
APPROVED MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

OF THE KENTWOOD ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

CITY COMMISSION CHAMBERS 

SEPTEMBER 19, 2022, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 

1. Chair Derusha called the meeting to order. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance (VanNoord) 

 

3. Roll Call 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Les Derusha, Robert Houtman, Amanda Le, Alan Lipner, Mary 

VanNoord and Susan West 

MEMBERS ABSENT:  Aaron Johnson (with notification) 

OTHERS PRESENT: Zoning Administrator Terry Schweitzer, City Attorney David 

Eberle, Planner Joe Pung, Planning Assistant Monique Collier, the applicants, and about 

6 citizens. 

 

Motion by supported by to excuse Johnson from the meeting. 

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent -  

 

4. Approval of the Minutes and Findings of Fact 

 

 Motion by          supported by      to approve the minutes of July 18, 2022 and August 22, 

2022        

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent - 

 

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

 

6. Public Hearing 

 

Appeal #V-22-07 

 

Applicant:  Jessica Sherman  

Location:  4208 Haralson Court  

 

Request:  The applicant wishes to continue to rent out rooms in her home for 

short durations.  Drawing upon the definition of family, the Zoning Administrator has 

determined that a homeowner can “rent out” a room to not more than one additional 

unrelated person provided that they live as a single, domestic house keeping unit for more 

than a limited or temporary duration.  The Zoning Administrator has made the 

interpretation that a residential lease of less than six (6) months is deemed to be of a 
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limited or temporary duration.  The applicant is appealing the Zoning Administrator’s 

interpretation that a lease of less than six (6) months is deemed to be of a temporary 

duration.  The applicant wishes to at least rent on a month to month basis to 1 or more 

people. 

 

Jessica Sherman, 4208 Haralson Ct. was present. She stated she would like to continue to 

use her rooms to rent out. She stated right now she is renting to a Ukrainian refugee. She 

stated she rents to traveling nurses.  She stated she is currently in a lawsuit because when 

she purchased her home, she was not told that she had black mold. Now she has to pay 

around $100,000 to get it fixed; therefore, the money she is making renting out her rooms 

is helping with her expenses.  

 

Sherman gave examples of the language she found on the internet and gave examples of 

other communities where short-term rentals are defined as 30 days or less. 

 

VanNoord stated there are several people in her neighborhood who are against her 

Airbnb. She also stated that she read that she doesn’t allow her customers to park in her 

driveway. Sherman stated because their garage is so shallow and narrow, she can’t park 

off to the side so she has to park in the middle of her garage. She stated if the problem 

was parking, she can park in her driveway on one side and let her guest park on the other 

side. Sherman stated she never lets people park in the cul-de-sac only on the straight 

away. She stated she has never had a guest complain about it and other neighbors know 

that she does this and don’t care at all. She stated parking issues have never been 

expressed to her and she wants to maintain a great relationship with her neighbors.  

 

VanNoord stated she also read that she rents out two rooms. Sherman stated she started 

with just one but as the bills were coming in, she decided to change her sons playroom 

and turn it into a guest room for added income. She stated if that is something she needs 

to change after reading the ordinance that states only 1 person unrelated can occupy the 

home, she is happy to reduce that back down to one room. 

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

Ezra Frick, 4237 Haralson, was present. She stated this is a residential very secluded 

family-oriented, tons of kid’s neighborhood. They do not want that kind of Airbnb rental 

business in their backyard. She stated she could benefit renting her room to somebody 

that could live 6 months to a year. She stated it would be best to have someone the 

neighbors would know and get to know. She stated she hopes the Board will vote against 

the Airbnb. 

 

Secretary Houtman read letters that were mailed and emailed from Eric Lambert, 

Elizabeth Barth, Franklin Goldberg, Larry and Elizabeth Schafer and Theresa Schneider, 

that were against the Airbnb. Their concerns were customers parking on their grass, 

customers parking on the street during the winter months in violation of Kentwood 

ordinance which has led to their street not getting plowed, customers arriving and leaving 
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at all times of the day and night, guest congregating in front of their homes and making 

excessive noise. Also, Ms. Sherman  ignoring concerns from the HOA, major concerns of 

the safety of families in the neighborhood and changing the rules that will set a precedent.  

