
 

 

APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

AUGUST 15, 2022, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (Lipner) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Amanda Le, Aaron Johnson, 

Alan Lipner, Mary VanNoord and Susan West 

MEMBERS ABSENT: None  

OTHERS PRESENT: Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique Collier, the 

applicants, and   

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

Minutes for July 18, 2022 to be approved at the September 19, 2022 meeting. 

 

5. Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak to non-agenda items. 

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-22-09 

 

Applicant:   Midwest Sign Company   

Location:   5465 Kalamazoo Avenue, SE   

 

Request: The applicant wishes to replace an existing freestanding 

sign with a new sign in the same location.  The existing 

sign is located at the front property line.  Section 5.03.E 

requires a minimum setback of twenty-five (25) feet from 

the front property line.  The requested variance is for a 

reduction of twenty-five (25) feet to the required setback.  

 

Mike Teisma, 5215 Flyby Dr. Caledonia MI 49316 represented the request.  He stated 

they are from Midwest Sign on behalf of Kentwood Public schools for a setback 

variance. He stated the way the site sits with the parking lot and the front yard there isn’t 

a place to put a sign with a 25- foot setback. He stated there are two places at the north 

and south end of the front yard island but if you put the sign back 25 feet they are going 

to be completely blocked by parked cars. It is too far back north and south to be visible 

from oncoming traffic. They feel that the request is viable to place the sign where the 

existing sign sits and there aren’t any safety issue from blocking traffic. 
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Derusha questioned when they widened Kalamazoo Avenue did that change the ROW 

line. Pung stated no they were able to keep the ROW line the sidewalk was just placed 

closer to the property line.  

 

Houtman stated in the staff’s comments it says the original sign was setback about 26 

feet. Pung stated that in the original permit it was supposed to be 25 feet back from the 

property line or 26 feet back from the sidewalk. Pung stated if you measure 25 feet from 

the pavement edge that is about where they put it. Pung stated the existing sign is not on 

the property line it is 5 feet off.  

 

Derusha questioned if it has caused any problems. Pung stated he isn’t aware of any 

issues  as far as blocking clear vision or anything like that.  

 

Johnson questioned how much bigger is the new sign. Tiesma stated the sign is actually 

smaller the new sign does have a masonry base around it. So the overall square footage 

including the base is a bit larger but the sign itself is actually smaller than the original 

sign. 

 

Houtman stated it doesn’t cause a vision problem but the new sign is taller than the old 

sign. Pung stated the new sign will be shorter than the existing sign. Tiesma stated the 

new sign is 5 feet tall and the old sign is 6 feet tall.  

 

Houtman questioned if the expansion of the parking lot has anything to do with. Pung 

stated if it were to be setback 25 feet it would be in the parking lot.  

 

Deusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

. 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) - 

 

West stated point 1 is met based on the location of the parking lot . West stated point 2 is 

met. West stated point 3 has been met without the variance the new sign could not be 

placed in the same location as the existing signs. 

 

Johnson, VanNoord, Lipner, Houtman, Le, Derusha concurred that points 1, 2 and 3 have 

been met. 

 

West stated point 4 is met the existing sign has not been an issue. West stated point 5 has 

been met. West stated point 6 has been met the applicant did not install the existing sign.  

 

Johnson, VanNoord, Lipner, Houtman, Le, Derusha concurred that points 4, 5 and 6 have 

been met. 
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Motion by West, supported by Houtman, to approve V-22-09 based on 

1.  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 

applying to the property that do not apply generally to other properties in 

the same zoning district.  

2.  The condition or situation on which the requested variance is based does 

not occur often enough to make more practical adoption of a new zoning 

provision. 

3.  The literal application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would 

deprive the applicant of property rights commonly enjoyed by other 

properties in the same zone district. 

4.  The variance will not be detrimental to adjacent property and the 

surrounding neighborhood.  

5.  Taken as a whole, the variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

6.  The exceptional conditions or circumstances do not result from the actions 

of the applicant.  

