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AGENDA 
CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP 

REGULAR BOARD MEETING 
Wednesday, September 23, 2015 

7:00 P.M. 
Cascade Branch of the Kent District Library, Wisner Center 

2870 Jacksmith, S.E. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Article 1. Call to Order, Roll Call 
 
Article 2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 
 
Article 3. Approval of Agenda 
 
Article 4. Presentations/Public Comments (limit comments to 3 minutes) 

  
Article 5. Approval of Consent Agenda 

a. Receive and File Various Meeting Minutes 
 1.   Regular Board Meeting Minutes for 09/09/15. 
 2.   Regular DDA Meeting Minutes for 07/14/15. 
 3.   Regular BZA Meeting Minutes for 07/14/15. 
 4.   Regular Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for 08/17/15. 

  b. Receive and File Reports 
 1.    Treasurer’s Department Monthly Report for July, 2015. 
 
Article 6. Financial Actions  

a. Consider Approval of August, 2015 General/Special Funds. 
b. Consider Approval of August, 2015 Payables, Payroll and 

Transfers. 
 
Article 7. Unfinished Business  
 
Article 8. New Business 
  060-2015 a. Public Hearing – Establish IFT District for Advantage 
        Label & Packaging, 5575 Executive Parkway. 
 
    b. Consider Resolution to Approve IFT District for New 
        Facility for Advantage Label & Packaging at 5575  
        Executive Parkway. (roll call) 
 
  061-2015 a. Public Hearing – Issuance of IFT Certificate for  
        Advantage Label & Packaging, 5575 Executive 
        Parkway. 
 
 
 

Expected Meeting Procedures 
 
1.     During public comments you may speak on any item 
        not noted on the agenda for a public hearing.       
2.     Please limit comments to 3 minutes per person and  
        the Board may or may not choose to respond. 
3.     Please limit your comments to a specific issue. 
4.     Please turn OFF cellular phones. 
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    b. Consider Resolution to Approve the Issuance of IFT  
        Certificate for Advantage Label & Packaging at 5575 
        Executive Parkway. (roll call) 
 
  062-2015 Consider Purchase of Real Property. 
 
  063-2015 Consider Approval of the Steelcase Payback Agreement. 
             
Article 9. Public Comments on any other matters. (limit comments to 3 minutes) 
 
Article 10. Manager Comments 
 
Article 11.       Board Member Comments 
 
Article 12. Adjournment  
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MEETING MINUTES 
Cascade Charter Township  

Downtown Development Authority Board of Directors 
Tuesday, July 14, 2015 

3:30 P.M. 
Cascade Library - Wisner Center 

2870 Jacksmith Ave SE 
 
ARTICLE 1.          Call the Meeting to Order 
 
                             Chairman Huhn called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. 

Members Present:  Rob Beahan, David Huhn, Diana Kingsland, Jennifer Puplava, Kim 
Ridings, Paula Rowland, Steve Stephan 
Members Absent:  Matt Smith, Rick Siegle (excused) 
Others Present:  DDA/ED Director Sandra Korhorn                                                                                  

   
ARTICLE 2.          Approve the Agenda 

                            
Motion was made by Member Puplava to approve the Agenda.  Support by Member 
Beahan.  Motion carried, 7-0.  

 
ARTICLE 3.          Approve the Minutes of the May 06, 2015 Meeting                        
 

Motion was made by Member Beahan to approve the minutes of the May 06, 2015 
meeting as written.  Support by Member Kingsland.  Motion carried 7-0. 
 

                                       
ARTICLE 4.          Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak to non-agenda items. (Comments are  

 limited to five minutes per speaker) 

                  

 No one wished to speak to non-agenda items. 

 
          
ARTICLE 5.          Discuss and Consider Test Panels and Concrete Colors 
   

DDA/ED Director Korhorn presented.   Director Korhorn requested approval for the 
crosswalk color as Copper with Walnut Antique. 
 
Discussion followed. 

 
Member Rowland made a motion to approve the crosswalk color as Copper with 
Walnut Antique.  Support by member Member Puplava.  Motion carried 7-0                        
 

ARTICLE 6. Discuss ADA Plate Colors 
 

DDA/ED Director Korhorn presented the color choices for the ADA Plates.   
 
Discussion followed. 
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Member Stephans made a motion to approve the ADA color as Black.  Support by 
Member Kingsland.  Motion carried 6-1. 
 
 

  Discuss Color Choice for the Center of the Intersection. 
 

DDA/ED Director Korhorn presented.  The discussion is for the center of the intersection 
to have the color of the concrete natural or a color.  Member Ridings suggested that the 
ribbons for the crosswalk should be a different color than the natural concrete 
intersection. It was agreed that the intersection should be natural concrete color. It is 
decided that all the curbs and gutters and ribbons will be the same natural concrete 
balanced by the black asphalt.  Director Korhorn shows overhead projection of the 
project.  Members are trying to decide if there will be enough of a standout with just the 
natural concrete as opposed to asphalt.  Member Beahan and Chairman Huhn suggest 
making a greater contrast for drivers to see better and are more aesthetically pleasing, 
as opposed to just the natural concrete.  It is suggested that the ribbon will be even 
darker than the bricks which will provide a better contrast.  Member Riding’s states that 
the ribbons could be a different color, darker on the outside it will blend with the 
asphalt.  Member Stephans agrees that the natural concrete ribbons make the most 
sense for color, as drivers are not looking at the color of the road. 
 
