kalamazoo Allowance for participant sports and recreation 

(indoor & outdoor) in the manufacturing districts 

(M1 & M2) 

Canton Township Private indoor recreation is a permitted use in the 

L1 Light Industrial district.  Private outdoor 

recreation is a SLU in the LI Light Industrial 

districts 

An item to consider is that if allowance is made for indoor recreation facilities in 

industrial districts, are there any restrictions, requirements, etc. that should be included as 

part of any amendments.  Currently, the only use specific for indoor recreation facilities 

are: 

 

1. The principal and accessory uses and buildings shall be located within one-

hundred (100) feet of any residential district or use. 

2. All uses shall be conducted completely within a fully enclosed building. 

 

The consensus of the commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

Zoning Ordinance Update (Adult Foster Care Facilities) 

 

Over the past year, the Land Use and Zoning (LUZ) Subcommittee has met with two (2) 

applicants looking at developing adult foster care large group homes. 

 

In Michigan, Adult Foster Care (AFC) homes are licensed residential settings that 

provide 24-hour personal care, protection, and supervision for individuals who are 

developmentally disabled, mentally ill, physically handicapped or aged who cannot live 

alone but who do not need continuous nursing care.  AFC Homes are restricted to 

providing care to no more than 20 adults. 

 

The State of Michigan currently defines five (5) types of adult foster care homes: 

 

• Adult Family Home (Capacity of 1-6) 

• Adult Small Group Home (Capacity of 1-6) 
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• Adult Medium Group Home (Capacity of 7-12) 

• Adult Large Group Home (Capacity of 13-20) 

• Adult Congregate Facility (Capacity >20/per Public Act 218 the licensure of new 

AFC’s for more than 20 persons is prohibited) 

 

The Kentwood Zoning Ordinance makes allowance for adult foster care family homes 

(capacity of 1-6) and adult foster care small group homes (capacity of 1-12), the 

ordinance does not allow for adult foster care large group homes.  Based on information 

on the Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs website, there are 

eleven (11) licensed adult large group homes in Kentwood and with all, but one located 

in the same building with at least one other large group home. 

 

The adult large group homes, as identified by the State, in Kentwood are as follows: 

 

 

AHSL Kentwood Cobblestone 

AHSL Kentwood Cobblestone 

AHSL Kentwood Fieldstone 

AHSL Kentwood Fieldstone 

AHSL Kentwood Riverstone 

AHSL Kentwood Riverstone 

6 separately licensed facilities 

located within 2 building (2 

facilities in one building and 4 in 

the other building).  Received SLU 

approval from the City in 1986 as 

an adult foster care facility (at that 

time a group home was any facility 

caring for 7 or more persons) 

Oxford Manor East 

Oxford Manor West 

Windsor Manor North 

Windsor Manor South 

4 facilities located within 2 

buildings (2 facilities in each 

building).  The facilities were 

approved by the city in 1994 as 

“Congregate Care”.  The city 

approved ordinance amendments 

(which are no longer in existence) 

in 1994 to make allowance for 

“congregate care” facilities. 

Holland Home Breton Extended 

Care 

Approved by the City in 2019 as an 

adult caring institution 

 

If the City does wish to make allowance for adult foster care large group homes, staff had 

outlined two (2) options. 

 

Option 1 

 

Amend both Section 2.02 Definitions and Section 3.20 Residential Child and 

Adult Care Facilities to add the following classifications and definitions as 

defined by the State: 

 

• Adult Family Home (Capacity of 1-6) 
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• Adult Small Group Home (Capacity of 1-6) 

• Adult Medium Group Home (Capacity of 7-12) 

• Adult Large Group Home (Capacity of 13-20) 

 

Amend Section 3.20 Residential Child and Adult Care Facilities to permit Adult 

Family Homes and Adult Small Group Homes as permitted uses in the R1-A, R1-

B, R1-C, R1-D, R2, R3, R4, R5, and Form Based Code (FBC) districts while 

Adult Medium Group Homes and Adult Large Group Homes would be special 

land uses in the aforementioned districts.  Adult foster care facilities would 

continue to be prohibited in commercial, office, industrial, and open space 

districts. 

 

Amending the ordinance to include Adult Congregate Facility (Capacity >20) is 

not recommended as there are no facilities located in the Kentwood (based on the 

Michigan Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs website) and per 

Public Act 218 stating that the licensure of new AFC’s for more than 20 persons 

is prohibited. 

 

Option 2 

 

Amend Section 2.02 Definitions and Section 3.20 Residential Child and Adult Care 

Facilities to include Adult Small Group Home and Adult Medium Group Home.  Adult 

Small Group Homes would be permitted uses in the R1-A, R1-B, R1-C, R1-D, R2, R3, 

R4, R5, and Form Based Code (FBC) districts while Adult Medium Group Homes 

would be a special land use in the aforementioned districts.  Adult foster care facilities 

would continue to be prohibited in commercial, office, industrial, and open space 

districts.  To allow for adult foster care large group homes, the definition of Adult 

Caring Institution would be amended to include adult foster care facilities with a  

capacity of thirteen (13) or more adults. 

 

The consensus of the commissioners were ok with the request. They said this is a good 

idea its been awhile since its been updated. 

 

3. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Quinn stated the Covenant Park Advisory Committee met and it looks like we will 

become an area of competitive sports.  

 

Poyner stated he likes that we are back meeting in person and hopes to be able to 

continue. 

 

Jones discussed the subcommittee openings and suggested the commissioners send an 

email to staff to let them know their interest is for serving. 
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4. Staff’s Comments 

 

Golder stated we aren’t setting the public hearing for Speedway but we will still have the 

work session.  

 

Pung let the commissioners know that Zoning Board of Appeals member Richard Lenger 

passed away. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Kape absent -  

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:30pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

AUGUST 10, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Clarkston Morgan, Ray 

Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn (arrived late) 

Members Absent: Catherine Brainerd and Ed Kape (with notification) 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the applicants and about 23 residents. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Brainerd, Quinn and Kape 

from the meeting. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Brainerd, Kape and Quinn absent -  

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Benoit, to 

approve the Minutes of July 27, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for:  Case#19-21 –

32nd Street Townhomes – Final Site Plan Review Located at 2918 32nd Street 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Brainerd, Kape and Quinn absent 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Morgan, to 

approve the agenda for the August 10, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Brainerd, Kape and Quinn 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#20-21 – DMR Transportation – Rezoning of 16.4 acres of land from R1-C Single 

Family Residential to IPUD Industrial Planned Unit Development Located at 4251,4375 

and 4401 36th Street, 

 

 Case#21-21 DMR Transportation – Special Land Use Review of a Vehicle Repair 

Establishment Located at 4251,4375 and 4401 36th Street;  

 

Golder stated the request is for rezoning of 16.4 acres of land from R1-C Single Family 

Residential to IPUD Industrial Planned Unit Development, Preliminary PUD site plan 

review and Special Land Use Review of a Vehicle Repair Establishment.  

 

Golder stated the 16.4 acres does not include the future connection out to 36th Street. The 

owner is not ready to sell, however they gave the applicant the first right of refusal if they 

want to purchase and if they want to sell. The applicant needs a secondary access to 

develop the future phases of the PUD.  

 

The Master Plan designation for this site is for industrial use; however, the Master Plan 

also states that the area north of 36th should be restricted to ensure that impact on adjacent 

residential properties can be minimized.  Motor freight terminals and fuel depots are 

listed as examples of uses that could be restricted to improve compatibility with adjacent 

uses. 

 

Golder stated with the recent Master Plan we recommended industrial but there are a lot 

of conditions that went along with that industrial recommendation. Golder stated it would 

have to be a PUD because of the residential uses along the 36th Street frontage. She stated 

in the Master Plan we also stated there are inappropriate uses that we would rather not see 

and one was a motor freight terminal and the other is a fuel depot.  She stated we also 

want to apply the performance standards of the industrial section of the zoning ordinance 

to any use that is proposed there.  

 

Golder stated what is being proposed includes a motor freight terminal which is one of 

the uses we said could be potentially inappropriate. She stated it is a major vehicle repair 

establishment and she also noted that we don’t know what uses are intended for the two 

50,700 square foot building in the future phase on the western portion of the site..  

 

The applicant stated the motor freight terminal there will involve 10-15 trucks entering 

and exiting per day, 25 employees and then 15 trucks and 20 trailers parked at any given 

time. Golder stated one of the concerns identified at the work session is if there is only 

that number of trucks parked at any given time why there are 118 parking spots. 

 

Golder stated there was also a concern with the coming and going of trucks. The 

applicant indicated that 20% of those trips could be after 10pm at night and that would be 

disruptive for the residents in the area.  
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Golder stated there was concern about the idling of vehicles on the site and the applicant 

indicated that it is possible that trucks can stay on the site overnight. Site lighting was 

also a concern during the work session. 

 

Golder stated there was also concern with phase 1 only being a parking lot. There would 

be no oversight of who is coming and going on the site. 

 

She stated the vehicle repair is a special land use and we need more information such as: 

hours of operation, type of work, will the service doors be left opened or closed.  

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Laura Szotko, submitted a letter in opposition to the request. 

 

Charles Sinke, 5978 Ada Point, Ada MI. He stated he grew up at 4511 - 36th Street where 

his mother still resides. He stated there was a trucking company that was built across 

from his parent and for a number of years it was a miserable situation with lights, truck 

idling all night, as well as hilos going in and out all hours of the night. They had constant 

dialogue back and forth trying to improve the situation and nothing happened until the 

trucking company went bankrupt and moved out. He stated he thinks this is an 

inappropriate use for this area. 

 

Motion by Benoit, supported by Pemberton, to table the public hearing to August 

24, 2021 at the request of the applicant. 

- Motion Carried ( 7-0) – 

- Brainerd and Kape absent - 

 

Case#22-21 – Windy West Two Conditional Rezoning - Request of Bosco Development 

LLC to conditionally rezone 8.91 and 8.86 acres of land from RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development and R1-A Estate Residential respectively to R1-D 

Single Family Residential. Located at 3345 – 52nd Street and 3281 Nature View Drive 

 

Pung stated the request is to conditionally rezone 17.77 acres at 3281 Nature View Drive 

and 3345 – 52nd Street from R1-A Estate Residential & RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development to R1-D Single Family Residential. He stated 

(3281 Nature View Drive) has been zoned R1-A Estate Residential since at least 1980. 

The east property (3345 – 52nd Street) was part of the 50.66-acre Quail Meadows Planned 

Unit Development; the city approved the rezoning and preliminary site plan for the Quail 

Meadows Planned Unit Development in 2005 

 

Pung stated the development is intended to be served by a public road which would 

connect Nature View Drive and 52nd Street. 

 

Pung stated this is just the rezoning therefore there are no plans for review or 

consideration. If the property is rezoned the applicant would come back for plat review.  
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As part of the conditional rezoning the applicant has offered the following conditions: 

  

1. Minimum lot width of 60 feet. 

2. 7,000 square feet minimum lot area 

3. Minimum of 1,100 sq. feet on the main floor. 

4. Brick or stone on front facades. 

5. Roof pitch of 5/12 or greater. 

6. Minimum side/rake overhang of 8”. 

7. Front windows to have grills and shutters where they permit. 

8. Front porches (stoop) to be covered with a roof, to have a porch entablature, and 

decorative cedar post. 

9. Plat to have a minimum of 3 home designs and 5 different facades. 

 

Pung stated based on comments at the work session the applicant added another condition 

that the homes would have a minimum side yard setback of 7 feet. 

 

Pung stated the recommendation to the City Commission is for conditional approval of 

the rezoning as described in his memo 

 

Chris VanderHoff, Bosco Construction was present. He stated he received some letters 

regarding neighbors concern. He stated  he was able to speak to them and email them and 

they had in common concerns, they do not wish to have the connectivity of the stubbed 

road through to 52nd Street. He stated that is a decision that starts with the City of Grand 

Rapids and the required looping of utilities. Some of Kentwood’s departments require 

road connectivity, Fire Departments for safety, Police, Engineering, Public Works for the 

snowplowing. The development was designed to connect with properties to the east and 

west that is why they are stubbed.  

 

VanderHoff stated there was also a great concern of safety. He stated in his opinion he 

thinks with the interconnections should help with Police and Fire to get there quickly if 

needed. VanderHoff stated another concern of the residents is their desire to keep it 

natural. He stated he tried to address some of the neighbors and tell them the plan.  

 

He stated several residents thought the development would decrease their property 

values. VanderHoff stated he doesn’t think that is relevant. He estimated the Jefferson 

Farm development would comp out at real estate values of $280-$290,000. Going to the 

east at Windy Ridge those are $250-$270,000. He stated his prices of their homes will be 

$330,000 plus or minus. He stated the square footage on the main floors of the Jefferson 

Farm development is around 1,100 square feet on the main floor and his are closer to 

1,200sf on the main floor and Windy Ridge is 950-1,000 sf on the main floors. He stated 

he thinks his homes will boost their values. 

 

He stated the residents also thought there would be too many lots. He stated he just put a 

concept layout together. He stated he doesn’t know if he will have that many lots. He 

stated he could lose lots due to a Consumers Power easement he has address. He stated 
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the density at Jefferson Farms and their density is comparable and Windy West to the 

east the density is quite a bit higher per acre. He stated he thinks this request is very 

fitting, similar development with nice homes.  

 

He stated there were also some environmental concerns expressed in one of the letters of 

opposition but they have to follow quite a few rules. There was also concern they were 

going to fill in the watersheds and the floodplains, they have to comply with State 

wetland and floodplain regulations and they may lose lots to that.   

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Faye Richardson-Green, 3181 Nature View Dr. was present. She stated when they moved 

into the development it was quiet, it was pastoral and there was a nice environmental 

element. She stated they are concerned about the environment, and the road that goes 

from Jefferson Farms into that property next door. The people who are there now have 

not been the best neighbors. She stated it makes them concerned who might move in. She 

stated the far east end of the Jefferson Farms has what they call a park and many of the 

young people in the area gather there. They are concerned about safety, traffic, and noise. 

 

Brian Steinburg, 5114 Taylor Ridge was present. He stated he has lived their 17 years 

and his property backs up to the proposed development. He stated it has been great living 

there and the people who are renting the home have a history of being a little less than 

civilized. He stated he would like to see an extension of the east/west trial, there has been 

discussion of a park in that area. He stated if this development goes forward he would 

like to see some kind of corridor established between some of the parcels to allow access 

to the natural areas to the north.  

 

VanderHoff stated Bosco owns the house that is on the existing parcel. He stated it is part 

of the 9 acres that will be platted and split. They put a lot of money in that house to 

improve it and they have had trouble with the tenant. He stated he recently spoke to a 

resident and they told him all of the things going on with that tenant, fireworks, police 

calls and he was fed up with the hoarding. His brother runs the rentals. This particular 

resident is on a month to month and he received his 30 day eviction today. He stated he 

previously had no idea all of the things going on with the tenant. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) –  

- Brainerd and Kape absent -  

 

Morgan stated he doesn’t have any concerns, Bosco Construction has been trying to 

identify all of the ways to honor things between the zoning and the wetlands and how to 

make this work. 
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Poyner stated this is consistent with the Master Plan he would be in support of the 

project. 

 

Holtrop stated he looks at the rezoning and this is high density but the proposed is less 

than high density. He stated the street has to go in. He thinks this is a good project. 

 

 Quinn stated he is in support, Bosco has had nice developments. 

 

 Pemberton echoed the commissioners.  

 

Benoit questioned the letter that was received. It said the Jefferson Farms homeowners 

association takes care of the roads that would include Nature View. He questioned 

whether Nature View Drive was a public road. Pung stated it is a public road but within 

Jefferson Farms there are a few areas between lots that are common open space and the 

homeowners association is responsible to maintain including plowing the sidewalk, 

mowing the lawn etc., including, however, the street itself is a public street and is plowed 

by the Department of Public Works. 

 

Pung clarified that  this property is zoned RPUD1 High Density Residential but it doesn’t 

mean it is for high density. He stated the Master Plan the density is set at low density 

residential for this site. He stated that is why we have discussed and one of the reasons 

why we are looking at modifying the description and calling it attached residential. He 

stated just because it says high density doesn’t mean that you get high density out of it. 

 

Green-Richardson stated the east and the west ends don’t get plowed because the City 

trucks are too large. She stated we are responsible for the sidewalks and maintain the 

lawns on 7 pieces of property that they call parks in that development. 

  

Jones stated she echoes the commissioners and added that Bosco Development has been a 

good neighbor and has built some quality developments in our community. She stated 

they take very seriously their responsibility to be collaborative with neighbors and the 

neighborhoods that are impacted by their developments. She stated she is in support. 

 

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

conditional approval of the request to rezone 17.77 acres from R1-A Estate 

Residential & RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit Development to R1-D 

Single Family Residential.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-2 and basis 

points 1-8 as described in Pung’s memo dated August 3, 2021.    

  

- Motion Carried (7-0) –  

- Brainerd and Kape absent -  

I. Work Session 

 

Case#23-21 – Speedway – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for a Vehicle Fuel 

Station – Located at 4384 Kalamazoo;  
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Golder stated Speedway is currently located on three parcels of land two in the City of 

Kentwood and one in the City of Grand Rapids. Each municipality has retained 

jurisdiction of the property and buildings within its municipal boundaries. The building in 

which Speedway is located also houses a Tuffy Auto Center. In order to expand the 

facility, Speedway would purchase the .49 acre property to the north of the existing 

location, which is also located in the city of Grand Rapids. A new, larger gas station and 

convenience store is intended to be constructed. Due to concerns regarding the 

jurisdiction for planning, inspections, assessing, income tax and other services, Kentwood 

and Grand Rapids have entered into a Conditional Land Transfer under the provisions of 

Public Act 425 of 1984 (PA 425). Golder stated the City recently approved the 425 

agreement. That is to be incorporated into the City of Kentwood for the purpose of 

zoning and accessing and building inspections and all the municipal services. Kentwood 

will also assess property tax and Grand Rapids will assess an income tax.  

 

Golder stated the current Speedway site is located at the northeast corner of 44th Street 

and Kalamazoo Avenue. Kalamazoo Avenue includes two northbound and two 

southbound lanes, a lane for indirect left tums, and a right turn lane for southbound-to-

westbound traffic.  A concrete median prohibits left tums into and out of the proposed 

Speedway development.    Forty-fourth Street right of way includes two eastbound and 

two westbound lanes, an indirect left turn lane, and a dedicated right turn lane for 

westbound-to-northbound traffic. There are two access drives that serve the development; 

one on Kalamazoo and one on 44th Street. With the addition of the .49 acre site, the 

location of the driveways will generally not change. The 44th Street driveway width has 

been reduced from 48 feet to 35' in the proposed plan.  The Kalamazoo driveway remains 

40' in width. The shared driveway located on the north side of the proposed gas station 

will also remain. 

 

Golder stated access to the site for fuel trucks will be from 44th Street. Since Kalamazoo 

Avenue north of the gas station is not a truck route, and the Kalamazoo Avenue indirect 

left turn crossover was not designed to accommodate trucks, fueling trucks will also have 

to exit the site on 44th Street. 

 

The new convenience store building will be 4,608 square feet in area. The use will 

require 24 parking spaces, provided as per the proposed plan. 

 

The site meets the lot coverage requirements of the C-2 district. 

 

Golder stated the driveway width on Kalamazoo Avenue seems excessively wide. 

 

The proposed site plan will significantly increase the green space along the 44th Street 

and Kalamazoo Avenue frontages. The landscape area along Kalamazoo Avenue will be 

increased from 10' (including the 5' concrete sidewalk) along the 44th Street frontage to 

35' (including the 5'concrete sidewalk). Similarly, the green space on Kalamazoo Avenue 

has been increased from 15' to 30' (including 5' concrete sidewalk). There is currently no 
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landscaping along Kalamazoo and 44th Streets; the proposed landscaping plan provides 

street trees and shrubs outside of the right of way. 

 

The applicant should relocate the trees and shrubs near driveways on Kalamazoo Avenue 

that may obstruct a driver's vision of oncoming traffic. These should be relocated 

elsewhere on the site. 

 

The site lighting does not meet Kentwood's allowances for average-to-minimum 

illumination. 