 

Rick and Debbie Kulas submitted a letter and were in support of her renting out rooms in 

her home, they felt it is her home and she should be able to do what she wants. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent  

 

Commissioner West, VanNoord, Le, Lipner, Houtman and Derusha, affirmed the 

determination of Zoning Administrator Terry Schweitzer. 

 

Motion by West, supported by Houtman, to affirm the interpretation by the 

Kentwood Zoning Administrator for V-22-07. 

- Motion Carried (6-0 )- 

- Yeas – West, VanNoord, Le, Lipner, Houtman, 

Derusha 

- Nays - None 

- Johnson absent - 

 

Schweitzer stated City Attorney David Eberle reviewed the report and whatever decision 

the Board makes that they make an indication if it is affirmed or not but allow for time 

between now and the next meeting to complete the record in terms of incorporating the 

comments that were received reflect the conversation that has taken place both for and 

against the application so that it be returned back to the Zoning Board at the next 

meeting. They can affirm that it accurately portrays the discussion and deliberations that 

took place. He stated in this case if they affirm that this is the approach they wish to take 

it will be submitted back to the Board at the October meeting to confirm whether or not 

that it reflects the discussion. 

 

Derusha questioned if this request goes into effect not until next month. City Attorney 

Everly stated that is correct. Eberle stated that his would be a tentative denial of the 

appeal and affirmation of the Zoning Administrator’s determination subject to the later 

adoption of a resolution setting forth the reasons therein. 

 

Houtman questioned if this sort of rental is allowed under the current zoning ordinance 

whether or not they agree or disagree with the decision. Eberle stated that is correct. 

Eberly stated there were reasons listed in the ZBA’s packet as to why they are prohibited 

under the current zoning. Regardless of the ZBA’s determination today Ms. Sherman 

would still be precluded from doing what she is trying to do under the current zoning 

ordinance. 
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VanNoord questioned if legally people can have an Airbnb for 6 months to 1 year at a 

time verses a nightly or weekly rental. Eberle stated it goes to the definition of domestic 

family and functional equivalent and we also have a consideration regarding the 

commercial use of the property. He stated essentially it looks at is it prohibited as a 

principal use as a non-residential use. And depending on the situation it is close to a hotel 

which is prohibited in a residential district. And then is it an appropriate residential use 

looking at the definitions of domestic family and functional equivalent most likely it is 

not because we are focusing on domicile which is not only residents but an intent to 

reside. It is a long-term relationship and access to the entire home which would be 

required. Then it analyzes is it a proper accessory use the answer is no. Is it a proper 

home occupation and the answer is no.  

 

Appeal #V-22-11 

 

Applicant:  S&L Auto 

Location:  5500 Division Avenue, SE 

 

Request:  The applicant wishes to operate an open-air business on the site.  

The property has a width of 138 feet; Section 15.04.T.2 of the Kentwood Zoning 

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

reduction of 62 feet to the minimum required lot width for an open-air business. 

 

Joel VanderBand, 5500 Division Ave was present. He stated he is requesting a variance 

for the open-air business because it is 62 feet not wide enough. He stated the building as a 

whole is 300 feet wide, the owners split that and sold off one half which left his portion 

with 38.82 feet. He stated on the east side there is an entrance, the northeast corner there 

is also an entrance and the northwest side there is an entrance. At the absolute most he 

only has 1 customer there at any given time but usually zero. It is just a place to store 

vehicles. He stated he received a supplemental dealers license to his additional first 

location and asking that they make an exception for the request because of the shape. 

 

Secretary Houtman read a letter that was mailed from South Pointe Plaza; Eldon M. 