Discussion Followed. 
 
Motion by Member Puplava to have the crosswalk ribbons plain concrete.  Support by 
Member Rowland.   Motion carried 7-0. 
 

ARTICLE 7. Discuss and Consider Charlevoix Dr. Tree Removal 
 
                             DDA/ED Director Korhorn presented.  The discussion is for the cutting of some more  

trees. Eighteen (18) trees were cut down last fall and some more need to be cut, as they 
are dead and/or dying.  The Kent County Road Commission does not want to be 
responsible for any trees in the road right of way.  We can put trees in there, but Kent 
County wants an understanding as to who is going to be responsible for those new trees.  
Director Korhorn requested approval to remove  the dead trees this fall and develop a 
plan over the winter before replanting trees. 

 
Motion by Member Beahan to have the dead trees removed.  Support by Member  
Stephan.  Motion carried 7-0 

 
 
ARTICLE 8.          Discuss Capital Improvements Projects 
 

DDA/ED Director Korhorn presented.   Every year we put together a Capital    
Improvement Plan that looks 6 years out to see what will come up.  Basically, they are 
for large physical improvements and infrastructure improvements.  We need to talk 
about projects that interest us for the future.  The Township Hall feasibility study is 
complete and as of now it looks like the new Township Hall will be where the test panels 
are located.  Between the Library and 28th Street is a piece of land that we need to do 
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something with.  Now, while the momentum is going on this project, might be a good 
time to come up with preliminary plans to do something with that property before some 
other committee takes it over.  I think it is an important piece of property and the 
sooner we move on it the better. 

 
Discussion followed.  This will be discussed further at the next meeting. 
 

 
Article 9.  Discuss and Consider Public Transit 
 

Sandra Korhorn presented.  At the last meeting the DDA asked me to get a feel for 
whether the local businesses and residents felt there was a need for public transit.  
What I am finding is that there absolutely is a need.  Many of the businesses owners 
state that they have difficulty finding employees because there is no transportation. 
This is a big issue for local businesses.   Meijer has committed to providing some funding 
and building a bus shelter on their property.  Other businesses are making requests to 
see if there is any additional financial assistance that they can provide.  I am looking for 
a positive recommendation to proceed to the infrastructure committee in August and 
the Township Board at some point after that. With this positive recommendation, it 
would include the DDA as a funding source and as a partner.  In April, we talked about 
the Township and the DDA doing a 75/25 split with 75% of the funds from the Township 
and 25% from the DDA.  With the DDA’s 25%, any funds raised by businesses would go 
against the 25% of the DDA funding reducing our percentage.  The route would travel 
east down 28th Street to Patterson to the North and continue back east on Burton to the 
YMCA.  The route would continue to Meijer and the Library.   
 
Discussion followed.  The DDA would like to see service extended to Thornapple Center. 
 
Member Puplava made a motion to move forward with partnering with the Township 
for a three (3) year pilot study to provide bussing from the Rapid into Cascade 
Township.  The DDA will provide 25% support of the project with any business 
contribution lessening the DDA contribution.  Support by Member Stephans.  Motion 
carried 7-0. 

 
Article 10. Any Other Business 

a) Streetlight Painting 
We had a company paint one of the pole bases in the District to see how it 
would look as they were not painting the entire pole.  It looks really good and 
we cannot see the difference.  We are moving forward with the project and it 
will be completed this summer.  This includes washing the light fixtures as well. 

 
 

b) Museum Gardens Update 
 

Mike Berrevoets, FTCH presented.  The last company that closed the sight 
properly closed the monitoring wells that they used.  Unfortunately the 
companies before them did not properly close the monitoring wells that they 



Cascade Charter Township - DDA Minutes – July 14, 2015 Page 4 
 

had used.  The old wells now need to be abandoned properly.  This will be done 
next week as per environmental specifications. 
 
The Storm water infiltration system that we had planned cannot be done as the 
excavator found a lot of clay.  The material that is in there will need to be tested 
and removed before the project can continue. 
 
There were three underground storage tanks with pipes.  The pipes have been 
identified and we have quotes to remove the pipes according to environmental 
specifications. 
 

c) Update on Planning Projects 
 

The Cascade Center strip mall has a new owner and they are in the process of 
cleaning it up and re-skinning the exterior.   There is a new Coney Island going 
where the old Family Video and the Cascade Road House is being completely 
refurbished.  The old Burger King is being renovated for Lake MI Credit Union. 

 
 
 
  Article 11. Adjournment 
 

Member Beahan made a motion to adjourn.   Support by Member Kingsland.         
Motion carried 7-0.  Meeting Adjourned at 5:35 PM  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

                              
Diana Kingsland, Secretary  

                             Ann Seykora, Planning Administrative Assistant 
  Julie Kutchins, Planning Administrative Assistant   
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ZONING MINUTES 
Cascade Charter Township 
 Zoning Board of Appeals 

Tuesday, July 14, 2015 
7:00 P.M. 