 

Grand Rapids requirements: 

As per the 425 Conditional Land Transfer. Agreement, the following have been identified 

as issues that Grand Rapids requires to be addressed in the design of the Speedway 

station: 

 

•Fuel pumps, pumps islands detached canopies, compressed air dispensers, etc. shall be 

located at least 15 feet from the street right of way and 20 feet from all lot lines adjacent 

to a residential district. 

• The convenience store cash register shall be clearly visible from the street. The 

viewing window shall have a contiguous area of at least 15 square feet of clear glass and 

maintain an unobstructed view into the building. 

• Height:  a canopy shall have a minimum clearance of 8 feet over public sidewalks 

and a minimum ground clearance of 14 feet over any vehicular driveway or parking area.  

A canopy shall not exceed the height of the main building. 

• Lighting: Lighting on canopy shall be fully recessed, no external illumination of 

canopy; 

25% maximum of canopy visible from the public street can be illuminated; regulations 

regarding the intensity of lighting. 

• Building transparency: 30% of wall (measured at a height of 2-8 feet) facing 

Kalamazoo Avenue 

• Parking lot landscaping requirements: requirements for landscape buffers, 

materials, and height for visual screen; opacity of buffer; intermittent landscape buffer 

between the right of way and parking areas; streetscape trees 

• Provide a Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design plan 

• Limitation of floor area dedicated to alcohol sales. 

 

These requirements will be reviewed by the Grand Rapids Planning Department and 

Police Department, and, as per the 425 Agreement, no formal approval can occur until 

such time that a recommendation has been received from· Grand Rapids and incorporated 

into the Special Land Use and site plan review and approval. 

 

Golder stated we have a traffic study completed with and without the Speedway 

expansion and what they project  1522 additional daily  trips when Speedway is expanded 

and in the AM peak there would be 91 additional trips and in the PM peaks  97 additional 

trips. They also reviewed the level of service at all the intersections and they found  that it 
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was level C or better at all the locations during the AM and PM peak. According to the 

study the only improvement   that was warranted was a north bound right turn taper.  But 

because of the utilities, signs,  bus stops and other things the study recommends not 

adding that taper . 

 

Golder stated there are only a couple of things that have come up as an issue with the 

Special Land Use standards.  

 

Several variances will be required for the property in order to meet Kentwood Zoning 

requirements.  First, the Special Land Use standards of the Zoning Ordinance requires 

that vehicle fuel station buildings are located not less than 50 feet from any right of way 

line or from any side or rear lot line abutting a residential district. The east side of the 

development abuts an R-4 district (Greentree Apartments) and is only 23 feet from the 

common lot line. 

 

The Special Land Use standards also limit the use to no more than one (1) driveway for 

each street on which it has frontage. Speedway is retaining the existing driveway onto 

Kalamazoo Avenue. However, the development also includes a shared drive with the 

business located to the north of the proposed Speedway. Other variances are also being 

requested relating to the freestanding and wall signage. 

 

Mandy Gauss, CESO Engineer,  13060 South US Highway 27 Dewitt MI representing 

Speedway was present. She   presented a slideshow of the project. She stated it is a 

difficult site as they are dealing with both jurisdictions. They have been thankful for both 

the City of Kentwood and the City of Grand Rapids  to come up with a 425 agreement so 

they can move forward. 

 

Gauss stated they have no problem with reducing the driveway width on Kalamazoo the 

reason they left it at that width because that is what is there currently. They can take care 

of that prior to the public hearing. 

 

Gauss stated the building is 4,608 square foot building. It will be your standard 

convenience store. It is more the grab and go type food, not a restaurant inside the 

facility.  She stated it has the bathrooms with multiple stalls. It meets the parking code at 

24 parking spaces. She stated there are currently 4 dispensers, this will have 8. She stated 

this is the dive in canopy style it allows cars to get in and out without having stacking 

issues trying to get around the dispensers if someone is in front of you. She stated the 

intent is for cars to be able to circulate. Cars will come in off of Kalamazoo pull in, fuel 

and then be able to pull out any of the access drives.   

 

Gauss stated the  need for the two drives on Kalamazoo Avenue is because currently in a 

no build condition the que for the  turnaround backs up 142 feet with the build it will be  

144. They aren’t adding alot to the stacking however,  it already does stack beyond the 

shared driveway.  The need for the drive is very important. 
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Gauss stated the other variance request is on the setback variance. She stated   because 

this is a fueling station the 50 foot setback is required adjacent to residential.  She stated 

City of Grand Rapids only requires 15 feet setback. She stated   with the 425 all of the 

zoning goes through the City of Kentwood that is why they are requesting the variance in 

order to allow 23.3 foot in lieu of the 50 foot setback. 

 

She stated the importance of putting the building where they are showing it is for 

circulation. The fueling truck is only allowed to enter and exit on to 44th Street. With that, 

they need to be able to circle all the way around the canopy and exit. She stated another 

option that was discussed was to shift the building further to the south but with the loop 

around they can’t shift enough to get out of that 50 foot setback requirement. 

 

She stated everything on site will come out; all the underground storage tanks and 

associated infrastructure. Everything brand new is going to go back in. She stated overall 

environmentally it is a lot better. She stated they have a sanitary main that runs from the 

existing parcel to the adjacent purchased parcel that will be relocated.  

 

She displayed the elevations and one of the requirements from the City of Grand Rapids 

they had to have was 30% transparency on the face of the building facing Kalamazoo. 

She stated their design involves the 248 square feet of window when only 172 square feet 

would be required to meet the minimum requirement. She stated another item is security, 

you can see in and see out and the windows won’t be blocked with merchandise. 

 

The dumpster enclosure will match the building. It also has the storage shed behind it for 

all the recycling items they will be kept outside and in a stored area where it will be clean 

and kept up nicely. She stated there is an area that is enclosed outside for the ice and the 

propane area, it will not be on the front of the building to clutter up the sidewalk and the 

visibility.  

 

She displayed a video to show what Speedway would look like when it is complete. 

Video showed their landscaping plan. She stated they will take a look at the sight lines 

and a couple of the trees where there was concern. She stated they can take a look and 

shift them to make sure they have sight visibility from the site driveways as you are 

entering and exiting. 

 

She stated all the mechanical equipment is in the roof therefore it will not be visible from 

the ground level. It will make the site cleaner, allow more parking, more access and more 

visibility. It will open it up quite a bit. 

 

Benoit stated other than the couple of concerns staff has, he likes it and is good with it. 

 

Pemberton stated what an improvement to that corner it will make. It has been an eyesore 

for quite some time. He stated if we don’t have a north bound Kalamazoo deceleration 

lane to enter that driveway, narrowing it would hinder people’s ability to turn in. He 

could see a stacking problem with people trying to turn in waiting for people to turn out if 
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there is not enough room or it’s too tight. He stated it should probably stay wider to 

improve the ingress and egress of both sides of that driveway. 

 

Quinn stated he was concerned about the traffic and wanted to know more about the 

traffic study.  Golder stated she would like some assurance from a traffic engineer. She 

stated we will try to get answers from Grand Rapids. 

 

Holtrop stated he sees traffic flow, it didn’t strike him as strange with the wide 

driveways. He stated he is ok with that from a width standpoint. He questioned if 24 

parking spaces is enough or is it too few from a business standpoint. Gauss stated that it 

is not too few. She stated a lot of people will stay at the pump and enter so it adds those 

additional counts of parking. She stated less than 24 parking spots we would be 

concerned but they are right at where they would like to be. Holtrop questioned if this 

will be open 24 hours. Gauss stated that it is open 24 hours. Holtrop stated one plan had a 

single driveway on Kalamazoo, but it had the cross access to the other office building he 

stated is fine with that. Holtrop suggested to make sure they have plenty of screening 

since they will be closer to the residential. 

 

Poyner questioned if it is open 24 hours will it generate more traffic volume. He stated it 

would be good to know more about the traffic and having someone at the public hearing 

would be helpful.  

 

Poyner questioned when the fuel trucks go westbound on 44th Street whether there is 

sufficient room for them to turn and head back east on 44th Street to go south on 

Kalamazoo. Gauss stated correct it does make the turn they just have to wait for traffic to 

clear. Poyner stated he would hope Tuffy could stay in the City somewhere. 

 

Poyner questioned the lighting. He stated there did not appear to be any external lights on 

the property but it looks like they can have 25% visible from the street and illuminated. 

He stated it is good to make sure the community is safe and wanted to know more about 

the lighting at night. Gauss stated their lighting is all LED, downward directing, shielded 

at the property lines. She stated the City of Kentwood codes call for very strict lighting 

for canopy’s compared to most codes. She stated it won’t be as bright as you see at other 

Speedways. Discussion ensued regarding lighting. 

 

Morgan stated he is excited to see this. He stated he agrees with Pemberton regarding the 

driveway if it is smaller it will jam.  

 

Jones stated she likes it and questioned where there are some comparable Speedways. 

Gauss stated she could come up with some and send them. 

 

Case#24-21 -West Michigan Auto Glass – Special Land Use Minor Auto Repair and Site 

Plan Review Located at 5630 Division Ave SE;  
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Pung stated the request is for a site plan review for a minor vehicle repair. The applicants 

business is an auto glass repair and replacement operation which is classified as a minor 

vehicle repair in our ordinance. He stated over 95% of their work is done offsite. So 

specific procedures would have to be done in the building.  

 

Pung stated the site is .44 acres in area.  There is an existing 2,880 square building on the 

site that would be utilized by the applicant.  He stated they are not proposing any changes 

to the site or the building therefore it is just a use change. Under the FBC they will need 

to comply with the general landscaping requirements which in this case adding some 

street trees. They are complying with the use requirements and the amount of parking 

they are also meeting the minimum requirements. 

 

Pung stated the only issues that were identified is a signed narrative and they also need to 

provide detail on the number of company vehicles that may be parked/stored on-site. 

 

Neal Vandenburg 177 Collingdale Walker MI was present. He stated he is part owner of 

West MI Auto Glass and the landlord. He stated there are 4 company owned vehicles 3 

are used daily and 1 is their backup plan. He stated on a regular basis you may see up to 5 

vehicles between the hours of 6am-9am once they are off and installing you will see the 

backup vehicle plus their two office workers on location. He stated there is a 6foot 

chainlink fence already on the property they would like to separate them from the 

residential area so they are going to add those slats to give them a little separation. 

 

Morgan, Holtrop, Quinn were ok with the request.  

 

Poyner questioned the number of parking spaces. Vandenburg stated generally during 

business hours maybe 3 people and one technician. He stated they rarely have anyone in 

the office other than the employees. Patrick Nesbit stated he thinks there are 10 spots they 

are going to redo the parking lot and the lines to make them more visible than they are 

now. 

 

Pemberton questioned if there will ever be inside repair going on. Vandenburg stated 

only time when they will have a cars there is when they are installing the new camera 

calibration in the windshield and perhaps in the winter.  

 

Case#25-21 – Cobblestone at the Ravines Phase 3 –Final PUD Site Plan Review Located 

at 4333 Shaffer Ave SE;  

 

Golder stated the applicants secured the preliminary PUD site plan approval from the city 

commission who specified the removal of one of the buildings from the development. 

She stated there were residents that came to the City Commission meeting stating that 

when they purchased, they were told the area to the west of them was going to be open 

space. The City Commission deliberated sending the project back to the Planning 

Commission regarding this issue but the developer expressed a willingness to remove the 
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proposed 3 unit building on the southeast portion of Phase 3 in order to avoid an 

additional delay. 

 

Golder stated we had a resident come into the office wondering if they can add some 

additional landscaping. She thought it would be helpful to add some arborvitaes along the 

edge where the houses are so close to the park space. 

 

Pemberton stated he is happy with this. He likes the greenspace and the trail system. He 

stated he knows there is concern about elevations and design which we will be paying 

attention to. He stated it meets todays needs better than the original plan. 

 

Morgan questioned if there is a reason why the 3 unit building was proposed for the 

southeast portion of the site. Golder stated Redstone was not the original developers.. 

David Stebbins with Redstone homes stated Bosgraff development got part way through 

phase one then went bankrupt. Redstone took it over and finished phase 1. They are in the 

process now of completing phase 2. Phase 3, was part of the development that came with 

the whole package so they are moving into the last phase of the development. 

 

 Morgan questioned how Stebbins felt about the removal of the 3 unit building. Stebbins 

stated as much as they don’t like it and they are taking taking a big financial hit. When it 

came up at the City Commission he wasn’t aware that the sale person that is selling in the 

development. He stated one of the residents told them that was to remain greenspace and 

that was the first he heard of that. As phase 2 got developed it came to light there was 

additional buildable area that it was their intent to do something there. Discussion ensued. 

Stebbins stated when the City Commission started considering tabling the project and 

bringing it back to the Planning Commissioners. Their intent was to keep moving the 

project forward and if it meant they had to give up the 3 unit buildings so they can 

continue with their timeline it was worth it to them. Discussion ensued. 

 

Golder asked the commissioners if they want to see more building elevations. They said 

they don’t want to see more but just be refreshed. 

 

Case#26-21 – WoodHaven Condominiums – Final PUD Site Plan Review – Located at 

4624 Walma Avenue SE 

 

Pung stated the request is a final site plan review for a PUD phase. He stated this is a 41 

unit attached condominium development on just over 11 acres. He stated the Planning 

Commission recommended conditional approval to the City Commission in April. On 

May 10 City Commission approved the major change and preliminary PUD plan. There 

were some changes from what was originally recommended. He stated the number of 

units was reduced from 42 to 41 and they also added more units with two stall garages 

and reduced the number of the on-street parking in order to add more attached garage 

space. Pung stated the plan is consistent with the approved preliminary plan and there 

aren’t any issues. 
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Morgan questioned whether the approval included a condition on the amount of units for 

lease/rental. Pung stated City Commission approved at the 15% limitation that was 

recommended by the Planning Commission. 

 

The commissioner were ok with the final PUD review. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by, Benoit,  to affirm the public hearing date of 

August 24, 2021 for: Case#23-21 – Speedway – Special Land Use and Site Plan 

Review for a Vehicle Fuel Station – Located at 4384 Kalamazoo 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Brainerd and Kape absent -  

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Poyner stated he hopes we will be able to continue to meet in person despite the Delta 

Variant. 

 

Jones stated they are wearing masks again in Kent County Administrative Offices.  

 

Quinn stated Kent County may say they strongly recommend wearing a masks or make it 

a County requirement. It is still up in the air. 

 

 Jones added that Thompsons Auto is messy again. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated at the last meeting there was discussion on committee appointments. 

Schweitzer stated he will resend a notice out on the vacancies. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit,  supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Brainerd and Kape absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:50pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 
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     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

AUGUST 24, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton,  

Members Absent: Darius Quinn ( absent with notification) 

Others Present:  City Attorney Jeff Sluggett, Community Development Director Terry 

Schweitzer, Economic Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, 

Planning Assistant Monique Collier, and the applicant 

 

 Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Quinn from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

  

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

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

the Minutes of August 10, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#22-21 – Windy 

West Two Conditional Rezoning - Request of Bosco Development LLC to 

conditionally rezone 8.91 and 8.86 acres of land from RPUD-1 High Density 

Residential Planned Unit Development and R1-A Estate Residential respectively to 

R1-D Single Family Residential. Located at 3345 – 52nd Street and 3281 Nature 

View Drive   

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent -  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Morgan,                             

to approve the agenda for the August 24, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 
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G. Old Business 

 

Case#20-21 – DMR Transportation – Rezoning of 16.4 acres of land from R1-C Single 

Family Residential to IPUD Industrial Planned Unit Development Located at 4251,4375 

and 4401 36th Street (applicant has withdrawn their application) 

 

 Case#21-21 DMR Transportation – Special Land Use Review of a Vehicle Repair 

Establishment Located at 4251,4375 and 4401 36th Street; (applicant has withdrawn 

their application) 

 

Golder stated there was some confusion about the Master Plan designation for the 36th 

Street area. She stated therefore, staff sent out a letter describing the Master Plan process 

to the adjoining property owners. She stated right before covid hit we decided to change 

the land use classification of this area in a public meeting to Industrial with all the 

specifications that we made regarding sensitivity to the residential owners living in front 

of it. She stated she thinks there is more work to do and that we need to work with the 

developer to have them understand what would be acceptable and understand our 

performance standards and the zoning ordinance.  

  

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Brainerd, to accept the applicants withdrawal for: 

Case#20-21 – DMR Transportation – Rezoning of 16.4 acres of land from R1-C 

Single Family Residential to IPUD Industrial Planned Unit Development Located at 

4251,4375 and 4401 36th Street and Case#21-21 DMR Transportation – Special 

Land Use Review of a Vehicle Repair Establishment Located at 4251,4375 and 4401 

36th Street 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent -  

H. Public Hearing 

 

Case#23-21 – Speedway – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for a Vehicle Fuel 

Station – Located at 4384 Kalamazoo;  

 

Golder stated Speedway is currently located on three parcels of land, two in the City of 

Kentwood and one in the City of Grand Rapids. Each municipality has retained 

jurisdiction of the property and buildings within its municipal boundaries. The existing 

building in which Speedway is located also houses a Tuffy Auto Center. In order to 

expand the facility, Speedway purchased the .49 acre property to the north of the existing 

location, which is also located in the City of Grand Rapids. A new, larger gas station and 

convenience store is intended to be constructed. Due to concerns regarding the 

jurisdiction for planning, inspections, assessing, income tax and other services, Kentwood 

and Grand Rapids have entered into a Conditional Land Transfer under the provisions of 

Public Act 425 of 1984 (PA 425). Golder stated the City recently approved the 425 

agreement. That is to be incorporated into the City of Kentwood for the purpose of 

zoning and accessing and building inspections and all the municipal services. Kentwood 

will also assess property tax and Grand Rapids will assess an income tax.  
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Golder stated as part of 425 agreement we had some criteria that had to be met for the 

City of Grand Rapids to get a recommendation for approval 

Grand Rapids requirements: 

As per the 425 Conditional Land Transfer Agreement, the following have been identified 

as issues that Grand Rapids requires to be addressed in the design of the Speedway 

station: 

 

•Fuel pumps, pumps islands detached canopies, compressed air dispensers, etc. shall be 

located at least 15 feet from the street right of way and 20 feet from all lot lines adjacent 

to a residential district. 

• The convenience store cash register shall be clearly visible from the street. The 

viewing window shall have a contiguous area of at least 15 square feet of clear glass and 

maintain an unobstructed view into the building. 

• Height:  a canopy shall have a minimum clearance of 8 feet over public sidewalks 

and a minimum ground clearance of 14 feet over any vehicular driveway or parking area.  

A canopy shall not exceed the height of the main building. 

• Lighting: Lighting on canopy shall be fully recessed, no external illumination of 

canopy; 

25% maximum of canopy visible from the public street can be illuminated; regulations 

regarding the intensity of lighting. 

• Building transparency: 30% of wall (measured at a height of 2-8 feet) facing 

Kalamazoo Avenue 

• Parking lot landscaping requirements: requirements for landscape buffers, 

materials, and height for visual screen; opacity of buffer; intermittent landscape buffer 

between the right of way and parking areas; streetscape trees 

• Provide a Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design plan 

• Limitation of floor area dedicated to alcohol sales. 

 

These requirements will be reviewed by the Grand Rapids Planning Department and 

Police Department, and, as per the 425 Agreement, no formal approval can occur until 

such time that a recommendation has been received from Grand Rapids and incorporated 

into the Special Land Use and site plan review and approval. 

 

Golder stated all of the criteria have been met however they are still working on the size 

of the beer cave within the convenience store because they have a criteria as to how big 

those get. They want it to stay a convenience store and not a liquor store. 

 

Golder stated there was a lot of discussion at the work session regarding traffic. She 

stated a traffic study has been completed and according to the study the only 

improvement   that was warranted was a north bound right turn taper.  But because of the 

utilities, signs, bus stops and other things the study recommends not adding that taper. 
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Golder stated Grand Rapids traffic Engineers also said they didn’t like the size of the 

driveway and recommended for the safety of pedestrians that we look at reducing the size 

of that.  

