
 

 

AGENDA 

CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, June 17, 2024 

7:00 PM 

 2870 JACKSMITH AVE SE 

 

Public may access the meeting via video conference software Zoom 
 Webinar ID: 841 0379 0598 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84103790598 

 

ARTICLE    1. Call the meeting to order.  Record the attendance. 

ARTICLE    2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 

ARTICLE    3. Approve the current Agenda  

ARTICLE    4. Disclose any Conflict of Interest  

ARTICLE    5. Approve the Minutes of the June 3, 2024 Meeting 

ARTICLE    6. Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak. 

  (Comments are limited to five minutes per speaker) 

ARTICLE    7. Case #24-3839 Public Hearing 

  Applicant: Alexandra Livingstone, Bonnie Miller 

  Property Address: 7140 Oak Brook Street 

  Parcel Number: 41-19-09-426-027 

  Requested Action: Special Use Permit for an 8-foot gate 

with a 6-foot fence in the front yard. 

ARTICLE    8. Case #24-3835 Public Hearing 

 Applicant: Andrew Somsel, Michelle Firlit 

  Property Address: 2549 Linda Ave SE 

  Parcel Number: 41-19-08-328-031 

  Requested Action: Special Use Permit for an 8-foot 

fence in the front yard. 

ARTICLE    9. Case #24-3844  

  2024 Master Plan Public Comment Review & Recommendation 

  Applicant: Cascade Charter Township 

  Requested Action: Recommend Adoption of Master Plan 

by Township Board 

ARTICLE    11. Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak. 

  (Comments are limited to five minutes per speaker) 

ARTICLE   12. Other Business 

ARTICLE   13. Adjourn 

 
Meeting format 

1. Staff Presentation   Staff report and recommendation 

2. Project Presentation-   Applicant presentation and explanation of project 

a.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 

i. Open Public Hearing.  

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84103790598


 

 

Comments are limited to five minutes per speaker; exception may 

be granted by the chair for representative speakers and applicants 

ii. Close Public Hearing 

3. Commission Discussion – May ask for clarification from applicant, staff or public           

4. Commission Decision - Options 

a. Postpone the decision  

b. Deny  

c. Approve 

d. Approve with conditions 

e. Recommendation to Township Board 

 



 

 

  

 

 

 

CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP  

PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

MONDAY, June 17, 2024 

 

 

ARTICLE    5. 

 

Approve the Minutes of the 

June 3, 2024, Meeting 

  



 

 

MINUTES 

CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, June 3, 2024 

7:00 PM 

 2870 JACKSMITH AVE SE 

 

ARTICLE    1. Call the meeting to order.  Record the attendance. 

ARTICLE    2. Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 

ARTICLE    3. Approve the current Agenda  

Motion was made by Secretary Noordyke, seconded by Rowland, to modify 

the agenda to move Discussion of Master Plan Comment Review & 

recommendation to article 10, but leave the public comment as article 6 and 

move the review of meeting minutes from May 20th, 2024, Planning 

Commission to article 11. Motion carried unanimously. 
 

ARTICLE    4. Disclose any Conflict of Interest  

No conflicts were disclosed. 

ARTICLE    5. Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak. 

No public comment was received. 

ARTICLE    6. Case #24-3844 Public Hearing for 

 2024 Master Plan Public Comment Review & Recommendation 

 

Motion was made by Secretary Noordyke, seconded by Bruneau, to open the 

public hearing. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

Tom Richardson, 3438 North Applecrest Court stated that the plan for 

redevelopment of the Village was good. However, he felt the density 

should be higher in the redevelopment areas to protect preservation of the 

natural areas. He also wanted to see more specific details for road speeds. 

 

Supervisor Grace Lesperance reference the 2022 Strategic Plan covers all 

Township issues, but that the 2024 Master Plan handles Land Use and 

Zoning.  

 
Motion was made by Vice Chair Rissi, seconded by Secretary Noordyke, to 

close the public hearing. Motion carried unanimously. 
   

ARTICLE    7. Case #24-3830 

 Applicant: Mollers North America, Jon Frego 

Property Address: 5215 52nd St SE 

           Parcel Number: 41-19-30-400-009 

Requested Action: Site Plan Review for expanding an 

existing warehouse 5,515sqft and adding a driveway 

entrance. 