Cascade Library Wisner Center 
2870 Jackson Avenue SE 

 
ARTICLE 1.         Chairman Casey called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. 
 Members Present:  Berra, Casey, McDonald, Neal  
 Members Absent: Hammond (Excused) 

Others Present:  Community Development Director Steve Peterson and those listed on 
the sign in sheet. 

 
ARTICLE 2.          Chairman Casey led the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag.           
 
ARTICLE 3.          Approve the Agenda. 
                                                          

Motion made to approve the Agenda as printed by Member McDonald.  Support by 
Member Berra.  Motion carried 4-0. 

 
ARTICLE 4.          Approve the Minutes of the June 09, 2015 Meeting. 
                               

Motion made by Member McDonald to approve the Minutes of the June 09, 2015 
Meeting as written.  Support by Member Berra.  Motion carried 4-0. 
  

ARTICLE 5.          Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak to non-agenda items.  
 
 No visitors present wished to speak to non-agenda items. 
 
ARTICLE 6.          Case #15:3250 Mike Distler 
                             Public Hearing                              
                             Property Address:  1989 Timber Ridge Drive 

Requested Action:  The Applicant is seeking a variance to construct a new accessory 
building in the front yard. 

 
Community Development Director Peterson introduced the case.  The request is for an  
accessory building to be constructed in the front yard of property.  Director Peterson  
refers to aerial photos of the property.  Timber Ridge is a series of private streets off of   
Buttrick on the west side, built 10 years ago.  What is important to note, is that the front 
of the house to the road is defined as the front yard.  Although the building requested is 
off to the side, it is technically defined as the front yard.  That is why they are asking for 
a variance.  The size of the building in question is just under 800 sq. ft. and does not 
require a special Planning Commission permit, only a building permit.  Director Peterson 
refers to a series of aerial photos, which show a series of roads that actually go through 
the backside of the property, technically considered a thru lot, which means there is 
frontage on both sides of the property.  The back of the property is set up different, as it 
is a wooded lot with a drop off which is why the back is not used for access. 
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The houses and roadways are not set up in a traditional fashion, thus causing some 
zoning issues different from traditional neighborhoods.  Director Peterson refers to 9 
past variances, 7 granted and 2 denied.  The 2 variances that were denied were done so 
because they both had reasonable alternatives for building placement.  In the opinion of 
Director Peterson, the exceptional issues in this case are the topography, the thru lot 
issue and the building itself which would be on the north side of the neighbor and in the 
property owners front yard.  The building will be 27 feet from the northern property 
line, and if moved back into compliance, could be as close as 10 feet.  Director Peterson 
would like to hear from the Applicant as to why there are no other options to justify the 
variance.  He has recommended approval of the variance that they applied for.  Director 
Peterson has spoken to a concerned neighbor on the north side, who responded to the 
Public Notice. 
 
Chairman Casey asked the Applicant to come forward with comments. 
 
Andrew Johnson, 10690 Bailey Drive, Lowell, of Johnson Homes came forward on behalf 
of the Applicant.  Basically, we do not have a back yard that is level.  The backyard is 
very steep and we cannot move the structure to the back yard.  This is the best spot that 
is the most level for the accessory building.   
 
Member McDonald made a motion to open the Public Hearing.  Second by Member 
Berra.   Motion passes 4-0. 
 
Chairman Casey asked anyone with comments to come forward. 
 
Clifford B. Tholen, 1957 Timber Ridge Drive, came forward.  We are the property 
immediately to the north of the Applicant.  We have a concern about the Findings of 
Fact that there were exceptional or extraordinary conditions or circumstances about 
this lot.  The lot does slope but most of the lots in our neighborhood are rolling or have 
terraced terrain in them and all of the lots are heavily wooded.  It is very apparent when 
you are buying property and this neighborhood has been this way for 20 years.  We 
don’t feel like there is anything extraordinary.  That is the way the lots are when you 
purchased them.  The other finding of fact that it will not be injurious to the 
neighborhood. The neighborhood is heavily wooded and we have never taken a tree 
down for landscaping purposes.  We have been very careful to preserve the wooded 
nature of our property and our neighborhood.  We feel like this type of structure will 
detract from that.  This will be a large structure of 28’ x 28’ and given the way the lots 
are designed, this structure will be visible from every room in our house.  Our view will 
be obstructed or injured or damaged by this kind of a structure.  We are concerned 
about this and the impact this is going to have on the neighborhood.  This is the first 
such request of this type in our neighborhood and I am afraid it will set a precedence.  
Chapter 17.03 1.7 of the Township Ordinance states “will the proposed building 
adversely affect or be injurious to the view of any adjoining property owner or 
occupant.”  Our house is well back into the property and this will affect the bordering of 
our front yard.  The neighborhood has always been very conscience and protective of 
the trees and I ask that you not approve this variance.   
 