 

Golder stated because of the uncertainty regarding the driveway we are looking to get 

another opinion by a 3rd party traffic consultant to see if that taper is warranted and to get 

an opinion about the width of the driveway. Golder stated the process to hire the traffic 

engineer to make a recommendation to our City Engineer and if the commissioners are 

comfortable with that we will look at what they recommend. She stated one of the things 

the traffic engineer looked was a handful of rear end accidents in that area. They are 

going to look and see if there is enough room on the site and whether there is enough 

room in between when you turn into the property and when you make a decision about 

where to go to get gas.  

 

Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval of the special land use and site 

plan review as described in her memo. 

 

Mandy Gauss, CESO Engineer, 13060 South US Highway 27 Dewitt MI representing 

Speedway was present. She stated the Zoning Board of Appeals granted the variance for 

the second drive. She displayed pictures of the vehicles congested with the current way 

the site is set up. She stated with the proposed site the driveway sits back further.  With 

the dive in design traffic moves and it flows it doesn’t have the backups you would get 

with the stacked design. She stated there is also the width between the canopy and the 

pavement; it is wider than what you would actually have at most Speedway stations 

because of the fueling truck needing to circle the canopy and enter and exit onto 44th 

Street. She stated it is wider than a lot of the Speedway sites. Gauss showed/displayed the 

conflicts with the taper lane. 

 

Gauss stated there were 1,522 projected trips for this site this is for both inbound and 

outbound trips. Of those trips more than half are pass by trips. During the Am peak hour 

there will be an additional 14 inbound and 15 outbound trips. During the PM peak hour 

there will be an additional 16 inbound and 17 outbound trips. She stated both of the 

drives are at a level of service A/B which is an acceptable level of service. City of Grand 

Rapids reviewed the traffic study and their only comment was the width of the drive, they 

were ok without the taper lane being included.  

 

Gauss stated they were also granted the variance for the goal post style signs and the 

Speedway channel letter signs on the end. They did not get the two “S” logos they were 

showing on the two corners and they have since been removed from the plan. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to close the public hearing. 
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      -Motion Carried (8-0) – 

      - Quinn absent -  

Benoit stated it looks good and he is ok with leaving the driveways up to staff and the 

Engineering Department.   

 

Holtrop concurred. He questioned the construction time table. Jennifer High, Speedway 

Planning Department stated due to the lease agreement they have with Tuffy onsite they 

are looking for an April 2023 build. 

 

Morgan questioned if there was any other issues with the setback. Gauss stated 

everything was settled at the Zoning Board meeting they received the variance for the 

reduction in the setback. Gauss stated there were no residents present or against the 

project. 

 

Poyner questioned what the traffic engineer will be evaluating. Guass stated typically 

with a site this size they don’t have any issues. She stated the whole point about adding 

additional dispensers is so you alleviate the stacking and the wait times. She stated there 

is enough room around the site for maneuverability even if a car is waiting to get to a 

dispenser.  

 

Poyner pointed out with the turn lane, the City bus may not be able to stop there. Golder 

stated we asked the ITP whether they would be alright with moving the bus stop and they 

were not in favor of doing that. They said they would look at it again, but at this time 

they are not in favor. 

 

Pemberton stated he will leave the driveway detail to the City Engineer’s office. He 

stated the bus stop right on top of that intersection can’t be a good thing at certain times 

of the day. He can see it moving to the north a little bit on the site even beyond the 

driveway so that it is not becoming a part of that driveway issue. 

 

Brainerd stated she is comfortable with staff handling traffic issues. 

 

Kape stated what if ITP states they are absolutely not going to move the stop. Schweitzer 

stated the transport agency and the City will work things out. 

 

Motion by Poyner, supported by Holtrop, to grant Conditional Approval of the site 

plan dated July 1, 2021, for a Special Land Use Vehicle Fuel Station for Speedway 

as described in Case No. 23-21.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-7 and basis 

points 1-4  as escribed in Goder’s memo dated August 12, 2021. 

 

- Motion (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

August 24, 2021 

Page 6 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by Holtrop to grant Conditional Approval of the 

Special Land Use Vehicle Fuel Station for Speedway as described in Case No. 23-21.  

Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-6 and basis points 1 –4 as described in 

Golder’s memo dated August 8, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent – 

 

Case#24-21 -West Michigan Auto Glass – Special Land Use Minor Vehicle Repair and 

Site Plan Review Located at 5630 Division Ave SE;  

 

Pung stated the request is for a site plan review for a minor vehicle repair. The applicants 

business is an auto glass repair and replacement operation which is classified as a minor 

vehicle repair in our ordinance. He stated over 95% of their work is done offsite. There 

specific procedures would have to be done in the building.  

 

Pung stated the site is .44 acres in area.  There is an existing 2,880 square building on the 

site that would be utilized by the applicant.  He stated they are not proposing any changes 

to the site or the building therefore it is just a use change. Under the FBC they will need 

to comply with the general landscaping requirements which in this case adding some 

street trees. They are complying with the use requirements and the amount of parking 

meets the minimum requirements. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending conditional approval as described in his memo. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

Motion by Poyner, supported by Brainerd, to close the public hearing. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 

Commissioners offered no additional comment and were ok with the request. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval of the 

West Michigan Auto Glass Special Land Use minor vehicle repair as described in 

Case#24021. Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-6 and basis points 1-4 as 

described in Pung’s memo dated August 16, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 
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Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit,  to grant conditional approval of the West 

Michigan Auto Glass site plan dated received July 19, 2021 as described in Case 

#24-21. Approval is conditioned upon conditions 1-5 and basis points 1-5 as 

described in Pung’s memo dated August 16, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent -  

 

Case#25-21 – Cobblestone at the Ravines Phase 3 –Final PUD Site Plan Review Located 

at 4333 Shaffer Ave SE;  

 

Golder stated the applicants secured the preliminary PUD site plan approval from the 

City Commission who specified the removal of one of the buildings from the 

development. The City Commission deliberated sending the project back to the Planning 

Commission regarding this issue but the developer expressed a willingness to remove the 

proposed 3 unit building on the southeast portion of Phase 3 in order to avoid an 

additional delay. 

 

Golder stated we had a resident come into the office inquiring about adding some 

additional landscaping. She thought it would be helpful to add some arborvitaes along the 

edge where the houses are so close to the park space. 

 

Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval as described in her memo. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 

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

 

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

PUD site plan dated August 12, 2021 as described in Case No. 25-21. Approval is 

conditions on conditions 1 –5 and basis points 1 –4 as described in Golder’s memo 

dated August 11, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 

Case#26-21 – WoodHaven Condominiums – Final PUD Site Plan Review – Located at 

4624 Walma Avenue SE 
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Pung stated the request is a final site plan review for a PUD phase. He stated this is a 41 

unit attached condominium development on just over 11 acres. He stated the Planning 

Commission recommended conditional approval of the preliminary site plan to the City 

Commission in April. On May 10 City Commission approved the major change and 

preliminary PUD plan. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending conditional approval as described in his memo  

 

Jones opened he public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 

The commissioners were ok with the request and offered no additional comments. 

 

Motion by Pemberton, supported by Brainerd, to grant conditional approval of the 

final PUD site plan dated July 12, 2021 for Woodhaven Condominiums as described 

in Case 26-21. Approval is conditioned on conditions 1-5 and basis points 1-7 as 

described in Pung’s memo dated August 16, 2021. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

I. Work Session 

 

There are no work sessions 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to set public hearing date of September 28, 

2021, for:  Case#27-21- Bethany Christian Services – Proposed change to a 

Conditional Rezoning and Change to a Special Land Use Approval Located at 3220- 

52nd Street  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Implementation 
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Schweitzer noted the Master Plan goal regarding replacing trees lost to disease. He stated 

Pung has a bi-annual Consumer’s Energy tree grant application request. Pung has found 

every other year we get the funding and on the off year there is a DTE grant application 

Pung makes application for and we get the DTE funding every other year. 

 

He stated the Master Plan assignment to establish a sense of place installing art on City 

campus is on hold. He stated we had plans to install an art piece that was received from 

Woodland Mall. We put that on hold and have to relook at how that will be funded. There 

may be plans to suggest to the Arts Commission a different location within the 

community to place that piece of art. 

 

Schweitzer stated in terms of partnerships we are continuing to work with Ada Township 

at Meadowbrook Elementary to apply the Safe Routes to School funding to install 

additional pedestrian facilities that would connect Kentwood with Ada Township. It 

would provide a connection that we have been looking for between the Kentwood trail 

system and Ada and Cascade as well as improve the walkability for school children.  

 

He stated in terms of sustainability the Master Plan is seeking an annual goal set for  

development and maintenance of City trails The Parks Trails and Recreation advisory 

committee completed a study prior to promoting the reinstitution of a millage a key 

components of which was to quantify this goal. He stated efforts may be under way to 

reignite the millage effort. 

 

He stated in terms of the 28th and 29th Street corridor we discussed reviewing the safety 

of pedestrians movement at the Woodland Mall hub center. He stated  people go across 

28th Street at Shaffer and it is not a safe situation for pedestrians.  It may be better if they 

had crosswalks or other means to get riders to their destination. He stated we have 

initiated some contact with the Rapid to take a look at that. They have responded that it 

appears to be isolated maybe once or twice a day that groups of pedestrians walk across 

the busy street. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones questioned if there have been any developers interested in the site on the northeast 

corner of 60th and Kalamazoo. Schweitzer stated it appears there has been some recent 

efforts collectively by that ownership of those properties to try to get something going.  

 

Jones stated once ITP updates their routes she would like to get routes that go through the 

City of Kentwood. Schweitzer stated there is a one page Mobility For All flyer that 

highlights the changes. He stated staff will distribute to the commissioners. 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Kape stated there are some businesses who think that Covenant Park could be a huge 

revenue generator for the City but the Parks and Rec department and the Park and Rec 

committee thinks that it should be used for Parks and Recreation trails, etc. He stated they 
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are finalizing their solution to go to the City Commission by October. He stated they are 

hoping to have it on the ballot in August of 2022.  

 

Holtrop stated the concerts in the park have been nice this year. He questioned how the 

Farmers market was doing. Kape stated the numbers and the turnouts doubled from when 

they had it on Saturdays. 

 

Benoit questioned if there is any way to get the City Attorney perspective in regarding a 

presentation on the vulnerability of email accounts through FOIA.  

 

Jones stated the Home 2 Suites Hotel on Sparks Drive building does not appear to be 

fully secure and maybe someone has made entry. Schweitzer noted efforts by the City to 

have the building secured over the past year. It will be followed up. 

 

 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated we sent information to Poyner, Holtrop and Quinn for a September 14 meeting 

to discuss the Master Plan sites that are under consideration. He stated he would also like the 

Zoning Ordinance committee to meet on that day as well. The Master Plan committee will meet 

beforehand and the Zoning Committee will meet after the meeting. The agenda will be very 

brief. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:25pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 14, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn (arrived late) 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present: Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, and the applicants.  

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Holtrop, to excuse Quinn from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Quinn absent -  

 

Quinn arrived. 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of  August 24, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#23-21 – 

Speedway – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review for a Vehicle Fuel Station – 

Located at 4384 Kalamazoo; Case#24-21 -West Michigan Auto Glass – Special Land 

Use Minor Auto Repair and Site Plan Review Located at 5630 Division Ave SE; 

Case#25-21 – Cobblestone at the Ravines Phase 3 –Final PUD Site Plan Review 

Located at 4333 Shaffer Ave SE; Case#26-21 – WoodHaven Condominiums – Final 

PUD Site Plan Review – Located at 4624 Walma Avenue SE 

    

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Kape,                             

to approve the agenda for the September 14, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

F. Acknowledge visitors wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 
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Marc Daneman, 2557 Forest Bluff Drive, was present. He expressed his concern 

regarding Home 2 Suites Hotel. He stated construction for the hotel has stopped for quite 

a while now. He stated he would like to know what is happening. Jones stated that the 

Planning Commission had discussion regarding the hotel during the most recent meeting 

and are aware and staff will be contact with the representatives.  

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no Old business 

 

H. Public Hearing 

 

There were no public hearings 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#27-21- Bethany Christian Services – Proposed change to a Conditional Rezoning 

and Change to a Special Land Use Approval Located at 3220- 52nd Street  

 

Pung stated the request is to modify the conditions of both a special land use child caring 

institution and the conditional rezoning. He stated in 2004 the City approved both the 

conditional rezoning and the special land use for the child caring institution. A condition 

of both the special land use and the rezoning was that the capacity was limited to 8 

children. Pung stated the applicant now wishes to increase that capacity to 12 children. 

He stated based on the prior approvals, both Planning and City Commission approvals are 

required in order to allow for a capacity of 12 children. 

 

Pung stated there are no changes to the exterior of the site or the building. He stated all 

the work is will be done in the interior of the building. They are adding four additional 

beds. Pung stated the only concern that was raised was from the Police Department. They 

had some concerns with the number of calls to this site within the past couple of years. 

Pung stated that there has only been one call so far this year. However, in 2019 and 2020 

they had the most calls. Pung stated in speaking with the applicant, they stated the calls 

can go in spurts depending on the children that are there. The children are there anywhere 

from 9 months – 1 year. The applicant indicated that they may have perfect children or a 

while and then you may have some that have more issues. He stated they have Federal 

requirements on when they have to call or make a police report.  

 

Brainerd questioned if there was any concern regarding the sufficiency of space and the 

changes that are being made to accommodate additional children. Pung stated the 

changes are all interior.  The applicant indicated that everything will be done on a lower 

level. The lower level was designed for beds in the future, but they did not initially finish 

the space for this purpose. Brainerd questioned the ratio of staff to children. Mr. 

Gonzalez, from Bethany Christian Services stated the ratio of staff to children is 6 to 1. 
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Brainerd questioned their typical turn over. Gonzalez stated the children are normally 

there anywhere between 9-12 months.  

 

Morgan questioned if the caregivers stay in the home as well. Gonzalez stated there is an 

apartment attached to the house for a house parent. He stated right now it is not being 

utilized for that and it hasn’t for the past year.  

 

Pemberton wanted clarity on what 48 missing persons reports means that were referenced 

in the staff report. Gonzalez stated the Federal Government decided that anytime a 

resident leaves without authorization they have to file a police report. He stated now 

since they have asked for a reprieve they have a little bit of time before they have to file a 

missing person’s report. He stated he doesn’t expect the number to go up like it was in 

2019 and 2020. 

 

Benoit questioned if they will be an adult foster care medium group home. Pung stated 

they are called a child caring institution.  

 

Jones questioned if residents are aware of the police reporting requirements and do they 

know that if they are gone for a period of time, that staff has to report it. Gonzalez stated 

yes staff communicates that with the children. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Poyner, to set public hearing date of October 12, 

2021, for: Case#28-21 – Kum & Go Store 2604 – Rezoning of 1.653 acres of land 

from C-4 Office to C-5 Neighborhood Commercial located at the southeast corner of 

52nd Street and Kalamazoo Avenue 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Kape stated the food truck rally was a huge success this past weekend. He stated they 

tried something new with the beer tent. They offered wine by the glass and ordered 

seltzers on tap. He stated the beer tent made $12,700 dollars before cost. 

 

Kape stated the Kentwood Parks and Recreation Department will be hosting the Vibe. 

The event will be held at the Kentwood Library on Thursday, September 16, 2021. The 

cost is $40 per person and the dress code is very casual. The monies raised from the event 

will go to the Adaptive Sports Program. 

 

Pemberton questioned if there was any update on the Home 2 Suites Hotel. Schweitzer 

stated staff will confer with the Building Inspector to verify where we are and follow up 

with the commissioners at the next meeting. 
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Brainerd stated Gursha Ethiopian Restaurant at 44th and Kalamazoo celebrated the 

Ethiopian New Year on Saturday September 11. They put on a special event with buffet, 

dancing and coffee ceremony. She stated it is amazing and worth the commissioners time 

to check out. 

 

Kape stated on 29th and Shaffer the commissioners approved that vehicle repair business 

in the past year. He stated he has noticed that there are cars sitting in front of the building, 

one on blocks with no tires and there were other cars in different stages of disrepair. He 

stated he thought they weren’t allowed to do that. Schwetizer stated staff met with them 

recently, they are getting more business than they anticipated and are looking at coming 

back to the planning commission and expanding their special land use onto the property 

to the east. Schweitzer stated staff will initiate contact back to them and let them know 

they are going to have to clean up the site. Discussion ensued. 

 

Jones stated the Auto Repair business next to City Line on the corner of 52nd Street and 

Division Avenue is not looking good. They have a lot of cars in poor condition parked 

outside. Schweitzer stated he has been in contact with them continually since they have 

moved in there. He stated staff let them know that they have to clean up the property or 

we will take enforcement action to get that addressed. Schweitzer stated there is also a 

property around the corner to the east that is in worst shape and we are working with 

them as well to get that addressed. Schweitzer stated there are probably 5-6 car 

operations city-wide right now that are in non-compliance. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated scheduled in November there are going to be some joint meetings with 

the City Commission. Schweitzer stated to gear up for that meeting we are looking at 

some activities for the Planning Commissioners and the City Commissioners, those that 

are running for office to do over the next 6 weeks. We want to have all those running for 

local office to be prepared for that conversation in November. Schweitzer stated we will 

be giving them some assignments to go out in the area and look at some subdivisions and 

get them to think about what type of things are important in terms of appearance of our 

housing within the community, what features are desirable. Discussion ensued. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:45p.m.  
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     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 28, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Vice-Chair Holtrop called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones (arrived 

late), Ed Kape, Clarkston Morgan, Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the press and the applicants 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Jones absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

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

the Minutes of September 14, 2021. 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Jones absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Brainerd,                               

to approve the agenda for the September 28, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Jones 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#27-21- Bethany Christian Services – Proposed change to a Conditional Rezoning 

and Change to a Special Land Use Approval Located at 3220- 52nd Street  

 

Pung stated the request is to modify the conditions of both a special land use child caring 

institution and the conditional rezoning. He stated in 2014 the City approved both the 

conditional rezoning and the special land use for the child caring institution. A condition 

of both the special land use and the rezoning was that the capacity was limited to 8 

children. Pung stated the applicant now wishes to increase that capacity to 12 children. 

He stated based on the prior approvals, both Planning and City Commission approvals are 

required in order to allow for a capacity of 12 children. 

 

Pung stated there are no changes to the exterior of the site or the building. They are going 

to add additional sidewalk on the back of the building for egress and also adding one 

additional egress window.  

 

Pung stated the only issue that came up at the work session was the number of calls for 

service to the Police Department. He stated the applicant explained why the calls were 

high, but now there have been changes to the Federal requirements as to when they need 

to call.  They no longer have to call for service when a child leaves and they know where 

they are going. Pung stated this past year there has only been one call for service. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending approval as described in his memo. 

 

Holtrop opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

      

     - Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Jones absent 

 

The commissioners expressed support for the request. 

 

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

change to the Special Land Use Child Caring Institution as described in Case 27-21:  

Bethany Christian Services.  The approval is conditioned on conditions 1 –3 and 

basis points 1 –5 as described in Pung’s memo dated September 20, 2021 

      

     - Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Jones absent 

 

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

conditional approval of the request to modify the Conditional Rezoning Agreement 
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dated June 20, 2014, to increase the capacity of the child caring institution from 

eight (8) children to twelve (12) children.  Approval is conditioned on conditions 1 – 

2and basis point 1 – 5as described in Pung’s memo dated September 20, 2021. 

       

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Jones absent - 

Commissioner Jones arrived. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#28-21 – Kum & Go Store 2604 – Rezoning of 1.653 acres of land from C-4 Office 

to C-5 Neighborhood Commercial located at the southeast corner of 52nd Street and 

Kalamazoo Avenue 

 

Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the request is to rezone 1.5 acres from C-4 Office to 

C-5 Neighborhood Commercial. He stated the site has been zoned for office use since at least 

1976.  The site has been vacant since 2005 following the demolition of the building that housed a 

financial institution.  No formal application for re-development of this site has been filed with 

the city since the building demolition Schweitzer stated The property has approximately 220 feet 

of frontage on 52nd Street and approximately 280 feet of frontage on Kalamazoo Avenue with the 

grade of the northern portion of the site above the grade of the streets.  He stated this section of 

the Kalamazoo Avenue boulevard, built in 2008, is continuous along the entire site frontage and 

the cross section of the 52nd Street frontage consists of 2 through lanes in each direction as well 

as duel left turn lanes for westbound traffic. 