  Zoning Administrator, Madison Smith-Jacoby presented her staff review of the 

applicant’s request. The applicant is requesting site plan approval. She addressed 

deferred parking and driveway access to the private drive, in addition to meeting 

the private streets ordinance construction requirements. She recommended 



 

 

approval for the addition with the recommendations from that the storm water 

maintenance agreement is submitted and registered with the county prior to 

construction beginning. 

  Trustee Noordhoek confirmed that the applicant will be required to meet the 

standards of the Private Streets Ordinance. 

  Smith-Jacoby confirmed this was addressed in her suggested conditions. 

  Member Rowland ask for clarification on the deferred parking. 

  Smith-Jacoby summarized the deferred parking allowances from the past and 

relation to the current parking requirements. She stated that the applicant had a 

previous variance to reduce the total parking spots to 34. Smith-Jacoby explained 

that the review was conducted considering the requirement for only the addition 

under reviewed. She also included the number of spaces required for the entire 

building. 

  Member Bruneau asked for clarification on the setbacks causing a loss of parking 

spaces. He was concerned the addition would expand past the northernmost 

section of the existing building footprint into the driving lane. 

  Smith-Jacoby clarified that the building would not be going out past the 

northernmost plain of the existing footprint and would still maintain the 22-foot 

maneuvering space required and all parking spaces. 

  Applicants representative Chad Mencarelli (212 13 Mile Rd) gave clarification of 

the building plans showing that it will not expand past the north plain of the 

existing footprint. He also explained the location of where the deferred parking 

location would be, if and when it is needed. He also explained the storm water 

plan for the site considering the township engineer and airports comments related 

to waterfowl. In response to the private drive and requirements of repaving it, he 

requested that the drive be complete after the construction of the addition and 

associated site work to prevent damage during construction. 

  Member Rowland asked for clarification for parking numbers from Mr. 

Mencarelli. 

 

Mencarelli responded that there were currently 84 parking spots on site and that 

they wanted to differ 128 spots to in the future with plans showing them in the 

Northwest corner of the property.   

  Secretary Noordyke asked if the applicant anticipated large employee growth.  

  Tom Wagner (3930 Cris Court Southeast) executive vice president of Mollers 

North America responded that they did not expect employee growth anytime soon. 

This addition would just be to give them more room for manufacturing and 

storage. 

  Secretary Noordyke made a motion to approve Case Number 24-3830 with staff 

recommendations. 

Planning Director Hendrick commented that under Section 21.09 of the Zoning 

Ordinance, posting of financial guarantee the Planning Commission can require a 

performance bond. 



 

 

  Secretary Noordyke amended his motion that the private drive is agreed before 

work starts and will be completed at the end of the project and a $20,000 

performance guarantee will be obtained before the project begins so the road is 

completed. 

  Vice Chair Rissi seconded the motion 

  Member Rowland commented that the deferred parking fitting should be a 

requirement for approval in case of a future tenant needing the required parking 

and it does not fit. 

 

Vice Chair Rissi mentioned that the parking issue comes up often and there is 

usually asked for deferment often and that the townships formula 

  Planning Director Hendrick noted that deferred parking was a good way to handle 

parking and preventing extra impervious surface. Also stating that the next tenant 

would have to come in and apply for site plan review. 

Member Bruneau also voiced this concern asking if the application could be 

tabled with the applicant providing all parking spots. 

 

Motion made by Secretary Noordyke, Seconded by Vice Chair Rissi to 

approve case number 24-3830, the construction of a 5,515 square foot 

building addition as shown on the site plan prepared by LRE Engineers & 

Surveyors and dated May 24, 2024, with the following conditions:  

1. A Stormwater Maintenance Agreement is submitted and registered 

with the county prior to construction.  

2. The number of parking spaces deferred is indicated on the site plan 

as ‘reserve’ or ‘future parking’.  

3. The applicant agrees that private street is brought up to standard 

and approved by Township staff prior to construction.  

4. The applicant provides a $20,000 performance guarantee for the 

completion of the private road. 