Member McDonald stated that the Township Ordinances are in place so that we have 
standards to allow for the most beautiful areas that we can in the Township. Some of 
the Ordinances are kind of general in meaning that it cannot be injurious to the 
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neighbors.  I could paint my house orange and by the Ordinance I am entitled to do so, 
but my neighbors may find it injurious.  There is subjectivity that comes into this as well.  
We try to have the Ordinances such that they are reasonable and consistent.  The 
Applicant legally by Ordinance could build this structure and just put it further back so 
that it is then deemed to be in the side yard and not even require the Variance.  If the 
Applicant chooses to do this it will be even closer to your property.  The resident is 
within the Ordinance to build a structure that is legal, we cannot stop them from doing 
that. We have tried to entertain tree ordinances but they do not work.  It becomes the 
task of the Homeowners Association to put in place rules within their Associations but 
we cannot dictate those.  My point is, we look at the Finding of Fact, precedence and 
when there are exceptional findings.  Now, if we do not grant the variance, the 
Applicant can slide the building slightly back and closer to your property line and not 
require the variance and can legally build the structure.  I would ask how close you are 
to the property line as the structure will be 27’ off the property line. 
 
Mr. Tholen stated that they were approximately 20’ from the property line. 
Member McDonald asked if there were trees between the structure and his home as 
the area is heavily wooded.  Mr. Tholen stated that there will be trees between the 
structure and our views.  Member McDonald stated that the Zoning Commission could 
force the Applicant to push the structure further back but we cannot prevent him from 
building a structure. 
 
Mr. Tholen stated that a member of the Association would like to speak that may 
influence the Zoning Boards Decision.  Member McDonald stated that the Township 
cannot dictate to an Association what their bylaws are. 
 
Megan Magyar, 1847 Timber Ridge Drive SE, came forward as the President of the 
Timber Ridge Homeowners Association.  In regards what Mr. Tholen stated, our 
Association is in the process or rewriting some of its bylaws.  In the cul-de-sac next door 
to the Distler’s, they have very strict bylaw codes that they must follow.  The cul-de-sac 
that the Distler’s live in is not so strict but we are intending to merge the two 
Associations.   When they merge there will be a bylaw written about accessory buildings 
or structures be built on property.  This concerns me that this could be approved before 
the bylaws are rewritten and approved or denied in September it could set a 
precedence.   
 
Chairman Casey asked Director Peterson to clarify the Townships stance on 
Homeowner’s Association.   
 
Director Peterson stated that while we can appreciate the timing of the project, we do 
not get in the business of enforcing Homeowners Association bylaws.  Our granting a 
permit does not have any bearing on what the Association may want to do.  I 
understand that if this building is built and you change your bylaws it could be an issue 
for you.   
 
Megan Magyar stated that we must follow the Ordinance but we can also make the 
rules stricter in our Association. Director Peterson stated that this was correct but we do 
not enforce them.  We can still approve the variance and then it is up to the 
Homeowner’s Association to enforce their deed restrictions.   
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Member McDonald asked if anyone in the Association spoke to Mr. Distler regarding 
this matter.  Ms. Magyar stated that no one has spoken to Mr. Distler but the Bylaw 
changes have been in process since last September and several residents have come 
forward to complain about the structure being proposed. 
 
Chairman Casey stated that the Homeowners Association should have registered those 
complaints with the Township.  Ms. Magyar stated that she is not familiar with the 
proceedings.  Chairman Casey stated that you now have a problem in making this 
retroactive but that is your Associations situation. 
 
Andrew Johnson on behalf of the Applicant, stated that he believes that the Association 
is set up strictly for the road maintenance.   I believe that this is Meets and Bounds so 
we are outside an Association.  We did not tie in with any Association plan or bylaws on 
this section of the road.   
 
Member McDonald asked the Applicant if there was any way they could further do 
some plantings or vegetation. 
 
Mike Distler, 1989 Timber Ridge Drive, the homeowner stated that he was very careful 
of where they placed this structure.  I am very proud of my house and the neighborhood 
and it is one of the reasons I selected Andy Johnson as my builder because I want this 
this structure to be of the same quality as my house and to match the existing home 
perfectly.  I want it to look like it was always there and part of the property.  The 
location we selected will allow trees to surround the building.  It will not be particularly 
visible from the road due to the tree coverage.  I do not feel this building will detract 
from the house.  It will not be a steel building but rather a brick structure that will match 
the house.  One of the reasons I bought this lot is because it was not part of an 
Association that would prevent me from building a structure like this.  To me I think it 
looks better to store a utility trailer and boat inside a building rather than outside to 
negatively impact my neighbors.   
 
Chairman Casey asked if The Applicant had talked to any of his neighbors.  The Applicant 
stated that he had and both neighbors he talked to were okay with it.   
 
Member McDonald stated that he assumes that since the Applicant likes his wooded lot 
that he will keep as many trees as possible.  He also asked what type of trees would 
need to be removed.   The Applicant stated that most of the trees are oak and maple.   
 
 
Member McDonald made a motion to close the Public Hearing.  Second by Member 
Berra.  Motion passes 4-0. 
 
Member McDonald stated that he is always concerned whenever there is some negative 
feedback but I have to go back to what our Ordinance says and the Findings of Fact from 
Staff.   If we denied the variance the Applicant could simply slide the structure closer to 
the property line and be within the Ordinance and could still build it anyway.  I feel it is a 
better compromise to keep the location where it is today.   
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Member McDonald made a motion to approve the variance based on the Findings of 
Fact which demonstrates the exceptions of this case and there are similar precedence 
with unique lot configurations and unbuildable topography.  Second by Member 
Berra.  Motion passes 4-0. 
 