 

 Schweitzer stated the surrounding land uses are office use and high density residential, 

apartment buildings,  

 

Schweiter stated during development of the 2020 Master Plan update staff had numerous 

discussions with the property owner about the prospect of commercial use of the property 

including several concept plans depicting alternative building, parking and circulation scenarios 

for office and/or retail uses.  In the end the adopted master plan makes allowance for commercial 

use predicated on some site-specific issues associated with the location, size and configuration 

relative to the intersection of 52nd Street and Kalamazoo Avenue.  

 

Schweitzer stated there were financial institutions occupying the property up until 2005 when the 

building was demolished and it has been vacant since then. 

 

Schweitzer stated the Kalamazoo sub-area Master Planning there was discussion on getting some 

greenspace or hard scape at the intersections so that you don’t have buildings and parking right 

up to the corner. He stated this a predominantly residential corridor and if there is going to be 

some commercial use there, there has to be a blend or a transition to take place.  

 

Schweitzer stated the idea was to have commercial uses that were a good fit with the surrounding 

area. He stated this is hard to accomplish. The property has been zoned office, but we want to 
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allow for the introduction of commercial. He stated in the Master Plan as it was adopted and 

recommended, the idea was to look at low impact uses. He stated if we go the C5 zoning there is 

going to be a number of permitted uses, however, because of the size and configuration of the 

property it still may not be a good fit. He stated it might be too close to the surrounding 

residential uses. Schweitzer stated this is a challenging situation. He questioned whether there 

are sufficient safeguards within the C-5 zoning to provide protection from noise and light 

pollution that might take place for a new business that is going to be operated immediately 

adjacent to residential uses.  

 

Schweitzer stated during the Master Plan process there were conversations with the developer 

regarding the development on the site. Schweitzer displayed graphics that showed the outline of 

the site. Schweitzer stated C5 has less setback requirements along the frontages. He stated for 

commercial use the setback is only 25 feet. He stated in 2008, Kalamazoo was changed from a 4 

lane street to a boulevard and it allowed for a lesser setback even from the setbacks that were in 

place at that time.  

 

Schweitzer stated likewise along 52nd Street in 2009/2010 the intersection was reconstructed to 

allow for the dual turns for westbound traffic and at the same time the grade of the intersection 

had to be raised because there were some drainage issues associated with that. Additional land 

area was needed to accommodate that and the City negotiated public sidewalk easement on to the 

private property 

 

Schweitzer stated a retail site under a C5 zoning can also occupy that property. The perimeter 

allows for landscape buffer but not to the extent that we generally have if commercial retail is 

next to residential.  

 

Schweitzer stated because of those changes that took place negotiating sidewalk easements along 

the frontage in the past you are not going to have as much greenspace along the edge. He stated 

if you go to C5 there is a lesser setback as compared to general commercial. 

 

Schweitzer stated the intent of the applicant to develop the property as a convenience store 

including vehicle fueling would require special land use approval of the vehicle fueling portion 

of the business.  There are several special land use site design requirements associated with 

vehicle fuel stations that would have to be addressed in addition to the guiding development 

concepts noted in the compatibility with master plan summary. 

 

Schweitzer stated the applicant met with the LUZ committee and the consensus of the 

commissioners was it that has been Master planned office for a very long time and it hasn’t been 

utilized, it hasn’t been developed therefore they felt it would be reasonable to allow for 

commercial use on the property. However, given the specifics of the site to go to a fueling station 

seemed intense for the property for the space that is there. He noted there was also a concern as 

far as how the traffic going in and out of this site would work at this intersection. Schweitzer 

stated the traffic circulation seemed very difficult. From a land use perspective they were 

describing a 24 hour operation that there would likely involve continuous site lighting.  



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

September 28, 2021 

Page 5 

Schweitzer urged the commissioners to take a look at the entire range of uses that is allowed 

under C-5 zoning and determine if it will be a good fit. He stated they should also look at the size 

and configuration of the property as well as the traffic patterns while looking into the 

consideration of the rezoning.  

 

Schweitzer stated in the standard review process staff looks at the guidelines set forth in the 

ordinance 

1. Consistency with the goals, policies and future land use map of the Master Plan, 

including any subarea or corridor studies. If conditions have changed since the Master 

Plan was adopted, the consistency with recent development trends in the area; 

The future land use designation is commercial provided the commercial uses have minimal 

impact on the surrounding neighborhood.  In addition, the guiding development concepts 

previously noted will be especially critical to the review of permitted as well as special land 

use allowances under the proposed C-5 zoning.   

 

2. Compatibility of the site’s physical, geological, hydrological and other environmental 

features with the uses permitted in the proposed zoning district; 

The location, size and configuration of this site relative to the intersection of 52nd Street and 

Kalamazoo Avenue may limit the feasibility of some permitted and special land uses 

allowed in the proposed C-5 Neighborhood Commercial zone district.  

 

3. The applicant’s ability to develop the property with at least one (1) of the uses 

permitted under the current zoning; 

The property has the potential to be developed for a range of office uses under the current 

C-4 Office zoning of the site.   

 

4. The compatibility of all the potential uses allowed in the proposed zoning district 

with surrounding uses and zoning in terms of land suitability, impacts on the 

environment, density, nature of use, traffic impacts, aesthetics, infrastructure and 

potential influence on property values; 

The location, size and configuration of this site relative to the intersection of 52nd Street and 

Kalamazoo Avenue may limit the feasibility of some permitted and special land uses 

allowed in the proposed C-5 Neighborhood Commercial zone district. The boulevard along 

the Kalamazoo Avenue frontage and the 52nd Street cross section consisting of 2 through 

lanes in each direction and dual left turn lanes for westbound traffic may challenge 

businesses that are serviced by large vehicles or involve a high number of daily vehicle 

movements into and out of the site.  Businesses that operate into the evening or on a 24 

hour basis may also represent a potential noise or lighting nuisance to surrounding homes. 

 

 

 

5. Whether the City’s infrastructure and services are sufficient to accommodate the uses 

permitted in the requested district without compromising the “health, safety and welfare” of the 

City; 

The city’s infrastructure and services appear sufficient to serve this site. 
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6. Where a rezoning is reasonable given the above guidelines, a determination that the 

requested zoning district is more appropriate than another district or amending the list of 

permitted or Special Land Uses within a district. 

The Master Plan narrative for this site identified PUD zoning as an alternative to fulfill the 

desired commercial land use designation.  Likewise, a conditional rezoning to C-5 

Neighborhood Commercial may accomplish the same including an allowance for reduced 

required parking.  However, staff does not believe that adding a special land use allowance 

for vehicle fuel stations to the current C-4 zoning is desirable. 

 

 

Eric Lord, with Atwell and Dave Lemons with Kum and Go were present. Lord stated the 

property has been vacant for 16 years. The Master Plan was changed in 2020, the feels the 

existing zoning wasn’t contributing to the development of that parcel. He stated rezoning to a C5 

use is in line with the Master Plan. He stated their intention at this location is a convenience store 

and a fueling station. He stated they had a neighborhood meeting with the residents within 300 

feet of the property. He stated they got some good feedback and he thinks there are a lot of things 

they can address once and if they get to a site plan level. Lord stated for their intended use step 1 

would be a rezoning and then step 2 would be coming back to the commission with for a site 

plan and a special land use review. He stated the site has certain challenges. They want to come 

up with a site plan that works operationally to mitigate some concerns that were bought up by the 

neighbors. He stated they have taken a good look and think they can do these things; not without 

challenges, but they think they can. He stated they will create more buffer than what the 

ordinance currently calls for the neighbors. He stated they have a few things to their advantage 

because from a grading perspective the residential sits higher than where their site is and by the 

time they get done grading and developing they would be at a higher point than the convenience 

store and there are a number of things they can help do to screen, buffer, block noise etc.  

 

Kape stated the fueling station is what he is struggling with. He stated it feels like it is a lot going 

on that corner. He questioned if they need both the fueling and convenience station and if they 

can’t have both will there be none. Lord stated that is a decision above his control, however they 

are here for both the fueling and convenience store. Kape stated this is a struggle for him. 

 

Quinn stated he struggles with this. He is concerned with the impact on the residents and the 

traffic which is horrible there already. He stated he also struggles with the 24 hour operation. He 

said he recognizes we are focusing on the rezoning, but he has a long way to go on this project. 

 

Morgan questioned if he has done an analysis of the market for vehicle fueling because there are 

other gas stations that are in close proximity. Lord stated Kum and Go operates over 400 stores 

and their stores are different because when you walk into their store, they have a full kitchen you 

don’t get that with some of the other competitors. He stated there is a difference and they feel 

that it is a neighborhood value something that the competitors don’t have. He stated although 

there is a gas station across the street they don’t feel that has the same service offerings that Kum 

and Go has. Lord stated Kum and Go wants to be a good neighbor. Lord stated C5 allows a 

fueling stations however not by right they still have to come before the planning commission for 
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special land use and site plan review. Morgan stated the main concern is the increase in traffic. 

Discussion ensued regarding C5 versus C4 and its uses. 

 

Jones stated as it relates to the zoning request she doesn’t have any concerns about rezoning it 

and will reserve comments of what could be at another time because we are only discussing the 

rezoning.  

 

Pemberton stated this is tough and was curious as to why this location. He stated even though 

they have to go through the rezoning, he thinks he still has a long way away from getting what he 

needs to get total approval for the project. He stated the property has been sitting vacant and has 

been zoned C4 for a long time with no interest and no movement. He stated we need to do 

something and maybe think what the city’s desires are there. He stated on the flip side he thinks 

this is not the right use for this corner. He stated whether the zoning is one way or the other he is 

not sure it is going to be compatible.  

 

Benoit stated we have to look at all the uses under the C5 zoning.  He stated he would feel more 

comfortable with a conditional rezoning or a CPUD so the commissioners can really lay out 

some guidelines to make sure what is going to be there is going to fall into what they think will 

work. He stated this is a tight spot. Lord stated one of the challenges they have with a conditional 

rezoning is it has to be them offering the conditions on the plan as opposed to a work session.  

 

Brainerd questioned where the closest Kum and Go would be. Dave Lemons, 1629 Grand 

Avenue, Des Moines, IAindicated he was the  realestate representative for Kum and GO 

Convenience Stores. He stated the closest store is eastern Iowa. He stated a lot of their growth is 

in Colorado. He stated they have identified two markets that they would like to go to and Grand 

Rapids and Salt Lake City floated to the top. He stated their goal is to build 20-25 stores over the 

next 4 years. He stated this is a 200 million dollar investment in the community and they work 

hard to be good partners and neighbors. He stated they give back to the community in all ways.  

 

Brainerd stated in terms of the rezoning her initial reaction was leaning towards a PUD. She 

stated she drives by this site everyday and developing it in any fashion is going to create issues 

especially traffic issues. She stated she has significant concerns about the fueling station overall 

if it gets to that point. She stated with the proximity from residential is a big jump and it is going 

feel like an even bigger jump because there hasn’t been anything there for quite some time. She 

stated this is a very loud neighborhood. She stated she has concerns but with the rezoning she 

would probably consider the C5. 

 

Poyner stated this is going to be tough. He stated he doesn’t have any concern with going to C5. 

However marketing how good it will be he isn’t sure, because if they drive anymore traffic there 

it makes it more difficult because traffic is heavy. He stated he doesn’t have a problem with 

going to C5, it gives them the flexibility to find an applicant to find a use for the property. 

 

Jones stated she would like to see the corner be used, it has been vacant for 16 years. She noted 

the Tim Horton’s on the corner of 44th and Kalamazoo and reminded the commissioners that 

there used to be a gas station on that corner in somewhat the same situation. She questioned if 
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they have any other locations near residential areas. Lemons stated yes they do and in a lot of 

cases they have had residents come out and speak against the property and then they build a 

store. He stated most of the time they become good customers and they become fans of the 

business. He stated they are good operators and they run a very clean and good business. The 

reason they came to Grand Rapids is because the level of competition here is not very strong as 

in other places that they compete. They have operated in many situations very close to 

neighborhoods and are good neighbors. He stated not everyone next to their sites love them 

being there, but the vast majority of them they have been positive supporters post the change. 

 

Lemons stated he agrees this is a tight challenging site and they knew this before coming into it. 

That is why it is important for them to have the neighborhood meetings. That is why it is 

important for them to get the commissioners comments and know how they feel and what would 

be a good use for the site.  

 

Poyner questioned if he had been to the site and actually walked that site. Lemons stated he has 

been to the site in the early mornings, afternoons and evenings. Lemons stated he understands 

the traffic that is there and they look for sites that are high traffic. One of the challenges that 

boulevard roads create that congestion at times. It creates challenges and access is one of the 

most important things they have as a business. If they don’t have good access onto the site and 

off of the site, then people don’t come in if it is not convenient from their perspective. He stated 

they feel that is something that they have to have to be successful. Lord stated they have taken 

traffic counts and are gathering the data for them to make decisions. 

 

Holtrop stated he would like to see what are permitted uses in C5 neighborhoods. Brainerd stated 

she would like to see a  C4 and C5 to compare. Holtrop stated what strikes him the most is the 

24/7 lights and neighbors are things that concerns him and he stated he appreciates them meeting 

with the neighbors. 

 

Lemons questioned if 24/7 would not be part of the conversation would that be more attractive 

Holtrop stated more attractive yes, but more completely he isn’t sure. 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion by Jones, supported by Pemberton, to set public hearing date of October 26, 

2021, for: Case#29-21 – Equine Assisted Development - Major Change to Site Plan – 

Located at 3220 32nd Street SE; Case#30-21- Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments  

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) - 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Holtrop stated there was a Master Plan subcommittee meeting prior to the Planning 

Commission meeting reviewing the 10.32 acre site at the southeast corner of Burton 
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Street and Forest Hill Avenue. The committee recommendation may be presented on 

October 12. 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

Schweitzer stated he spoke to the operator at Abra and they will be coming in for a 

parking lot expansion and maybe another building. He stated the owner was sincere and 

wants to be a good neighbor.  

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (9-0) – 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:10pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 12, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Clarkston Morgan, 

Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Catherine Brainerd (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the applicants and about 12 citizens. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Brainerd from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Quinn, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the Minutes of  September 28, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: : Case#27-

21- Bethany Christian Services – Proposed change to a Conditional Rezoning and 

Change to a Special Land Use Approval Located at 3220- 52nd Street  

   

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent - 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Poyner, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, to 

approve the agenda for the October 12, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd 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#28-21 – Kum & Go Store 2604 – Rezoning of 1.653 acres of land from C-4 Office 

to C-5 Neighborhood Commercial located at the southeast corner of 52nd Street and 

Kalamazoo Avenue 

 

Schweitzer introduced the request. He stated the request is to rezone 1.5 acres from C-4 Office to 

C-5 Neighborhood Commercial. He stated the site has been zoned for office use since at least 

1976.  The site has been vacant since 2005 following the demolition of the building that housed a 

financial institution.  No formal application for re-development of this site has been filed with 

the city since the building demolition Schweitzer stated the property has approximately 220 feet 

of frontage on 52nd Street and approximately 280 feet of frontage on Kalamazoo Avenue with the 

grade of the northern portion of the site above the grade of the streets.  He stated this section of 

the Kalamazoo Avenue boulevard, built in 2008, is continuous along the entire site frontage and 

the cross section of the 52nd Street frontage consists of 2 through lanes in each direction as well 

as dual left turn lanes for westbound traffic. 

 

Schweitzer stated the request was initially presented by Kum & Go Convenience store. He stated 

Kum & Go submitted a letter indicating that they will no longer pursue this site. He stated they 

concluded from the conversation at the work session that this site will not be a good fit, 

therefore, they have withdrawn their application.  

 

Schweitzer stated the application that was filed was signed by the property owner and Kum and 

Go. The property owner wants to continue the pursuit of the C5 rezoning. Schweitzer stated the 

request that is being proposed to the planning commission is, should the site remain C4 which is 

primarily but not exclusive office uses as compared to the C5 which allows for office uses and 

retail as well.  

 

Schweitzer stated at the work session the commissioners were questioning why the site has been 

vacant for such a long period of time and if a C5 zoning would be appropriate at this location. 

Schweitzer stated C5 is consistent with the Master Planned long range plan for the area. 

However as there was more conversation we looked at the prospect of a 24 hour operation and 

the associated overnight lighting.  

 

Schweitzer stated from a staff perspective he felt there were some aspects of the conversation 

that we really have to take a look at before we go back to C5 and that is the nuisance factor that 

might be associated with a 24 hour operation and the lighting extending past normal business 

hours. Schweitzer stated he had discussions with the property owner and shared with him the 

concerns that had been expressed by the planning commission. The property owner still wants to 

pursue the C5 rezoning, but willing to hold off and allow the planning and city commission if 

they so choose to take a look at changing our regulations that we have for C5 so that there are 
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some restrictions on whether or not you can run 24 hours a day and likewise what type of 

lighting you may have throughout the 24 hour period.  

 

Schweitzer stated the consideration of C5 rezoning requires looking at the full range of uses that 

are allowable.   

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

Dr. Andrea, owner of the building located at 5278 Kalamazoo Avenue, was present. She stated 

not only will the lights and noise be an issue there is also the traffic. She stated rezoning and not 

knowing what will be going in that location might not be a wise choice. She stated once the 

property owner has someone then the planning commission should move forward with the 

consideration to rezone. 

 

Mohammad, Manager at Marathon gas station, 5185 Kalamazoo Ave SE was present. He stated 

a change from C4 to C5 is a bad idea, the intersection already has a gas station. He stated there 

are too many accidents there all the time.  

 

Laura Hall, 1658 52nd Street was present. She stated the traffic is her concern. She stated she 

would rather see an office there because traffic wouldn’t be as heavy. 

 

Jesus Quintanilla, 1681 52nd Street. He stated he doesn’t think you should rezone the property 

until they know what is going to be put in there. His concern was if they change the zoning Kum 

and Go could come back and decide to go in. He was also concerned about his property value 

going down. He stated Kum and Go the name doesn’t sound good. He was also concerned about 

the traffic. 

 

Motion by Kape, supported by Quinn, to adjourn the public hearing to a future date. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

-  Brainerd absent - 

 

Pemberton stated Kum & Go knew the commissioners had concerns with the traffic flow. He 

stated this piece of property has been sitting vacant forever and it would be nice to have 

something there. He noted the C4 zoning and the permitted uses and special land uses, pointing 

out the additional permitted retail uses in the C5 as well as retail of special land uses. He stated 

he isn’t sure why residents don’t want the property rezoned until we know what is going there. It 

is a viable argument. However he isn’t opposed but he thinks we are also holding the property 

owners hostage. He stated C4 hasn’t worked at all. He stated C5 may open a door where they can 

bring a project back to the commission where they can take a good look and decide with the 

residents whether it is viable, workable and acceptable plan. He explained that just because it is 

rezoned the commissioners will not slam the door on the residents input. He stated it just opens 

the doors a little wider to some of the uses that property could be used for. 
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Benoit stated he still likes a conditional rezoning or a CPUD. He stated he doesn’t feel we are 

holding the property owner back just bring it forward for discussion. He stated he isn’t thrilled 

about going back and changing the rules for one piece of property. Schweitzer stated it applies to 

all the properties. Benoit stated he understands that, but we are doing it for one and it will apply 

to any C5 property anywhere in the City. Jones stated that is her concern as well.  

 

Quinn stated he likes Benoit’s idea. He stated it is a very busy intersection, but he thinks we need 

to do something with that property. It has been sitting vacant for quite some time. 

 

Holtrop noted that whatever goes there is going to create some level of traffic there will always 

be additional traffic when that parcel gets developed. 

 

Poyner echoed the other commissioners. He stated C5 will be more allowable uses. He stated he 

is conflicted and hesitant to not lean towards C5 but as it has been mentioned by others, that land 

has been undeveloped for several years. He explained to the residents if something were to go in 

there they will have the opportunity to give their input. 

 

Morgan thanked the residents for coming out and reiterated that the commissioners had the same 

concerns that they had. He stated he thinks that it is important that we hear the voice of the 

property owner, but at the same time making sure whatever goes in there fits.  