 

  

Appeal #V-22-10 

 

Applicant: John Freeman II 

Location: 1088 Sluyter Street, SE 

 

Request: The applicant wishes to construct and addition onto the rear 

of their home.  The addition would have a rear yard setback 

of 25 feet.  Section 5.03.B requires a rear yard setback of 

35 feet.  The requested variance is for a reduction of 10 feet 

to the required rear yard building setback. 

 

 

John Freeman, 1088 Sluyter was present. He stated they are expanding family and 

their children are getting bigger. He stated their living space has become tight. He 

stated they host family events and would like to add more to the kitchen area to 

make sure they can house their family comfortably. They would like to add an 

additional bedroom because they have another child and to add to their kitchen to 

support their growing family. 

 

Houtman questioned if there is a house near or next door that has exactly the same 

dimensions. Pung stated it would be the adjacent house to the east. Pung stated if 

this were to be granted one of the conditions was to limit the expansion to no 

more than 13 feet off the back of the house. Pung stated this way we are covered. 

He stated behind the home are the Consumers Energy transmission lines.  
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Houtman questioned if they add 13 feet will be the same as the neighbor. Pung 

stated that is correct. Pung stated the house to the east has about a 30-31 foot 

setback. The applicant right now is at about 44 feet. Pung stated they are going to 

have about the same setback as the adjacent house to the east. To the west is the 

parking lot for the school. 

 

Johnson questioned if the bedroom was the only room that needs the 13 foot 

setback. Freeman stated that is an estimate. It is not final because the last builder 

he spoke with said it would be less expensive if they go straight across for the 

ktchen as well and that will be 13 feet as well. 

 

Houtman questioned if on his kitchen side is he gaining the rest of the expansion 

out with deck. Freeman stated not necessarily because the last builder they spoke 

to stated it is not going to be deck but the back wall off the home. The deck will 

still be on the outside of the house. 

 

Houtman questioned where does that leave him if he wants to put a deck beyond 

that. Pung stated the deck can come to within 25 feet. Depending on what the 

exact setbacks are we would require a variance to come closer than 25 feet. Pung 

stated unenclosed porches and decks can extend 10 feet into the required rear yard 

setback.  Discussion ensued. 

 

Houtman questioned if he has 6 feet left to put beyond this addition and it 

wouldn’t require a variance. Pung stated roughly and if he only does the 6 feet the 

deck can come within 25 feet of the property line. Houtman stated that is a small 

deck. Freeman stated they will go horizontal with the deck versus vertical.  

 

Houtman questioned if anyone will go out from the Building Department to stake 

out how far they are allowed to go. Pung stated the City doesn’t go out and survey 

the property, when they submit for a building permit they will need to show what 

their setbacks are going to be. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

Johnson stated point 1 has been met. Johnson stated point 2 has been met. Johnson stated 

point 3 has been met. 

 

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

have been met 



Approved Minutes 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

August 22, 2022 

Page 5 

 

 

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

point 6 has been met. 

 

 

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

have been met 

 

Motion by Johnson, supported by West, to approve V-22-10 with the restriction to 

limit the expansion to no more than 13 feet off the back of the house and to go no 

closer than 25 to rear lot line. 

1.  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 

applying to the property that do not apply generally to other properties in 

the same zoning district.  

2.  The condition or situation on which the requested variance is based does 

not occur often enough to make more practical adoption of a new zoning 

provision. 

3.  The literal application of the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance would 

deprive the applicant of property rights commonly enjoyed by other 

properties in the same zone district. 

4.  The variance will not be detrimental to adjacent property and the 

surrounding neighborhood.  

5.  Taken as a whole, the variance will not impair the intent and purpose of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

6.  The exceptional conditions or circumstances do not result from the actions 

of the applicant.  

 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (7-0) – 

 

 

Meeting adjourned at  7:35p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Robert Houtman, Secretary  

 

 

 

 