 

ARTICLE 7.          Case #15:3251 Derek Benedict  
                             Public Hearing                              
                             Property Address:  1961 Steketee Woods Lane 

Requested Action:  The Applicant is seeking a variance to construct a new accessory 
building 10 feet from the side property line.  The building is required to be 40 feet from 
the property line. 
 
Community Development Director Peterson introduced the case.  Steketee Woods Lane 
is a private street running off the end of Oliver Woods.  The placement of the structure 
is why there is a variance request.  This case is different than the previous case in that 
the building is over 832 sq. ft. and will require a Special Use Permit from the Planning 
Commission.  The location itself is 10’ away from the side property line.  As the building 
is taller than 14 feet it requires an extra setback.  The setback they are choosing is the 
minimum of 10’ which is the setback for a 14’ tall building.  I did not find any old 
variances that we had granted for allowing a building of this height to be so close to the 
property line.  My recommendation is that you deny this request as there are other 
options in this case.  I recommend they build a slightly shorter building or make a 
different roof line.   I recommend we deny the variance. 
 
Member Berra asked if anyone had commented on the Public Hearing notice.  Director 
Peterson stated that a few people had inquired but no comment for or against the 
project.   
 
Member McDonald asked Director Peterson what the intentions were for the Ordinance 
to go from 10’ setbacks for a 14’ building to 40’ setbacks for buildings between 15’-18’ 
tall.  Director Peterson stated that it was based on having a wide enough lot to 
accommodate such a large building.  Director Peterson stated that we wanted buildings 
to move further away from the property line when they get taller.   
 
Chairman Casey asked the Applicant to come forward with comments. 
 
Derek Benedict, 1961 Steketee Woods Lane came forward as the Applicant.  I am 
applying for this with the understanding that 10’ may be asking a bit much.  The building 
is a foot and a quarter over the allowable height.  There is a bit of a limitation of the 
house and the patio.  I cannot go much further but if it could be approved with a 20’ 
setback, there may be a bit of play and I could move the structure.  I was going for the 
best case scenario.  I am willing to concede a little bit there.  Due to the topography of 
the lot it does not allow for an easy way to get in and out of the building.  I do have 
signatures from the neighbors to the north and south stating they are okay with the 
structure.  The purpose of the building is for storage of classic cars and an ultra-light.   

 
 
Member McDonald stated is that the Zoning Commission does not have a problem with   
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the structure and what it will be used for but we do not want to set a precedence by 
allowing the structure to be built so close to the property line.  There are options for you 
to adjust the project without setting precedence.   
 
Chairman Casey asked if the Applicant was willing to move the structure or if there were 
other design options that would get him closer to compliance.  The Applicant stated the 
he has a utility trailer that requires a certain height to the building in order to store the 
trailer inside the building.  In trying to keep the house as similar to the house as possible 
the roof pitch really cannot be adjusted.   
 
Member McDonald made a motion to open the Public Hearing.  Second by Member 
Berra.   Motion passes 4-0. 
 
Chairman Casey asked anyone with comments to come forward. 
 
Brett Bielski, 1005 Waltham, owns the property next the Mr. Distler to the south. Derek 
was proactive in talking to the neighbors before he built.  The building is quite large and 
it was not what my wife and I were expecting to have next to us in the wooded area.  
That being said, Mike has a lot of toys and he needs to have storage for them.  I guess I 
understand the precedent but if he is willing to move it back another 10 feet we think 
it’s a fair concession.   
 
Member McDonald stated that this isn’t a matter of design or use, it’s a matter of 
precedence.  There are no real exceptions to make this unique without setting a 
precedence.   
 
Chairman Casey stated that the Zoning Board of Appeals can only grant the minimum 
variance required.   
 
Member McDonald made a motion to close the Public Hearing.  Second by Member 
Berra.   Motion passes 4-0. 
 
Member McDonald stated that the back of the lot has topography that would not allow 
the structure to the rear of the property.  That being said, if the height of the building 
was lowered by a foot and a quarter, they would not need to be here.  Director Peterson 
stated that this is correct.  Director Peterson stated that if the Applicant is willing to 
move the structure back another 10’ feet to 20’ feet it would be acceptable. 
 
Member McDonald asked if it was possible to move the structure back 10’.  The 
Applicant stated that the patio could be shortened to allow room for movement.  Any 
more than 10’ would be difficult with the pool filter and patio.  The Applicant stated that 
the roof line may be lower than I thought if we continue the roof further.  Director 
Peterson sated that the height measurements would not change unless you went from 
10’ walls to 8’ walls or changed the roof pitch or a combination of the two. 
 
Member McDonald stated that we would be willing to make an exception if you would 
have a larger setback.  The Applicant stated that he would be willing to change to a 20’ 
setback.   
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Member McDonald made a motion to approve the variance with conditions.  The 
conditions required being a 20’ setback from the side property line, building height set 
at no higher than 15.25’ and that the project goes before the Planning Commission for 
a Special Use Permit for the size of the building.  Support by Member Berra.   Motion 
Passed 4-0. 
 

ARTICLE 8. Any other business. 
 