Bliek. They are the owners of the property at 5520-30 Division. In which they share 

ingress and egress easements. He stated they have a concern there were 14 vehicles 

including a couple of boats with “for sale” markings parked along Division Avenue on 

the west side of the building. They said it seems contrary to what the applicant states that 

it is only used for storage. He stated if they are only being stored and not displayed or 

marketed, it seems it could be accomplished on the north side or the east side of the 

subject building not at the street. He stated they do not object to the request if the storage 

rather than display is honored. 

 

VanderBand stated the cars are marked but whenever he sells anything it goes to his main 

office. He only does appointments. The customer schedules an appointment, that vehicle 

is then driven to the first lot where all the paperwork is done. He stated that the cars are 

marked because he pays to rent the lot but he doesn’t sell anything there.  
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Houtman questioned do the cars also say who owns them. VanderBand stated no it just 

has his cell phone number on them and on the door to the office, it says for any questions 

please call the dealership. The number is on the cars themselves and on the building it 

says for more information on the vehicle call to set up an appointment. 

 

VanNoord stated people are there looking and they do come there to shop. VanderBand 

stated sure people will stop and look at things occasionally; however, nobody is at the 

business he waits until he gets calls. He stated sometime when he goes to clean up the 

area people stop by but not very often. 

 

Derusha questioned how long a vehicle would be sitting there. VanderBand stated it 

depends on what it is, he likes to get things in and out quickly. But, in a perfect world it is 

a couple of months, but it just depends. If a boat is there and he must store it there, it 

probably won’t be sold until the spring.  

 

Houtman questioned if his main business is north. VanderBand stated that is correct it is 

5099 Division Avenue on the other side of the road which is in Wyoming. 

 

Houtman questioned if he is storing cars. VanderBand stated at the first office it is still 

selling, he has a few cars out front. Everything he does is pretty much online except for 

people seeing them outside, 90% of what he does is online.  He has a few cars out in the 

front of the office otherwise everything else is behind a fence. He stated that is the 

inventory being worked on or cleaned up and getting ready to be sold. 

 

Houtman questioned how many employees he has. VanderBand stated 2.  

 

VanderBand stated on the west side of the building in the back there were a couple RV’s 

that aren’t all his. Whoever owns that building let some people put them there. There 

were a couple that were his and it was bought to his attention from Midway RV that was 

their property. He has moved his things from there and there is nothing else located on 

the back of that building. It is only on the north and east side. 

 

Derusha questioned the comment about the west side. VanderBand stated the west side in 

the back of the building there were some things along the back. Somehow a fire started 

and that is when the City came in and saw that it wasn’t wide enough. Since then, 

everything has been moved out to the west and northwest corner of the lot.  There is 

nothing on the east side. 

 

Derusha noted that on Division Avenue the west side is the money side, nobody will 

notice the cars if they are on the east side.  

 

Houtman questioned if there have been any objections other than the letter that was 

written. VanderBand stated he has talked to his neighbors and none of them have a 

problem at all. VanderBand stated as far as the RV people, the only thing was on that east 

side behind the building it was a safety thing.  
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Discussion ensued regarding the 200 feet lot width requirement. 

 

VanNoord questioned if this were approved would the Planning Commission have to 

approve the special land use and site plan review. Pung stated that is correct, it would still 

have to go to the Planning Commission. 

 

Houtman questioned what exactly would the Planning commission be looking for. Pung 

stated they would be looking at the site layout, traffic, access, lot width would no longer 

be in place if they were to get approved for the variance. They would be looking at the 

use and also have the ability to see if it is appropriate in that location, is the layout and 

design appropriate for that location. They will need to have an operations statement and it 

would have to be operated consistent with the description and approval.  

 

Houtman questioned if he was using the building for anything. VanderBand stated he still 

has access to it, he has an office in there and every once in a while if he needs to he puts 

one of his employees in there to work on paperwork or inventory but; that is very seldom. 

There is another conference room where they do a men’s ministry. VanderBand stated the 

intent to rent the building was so he could put his inventory there because it got very 

expensive at the other location.  