 

Jones stated what is permitted within C4 by right (which means things that can go there without 

planning commission approval and not having input are): funeral homes, personal service 

establishments, conference and banquet facilities etc. She informed the residents to be mindful 

that within C4 zoning, there still could come fourth something for that parcel that they would not 

necessarily want to see however it is a permitted use. Discussion ensued.  

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#29-21 – Equine Assisted Development (EAD) - Major Change to Site Plan – 

Located at 3220 32nd Street SE;    

 

Golder introduced the request. She stated the site is 8 acres in area site. She stated the site 

used to be 23 acres when the commissioners reviewed it in 2013. She stated 15 acres was 

split off for the Venue 3Two. It is owned by the same person but separate uses. 

 

Golder stated the special land use was approved in 2015. She stated we are looking at the 

site plan although we need to make sure the elements of the new part of the plan is 

consistent with the special land use. But, we are looking at the site plan as a major 

change, the use has been approved already.  

 

Golder stated EAD is going to continue to include the horse stable. She stated they have 

therapy sessions, team building events and occasional larger events.  
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Golder stated the original site plan included the event barn, but tragically the barns were 

lost in a fire. She stated that is why this is coming before the commission. They had 

10,000 square feet of buildings that were mostly barns that were lost and the only 

remaining building is the arena. She stated they are going to replace lost buildings with a 

single 14,400 square foot facility to include the stables, indoor arena, a volunteer locker 

room, restrooms and meeting rooms. She stated the old arena would be used for storage.  

 

Golder stated the special land use standards states that stables have to be 60 feet away 

from adjacent property lines. The building itself is only 20 feet away, but from staff 

perspective, since the stable part is 60 feet away we took that as it meeting that standard. 

 

Golder stated the EAD indicated initially in 2015 that they would have one event per 

year. She stated during those events, they parked in the grass because it was a one-time 

event in the pasture area.  They laid out a parking plan for where that could occur for 

those events. She stated Venue 3two came along and now there is a possibility they can 

utilize their parking area when it is needed for those larger events.  

 

Golder stated in their revised operation statement they might have as many as four events 

per year. She stated it is premised upon sharing parking on the Venue 3 Two and the 

owner has agreed to that. However, staff still feels it needs to solidify with a formal 

agreement just in case Venue 3 Two isn’t owned by the same property owner and don’t 

have that same relationship to go back to the old agreement where there was only one 

event per year. 

 

Golder stated other issues that have come up are from the Fire Department. They have a 

half fire lane. The Fire Department is asking for a full fire lane the whole length of the 

building. She stated also the Fire Department said that the entry drive off 32nd Street, is 

too narrow. Golder stated staff and EAD will be meeting with the Fire Department to 

work through these issues and the commissioners will be updated at the public hearing. 

 

Anne Driesenga, 8585 Trailblazer Byron Center was present. She stated Dwight Strayer 

is the owner of the entire property both sides and he has stated if there are large 

gatherings they can park at Venue 3 Two building. She stated that takes care of the 

parking. 

 

Commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

Pembeton questioned if there was any chance to swing the fire lane on the other side of 

the building and go the full length. Golder stated there are topography considerations.  

 

Jones stated she is anxious to hear how the conversation with the Fire Department goes to 

see a little bit more about what their concerns are. 

 

     Case#30-21- Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment  
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Zoning Ordinance Update (RPUD-1 & RPUD-2 Descriptions) 

 

The current residential planned unit development districts in Kentwood are:  

 

• RPUD -1 High Density Residential  

• RPUD-2 Single Family Residential. 

 

Pung stated the proposal is to remove the terms “High Density” and “single family 

residential” and replace with RPUD-1 Attached Residential and RPUD2 Detached 

residential. This is explaining more directly what is allowed under those zoning districts. 

He stated when you hear High Density residential, the first thing you think about are 

apartments, but the majority of the RPUD1 developments are attached condominiums 

 

Consensus of the commissioners ok with the request. 

 

Zoning Ordinance Update (Subdivision Control Ordinance Variance Requests) 

 

Pung stated this is a recommendation from the City Attorney just to clarify the standards 

for granting a variance and remove the restriction that any variances to the subdivision 

control ordinance must be filed at the same time as the preliminary plat application is 

filed. 

 

Jones noted that the word “his” is mentioned throughout and would like some gender 

neutral language added. 

 

Consensus of the commissioners were ok with the request. 

 

Zoning Ordinance Update (Athletic Training Centers) 

 

Pung stated recently the Land Use and Zoning (LUZ) Subcommittee met with an 

applicant looking at locating an indoor recreation facility within an existing building in 

the I1 Light Industrial district. The Zoning Ordinance currently does not permit 

recreation facilities (indoor or outdoor) in industrial districts. The request was not the first 

heard by the city and at least one variance had been granted in the past to permit an 

indoor recreation facility in an industrial building.  

 

Currently indoor recreation facilities are allowed either by right or as a special land use 

within all zoning districts in Kentwood except R5 Manufactured Housing, I1 Light 

Industrial, and I2 Heavy Industrial.  

 

In initial discussion at the Zoning Ordinance Subcommittee there was support for 

allowing uses such as indoor soccer training, etc. in industrial districts, but there were 

some concerns with how large such facilities could be, especially based on limited 

industrial space, and the type of uses that could be included under an indoor recreation 
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facility. Based on the concerns identified, staff had drafted the proposed ordinance 

amendment 

 

Pung stated staff looked at Wyoming has done and they have the allowance for indoor 

recreation facilities, but they created a subset specifically for their industrial district 

called athletic training centers. They are geared towards specific training facilities and 

activities.  

 

Pung stated the way we are proposing this is that you can do training sessions but we will 

not allow for competitor events or spectator events.  

 

Pung stated staff added some additional site design standards. There was concern about 

taking up the industrial space. He stated right now it is limited to 25,000 square feet. This 

would make this a lot more limited in size and scope which would also limit traffic 

concerns and the depletion of industrial space for non-industrial uses.  

 

Benoit stated there was concern regarding saving Industrial space for industrial use not 

getting it gobbled up by someone wanting to put in soccer fields and grandstands.  

 

Pemberton suggested discussing this further. He stated it comes down to our winter 

months and money and clear spans, how much it will cost to put up a new building of 

exceptionally high ceilings.  

 

Kape stated due to the winter months there is a need for indoor facilities for training. 

 

Jones stated she would like to have more conversation about this amendment. She is not 

ready to say yes to leaning towards prohibiting the use all together. She stated she 

understands that we need industrial and have quite a lot of it, however, we are in 

Michigan and have winter. 

 

Pung stated we would not eliminate the small group training and rehabilitation facilities, 

which does not have to be related to a sport but it can also be open to the general public. 

The main thing is that you have the limited space 10,000 square feet and you also have to 

have a ratio of no more than 4 individuals per trainer. Pung stated it is more size and 

training. 

 

Holtrop stated he would like to look more into this, it sounds very restrictive from what 

he perceives and what some of the need of our community might be. Holtrop stated  a 

facility could be a value in Kentwood,  therefore, where would it go. He agreed with 

Pemberton noting that he doesn’t think someone would come in an build one of these 

facilities because of the cost. 

 

Poyner stated he would like an assessment of what the demands are in light industrial 

properties. 
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The commissioners decided to hold off on this request. Pung stated staff will make some 

changes and have further discussion at the next meeting and also get the industrial 

information. 

 

Update (Adult Foster Care Facilities) 

 

The State of Michigan defines Adult Foster Care (AFC) homes as licensed residential 

settings that provide 24-hour personal care, protection, and supervision for individuals 

who are developmentally disabled, mentally ill, physically handicapped or aged who 

cannot live alone but who do not need continuous nursing care.  

 

AFC Homes are restricted to providing care to no more than 20 adults.  

 

The State of Michigan currently identifies five (5) types of adult foster care homes:  

• Adult Foster Care Family Home (Licensed for 3-6 residents/licensee must live in the 

home)  

• Adult Foster Care Small Group Home (Licensed for 3-6)  

• Adult Medium Group Home (Licensed for 7-12 residents) 

• Adult Large Group Home (Licensed for 13-20 residents)  

• Adult Congregate Facility (Capacity >20/per Public Act 218 the licensure of new 

AFC’s for more than 20 persons is prohibited)  

 

The Kentwood Zoning Ordinance currently makes allowance for adult foster care family 

homes and adult foster care small group homes, the ordinance does not currently make 

allowance for adult foster care medium and large group homes. The recommendation out 

of the Zoning Ordinance Subcommittee is to expand the use allowances to permit 

medium and large adult foster care group homes. Based on information on the Michigan 

Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs website, 

 

Pung stated a group came in wanting to do a large group home, currently it is not allowed 

in the City.  

 

The commissioners were ok with the amendment. 

 

J. New Business 

 

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

9, 2021, for:  Case#31-21 Abra (Auto Body Repair of America) – Special Land Use 

Major Vehicle Repair Establishment and Site Plan Review Located at 3165 29th 

Street; Case# 32-21 – Master Plan Amendment Request – Change from Institutional 

to Medium Density Residential Land Use site Located at 2400 Forest Hill 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent -  
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K. Other Business 

 

1. Master Plan Implementation Schedule 

 

Golder noted several recent steps toward implementation. 

 

2. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Benoit stated he may not be at one of the November meetings due to being on grandbaby duty. ☺ 

 

Holtrop stated his son got married over the weekend out in Seattle and they had the opportunity 

to spend a week out there. He commented on the density of the developments and the 

transportation services that were available to the residents. 

 

Kape stated the Parks and Recreation committee have about 3 meetings left on Covenant Park 

projectand on the website they developed a proposal. They are hoping to go to the City 

Commission in December to propose a new millage and add Covenant Park into what they were 

working on in the past. Jones questioned when the millage will be on the ballot. Kape stated if all 

goes well, hopefully August. He stated the August date is also a gubernatorial election. Jones 

stated it is also the senior millage and stated to be mindful of all the millages. 

 

Kape also shared the Vibe was the most successful fundraiser in adaptive sports history. He 

stated the Parks and Recreation had the largest events for the City of Kentwood in history within 

6 days of each other (Vibe and Food Truck Rally).  

 

Morgan questioned if staff has come up a conclusion in regards to the AT&T landline equipment 

cabinets that are just sitting in the neighborhoods. Schweitzer stated he has reached out to AT&T 

and will follow up. Morgan stated if Schweitzer needs help with contacting someone from At&t 

let him know his family works there. 

 

Jones stated the City Line apartments on Division are coming along good. 

 

3. Staff’s Comments 

 

Staff offered no additional comment. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Quinn, to adjourn 

the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (8-0) – 

- Brainerd absent -  

Meeting adjourned at 8:20pm 

 



Proposed Minutes 

Planning Commission 

October 12, 2021 

Page 10 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER26, 2021,7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
 
 
 

A.  Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00p.m. 

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

C.  Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, Clarkston Morgan, 

Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, 

Members Absent: Catherine Brainerd and Darius Quinn (with notification) Others Present:  

Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic Development Planner 

Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique Collier, the applicants 

and about 9 citizens. 

 
Motion by Kape, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Brainerd and Quinn from the 

meeting. 

Motion Carried (7-0) - 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

D.  Approval ofthe Minutes and Findings of Fact 

Motion by Commissioner Holtrop, supported by Commissioner Pemberton, 

Minutes of October 12, 2021. 
 

 
 

E.  Approval of the Agenda 

Motion Carried (7-0) - 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

 
Motion by Commissioner  Holtrop, supported by Commissioner  Poyner,  to 

approve the agenda for the October 26, 2021 meeting. 

 
Motion Carried (7-0) 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

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

 
There was no public comment. 

G.  Old Business 

Case#28-21 - Kum & Go Store 2604- Rezoning of 1.653 acres of land from C-4 Office 

to C-5 Neighborhood  Commercial located at the southeast comer of 52nd Street and 

Kalamazoo Avenue (Tabled Indefinitely) 
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Schweitzer stated the owner of the property expressed his desire to have the rezoning 

tabled until there is a consideration of an ordinance amendment and then he will come 

forward. Schweitzer stated that he recently communicated with the owner that the 

commissioners did not see making changes to the C-5 lighting or hours of operation 

zoning ordinance provisions to be desirable. He stated he also communicated that ifthere 

is a rezoning that comes forward; it is the desire of the planning commission that the 

prospective use and proposed rezoning be in the form of a conditional rezoning or a 

CPUD. Prope1iy owner stated they will hold off until they have a prospective use. 

 
H.  Public Hearing 

 
Case#29-21- Equine Assisted Development (EAD)- Major Change to Site Plan 

Located at 3220 32nd Street SE; 

 
Golder introduced the request. She stated the site is 8 acres in area. She stated the site 

used to be 23 acres when the commissioners reviewed it in 2013. She stated 15 acres was 

split off for the Venue 3Two. It is owned by the same person but separate uses. 

 
Golder stated the special land use was approved in 2015. She stated we need to make sure 

the elements of the new part of the plan are consistent with the previously approved special 

land use. She stated we are looldng at the site plan as a major change. She stated EAD had 

a tragic fire and lost 10,000 square feet of the building that they used for the horse stable. 

 
Golder stated at the work session we looked at a new 14,800 square foot building. This 

has been reduced in size to 12,800 square feet, (60x180) a little smaller to accommodate 

the parking that they have proposed as well as the fire lanes. 

 
Golder stated EAD still has the same activities, team building, one on one counseling, 

midsize events and occasional large events. She stated the events might be 2-4 times per 

year. 

 
Golder stated an issue discussed at the work session was that the stable part of the 

building has to at least be 60 feet away from the residential property immediately to the 

east. She stated with respect to the large event they said that the adjacent owner has 

allowed them to use that parking area for the larger events, they can share parking. 

 
Golder noted another issue that came up was with the fire department fire lane 

requirements. She stated typically for a building this size we have two fire lanes along the 

long side of the building and the entre short side. Golder stated the applicant appealed 

that decision to the Fire Chief and he has approved that the proposed lane configuration 

on the site plan is acceptable to the fire department. 
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Golder stated she is recommending conditional approval as stated in her memo. She did 

indicate that she would like an additional letter from the 3 Two Ranch owner to indicate 

that the Equine Assisted Development can use that additional parking. 

 
Jones opened the public hearing. 

There was no public comment. 

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

 
Motion Carried (7-0) - 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

 
The commissioners offered no additional comments and were ok with the request. 

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

plan dated October 20, 2021 for the Equine Assisted Development (EAD) as 

described in Case No. 29-21. Approval is conditioned upon conditions 1-6 and basis 

points 1-5 as described in Golder's memo dated October 21, 2021. 

 
Motion Carried (7-0) _: 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

 
Case#30-21- Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments Relating to: RPUD-1 & RPUD-2 

Descriptions; Subdivision Control Ordinance Variance Requests; Adult Foster Care 

Facilities 

 
Zoning Ordinance Update (Subdivision Control Ordinance Variance Requests) 

 
Pung stated this recommendation is from the City Attorney just to clarify the standards 

for granting a variance and remove the restriction that any variances to the subdivision 

control ordinance must be filed at the same time as the preliminary plat application is 

filed. 

 
Consensus of the commissioners were ok with the request. 

 
Zoning Ordinance Update (RPUD-1 & RPUD-2 Descriptions) 

 
The current residential planned unit development districts in Kentwood are: 

 
• RPUD -1 High Density Residential 

• RPUD-2 Single Family Residential. 

 
Pung stated the proposal is to remove the terms "High Density" and "single family 

residential" and replace with RPUD-1 Attached Residential and RPUD2 Detached 
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residential. This is explaining more directly what is allowed under those zoning districts. 

He stated when you hear High Density residential, the first thing you think about are 

apatiments, but the majority of the RPUDl  developments are attached condominiums 

 
Consensus of the commissioners ok with the request. 

 
 
 

Update (Adult Foster Care Facilities) 

 
The State of Michigan defines Adult Foster Care (AFC) homes as licensed residential 

settings that provide 24-hour personal care, protection, and supervision for individuals 

who are developmentally disabled, mentally ill, physically handicapped or aged who 

cannot live alone but who do not need continuous nursing care. 

 
AFC Homes are restricted to providing care to no more than 20 adults. 

 
The State of Michigan currently identifies five (5) types of adult foster care homes: 

• Adult Foster Care Family Home (Licensed for 3-6 residents/licensee must live in the 

home) 

• Adult Foster Cm·e Small Group Home (Licensed for 3-6) 

• Adult Medium Group Home (Licensed for 7-12 residents) 

• Adult Large Group Home (Licensed for 13-20 residents) 

• Adult Congregate Facility (Capacity >20/per Public Act 218 the licensure of new 

AFC's for more than 20 persons is prohibited) 

 
The Kentwood Zoning Ordinance currently makes allowance for adult foster care family 

homes and adult foster care small group homes, the ordinance does not currently malce 

allowance for adult foster care medium and large group homes. The recommendation  out 

of the Zoning Ordinance Subcommittee is to expand the use allowances to permit medium 

and large adult foster care group homes based on information on the Michigan Depmiment 

of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs website. 

 
Consensus of the commissioners ok with the request. 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

There was no public comment. 

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

 
Motion Carried (7-0) - 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 
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Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to recommend to the City Commission 

approval of the Subdivision Control Ordinance relating to Zoning Ordinance 

Update (Subdivision  Control Ordinance Variance Requests) 

 
Motion Carried (7-0) - 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

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

approval of the Zoning Ordinance No. 9-02 relating to Description of RPUD 

Districts 

Motion Carried (7-0) 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

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

amend the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance No. 9-02 relating to Definition of Adult 

Care Facilities 

Motion Carried (7-0) - 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

 
I. Work Session 

 
Case#31-21 Abra (Auto Body Repair of America)- Special Land Use Major Vehicle 

Repair Establishment and Site Plan Review Located at 3165 29th Street; (applicant has 

withdrawn their request) 

 
Golder explained that the applicant is changing his plan to build a new building for a car 

audio installment use which does not require special land us approval. However, they do 

plan to set aside as many as 25parking spaces for the existing Abra building to the west. 

 
Case# 32-21 -Master Plan Amendment Request- Change from Institutional to Medium 

Density Residential Land Use Located at 2400 Forest Hill 

 
Schweitzer stated 2400 Forest Hill Avenue is currently the location for Christ Community 

Church. He stated it appears that the church will no longer exist at this location and they have the 

property up for sale. For that reason Cypress Partners has come forward to the City to seek a 

change in the Master Plan for this property. He stated the surrounding uses are low density 

residential, medium density residential and high density residential. He stated they would like to 

change the land use designation from institutional to medium density residential land use. 

 
Schweitzer discussed the background of the property at 2400 Forest Hill Avenue, SE. He stated 

it has been zoned RPUD-1 High Density Residential Planned Unit Development since 1992. The 

property is phase 2 of the 80-acre Embassy Park PUD located south of Burton Street and along 

the east side of Forest Hill Avenue. The plan original specifid that the 10.3-acre property 

be developed into 37 condominium  units made up of an assortment of2, 3- and 4-unit buildings. 

The approval of the overall PUD plan included 182 attached condominium units as well as a plat 
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with up to 64 single family detached homesites.  The overall density of the project was less than 

4 units per acre consistent with the low-density residential land use classification in 1992. 

Schweitzer stated in 1995, phase 2 of the PUD plan was changed to allow for the construction of 

the cunent place of worship.  In that same year the 56 lot Forest Meadows single family 

detached subdivision to the east and the 32-unit Forest Meadows Condominium development to 

the south were initiated and both have developed largely consistent with the original PUD plan. 

 
The plans and development of the properties on the west side of Forest Hill Avenue have 

changed more substantially since the original plan in terms of the types of housing and 

ownership.  In 1995 the overall PUD was expanded by .97 acres to the northwest as part ofthe 

development of two 40-bed assisted living facilities (eventually licensed as adult foster care). In 

2003 the overall PUD was expanded again by 1.17 acres to the southwest to accommodate 23 

attached townhouse condominium units where two office buildings had originally been planned. 

In 2018 Clark at Keller Lake received approval to build 70 independent living units ofwhich 52 

have been constructed. 

 
The 2012 update of the Kentwood Master Plan changed the land use designation for the Christ 

Community Church site from Low Density Residential to Institutional to reflect its projected 

long-term use. 