 
ARTICLE 9. Adjournment 
 

Motion by Member Berra to adjourn the meeting.  Support by Member McDonald.  
Motion Passed 4-0.  Meeting adjourned at 7:15 PM. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Ann Seykora/Julie Kutchins 
Planning Administrative Assistant 
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   MINUTES 
Cascade Charter Township Planning Commission 

Monday, August 17, 2015 
7:00 P.M. 

 

ARTICLE 1.       Chairman Pennington called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 
Members Present: Lewis, Mead, Pennington, Rissi, Robinson, Sperla, Williams     

                           Members Absent:   Waalkes (Excused) and Hammond (Excused)  
                           Others Present:  Community Development Director, Steve Peterson, and others 

listed on the sign in sheet. 
 

ARTICLE 2.       Pledge of Allegiance to the flag.            
 

ARTICLE 3.       Approve the current Agenda. 
                                                        
                          Motion by Member Lewis to approve the Agenda.  Support by Member Mead.  

Motion carried 7-0. 
 

ARTICLE 4.       Approve the Minutes of the July 20, 2015 meeting.   
 
 Motion by Member Mead to approve the minutes of the July 20, 2015 meeting 

as written.  Support by Member Rissi.  Motion carried 7-0. 
  

ARTICLE 5.       Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak to non-agenda items 
 (Comments are limited to five minutes per speaker.) 
                             
                           Dawn Dotson and Sam Zarou of 7399 Lime Hollow, stated that they are home 

owners that live in Cascade Township and would like access to the river.  They 
have access at the Dam for Kayaks, but would like to have access for their Jet 
Skis.  According to the DNR the Township used to have access at the dam.   

 
 Chairman Pennington suggested that they bring their concerns to the Township 

Board. 
                             
   
ARTICLE 6.     Case #15-3229  RJV Ventures 
 Public Hearing 
 Property Address:  3000 Thornhills Avenue SE  

 Requested Action:  The Applicant is requesting to amend PUD #55 to permit 10 
single family detached homes. 

 
 Director Peterson presented the case.  This is the property on Thornhills Avenue 

on the east side of the street.  The Applicant is following up from the March 
meeting on the PUD Amendment for Sentinel Pointe, which originated in the 
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1980’s and was set aside for a 40 unit Elderly Housing Facility.  The proposal is to 
amend the PUD to allow 10 single family detached condominiums instead of the 
40 unit Elderly Housing Facility.  Examples of similar projects would be 
Watermark, Park Place, Summit, Heathmoor, Meadowwood, Gate House, High 
Ridge and Forest Hills Condominiums.  Director Peterson wanted to point out how 
they are similar in how they are being developed with the spacing and the 
setbacks from the road.  All very common condominium projects, not what we 
would see in our low density areas, they are in our transitional areas.  The 
reduction in the units accommodates spacing and are similar to other 
condominium projects. Using the Master Plan as the guide for our densities, 4-6 
units per acre is the guideline which will project up to 30 units, well within the 
Community Residential category for this project.    

                         
                         A Storm Water Plan has been developed using the pond on the southern side of 

the property. They developed the plan meeting the Storm Water Ordinance with 
the Township Engineers.  Another item from the Master Plan is the development 
plan for the Community Residential project where we want to see more public 
roads.  The issue is maintenance for these roads. The intent is to make sure the 
private roads are maintained properly.  Also, it was discussed that there be a 
connection to the Library. After reviewing with the developers it was taken off 
the plan to avoid any conflict with the future township hill project.   

 
 Traffic statistics per the Kent County Road Commission have shown that the 

counts are low with 5000 at the most recent count.  The capacity is 22,000 to 
25,000.   

 
 Director Peterson reviewed the standards for the PUD designation.   

 
The total impact of the project is difficult to measure compared to the approved 
40 unit project due to the lack of details from the original plan.  However, it is 
being developed into a more traditional condominium development with 
greenspace interspersed throughout the entire project rather than just around 
the perimeter.   
 

The Planning Commission could either amend the current PUD to allow the 10 
unit site or it could be broken out on its own.   We would have to amend the 
current PUD either way as we would want to adjust the amount of units allowed 
in the PUD. 
 
The Township Engineer will discuss the Storm water report but there were a 
couple items that I wanted to point out regarding the neighbors report on the 
site.   

 To use the standards in the Ordinance for the evaluation.  
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 The idea of exploring the use of swales behind the units to help direct the 
water to the catch basins that are around the outside of the site. 

 Require a $250,000 Bond to guarantee the success of the project or to 
clean it up if it fails.  We have not required this in the past. 

 Market Study to see if there is a need for the project.  We have not 
required this in the past if the project complies with the Master Plan. 

 
Staff is comfortable with the plan before you and I am recommending approval of 
the PUD.  With your approval of the project with the conditions stated, the 
Ordinance would be drafted for your approval before being forwarded to the 
Township Board.   

                          
 Member Williams asked if there were any other Senior Living facilities planned for 

Cascade Township.  Director Peterson stated that no one has come forward with 
any at this moment.  There are other areas suitable within the Township for 
similar projects.  
 