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent - 

 

Lipner stated point 1 is not met the property is not exceptional, he doesn’t think it is 

exceptional to warrant the exceptions. Lipner stated that point 2 has not been met this has 

been looked at a lot of times. Lipner stated that point 3 has not been met. 

 

Houtman, West, VanNoord stated points 1, 2 and 3 have been met 

 

Le stated points 1 and 3 have not been met point 3 has been met. 

 

Derusha stated point 1 has not been met. Points 2 and 3 have been met. 

 

Lipner stated point 4 has been met nothing has been shown that it will be detrimental. 

Lipner stated point 5 has not been met. Lipner stated point 6 is not met the applicant 

didn’t create the odd shape but he doesn’t think point 6 has been met. 

 

Houtman, West, Derusha stated points 4, 5 and 6 have been met 
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VanNoord, Le stated point 4 has been met 5 has not been met and point 6 has been met 

 

Motion by Lipner, supported by  Le, to deny V-22-11 

1.  There are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 

applying to the property.  

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

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 not 

deprive the applicant of property rights commonly enjoyed by other 

properties in the same zone district. 

5.  Taken as a whole, the variance would impair the intent and purpose of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

6.  There are no exceptional conditions or circumstances of the applicant. 

 

- Motion Carried (3-3) – 

- Yeas: VanNoord, Lipner, Le 

- Nays: Derusha, Houtman, West 

- Johnson absent - 

 

Motion by Houtman, supported by West, to approve V-22-11 based on prior 

decision 

1.  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 

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

the same zoning district.  

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

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

provision. 

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

deprive the applicant of property rights commonly enjoyed by other 

properties in the same zone district. 

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

surrounding neighborhood.  

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

Zoning Ordinance. 

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

of the applicant.     

- Motion Carried (3-3) – 

- Nays: VanNoord, Lipner, Le 

- Yeas: Derusha, Houtman, West 

- Johnson absent - 
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Pung stated he will check with the City Attorney due to both motions ending in a 

3-3 tie votes.. 

 

 

Appeal #V-22-12 

  

Applicant:  Bosco Construction, Inc.   

Location:  3297 – 52nd Street, SE  

 

Request:  The applicant wishes to construct a home on the property.  The 

proposed home would have a rear yard building setback of 28.8 feet; Section 5.03.B of 

the Kentwood Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum rear yard setback of 35 feet.  The 

requested variance is for a reduction of 6.2 feet to the minimum required rear yard 

building setback. 

 

Chris VanderHoff with Bosco Construction, 3045 Pickford Drive Ada MI was present. 

He stated they had a large parcel which they are currently in preliminary plat review 

zoned R1-D. They have been through Planning Commission, they still have to go to City 

Commission for approval. He stated that about 2 years ago they split the lots off of 52nd 

Street from the parent parcel and changed the zoning to an R1-C Zoning. He stated they 

want to build nicer homes. He stated what they didn’t take into consideration is the front 

lot setback is not take measured from the lot line itself it is neasured from the private 

driveway. He stated they currently have a building permit on parcel A and they also have 

a building permit on parcel C. He stated it is parcel B the building envelope is such a 

narrow building envelope that they would not be able to design a home that would be 

nice looking, there would be no depth to the home. He stated as far as the buffer, this area 

is a ponding area that isn’t developed. There starts to be a pretty good treeline with 

mature trees down the west line and it is vegetated with spruces and pines. 

 

Derusha questioned if the neighbors to the north and south complaining about parcel A 

and Parcel C. VanderHoff stated he has not heard any complaints he did what he said he 

is supposed to do.  

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

Sara Eclove, owner of 3321 52nd Street was present. She stated she is concerned about the 

move of the driveway to the east side of the parcels is permitted use; however, it’s not 

really a driveway. It is a private drive that is going to require a maintenance agreement 

between those 3 homes, and it is directly along the line of their property. She stated the 

rear setback doesn’t impact them so much it’s that it wouldn’t be an issue based on where 

the driveway is if the driveway was staying where it was on the other side of the property. 