 
On June 22, 2021, the Land Use and Zoning Committee reviewed a concept for the redevelopment 

of the Christ Community Church site.  The concept consisted of 87 units of senior independent 

living apartment housing.  The attached housing design involved two story 

dwellings.  The Committee indicated that they desired that any residential use of the site should be 

for home ownership and they felt the plan was under parked. The developer is now seeking an 

amendment to the Master Plan land use designation of the site from Institutional to Medium 

Density Residential to accommodate an attached housing concept for senior home ownership. 

The dwellings would all be single story with pitched roofs. 

 
Schweitzer stated in the packet was the 2020 Master Plan of the square mile section of 

Kentwood. Schweitzer stated most of the sunounding land area is master planned for Low 

Density Residential use. 

 
Schweitzer stated at the conclusion of the September 28, 2021 Master Plan Committee meeting it 

was the consensus of the Committee to recommend to the full Planning Commission to amend 

the master planned designation of the 10.32 acre property at 2400 Forest Hill Avenue from 

Institutional to Medium Density Residential provided: the overall Embassy Park PUD area 

remains low density residential (no more than 4 units per acre net residential density); at least 

25% of the 2400 Forest Hill Avenue site is dedicated open space; and its 10.32 acre area does not 

exceed a net residential density of 6 units per acre. 

 
Schweitzer stated from a zoning perspective, residential condominium re-development of 2400 

Forest Hill Avenue represents a major change to the Embassy Park PUD plan requiring Planning 

Commission review and recommendation to the City Commission for approval.  Two central 

aspects of the original approval of the overall PUD were home ownership and consistency with 
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the city's master planned low density residential land use designation.  The reclassification of the 

subject site from institutional to medium density residential can be consistent with the overall 

Embassy Park PUD provided the overall density does not exceed 4.5 units per acre. 

 
The Master Plan Committee also expressed concern about the potential impact the re 

development would have on the roadway network. 

 
Mike Parks, Cypress Partners, 280 West Maple Suite 230 Birmingham, MI was present. He 

stated they listened to the needs of the community and they understood rental property was 

not desirable in Kentwood. Therefore, they immediately went back to the drawing board and 

came back with a product everyone can be very happy with which is a villa. He stated it is 

1,800 square feet plus or minus of air conditioned space with a two car garage. It is marketed 

towards buyers ages 60-80. He stated these would be residents that do not require any 

assistance. He stated this would be a deeded property for sale involving homes with 3 

bedrooms, 2 Yz baths, master bedroom on the ground floor that will provide for a no step 

environment. 

 
Parks stated these homes in particular, they are trying to accommodate seniors intending to 

move out of 2 story homes. He stated there is just not enough of this type of home anywhere. 

He stated his early demand studies in this area show that there is a demand for 500-700 

buyers that are looking for this kind of product. Parks displayed the elevations of the street 

views. He stated the price points for these would be about $450,000 dollars. He states these 

homes are a higher end product. 

 
Parks stated they like the homes for the area because it provides a bit of a buffer to the 

adjoining neighborhoods. He stated the residents would be  predominantly retirees that are 

not putting the strain on the streets during rush hour. 

 
Parks stated the site plan has heavy topography. He noted on the east side of the property 

would be developed with walk outs. Parks stated Christ Community Church is not operating 

and the building is being rented out. 

 
Marc Daneman, 2557 Forest Bluff Dr. SE, a board member of the Forest Meadows 

Condominium Association, was present. He displayed a graphic identifying the various 

density's  for surrounding development. He suggested the commissioners look at the request 

from a Master Plan standpoint. He stated he thinks this is not the time to make a rush 

decision based on one initial request. He stated they would like to leave this as is. He stated 

he would like to not see it medium residential. He stated everything around there is low 

density residential. 

 
Kape questioned sidewalks portrayed on the graphics. Schweitzer stated we are looking at the 

relative intent of the  development as it fits in the surrounding area. Schweitzwer stated the 

advantage of the concept plan is just to give them a sense of what it might look like. Details 

like sidewalk would be addressed at a later stage in the development process. 
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Poyner questioned what is the estimated gross per density per acre. Schweitzer stated it would be 

around 8 units per acre. Poyner stated he is interested in the 2015 traffic study. He would like to 

see what the peak hour traffic looks like, that will be an important consideration. Schweitzer stated 

the intent of the 2015 study was to see what type of improvements were needed at the intersection 

of Forest Hills and Burton. Schweitzer stated options they were looking at were the prospect of 

putting a roundabout in there or to upgrade the intersection and still maintain a traffic 

signal. Schewitzer stated the recommendation that the consultants offered to the City was the that 

the single lane roundabout would not be sufficient to deal with the traffic projected 20 years 

forward. Instead the recommendation  was to go with the traffic signal, but the design would 

incorporate a dedicated right run lane in each ofthe four quadrants. In 2015 there was not a 

dedicated right tum lane for the Forest Hill traffic approaching the intersection. Schweitzer stated 

in 2019 the City did improve the intersection to include right turn lanes in all four quadrants. It is a 

two phase signal to allow protected left tum movement on Burton. They also had upgrades to 

pedestrian crossing and more up to date traffic signals. He stated with those improvements it was 

projected to accommodate traffic 20 years forward. Discussion ensued. Schweitzer stated in this 

case an additional 65 dwelling units it doesn't  qualify as needing a traffic impact analysis. 

Poyner stated he is concemed with the density of 8 units per acre. 

 
Benoit stated this is a no brainer to him. He stated this should not be medium density it is 

completely sunounded by low density. He stated he doesn't see it. He stated it would make him 

feel better if the commissioners can regulate the density. 

 
Holtrop stated he tried to take the view of the whole PUD and back in 1992 it was a 37 unit 

proposal. He stated at the conclusion of the September 28,2021 Master Plan Committee meeting 

it was the consensus of the Committee to recommend to the full Planning Commission to amend 

the master planned designation of the 10.32 acre propetty at 2400 Forest Hill Avenue from 

Institutional to Medium Density Residential provided: the overall Embassy Park PUD area 

remains low density residential (no more than 4 units per acre net residential density); at least 

25% ofthe 2400 Forest Hill Avenue site is dedicated open space; and its 10.32 acre area does not 

exceed a net residential density of 6 units per acre. He stated he is ok if this comer went up to 6. 

He stated it would be medium but maybe conditional medium and some open space. Holtrop 

stated he is in favor of it being residential as opposed to institutional but with some limitations 

Schweitzer stated the initial request was 73 units then the applicant came back with 65 hoping that 

would be a more acceptable range which is closer to the 8 units. 

 
Morgan stated he would like to see low density. 

 
Pemberton stated this is going to come down to the overall density he would lean to lower density 

but this site is going to take a lot of work. He noted the upgraded intersection accommodates 

traffic very well. He stated speed could be an issue adding more traffic could be a problem. He 

stated there is a demand in the community there just isn't enough housing and he thinks they are 

trying to service that demand. 

 
Jones stated she echoes what has been said in particular relating to demand. She stated density is 

something that needs to be discussed but being a realist and knowing what our community is 
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experiencing, we need to be open to a higher level of density. There is a need, there is a demand 

and our community currently cannot meet it. She stated she would be hesitant to suggest that 8 

units per acre is appropriate. She stated she is open to 6 units per acre and questioned ifthere is a 

way to change the Master Plan so that we could move from institutional to medium density for 

this land use and say that it could be no more than 6 units per acre. Schweitzer stated we could 

put it in the Master Plan text detailing the desire to have a good fit with the surrounding area. 

 
Doug Todd with Brookshire Hathaway was present representing the church. He stated they have 

had this listed for 15 months and have heard zero inquires for a church or congregation or a non 

profit. He stated on hundred percent of the inquiries were for apartments rental property. 

 
J. New Business 

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

23, 2021, for: Case#33-21 Master Plan Request- Change from Institutional to Low 

Density Residential Land Use- located at 2802 44th Street; Case#34-21 -Union @ 

Silver Station - Site Plan Review for an Apartment Development - located at 5844 

Division Ave SE 
 
 
 

K.  Other Business 

 
1.  Commissioners' Comments 

Motion Carried (7-0) - 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

 

 
 

Morgan stated he will follow up with staff regarding the information that he has regarding the 

AT&T boxes. He also stated the election will be November 2, 2021, encouraged everyone to 

vote. 

 
Holtrop stated LUZ met there was a project on Burton and East Paris. He stated there is a very 

narrow parcel. The developer is the owner of the adjacent medical facility and they were 

wondering about putting some residential there. He stated a couple of years ago it was changed 

from residential to office. He stated with our current guidelines, residential does not fit unless 

you change the whole parcel to a mixed use PUD. Holtop encouraged the commissioners to go 

vote on Tuesday. 

 
Kape encouraged everyone to get out and vote. 

 
Pemberton, Poyner and Jones stated Kentwood is a very viable community and we want to make 

sure that others can move in Kentwood so we have to be mindful as we make decisions. 

 
Jones questioned if Abra has a time frame for when they cleanup theit site with the additional 

parking spaces from the car audio use. Golder stated they are looking at a new development on 

that corner which would be the Extreme Car audio and as part of that they would dedicate spaces 
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for Abra. She stated we don't have a time frame, they indicated that it will be soon. Golder stated 

she will have an answer for them next time. 
 

 
 

2.   Staff's  Comments 

 
Pung stated we want further discussion on the Zoning ordinance text amendment relating 

to athletic training facilities. At the work session the cunent  way would be to limit the 

use to just athletic training facilities with no competitive events and also limiting the size 

to 25,000 square feet. Pung stated some of the commissioners wanted to make it more 

open and allow for competitive events. Some wanted to allow more recreational type 

overall. He stated right now we are now proposing a limit of25,000 square feet so you 

don't have large industrial buildings going to a commercial type recreation use. 

 
Poyner stated allowing larger than 25,000 square foot building will take up industrial 

space that is currently in high demand. 

 
Benoit stated he would think the times the facilities get used would be when the industrial 

facilities aren't  working. He stated then he might feel comfortable saying this are okay 

·because they are going to be used when the factories are typically closed and not a lot of 

traffic. 

 
Holtrop stated he would be open to greater than 25,000 square feet. 

 
Pung stated he would like to know if we should just limit it to athletic training or open up 

to all types of recreation. 

 
Pemberton stated in order to make these work you have to have concessions and lots of 

bathrooms then it becomes commercial. It would be a tough squeeze to put into any 

vacant industrial building and make it work, doable but a stretch. He stated what uses 

need to do like this is figure out how to build their own maybe through some 

partnerships. But this is something this community could really use. 

 
Schweitzer stated the owner of the property on the south east corner of 52nd and 

Kalamazoo has inquired whether a for vehicle repair establishment might be ab option to 

consider. The consensus of the commission was that it wouldn't  be a good fit. 

 
Holtrop stated he is not against that but we need to make them comply with our 

ordinances. 

 
Poyner stated maybe traffic could be a concern. 

 
L.  Adjournment 
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Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Kape, to adjourn the 

meeting. 

Motion Carried (7-0) 

Brainerd and Quinn absent - 

 
Meeting adjourned at 9:05pm 

 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

NOVEMBER 9, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ray 

Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: Ed Kape (with notification) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Terry Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier, the applicants and about 40 residents.  

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to excuse Kape from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

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

the Minutes of  October 26, 2021 and the Findings of Fact for: Case#29-21 – Equine 

Assisted Development - Major Change to Site Plan – Located at 3220 32nd Street 

SE;Case#30-21- Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments Relating to: RPUD-1 & 

RPUD-2 Descriptions; Adult Foster Care Facilities and amendment to the variance 

request provision of the Subdivision Control Ordinance 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape absent -  

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

Motion by Commissioner Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Quinn,                               

to approve the agenda for the November 9, 2021 meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape 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 Meeting 

 

Case# 32-21 – Master Plan Amendment Request – Change from Institutional to Medium 

Density Residential Land Use Located at 2400 Forest Hill 

 

Schweitzer stated 2400 Forest Hill Avenue is a 10.3 acre parcel currently the location for 

Christ Community Church. He stated the surrounding uses are low density residential, 

medium density residential and high density residential. He stated they would like to 

change the land use designation from institutional to medium density residential. 

  

Schweitzer discussed the background of the property He stated it has been zoned RPUD-

1 High Density Residential Planned Unit Development since 1992.   The property is 

phase 2 of the 80-acre Embassy Park PUD located south of Burton Street and along the 

east side of Forest Hill Avenue. The original plan specified that the 10.3-acre property be 

developed into 37 condominium units made up of an assortment of 2, 3- and 4-unit 

buildings. The approval of the overall PUD plan included 182 attached condominium 

units as well as a plat with up to 64 single family detached homesites.  The overall 

density of the project was less than 4 units per acre consistent with the low-density 

residential land use classification in 1992.Schweitzer stated in 1995, phase 2 of the PUD 

plan was changed to allow for the construction of the current place of worship.  In that 

same year the 56 lot Forest Meadows single family detached subdivision to the east and 

the 32-unit Forest Meadows Condominium development to the south were initiated and 

both have developed largely consistent with the original PUD plan.   

 

Schweitzer stated on the church site the main building is in the middle of the property. He 

stated the area to the north along Burton Street frontage is in a bowl. It is lower than the 

frontage on Burton and Forest Hill. As you go along the east edge of the site there is as 

much as a 30 foot drop from the top down to the backyards of the homes along the Forest 

Hills subdivision. Schweitzer stated as you look on the southern portion of the site, it is 

more a gradual slope down into the Forest Meadows condominium development.  

   

Schweitzer stated Cypress Partners has come forward to the City to seek a change in the 

Master Plan for this property. He stated they would like to change the land use 

designation from institutional to medium density residential land use.  The concept plan 

portrays 65 units of owner  occupied senior independent living apartment housing 

consisting of 2,3 and4 unit buildings.   

 

Schweitzer stated staff is seeking input from those that are present to get their comments 

about the change. He stated given the nature of this type of review State law requires that 

the Planning Commission take into account the comments, but also over the next 6 weeks 

we want to allow for anyone who has any concerns, questions or opinions that they have 
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the opportunity to share that feedback back to the Planning Commission. He stated after 

the 6 week period there will be a time set for a public hearing for review and formal 

action taken by the planning commission. He stated the hearing will be held on January 

11, 2022.  

 

Schweitzer stated the Planning Commission has really focused on what has taken place 

over the past 30 years. The plans and development of the properties on the west side of 

Forest Hill Avenue have changed more substantially since the original plan in terms of 

the types of housing and ownership.  In 1995 the overall PUD was expanded by .97 acres 

to the northwest as part of the development of two 40-bed assisted living facilities 

(eventually licensed as adult foster care). In 2003 the overall PUD was expanded again 

by 1.17 acres to the southwest to accommodate 23 attached townhouse condominium 

units where two office buildings had originally been planned. In 2018 Clark at Keller 

Lake received approval to build 70 independent living units of which 52 have been 

constructed 

 

Schweitzer stated this site is currently classified as an institutional use is now being 

considered to be reverted back to a residential use. He stated the other aspect deals with 

density, low density residential is  4 units per acre. What is being proposed now with the 

65 housing units is medium density residential which can be anywhere from 4 up to 8 

units per acre. He stated a lot of the conversation that has taken place with the Planning 

Commission and is there is some receptiveness to the reclassification of it from 

institutional to medium density residential provided that it be limited to no more than 6 

units per acre, taking into account the surrounding development that has taken place in 

that area 

 

Jones opened the public meeting. 

 

Steven Lipnicki, 2519 Bluff Meadows was present. He stated he supports changing the 

classification from institutional to residential, but he does have some concerns of the 

density that is being proposed. He is also concerned about the buffer area as well as the 

homes that back up to where the new homes would be built. He is concerned about the 

grading. The homes would be higher and almost bedroom level of some of the homes that 

they live in as well as the condos. He stated he is concerned about greenspace as well he 

would like to see more greenspace. He stated he is in support of the low density housing. 

 

Susan Post, 2455 Candlestick, was present. She stated her concern is that there is a 

columbarium located on the premises of the church yard. She has family members whose 

ashes are there. She was concerned about the fate of remains of the 23 individuals that are 

buried there close to Forest Hill and Burton.  

 

Julie Dunakin, 2497 Bluff Meadows was present. She stated they live in a very sloped 

area and invite the commissioners to come out and look at their neighborhood. She stated 

she was told they own 1/3 of the hill. She stated the property is a large slope. She stated 

when the commissioners are considering the density of the property to keep in mind that 
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they are allowing possible walk outs looking down into their homes. She would like for it 

to be low density. 

 

Benoit pointed out that we are only discussing the Master Plan change from Institutional 

to Medium density residential. 

 

Marc Daneman, 2557 Forest Bluff Drive was present. He stated he is on the board for 

Forest Meadows Condominiums. He stated the commissioners need to look at what is 

appropriate in the surrounding area. He stated it is all low density residential. He stated 

he is fearful of a medium density approval with the suggestion of it being 6 units per acre 

because that is not enforceable to any future Planning Commission nor City Commission. 

He stated if they are going to change the land use desognation it should be low density. 

He stated another concern is traffic. He stated concerns with any future developments that 

is going to increase the traffic. He stated this is premature to consider.  

 

Lois Devries, 2504 Forest Bluff was present. She stated we should not be changing the 

Master Plan so that the church can sell its property. She stated it is odd to have 65 – 2 

story buildings that are targeted towards 60-80 year olds. She stated she thinks there is a 

lot of complication. She encouraged the commissioners to come and look at that property. 

She stated it is on a very busy road. 

 

Kathryn Lipnicki, 2519 Bluff Meadows Dr. was present. She stated she thinks that the 

concept of the Master Plan potentially going back to what it was before would be more 

feasible. She thinks the 37 units low density seems more reasonable. She would like the 

commissioners to go with the original 37 units as opposed to doubling it 65, that should 

not be on that 10.3 acre site. 

 

Jim Vansolkema, 2552 Forest Bluff was present. He stated the traffic on Forest Hills and 

Burton is growing and to have medium density there will be a lot of traffic. He stated the 

low density seems better and not allowing the developer to go out on Burton. He stated to 

the south there is so much vacant land. 

 

Mark Kirsch, representative from the church at 2400 Forest Hills was present. He stated 

they have been in the community since 1997. He stated over time it has been proven that 

the building is not something that can be sustained. He stated their initial approach was to 

look for another church that are more financially viable of taking it over and keeping the 

ministry moving forward. He stated the amount of cost that it takes to keep that building 

just sitting there is expensive. He stated there are people whose ashes are on the property 

and the church is the caretaker. He stated he will reach out to the families and they have 

been working with some area cemeteries to make arrangements for relocation. He stated 

when he saw the work of Cypress Partners he felt very comfortable working with them. 

He stated they looked at putting tiny houses on the property and staff let them know that 

would not be desirable, then they looked at apartments. He stated the property is under 

used and under developed and unfortunately a church cannot stay there, it is hard for 
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them. He stated the Board feels comfortable to use the property to develop homes for 

people. 

 

Mike Parks representative of Cypress Partners was present. He stated medium density 

residential allows up to 8 units per acre. The way the City of Kentwood works in a PUD 

is on a net acreage basis. He stated it actually equates to 6 – 6 ¼ units. He stated he is 

asking for them to allow up to the medium density residential which allows 8 but when it 

works through the system you can only get 6 - 6 ¼. He stated they focused on this 

because of the demand in the market. He stated the traffic associated with this product is 

½ of what it would be for a single family home. He stated they think it is a terrific fit for 

the property. He stated they will work through any and all issues with the neighbors and 

the Planning Commission. He stated homes are in huge demand when they ran their 

market studies and considered the demographics.  

 

Dave Dunakin, 2497 Bluff Meadows was present. He stated he thinks they need to stick 

to low density residential because a lot of that land isn’t buildable. There are going to be 

some challenges.  

 

Sue Hamilton, 2502 Bluff Meadows Dr. was present She wanted clarification on what net 

density and intensity means. She stated her concern is they don’t know what the end 

product might be. Schweitzer clarified that net density means you take away those things 

that have easements on it where you can’t do anything else or the path in which the water 

or sewer comes into the property. Discussion ensued. 

 

Schweitzer stated there was question about the next steps in the process. Schweitzer 

stated January 11, 2022 we will have a public hearing. He stated the residents will receive 

a notice. He stated they can provide any additional input prior to that meeting that they 

would like to share.  