Nathan Torrey, Township Engineer (FTC & H) came forward regarding the Storm 
Water Drainage Plan.  The existing drainage patterns has the site broken into 
thirds.  The SE portion drains SE toward the Thornapple Hills County drain.  The 
SW portion drains to the South to the County Drain.  The central portion drains to 
the W-NW towards the high area where water may pond.  There is a swale and 
several catch basins that tie into an existing storm sewer system and discharge to 
the County drain just downstream of Thornhills Avenue. 
 
There is an area of offsite flow that comes into the project site.  The area to the 
north of the property drains into the property and continues to the W-NW into 
existing catch basins and discharge into the county drains to the south.   
 
The proposed plan will collect all surface water and convey it to an infiltration 
basin at the SW corner of the site.  The project is located in Storm Water 
Management Zone A which requires 100 year detention and infiltration of storm 
water where possible.  The Applicant did size the infiltration pond for the 100 
year runoff for the site per the Ordinance requirements.  The pond also has an 
overflow spillway directing water to the County Drain to the south.  This 
emergency spillway is required for all infiltration ponds.  The calculations the 
Applicant provided meets all of our requirements. The plan is to have all 
impervious systems tied directly into the catch basins including roof drains and 
parking surfaces.   It should be noted that the overall plan does not change the 
drainage district boundary of the site.  This plan is not sending storm water to a 
different adjacent drain, it is going to the County Drain as projected in the original 
PUD. 
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Member Lewis asked if there was any standing water anticipated in the 
infiltration pond.   Engineer Torrey stated that the two infiltration tests showed 6” 
per hour and 9” inches per hour.  The soil should be adequate for infiltration and 
we should not see any standing water in the infiltration ponds. 
 
Member Mead asked how the flow through from the Township property to the 
North is being handled.  Engineer Torrey has stated that the Applicant is 
proposing to put in a couple catch basins and an additional swale to improve the 
channel.  Offsite flow will be collected and diverted to the County Drain.   
 

                  
 Chairman Pennington asked the Applicant to come forward with comments. 
 
 Kyle Wilson, Civil Engineer, Nederveld, spoke on behalf of the Applicant.  Also in 

attendance is Tom Guisti, builder/ developer and partner Raleigh Finkelstein.  
Since our last meeting in March, we have reduced our plan from 15 to 10 units 
and have completed the soil tests.  We feel that we meet the Township 
Ordinances.  As Steve previously mentioned, this site was previously zoned a PUD 
for 40 units and we feel 10 units is less dense.  We are meeting the Master Plan 
goal for community residential which is 4-6 units per acre as our project is at two 
(2) units per acre.   

 
 Member Lewis asked what the square footage and price point of the units would 

be.  The Applicant stated the price point is $500,000-$600,000 per unit with 2,700 
square feet in addition to the garage.   

  
 Member Williams stated that there was a purchase agreement for the land with 

the original application.  Has the land since been purchased?  The Applicant 
stated that the purchase agreement is contingent on the approval of the PUD. 

  
 
 Member Lewis made a motion to open the Public Hearing.  Support by Member 

Robinson.  Motion carried 7-0. 
 
 Chairman Pennington asked if anyone wished to speak to come forward. 
 
                         Randall Kraker, Varnum Attorney represented Mr.  & Mrs. Mark Rohde.  They 

have a concern and objection to the planned site.  The site is not like other PUD 
developments, as far as the look of the site, not the use.  We do not think this 
PUD is compatible with the Master Plan.  We have concerns with how the units 
will fit on the property. Referring to his packet, there is a greater footprint with 
the proposed 10 units than with the original 40 unit plan and also the severe 
grading of the site and removal of old growth trees.  There was originally an 



Cascade Charter Township, Planning Commission Minutes – August 17, 2015   Page 5 
 
 

amendment to PUD 55 for rezoning and there was an objection from the owner 
of Sentinel Pointe. He refers to Page 93 in his packet, which states with respect to 
community residents, the natural features should be preserved and protected in 
projects in residential areas with only public roads permitted.  We think this 
project destroys natural features, has severe grading and the roads are not public.  
We think there needs to be a request for a new PUD.  There is also some evidence 
that shows that a traffic study should be required on this site.  There are some 
very significant sight impairments such as the hill, curve and guard rail where the 
access area to the site is located.  There has also been significant problems with 
the Thornapple Drain and you are planning on adding to it.  The environmental 
impact of this addition should be weighed carefully.   We have an issue as to who 
wants to pay $500,000 To $600,000 for a backyard that looks at a 12-15 foot 
retaining wall.  There will be significant destruction to the land and trees that is 
not compatible with what was already approved in the Master Plan. The Finding 
of Fact shows that a material burden should not be placed on the surrounding 
land or natural environment. The severe grading and removal of trees will most 
certainly unfavorably impact the natural environment.  In addition, the green area 
will not be significant as the old growth trees will not be immediately replaced.   
We respectfully ask that you reject the project. 

 
                         Chairman Pennington asks if anyone else wished to come forward. 
 
 Member Sperla asked why the 40 unit building was never constructed.  The 

Applicant stated that there had been several attempts to build this project but 
there was not support for the large size of the project.  In addition, the property 
had not been marketed over the last several years. 

 
 Member Sperla made a motion to close the Public Hearing.  Support by Member 

Williams.  Motion carried 7-0. 
 