She stated currently the curb cut is on the far west ends of those parcels. Their concern is 

the private drive butting up to their property isn’t really a driveway.  
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VanNoord questioned if her driveway would come from 52nd Street. Eclove stated yes 

and their house will be oriented towards 52nd Street.  

 

Eclove stated her concern is when they purchased the land she thought that the 3 parcels 

were going to be accessible through Jefferson Farms not from 52nd Street. 

 

VanderHoff stated the driveway meets all the ordinances and requirements and 

everything works as far as the layout. It is only the setback. As far as Jefferson East there 

was never any plans to connect to Jefferson East there was always 3 homes with a shared 

driveway. He stated they have had a hold on this permit for quite some time they knew it 

needed a variance. They tried to find some other homes that would work on it.  

 

VanNoord questioned if there will be trees alongside the driveway. VanderHoff stated 

they fully landscape all their homes. VanderHoff stated they are meeting the driveway 

ordinance and all the layout requirements. There is a 1-foot strip between the driveway 

and adjacent property.  

 

Lipner stated to the west of the 3 lots there is a dirt trail. VanderHoff stated that is the 

driveway that goes through the land from the parent piece, it was originally 10 acres and 

that goes through the land that they are in preliminary plat for. There are 40 homes that 

go behind and they have a home that is left. They have redone the house and that is split 

off and currently for sale. 

 

Lipner questioned the west property line, are they on that trail. VanderHoff stated it is in 

the backyard. He stated at one time he had the option to pick one side or the other. But 

working with Engineering on the drainage in order to get the topography to work out with 

the drainage the driveway works best on the east side. He stated he isn’t asking for any 

variances on anything except for the setback so he can build a deeper house and have 

character to it. 

 

Houtman questioned if he will end up landscaping the dirt path. VanderHoff stated it will 

be their backyard.  

 

Ryan Steinburg, 5114 Taylor Ridge was present. He stated that fixing up the house at the 

end of the street and getting the renters out was awesome. He stated he doesn’t have any 

issues. There is a detention pond that is existing now, and he is concerned about going 

further north he doesn’t want it to be an issue later. VanderHoff stated that it won’t be, it 

is all worked out with the City Engineer. Discussion ensued.  

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent –  

 

West stated that points 1, 2 and 3 have been met.  
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VanNoord, Le, Lipner, Houtman and Derusha concurred that points, 1,2 and 3 have been 

met. 

 

West stated that points 4, 5 and 6 have been met. 

 

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

met. 

 

Motion by West supported by Houtman to approve V-22-12 based on prior 

discussion. 

1.  There are exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions 

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

the same zoning district.  

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

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

provision. 

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

deprive the applicant of property rights commonly enjoyed by other 

properties in the same zone district. 

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

surrounding neighborhood.  

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

Zoning Ordinance. 

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

of the applicant.     

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent -  

 

Appeal #V-22-13 

 

Applicant:  Springfield Sign 

Location:  2380 – 44th Street, SE 

 

Request:  The applicant wishes to install 4 wall signs on a proposed building 

(one on each side of the building).  The property is a corner lot and Section 8.03.D of the 

Zoning Ordinance limits the number of wall signs to 2.  The proposed signs on the east 

and west elevations are approximately 71 square feet in area; Section 8.03 D of the 

Zoning Ordinance limits the sign areas to 55.6 square feet.  The requested variances are 

to permit 2 additional wall signs and for an increase of 15.4 square feet in sign area for 2 

of the signs. 

 

Amy, City Sign Erectors, was present representing Scooters Coffee. She stated they are 

requesting additional wall signs on the west and the rear elevation of their building to 
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provide customers with visual knowledge and proper way of finding for all consumers 

traveling north down Breton Road as well as east on 44th Street.  

 

Houtman questioned how the building it oriented. Amy stated it will be straight up and 

down Breton. Houtman questioned which side of the road will the long sign face. Amy 

stated one is facing Breton Road but that one is approved. It will be on the other side of 

the parking lot therefore you will see it coming down 44th Street.  

 

Houtman stated the two large signs will be on the east and the west side facing the back 

of the building towards the driveway as well as the front of the building which will be 

along Breton Road. Amy stated that is correct the two long sides. 