  

Case#30-21- Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment Relating to Athletic Training Facilities 

in Industrial Districts 

 

Pung stated the amendments would make allowance for athletic training facilities but 

would prevent other indoor recreational use such as go cart tracks, trampoline parks, etc. 

from locating within industrial districts. The amendments would limit the size of such 

facilities in an industrial district to 25,000 square feet. Limitations on competitive 

spectator events would be imposed as part of the special land use review process 

 

Golder stated the concern of the Right Place is that we don’t have enough industrial land. 

For something to be built new they have to wait a year and a half to get the materials 

necessary to build. She stated there is a real concern that we don’t have enough industrial 

property right now to support any growth that we might have. 

 

Poyner stated he is not in favor of looking at it larger than 25,000 square feet. However 

he wonders if we should use industrial space for something like this. He stated he is not 
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even sure he is in favor of 25,000 square feet, but if he had to choose, definitely not being 

larger than 25,000 square feet. 

 

Holtrop stated he is not sure if 25,000 square feet is enough. He stated if the sporting 

place is going to pay more than industrial the landlord is going to take it. He stated he is 

ok with that too. He stated he would love to see it larger. 

 

Benoit stated he agrees that we are going to be taking up a bunch of industrial space. He 

supported starting at 25,000 square feet maximum. If they find out it is a problem then we 

go back and tweak it. 

 

Quinn stated he is in support of the 25,000 square feet. 

 

Pemberton stated he agrees 25,000 is a good start. He stated he thinks they need to get a 

start somewhere and it doesn’t mean that the industrial space will disappear forever.  

 

Jones stated she thinks 25,000 is a good start as well. 

 

Case#33-21 Master Plan Request - Change from Office to Low Density Residential Land 

Use- located at 2802 44th Street 

 

Schweitzer stated when looking at the history on this property, up until 2004 the area 

from 44th Street south to the Justice Center was master planned medium density 

residential. In 2004 the developer came forward and proposed to change it to low density 

residential with office use on the 44th Street frontage. It is split in that area because that is 

where the low lands and the wetlands are on the overall property. He stated in both the 

Kentwood Estates plat and he Woodhaven Condominiums further to the south there is a 

lot of wetlands in those properties as well. He stated wetlands has had a part in terms of 

how this has been parceled off. He stated the major reason they are going back to low 

density residential is that it would be more consistent with the use that is immediately to 

the south under development. Schweitzer stated the office market has disappeared, it has 

been zoned office since 2004 and no proposal for development on the property. He stated 

it was low density residential at one point now they are proposing to go back to low 

density residential again.  

 

Schweitzer displayed a photo of the developers concept plan. They are proposing 

separate buildings with 20 bed adult foster care in each building. They are also looking at 

the concept of screening to the single family detached subdivision to the east.  

 

Mike Maier, the applicant was present. 

 

Pemberton stated he doesn’t have a problem with the proposed change it has been master 

planned office for a long time with no development. He stated his only concern with the 

concept plan is the exit and entrance onto Walma. He surmised it is really close to 44th 
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Street and he can see where it will be difficult to turn right out of there at certain times of 

the day.  

 

Quinn stated he has no issue with the use. Quinn wanted to know more about the living 

quarters. Mayer stated they will be 10 bedrooms shared by 2 people, single story 

buildings, residential in style.  

 

Benoit stated he has no problem with conceptual plan, but the Master Plan discussion 

should not be focused on specific plan.. He stated he has no problem with the change in 

the Master Plan it is a good idea. He suggested if the applicant is going to provide the 

commissioners with drawing provide them with 2-3 different examples of what can be 

done there. Maier stated the language in zoning didn’t cover the adult foster care 

language that the State used. Maier stated he agrees with Benoit, he wished there was a 

way they can parallel the approval of the site plan and the zoning and the master plan. 

The sequential way it is being processed is putting them out to March 1, 2022. 

 

Holtrop stated he the can see the site for low density residential. 

 

Brainerd stated she has no problem with low density residential. She stated we should 

address the 2004 covenance. Maier stated the covenance has to be dealt with because 

they are illegal and the seller knows that and he is working on that. 

 

Poyner stated he doesn’t have a problem with the change 

 

Jones concurred. She had no concerns, it makes complete sense. 

 

Case#34-21 – Union @ Silver Station – Site Plan Review for an Apartment Development 

– located at 5844 Division Ave SE 

 

Golder introduced the request. She stated with this request is regulated by the Form 

Based Code, Corridor General. She stated this parcel is 6.7 acres it was part of a 7.8 acre 

property PUD that was approved in 1990’s. She stated they suggested a retail building, a 

fast food with a drive-thru, and mobile home sales. The only thing that was built was the 

Family Dollar building. She stated when they approved the overall plan our City 

Engineering Department required all the detention to be in place; therefore we have a 

nice detention easement going right along the front and also a cross access easement that 

goes across the front as well. She stated that is going to need to be modified to allow this 

to happen. 

 

The surrounding uses include Brentwood Mobile home park to the east about 10 homes 

are located up against this proposed development. To the south is the park and ride for 

the bus rapid transit a car dealership in Wyoming to the east and a car dealership to the 

north of Family Dollar.  
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Golder stated the applicant is requesting site plan review of a 152-unit apartment 

development located on 6.7 acres of property.  Eight buildings are proposed; a 

community room is proposed in Building B, adjacent to Division Avenue.  Of the 152 

proposed apartments, 40 are one bedroom units, 84 are two bedroom units, and 28 are 

three bedroom units.  The one bedroom units are 730 square feet in area, the two 

bedroom units are 950 square feet in area, and the three bedroom units are 1,127 square 

feet in area. 

 

Golder stated the site is proposed to be developed at a density of 22.68 units per acre. By 

comparison, the Cityline apartments were developed at a density of 21 units per acre.  

Although there is no stated density maximum, if the development were as dense as 

Cityline, only 141 units would be permitted. 

 

Golder stated  the development is accessed from Division Avenue on the southern edge 

of the site. This driveway aligns with the auto sales drive driveway across Division 

Avenue (City of Wyoming).  In addition, it is possible that the apartment development 

can be accessed through the Family Dollar parking lot.  When the Family Dollar was 

developed in 2000, it was part of an overall PUD development that included the site for 

the proposed Union at Silver Station Apartments. Cross access between the two parcels 

was a condition of the approval of the original development; a cross access easement was 

recorded.  The original cross access easement is located 60’ from the proposed cross 

access for the apartment development. The easement will have to be amended in order to 

allow cross access between the uses. 

 

Golder stated the detention is going to be moved over to the south side of the site. She 

stated sanitary sewer issues have to be addressed. They have to reroute some of the sewer 

to another sewer district. The applicant Engineers are working on that as well. 

 

Golder stated in the FBC we have build- to zones. She stated in Corridor General for our 

Flex building the build to zone is between 5-20 feet, For a public road we take that 

setback from the ROW.  

 

Golder stated for the private driveways and access that go through the parking lot what 

was done for City Line and what is proposed here is to take from the building to the start 

of the parking. She stated generally speaking all those also meet the build-to line except 

for building “E” they are a little too far. They measure to be about 27 feet, moving them 7 

feet forward or closer would give more room along the edge. She stated that is a problem 

that needs to be addressed. There is only 15 feet between the property line and the 

buildings. She stated you will have the patios and air conditioners and then the entrance 

to the buildings and there is about 25-35 feet from the property line to the mobile homes.  

 

Golder stated there is some existing vegetation and some good sized trees on both the 

apartment side and on the mobile home side. She stated we have asked the applicant to 

take a look at where those trees are. She stated because of the grading and how close they 

are to the lot line there will be no trees left on the property so that would all be just grass . 
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She suggested by moving the building forward and seeing what kind of trees remain on 

the mobile home site and look to see what areas they need to beef up the landscaping so 

that there is some privacy for the mobile home community adjacent. 

 

Golder stated this is a flex building with a dooryard façade. Flex buildings required to be 

150 foot maximum and 3 of the buildings are 160, therefore a variance would be 

required. She stated the floor height the 1st floor required to be 14feet high 2nd floor 8 feet 

high. These buildings are 10 foot, the 1st floor is 10 foot they need a variance for that as 

well.  

 

Golder stated we need a little bit more information on the amount of transparency or 

glass on the 1st floor windows. The dooryard façade requires 20% clear glass on the first 

floor, and at least 15% on the upper floors. The applicant must provide this information 

on transparency to ensure compliance with is regulation.   

 

Golder stated a horizontal expression line is required between the first and second floor.  

The expression line is required to be between 24” and 42” and extend the entire width of 

the façade.  Trim board appears be used but does not meet the 24-42” requirement of the 

form based code.  A variance is required. 

 

Golder stated we also need additional information on the pole heights for the site lighting 

and verify compliance with lighting levels. 

 

Golder stated with respect to parking you go back to the regular zoning ordinance and 

that would require 304 parking spaces and you can reduce that by 25% if there is adjacent 

availability of parking. She stated we have the Silverline parking. That would mean they 

need 288, they have provided those. They also have provided carports. She stated she 

doesn’t really like them on the front of the building. She is hoping they can move them to 

the side or elsewhere. She also suggested they move the dumpster back so it is not sitting 

out in the front. 

 

Golder stated the one thing she questioned was the sufficiency of open space in the plan. 

The proposed development includes a clubhouse, a dog park, a playground, and an 

“amenity space”.  The applicant must detail what is included in the amenity space and 

playground.  She stated with 28 three bedroom apartments, there are likely to be a 

number of children living within the development; the location of play area/open space is 

limited within the development. 

 

Tyler Knox, developer for the Annex Group 409, Massachusetts Ave Indianapolis, IN 

46204 and Nicolas Fergatos, 9365 Counselors Row Suite 116 Indianapolis, IN 46240 

engineer were present. 

 

Fergatos stated this is a work force housing development very similar to CityLine 

Apartments. Fergatos stated they are going to make some changes that staff mentioned. 

They are going to move up the back buildings and look at the screening. He stated he 
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went to the site and looked at some of the tree locations that were mentioned. He stated 

there is a fence that runs on the property line and he would say the vast majority or 

almost all the large trees you see from Division are off of the property, they are on the 

other side of the fence and they will keep those. He stated leaving the property line 

allows them to put some buffering if they need to or a nice newer fence.  

 

Fergatos stated as far as the amenity spaces they can provide in greater detail what 

MSHDA will require to be located on the grounds as well as certain sizing and different 

types of playground equipment that they will be providing for the tenants. 

 

Poyner questioned if we will have a couple work session and get the word out to the 

neighbors particularly the ones in the mobile home park to make sure they have an 

opportunity to be part of this process. Golder stated we are going to get notices to the 

park management to make sure that the individuals are notified. Golder stated it depends 

on the commissioners if they want to have more than one hearing but there will also be 

City Commission level review regarding the financing of the community. Poyner stated it 

is important to take into consideration the buffer zone and fencing he thinks that is a good 

idea. He stated he isn’t sure what the impact of lighting will be. Golder stated we have 

been provided a lighting plan, we can get that to the commissioner. Poyner questioned if 

there was a traffic assessment. Golder stated in the report there is a projection of what 

apartments will generally generate. She stated we asked the applicant to provide us an 

assessment of what reduction in vehicle count might happen given the fact that the 

project is located on the Silverline. 

 

Brainard stated she did have concerns about the buffer and screening but it sounds like 

they will be getting us some revisions. She stated the density jumped out at her she had 

some concerns, however, there is a need for additional housing and being on the 

Silverline there are a lot of pros to the project overall.  

 

Holtrop stated if we are following guidelines in the FBC he is good with the project. He 

stated he didn’t know if there was a way to reduce density and add more amenities but 

that is his comment. He stated he noticed the bark park in the back corner. He stated if he 

lived next door to that he was wondering whether or not he would appreciate it and 

questioned if that could be moved. He stated Kelloggs Woods Parks about 4 blocks down 

the road has a dog park. He wondered if he could connect somehow walking out the north 

side of his parcel or not. Holtrop questioned the timeframe. Knox stated they plan to 

submit their loan application to MSHDA this coming December 16, 2021, with their pilot 

application 90 days after that with a potential closing date of October 1, 2022 and 

construction starting then as well. 

 

Benoit stated we approved this FBC and haven’t had a lot of bites except for apartments. 

Golder stated one of the things we thought made Division Ave unsuccessful is the lack of 

people living there so we were hoping for apartments. She stated we didn’t think we 

would get a lot of mixed use and that was confirmed by the Division United Consultant. 

She  stated she thinks if we get more residential, because we don’t have any more big 
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lots, it will be more townhouse, duplexes and 4 unit type. Benoit questioned if we put a 

cap on apartments in the FBC. Golder stated no we didn’t. She stated we could look at 

our Master Plan and be more specific in the FBC area. Benoit stated we have had two of 

these developments now and it sounds like both of them need a few variances. He 

questioned should we be tweaking the FBC. Golder stated the reason why we did what 

we did is because the flex building is the only building that allows for sloped roofs. She 

stated we discussed if we wanted something to be able to convert back to commercial and 

vice versa and we want to be as flexible as possible. She stated the consultant thought it 

was important to not have the buildings be too long. Benoit stated the biggest thing he 

sees with the lighting is that it is supposed to stop at the property line, but the problem is 

residents still see the light and those are the biggest complaints he hears, but he lets them 

know yes you are going to see the light.  

 

Quinn he would like to see a buffer but noted they plan to address that. 

 

Pemberton stated density jumped at him. .He would like to see a few more onsite 

amenities. He stated they have some hurdles to get through, but he would like to see it 

happen. He stated he is excited to see this plan. 

 

Jones questioned if Family Dollar is not amenable to using their parking lot what is their 

next plan. Fergatos stated they have had trouble getting in contact with them. Family 

Dollar and the Dollar store are now merging and the merger along with their legal 

counsel was just completed yesterday. They have been held up and supposed to reach out 

to him sometime this week. He stated they seemed like they are going to work with them 

it doesn’t impact Family Dollar. Jones questioned the Silverline parking lot. Fergatos 

stated they have had conversations with them and they are open to it. He stated long term 

the developer can provide some type of connection across the ditch so residents don’t 

have to walk along Division to get in there. Jones stated the open space and amenity 

space is also important. Jones also stated it would be her vote to relocate the carports. 

Know stated they have some other places they could put them and will be looking into 

that.  

 

I. New Business 

 

There was no New Business 

 

J. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

 

K. Adjournment  
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Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Poyner to adjourn 

the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

- Kape absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:15pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

     Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR 

MEETING OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING 

COMMISSION NOVEMBER 23, 2021, 7:00P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS 
 
 
 

A.  Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00p.m. 

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

C.  Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ed Kape, 

Ray Poyner, Mike Pemberton, Darius Quinn 

Members Absent: None 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Teny  Schweitzer, Economic 

Development Planner Lisa Golder, Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique 

Collier and about 15 citizens. 

 
D.  Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 
Motion by Commissioner  Pemberton, supported by Commissioner Benoit, to 

approve the Minutes of November 9, 2021 
 
 

 

E.  Approval of the Agenda 

Motion Carried (8-0) - 

 
Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Brainerd,  to approve 

the agenda for the November 23, 2021  meeting. 

 
Motion Carried (8-0) - 

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 Meeting 

 
Case#33-21 Master Plan Request- Change from Office to Low Density Residential Land 

Use- located at 2802 44111 Street 

 
Schweitzer stated the request involves about a 4. 7 acre area.  Schweitzer stated the 

purpose of the meeting is to take public comment concerning whether to continue 
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planning for office use of this prope1iy or whether it might be desirable to plan for 

residential use. 

 
Schweitzer stated there is the single family detached Wildflower Estates subdivision that 

is going in immediately south of the site. He stated the subdivision boundaries on the 

north are along the southern edge of this pmiicular piece of property. He stated the 

property is owned by the developer. He stated he is developing a residential subdivision on 

the southern potiion, but on the northern portion he has an investor that wants to use it for 

residential use. Schweitzer stated the property is currently zoned and master planned for 

office use. 

 
Schweitzer stated to the notih is the Cobblestone development. It is attached single family 

condominium housing. To the east is the Kentwood Acres subdivision. Further to the 

south adjacent to the Justice Center is another single family attached development 

Woodhaven Condos. He stated we have detailed plans of what the development looks like. 

He stated on the west side of Walma Avenue you have a series of apartment complexes, to 

the notihwest is Hidden Lakes development and then Walnut Hills Dr. that leads north into 

the Holland Home campus. 

 
Schweitzer stated on this site, the subdivision comes up to the notihern potiion. The 

Wildflower Estates homes are built up and the property slopes to the north pretty 

significantly and there is a wetland along that area. He stated that is one of the reasons 

why the developer is developing the area to the south, it doesn't lend itself to be 

continued development with the subdivision all the way out to 44th street. He stated the 

change in grades is one of the reasons why there is a different use of the use of the 

prope1iy other than a subdivision. 

 
Schweitzer stated one of the things we look at when we are looking at a proposed change 

in the use of land is how it fits in with the surrounding areas. There are different types of 

housing developments throughout there. Schweater stated the numbers that are assigned to 

the surrounding properties represent density and density is how many housing units is on 

a given acre of land. He stated the new subdivision has a density of about 3 Yz 

dwelling units per acre. He stated Kentwood acres is about 2.7 dwelling units per acre, 

Springbrook Estates and Springbrook subdivisions further to the east are about 2 units per 

acre,The Landing place apartments are 7.75 units per acre, Hunters Ridge Apartments is 

9. 66 units per acre, PineTree Apmiments are 9.5 units per acre and Whitney Young 

Village Apmiments are about 12.5 units per acres. He stated this gives a sense of what is 

in the area. He stated it is predominantly residential use. It is low density residential until 

you get to Walma Avenue. Discussion ensued. 

 
Schweitzer stated when looking at the history on this property, up until2004 the area from 

44th Street south to the Justice Center was master planned medium density residential. In 

2004 the developer came forward and proposed to change it to low density residential with 

office use on the 44th Street frontage. He stated at the time the rezoning took place the City 

was concerned as to what would go in there. They approved the office 
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rezoning and the developer entered into a self-imposed restriction on the prope1iy so that 

it would be developed as office in accord with a specific development design. He stated 

17 years since then there has been no interest in office. 

 
Schweitzer displayed a concept plan showing what is envisioned. He stated they are 

looking at 4 buildings, very comparable in terms of the massing of buildings on the 

prope1iy. He stated the 2004 plan as well as this concept plan calls for a landscape buffer 

along the east line of the site common to the Kentwood Estates development. 

 
Schweitzer stated even if the land use plan were changed clinical use is an allowable use 

even if the zoning were to change to a residential classification. 

 
Schweitzer stated what they were looking at in 2004 and the concept plan that they have 

now, is for single story residential style buildings, sloped roofs, landscaping and the 

buffer to the surrounding uses. He stated given the nature of this review State law 

requires that the planning commission consider the comments received now from the 

neighbors as well as over the next 6 weeks to take any additional comments as they come 

in and hold a public hearing. He stated in this case the public hearing would be January 

25, 2022. He stated at that time the planning commission will take into account the 

comments that have been received from the deliberations that have taken place and then 

they will be able to make a decision. 

 
Jones opened the public meeting. 

 
Ron Draayer, 2931 Wildflower was presnt. He questioned how will people access the 

site. Will there only be 4 houses. He also questioned if the homes will be adult foster care 

homes. Jones stated the purpose of the meeting is to discuss the change in the master plan 

and what has been presented is conceptual, an idea that someone has bought forward. She 

stated we have had someone come with interest for an adult foster home. Schweitzer stated 

the plan from 2004 anticipated that the access will be directly on to 44th street, and in 2004 

the boulevard was already in place right turn in, right turn out only. He stated this concept 

plan for the adult foster care proposes getting out to Walma Ave which would make for 

easier movement if you wanted to go westbound on 44th street. 

 
Ryan Wheeler, Wheeler Development Group was present. He stated they feel like it is a 

great fit since it is surrounded by residential uses and they are excited to work on the 

project. 

 
I. Public Hearing 

 
Case#34-21 -Union @ Silver Station- Site Plan Review for an Apartment Development 

-located at 5844 Division Ave SE 
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Kape recused himself from the project due to the conflict of his management position 

with Sun Communities which owns and operates Bretwood Village Community that is 

adjacent to this property. 