 Member Mead asked if the 10-12 foot retaining wall was part of the project.  

Director Peterson stated that there a couple of retaining walls proposed on the 
project.  There will be one around the south as well as along the north side of the 
site.  The topography goes from high to low from north to south.  On the north 
side of the site the homeowners will see more wall than the residents to the 
south.  The wall just exceeds ten feet at its highest point.   

 
 Member Mead stated that in his past experience in dealing with governmental 

PUD’s, it has always been in the Ordinance that a major change in a PUD required 
a majority of all interested parties in that PUD to sign off on it.  Do we have 
something in writing in regards to a major change to a PUD?  Director Peterson 
stated that the standard that we are talking about refers to an existing project.  
“The proposed development shall be under single ownership or control such that 
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there is a single person or entity having responsibility for completing the project 
in conformity with the Ordinance.  This provision shall not prohibit a transfer of 
ownership or control upon due notice to the Planning Director of the Township.”  
We have never gotten signatures from those that are impacted by the changes.  
Since this change does not impact the existing Retirement Facility we would not 
require them to sign off.  Member Mead asked if any owners in the development 
speak in favor of this development.  Director Peterson stated that the only 
comment that he had received was from the Management group at Sentinel 
Pointe who is opposed.    

 
 Member Williams stated for clarification that we could either approve the 

amendment or request issuing a new PUD.  Director Peterson stated that this was 
correct.    Regardless there will have to be an amendment to the current PUD as 
we do not want a 40 unit Senior Living site still on the books on a site that is no 
longer available.   

 
 Member Sperla asked that if in the 1980’s, the project was going to be phased 

when it was approved.  Director Peterson stated that it was not indicated it would 
be phased.  

 
 Member Sperla asked if Township Engineer felt there was going to be any 

negative impact on the three homes that are along Thornapple River Drive that 
we should weigh in our decision.  Director Peterson stated that this has not been 
found to be the case.  The issues with Thornhills drain are being addressed 
regardless of this project.  We are working with the DEQ to meet all drain 
requirements.   

 
 Member Rissi stated that if someone wanted to build the 40 unit project, would 

they still have to come before the Board as it is already in the PUD.  Director 
Peterson stated that they would still need Site Plan Approval for such a project 
and meet today’s Storm Water Requirements.   

 
 Member Mead stated that the 40 unit project had parking for 36.  Would that 

meet today’s standards?  Director Peterson stated that the parking would need to 
be approved by today’s standards.  Member Mead stated that theoretically he is 
concerned that the 36 parking spaces created 8,000 sq. ft. of impervious surface 
with 17,500 for the building for a total of 25,500 sq. ft. The new project is ¼ the 
size but just the dwelling and garage is just less than 32,000 sq. ft.  This is a 
significant amount of additional impervious surface being introduced to this 
development.  Director Peterson stated that you have to be careful using a site 
plan from the 1980’s as we require much more detail today. 
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 The Applicant stated that for clarification they have designed their retention basin 
to accommodate the 100 year storm and we have the emergency spillway.  We 
are very comfortable with what we have presented. 

 
 Member Williams asked about all of the trees that would be removed.  Director 

Peterson stated that with all of the construction and grading that would occur he 
could not dispute the trees being removed. It would be a similar impact to any 
other residential site in the area. 

 
 Member Sperla asked if there was a detailed landscaping plan.  Director Peterson 

stated that we typically do not require landscaping plans for residential 
developments.  There are some street trees being placed out front.  There are no 
plans to landscape the perimeter of the site. 

 
 Member Williams asked why the developer dropped back to 10 sites rather than 

the 15 that were originally proposed.  The Applicant stated this is a better fit for 
the site.  Member Williams asked if this then increased the price of the units.  The 
Applicant stated that this was the price point that was originally planned.   

 
 Member Mead asked if it was the Applicants intention to get 100% of the site 

developed and stabilized prior to construction or are you going incrementally 
build the site.  The Applicant stated that they will build the road and the 
infrastructure and the site will be completely build ready.  Member Mead asked 
what the time frame for this project would be to be absorbed by the market.  The 
Applicant stated that it would most likely be a two-year build out.   

  
 Member Mead asked what the typical bond amount that is given on a project 

such as this.  Director Peterson stated that there typically is not a bond.   
 
 Member Lewis stated that everyone has a right to proceed as long as they meet 

all the requirements.  The Applicant meets all of our Ordinances.  In that regard, I 
would support any favorable motion. 

 
Member Lewis made a motion that Case 15:3229 RJV Venture request to amend 
PUD #55 to permit 10 single family detached homes be approved with the 
conditions by Staff.  
 

1. Sign the Storm Water Maintenance Agreement 
2. Review and approval of condominium documents to ensure compliance 

with Township requirements. 
3. Add swale around south side of project as discussed. 
 

 Support by Member Robinson.  Motion carried 7-0. 
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ARTICLE 7. Any other business 
 
 There was no new business. 
 
ARTICLE 8. Adjournment 
 

Motion made by Member Mead to Adjourn.  Support by Member Williams.  
Motion carried -0. Meeting adjourned at 8:11 PM. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Aaron Mead, Secretary 
Ann Seykora 
Julie Kutchins 
Planning Administrative Assistant 
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