 

VanNoord questioned if there will be any freestanding signs by the road. Amy stated that 

they do have a pylon sign.  

 

Derusha stated the rule is you are allowed to have one sign per street frontage and since 

she has two street frontages, she is allowed to have two signs. Pung stated they get two 

wall signs they can choose which sides they want to put them on whichever side they 

choose the size is based on the width of the wall to which it is attached. 

 

Houtman questioned if you can have two big signs one on the east and one on the west. 

Pung stated they can have them on whichever wall. The ordinance will limit it to 55.6 

square feet and their large ones are about 71 square feet. They need a variance for the size 

being proposed.  

 

Derusha stated coming up with those two extra signs is going to be tough. The other issue 

is that we are looking at exceptional circumstances. He stated the property is flat and 

rectangular. He stated the other option is they are allowed to have a pole sign. Pung stated 

how the ordinance reads for their signage they are allowed 1 freestanding pole sign. They 

are allowed one per lot or they can have a freestanding ground sign  and that is one per 

street frontage. The difference is that ground sign is limited to 4 feet in height or 10 feet 

in height depending on how far it sits back. A pylon sign can go up to 25 feet with 10 feet 

of clearance. They can get one pylon sign or two monument signs. 

 

Amy said they can do the two monuments on each side. Pung stated they can put one 

monument sign by each entrance and then if it was less than 10 feet from the ROW line it 

is limited to 4 feet in height. If it is more than 10 feet from the ROW then you can go up 

to 10 feet in height for the monument sign. 

 

Pung stated they can still put two signs on the east and west, they just have to be 55.6 

square feet in area. They can either do two monument signs or one pylon signs. If they do 

the two monument signs the size is based on the frontage for the street. Houtman stated if 

the request is denied for the two extra signs they still have choices they can make.  
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Derusha questioned if they are required to have the 77square foot sign. Amy stated she is 

not sure, she knows Scooters puts four signs on their buildings, it is their brand’s 

standard. Size wise she isn’t sure if they want to come down.  

 

Houtman questioned the size of the signs of the existing Scooter’s here in Grand Rapids. 

Amy stated she believes they are the 77 feet and the buildings are the same. 

 

Derusha stated the decision to be made is whether to use the monument signs or the pylon 

signs and because the corner being like it is, the monument signs are going to make a big 

difference of people getting in the right place and getting out.  

 

Derusha opened the public hearing. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent -  

 

VanNoord stated point 1 is not met.  VanNoord stated point 2 is not met. VanNoord 

stated point 3 is not met. 

 

Le, Houtman, Lipner, West and Derusha concurred that points 1, 2 and 3 have not been 

met. 

 

VanNoord stated point 4 is met. VanNoord stated point 5 has not been met. VanNoord 

stated point 6 has not been met. 

 

Le, Houtman, Lipner, West and Derusha concurred that point 4 has been met, 5 and 6 

have not been met 

 

Lipner questioned if we should table the request because when will they be able to come 

back for the other request. Pung stated right now they can do two monument signs and 

two walls signs by right as long as they meet the sign requirements. N variances are 

require. If the commission denies they are saying they only get two wall signs and they 

cant be larger than what is allowed. If they want to come back for maybe a larger 

freestanding sign that is a totally separate request they can come back.  

 

 

 

Motion by VanNoord,   supported by  Houtman, to deny V-22-13 based on the prior 

discussion. 
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1.  There are no 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 

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 not 

deprive the applicant of property rights commonly enjoyed by other 

properties in the same zone district. 

5.  Taken as a whole, the variance will impair the intent and purpose of the 

Zoning Ordinance. 

6.  There are not exceptional conditions or circumstances  

 

- Motion Carried (6-0) – 

- Johnson absent - 

 

 

 

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

 

- Motion Carried ( 6-0) – 

- Johnson absent -  

 

 

Meeting adjourned at  8:55p.m. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      Robert Houtman, Secretary  

 

 

 

 