 
Golder introduced the request. She stated within the Form Based Code, this is the 

Corridor General district. She stated this parcel is 6.7 acres, it was part of a 7.8 acre 

propetiy PUD that was approved in 1990's. She stated they suggested a retail building, a 

fast food with a drive-thru, and mobile home sales. The only thing that was built was the 

Family Dollar building. She stated when they approved the overall plan our City 

Engineering Depmiment required all the detention to be in place; therefore we have a nice 

detention easement going right along the front and also a cross access easement that goes 

across the front as well. She stated the easements need to be modified to allow this project 

proceed as designed. 

 
Golder stated the surrounding uses include Brentwood Mobile home park to the east, 

about 10 homes are located up against this proposed development, to the south is the park 

and ride for the bus rapid transit, a car dealership in Wyoming to the east and a car 

dealership to the north of Family Dollar. 

 
Golder  stated  the  applicant  is  requesting  site  plan  review  of  a  152-unit  apartment 

development  located on 6.7 acres of property.    Eight  buildings are proposed;    Golder 

stated there are now 4 - 3 story buildings and 2 two story buildings and then building D is 

a pmi 3 story and 2 story building. She stated a community room is proposed in Building 

B, adjacent to Division Avenue.   She stated of the 152 proposed apmiments, 40 are one 

bedroom units, 84 are two bedroom units, and 28 are three bedroom units. This creates a 

density of22. 6 units per acre. The one bedroom units are 730 square feet in area, the two 

bedroom units are 950 square feet in area, and the three bedroom units are 1,127 square 

feet in area. 

 
Golder  stated  the  amount  of  open  space  has  changed.  She  stated  with  the  building 

footprint getting smaller, there is quite a bit more open space and it is similar to what they 

have at City Line Apmiments 

 
Golder stated  the development is accessed from Division Avenue on the southern edge 

ofthe site. This driveway aligns with the auto sales drive driveway across Division 

Avenue (City of Wyoming).  In addition, it is possible that the apmiment development can 

be accessed through the Family Dollar parking lot.  When the Family Dollar was 

developed in 2000, it was pmi of an overall PUD development that included the site for 

the proposed Union at Silver Station Apartments. Cross access between the two parcels 

was a condition of the approval of the original development; a cross access easement was 

recorded.  The original cross access easement is located 60' from the proposed cross 

access for the apartment development. The easement will have to be amended in order to 

allow cross access between the uses. 
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Golder stated at the work session there was a lot of discussion about the building setbacks. 

Golder stated in the FBC we have build- to zones. She stated in Corridor General for our 

Flex building the build to zone is between 5-20 feet. For a public road frontage we take 

that setback from the ROW. Golder stated for the private driveways and access that go 

through the parking lot what was done for City Line and what is proposed here is to take 

the setback from the building to the start of the parking. She stated generally speaking all 

those also meet the build-to line. She stated that creates 22 feet between the edge of the 

building and the property line and that means that the buildings are about 44-55 from the 

individual mobile horne community housing units. 

 
Golder stated the applicant has also proposed a privacy fence and they have shown the 

location of the trees in the area that was discussed to make sure there is enough 

screening. She stated she would like the applicant to name the species and the sizes of 

those trees so that we can be assured that the landscaping proposed on the apmirnent side 

is adequate to best screen. 

 
Golder stated some of the changes to the site plan involve the open space; there was a dog 

park that has now changed to a playground. She stated in the commissioners packets they 

showed the types of playground equipment that would be there. She stated they have 

relocated the carpmis so that they are not right in front of the buildings. She stated they 

provided additional information on trip generation. They have clarified some engineering 

detail although the City Engineer still have to review the detailed construction plans. 

 
Golder stated this is a flex building with a dooryard fa9ade. Flex buildings required to be 

150 foot maximum and 3 of the buildings are 160, therefore a variance would be 

required. She stated the floor height of the 1st floor required to be 14 feet high, 2nd floor 8 

feet high. These buildings are 10 foot, the 1st floor is 10 foot they need a variance for that 

as well. 

 
Golder stated with respect to transparency or glass on the 1st floor windows, the dooryard 

fa9ade requires 20% clear glass on the first floor, and at least 15% on the upper floors. It 

meets this standard for the buildings. 

 
Golder stated the recommendation is for conditional approval as stated in her memos. 

1.  Approval by the Kentwood Zoning Board of Appeals of three variances to 

Chapter 23 of the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance Form Based Code, relating to: 

first floor building height, width of Buildings A, B, and D; and the requirement 

for a horizontal expression line. 

2.   Compliance with the City Engineer's memo dated October 29, 2021 and final 

approval of the site plan by the Kentwood City Engineer. 

 
3.   Compliance with the Fire Depmirnent memo dated October 21, 2021 and final 

approval of the site plan by the Kentwood Fire Marshal. 

4.   Applicant shall record revised easements for storrnwater detention and cross 

access between the proposed apmirnents and the adjacent Family Dollar store to 
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ensure that cross access is maintained and the stormwater detention can be 

relocated to the south side of the site.  Easements must be reviewed and approved 

by the City. 

5.  Applicant shall provide additional detail regarding the trees on the mobile home 

property to the east to determine whether these adjacent trees provide adequate, 

year-round screening based on species and size.  This information will assist in 

providing adequate screening for between the apartments and the adjacent mobile 

home park property. 

6.   Staff approval of the transparency requirements for the secondary building wall 

for Building B. 

7.   Applicant shall extend the sidewalk from the tot lot near Building D to Division 

Avenue.  Applicant shall provide an easement for future pedestrian access in this 

area to the Rapid Park and Ride facility to the south. 

8.  Applicant shall relocate some of the mechanical equipment to the side yard of the 

proposed buildings.  The mechanical equipment for Buildings A and B must 

remain on the east side of the these buildings. 

9.   Final approval of the landscaping and lighting plans.  Landscaping is to be 

adequately maintained and replaced as needed. 

10. Compliance with the signage provisions for the Conidor  General District. 

11.  Final staff approval of the building elevations. 

 
Tyler Knox, developer for the Annex Group 409, Massachusetts Ave Indianapolis, IN 

46204 and Nicolas Fergatos, 9365 Counselors Row Suite 116 Indianapolis, IN 46240 

engineer were present. 

 
Fergatos stated they are agreeable to all the conditions and they can get the tree survey 

done to show the heights and species of the trees that are going to remain. He stated the 

air conditioner units that were on the back they moved to the front, they were trying to 

help with noise on the back side. 

 
Knox stated they were happy with the commissioners suggestions to increase some open 

space. He stated they reorganized the buildings and created a 3 story building to allow 

and open up the additional space on the west side of building D for additional playground 

space, outdoor eating areas etc. He stated they were also able to relocate where the 

carports. 

 
Jones opened the public hearing. 

 
Douglas Stayson, 5831 South Division Avenue was present. He stated he has 6 acres and 

his concern is with the sufficiency of parking. He is also concerned about the traffic and 

the median that is there. He stated there is also a creek at the entrance. Golder stated the 

drive is 35 feet from the creek. 

 
Jason Musik, owner of the property next door to Mr. Stayson was present. He stated his 

concern was about the creek, when people walk by they are constantly throwing things in 
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the creek and they spend hours cleaning. He questioned whether something will be done 

to block people from throwing debris in there. He stated his other concern is traffic 

exiting the site and thinks there could be potential traffic issues. 

 
Golder stated we can look how much stacking there is and have the applicant do some 

additional traffic analysis. She stated she doesn't think the median is a problem where 

people will not be able to turn. Golder stated there are 228 parking spaces. Our ordinance 

allows for a 25% reduction when you are adjacent to a bus rapid transit facility or 

additional public parking space. She stated the reason we are looking at having 

apruiments on Division Avenue is because of the bus rapid transit and the oppmiunity for 

residents to use transit instead of their own private vehicles. 

 
Knox stated their parking ratio is 1.5 and on a company average they have 1.56 parking 

ratio. He stated they have never had issues. 

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

 
Motion Carried (7-0) 

Kape - abstaining 

 
Quinn stated he is excited about the project and he agrees that median may be a problem 

with traffic. 

 
Benoit stated we have had a couple developments come through and they need variances if 

we start seeing this, we need to look at getting the ordinance changed. Golder stated we 

may need to amend the ordinance provision relating to the dimension of building 

footprints and floor heights. 

 
Poyner questioned the price points of the apartments. Fergatos stated they will be for 

those who earn between $33,600- $48,000 a year and that puts rent between $900-$1,150. 

Poyner questioned what they are thinking about for the playground. Fergatos stated some 

benches and seating areas and the swing set, slide what you would typically see at a 

playground. Poyner stated we need to make sure the lighting plan is reviewed because 

that was a question we had for the residents on the east side. Poyner stated he would like 

to have a traffic study added as a condition of approval to evaluate the sufficiency of 

stacking vehicles in the roadway and turning conflicts.. 

 
Pembetion stated he appreciates the aggressive landscape plan that they have, but it needs 

some work on the east side but he was happy to see how much landscaping that is going 

to go in there. He stated he thinks everyone is forgetting that they have a north entrance, 

there is access into the parking lot which means people can exit out that way and enter in 

that way 

 
Holtrop questioned the nmih access family Dollar and asked if they got permission. 

Vergatos stated he has been in contact with the legal team for Family Dollar. He stated 
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they have given the impression that they will make the amendments, but they have to get 

in contact with the real estate corporate team for Family Dollar. The owner of the land 

has said yes they can get access, but they need a write off from Family Dollar. 

Holtrop questioned if we need to get permission from the Rapid for parking. Golder 

stated it is a little unclear. She stated she doesn't  think they believe people will park and 

walk over there. Discussion ensued. 

 
Holtrop stated condition 7 there was mention about a sidewalk. Golder stated there is a 

sidewalk that is stopped and she is recommending that they extend it out to Division 

Avenue. Part of that condition the applicant shall provide an easement for future pedestrian 

access between the bus rapid transit and the apmiment development so at some point 

crossing of the drain can take place. 

 
Holtrop stated since there are traffic concerns could it be possible in the future to reduce 

the median. He stated he thinks there will be a lot of issues in the future going in and out. 

Golder stated to highlight the point of the cross access, she thinks there are going to be 

several places to get in and she thinks that more than one will be used. 

 
Holtrop questioned if they don't  get the variance for 160 foot buildings and forcing them 

to the 150 will they be okay with that. Fergatos stated that he thinks they would be able to 

cut off some from the two building eaves on the east side. It might impact the size of the 

playground area. 

 
Brainerd stated she likes the changes that were made and is excited to see that area 

developed. 

 
Jones questioned if there is a clubhouse or community building. Knox stated it is in 

building B. It will have the community room with a community kitchenette, with an 

exercise facility as well as a bike storage room and a business center a private room with 

e few computer and a printing station. Jones stated she likes the floor plans and likes that 

they have storage available for each of the units and located in the corridor right outside 

of the unit. Knox stated they did that so that they weren't taking away from squm·e 

footage space of the units themselves. 

 
Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to grant conditional approval for the 

site plan dated November 16, 2021 for Union and Silver Station Apartments as 

described in Case No. 34-2021.  Approval is conditioned upon conditions 1-11 

adding condition 12 for traffic analysis and basis points 1-9 as described in Golder's 

memo dated November 17,2021. 
 

 
 

J. Work Session 

 
There are no work sessions 

Motion Carried (7-0) 

Kape abstaining - 
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K.  New Business 

 
There is no New business 

 
L.  Other Business 

 
1.   Commissioners' Comments 

 
The commissioners wished everyone a Happy Thanksgiving. 

 
Brainerd stated she learned that Popeye's  sells turkey so they are having a Popeyes turkey 

for Thanksgiving. 

 
2.   Staff's Comments 

 
Staff offered no additional comment. 

M.  Adjournment 

Motion by Commissioner  Benoit, supported by Commissioner  to adjourn the 

meeting. 

 
Motion Canied  (8-0)- 

Meeting adjom·ned at 8:20pm 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

Ed Kape, Secretary 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD PLANNING COMMISSION 

DECEMBER 14, 2021, 7:00 P.M. 

COMMISSION CHAMBERS  

 

 

A. Chair Jones called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

C. Roll Call: 

Members Present: Bill Benoit, Catherine Brainerd, Dan Holtrop, Sandra Jones, Ray 

Poyner, Mike Pemberton  

Members Absent: Ed Kape and Darius Quinn (with notification) 

Others Present: Senior Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique Collier, and the 

applicants. 

 

Motion by Holtrop, supported by Pemberton, to excuse Kape and Quinn from the 

meeting. 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Kape and Quinn absent - 

 

D. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Poyner, to approve 

the Minutes of November 23, 2021, and the Findings of Fact for: Case#34-21 – 

Union @ Silver Station – Site Plan Review for an Apartment Development – located 

at 5844 Division Ave SE 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

-  Kape and Quinn absent -  

 

E. Approval of the Agenda 

 

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

the agenda for the December 14, 2021, meeting.  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Kape and Quinn absent -  

 

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

 

There was no public comment. 

 

G. Old Business 

 

There was no public comment. 
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H. Public Hearing 

 

 

Case#30-21- Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment Relating to Athletic Training Facilities 

in Industrial Districts 

 

Pung stated the recommendation is to add a new definition for athletic Training Facility. 

He stated it has been modified based on our work session discussion to make allowance 

for practices, competitor events or spectator events as part of the special land use 

approval within the industrial districts. The site design criteria would limit it to no more 

than 25,000 square feet in floor area and the principle and accessory uses must be at least 

100 feet from any adjacent residential uses. He stated currently the recommendation is 

that all uses must be conducted completely within an enclosed building and he suggested 

adding a provision “unless otherwise approved by the planning commission all uses shall 

be conducted completely within a fully enclosed building”. This will allow flexibility for 

some of the activities to occur outdoors in certain circumstances. It is not required that we 

must approve it, but it does give it some flexibility where some activities could occur 

outside the fully enclosed building. 

 

Pung stated he is recommending to the City Commission as stated in his memo. 

 

Jones opened the public hearing. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried 6-0) – 

- Kape and Quinn absent – 

 

Pemberton stated he likes the fact that we are adding under certain circumstance we could 

allow for outdoor activity and it would have to be on a case-by-case basis. He stated he 

thinks it is a good idea to move forward. 

 

Benoit stated there was also discussion regarding increasing the allowable square footage. 

He is okay with the amendment. 

 

Brainerd stated she is in support. 

 

Poyner stated he has expressed some concern at the work session regarding setting a 

precedent and the use of our industrial zone. He stated after thinking about it seems to be 

a limited allowance and probably not many request that would come forward. He stated 

overall he will support. 
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Holtrop stated he would be inclined to make the ordinance allowance for a maximum 

square footage to be larger because the users will be very few. He stated he is in favor of 

increasing the square footage to 50,000 square feet.  

 

Jones stated she is in favor. 

 

  

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

amend the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance No. 9-02 relating to Athletic Training 

Facilities adding one modification that the maximum area be increased to 50,000 

square feet and modify point 3. to add the phrase, “Unless otherwise approved by 

the planning commission regarding outdoor activity”. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Kape and Quinn absent -  

 

Doug Barrow, 332 Woodbridge Dr. SE Grand Rapids MI was present. He stated this use 

would address a pressing need in the area. 

 

I. Work Session 

 

Case#1-22 – Midwest United – Special Land Use and Preliminary Site Plan Review for 

an Athletic Training Facility – Located at 3851 Model Court SE 

 

Pung stated even though the City Commission hasn’t approved the ordinance amendment 

to allow for Athletic Centers in the industrial zone staff did allow them to make 

application so they can get the process started. 

 

Pung stated they are looking at using approximately 25,000 square feet of the existing 

building for an indoor training facility for primarily soccer but they are also looking at 

possibly lacrosse etc. and other competitive and spectator events. 

 

Pung stated one of the things we are requesting is that they provide staff with an updated 

and more detailed operations description just to know what the anticipated hours of 

operation would be, when would they have practices and any events that they would 

have. We need to look at how much parking would be required and how their hours of 

operation would interact with the other tenants within the existing facility. There are two 

other tenants in there that are primarily 9am-5pm operations. It needs to be clarified 

whether their business hours are sufficiently offset to allow for additional available 

parking. 

 

Pung stated they are looking at setting up two indoor fields. There is also an outdoor area 

under roof but open on three sides where they would like to put turf down so it can serve 

as a practice or training area.    
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Pung stated the main concern is sufficient parking to make sure that parking and traffic 

doesn’t become an issue with the existing tenants within the remainder of the building. 

  

 Doug Barrow, 332 Woodbridge Dr. SE Grand Rapids MI was present.  

 

Holtrop questioned if there was any possibility of creating additional parking to the west. 

Pung stated to the west is Consumers Energy ROW.  Holtrop stated he sees vacant space 

behind the building not even paved to go around it. Pung stated there is a partial creek or 

drain to the north. Pung stated as part of this they could also look at if additional parking 

is needed, they can show how to add additional parking. When staff spoke to the owner, 

they were possibly looking at adding additional parking if needed to the north. Holtrop 

stated he is fine with the request and stated they just need to address the staff issues. 

 

Poyner questioned if their hours are typically in the evenings. Barrow stated their hours 

would be offset from what the current tenants have. They normally start training 4:30-

5pm and run until 9pm-10pm. Poyner questioned if staff has any sense on the traffic 

through that area. Pung stated on the site itself the times that he has been out there it 

hasn’t been over parked. He stated one of the businesses is a warehouse therefore they 

don’t have a lot of traffic coming and going and part of that building is overflow for their 

Best Buy merchandise. Poyner questioned how many parking spaces will be needed once 

they are open and up and running. Barrow stated they tell the indoor soccer parents the 

sessions run an hour or an hour and a half. They anticipate that 6-7 parking spaces will 

likely be available in the north side parking lot for the administrative staff. He stated on 

the south side is where they will have the parents come in drop off their children and they 

can circle back out. They anticipate maybe 30 parking spaces will be sufficient in this 

area. It would be a drop and go. Barrow stated they acknowledge they won’t be able to 

have 100 cars parked there throughout the sessions. Poyner questioned the sufficiency of 

indoor lighting. Building owner, Mahi Mahesh, stated the Midwest United management 

team have had a walk-through of the building and they think there is enough lighting 

inside. He stated outside under the colored porch there is no light but that is one of the 

requirements they asked him to put in the light. Poyner stated he looks forward to seeing 

the detailed description from the applicant. 

 

 Brainerd stated her questions were about parking and traffic therefore she is good. 

 

Benoit questioned if the ordinance will be changed by the 25th when we hold the public 

hearing. Pung stated we can add with City Commission approval as a condition. Benoit 

questioned if we could hold a public hearing when it is not a law yet. Pung stated the City 

Commission is likely to have acted on it by then.  

  

Pemberton stated on the diagram received it shows parking on two sides of the building 

the north side and the south side.  He questioned whether the parking currently exists.  

Mahesh stated the parking is there. Pemberton stated any additional parking is what we 

would be looking at if it came to be that they needed it. He stated this is what he foresees. 

If more square footage in this building became available, he would think they would want 
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to grab it which would trigger the need to create more parking. He stated he is excited to 

see this happen and sees this as a great thing for the city. His only concern is this could 

expand and then we have other issues that my limit him to what he can do. 

 

  

 

 

J. New Business 

 

Motion Holtrop, supported by Benoit, to set a public hearing date of January 25, 2022, 

for: Case# 32-21 – Master Plan Amendment Request – Change from Institutional to 

Medium Density Residential Land Use Located at 2400 Forest Hill; Case#33-21 Master 

Plan Request - Change from Office to Low Density Residential Land Use- located at 

2802 44th Street;  Case#1-22 – Midwest United – Special Land Use and Preliminary Site 

Plan Review for an Athletic Training Facility – Located at 3851 Model Court SE 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Kape and Quinn absent -  

 

K. Other Business 

 

1. Commissioners’ Comments 

 

Pemberton wished staff Happy Holidays. 

 

 

2. Staff’s Comments 

No comments. 

 

L. Adjournment  

 

Motion by Commissioner Benoit, supported by Commissioner Poyner,                         

to adjourn the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Kape and Quinn absent - 

 

Meeting adjourned at 7:50pm 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Ed Kape, Secretary 
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