  Supported: Moxley, Noordhoek, Rissi, Noordyke, Richardson 

  Opposed: Bruneau, Rowland 

ARTICLE    8. Case #24-3834  

  Applicant: FCC, Inc., Byrne Harmon 

  Property Address: 5725 & 5755 52nd St SE   

  Parcel Number: 41-19-29-300-019, 41-19-29-300-029  

  Requested Action: Site Plan Review for a new 110,000 sf industrial building. 

Planning Director Hendrick presented the applicants request which include a 

proposed 110,000 square foot warehouse on 52nd Street, just east of Kraft 

Avenue. She outlined several key issues for the Planning Commission to consider, 

including an unauthorized driveway installation, concerns about the proposed 

detention pond's impact on the nearby airport, the driveway's compliance with 

ordinance setbacks, and requested reductions in buffer yard landscaping. Despite 

these issues, Hendrick recommended approval with conditions related to working 

with the airport engineer on the pond design and meeting landscaping 

requirements on the west and north sides of the property. 



 

 

Member Bruneau initiated the questioning by asking why the additional parcels 

were not included in the site plan, given that the detention pond encompasses 

those areas. Applicant representative Douglas Stalsonburg clarified that the pond 

is sized to accommodate future development on all four parcels under their 

ownership. 

Member Rowland then raised concerns about the driveway being installed without 

a permit and whether it could be relocated to meet the setback requirements. 

Applicant Representative Douglas Stalsonburg explained that prior owners had 

installed the driveway and believed it could remain due to the adjacent land being 

unbuildable and the Road Commission's verbal approval. Planning Director 

Hendrick provided further clarification on the location of the existing and 

proposed driveways. Member Rowland maintained that the driveway should be 

moved and properly permitted to avoid setting a bad precedent. 

Member Bruneau pointed out that several standard packet items were missing, 

such as engineering review comments and details on utilities and water main 

connections. Planning Director Hendrick deferred these questions to Applicant 

Representative Douglas Stalsonburg. 

Secretary Noordyke inquired about the purpose of the berm on the north side of 

the property. Applicant Representative Douglas Stalsonburg clarified that it was a 

continuous slope rather than a berm. 

Vice Chair Rissi asked about future development plans for the northeastern 

parcels and whether the proposed easements would accommodate those plans. 

applicant representative Douglas Stalsonburg mentioned possible future plans for 

an additional 25,000 square foot building and that the detention pond is sized to 

handle that future development, but nothing was concrete. 

Member Bruneau expressed surprise at the staff's recommendation for approval, 

given the numerous outstanding issues and incomplete information. He proceeded 

to list the items the applicant needs to provide and suggested tabling the 

discussion until those items are submitted. 

Vice Chair Rissi concurred with staff's opinion that landscaping is crucial for 

stormwater management, not just aesthetics. Applicant Representative Douglas 

Stalsonburg disagreed, arguing that the site's clay soils would not allow for 

sufficient infiltration, making extra landscaping for stormwater management 

unnecessary. 

Secretary Noordyke asked if the owner could attend the next meeting if the case 

were to be tabled, as they might be able to address many of the questions raised. 

Applicant representative Douglas Stalsonburg was unsure of the owner's 

availability in that scenario. 

Planning Director Hendrick reiterated the importance of landscaping for 

stormwater management, even in the presence of clay soils. 

Vice Chair Rissi questioned whether a smaller building footprint would be more 

appropriate for this challenging site. Applicant representative Douglas Stalsonburg 

countered that the building size is driven by the costs they would incur to extend 

utilities and improve the public road. 



 

 

Secretary Noordyke indicated that he could potentially approve the project if the 

driveway were moved, and the landscaping updated per staff's recommendations. 

Member Rowland agreed with the need to relocate the driveway and address all 

the items on the list of outstanding issues. 

Vice Chair Rissi concluded that he didn't see any major problems with the overall 

plan, provided that the details are properly addressed. 

Motion was made by Member Bruneau, seconded by Rissi, to Table Case 

#24-3834 so the applicant could provide the needed missing documents in the 

staff report and to address the various concerns raised by staff and 

commissioners.  

1. The two (2) parcels provided in this application are combined. The 

Lot combination application is submitted and approved by Cascade 

Charter Township and recorded with the Kent County Assessing 

Office.  

2. The access drive meets the property clearance requirements of 

Section 19.04(4) of the Zoning Ordinance, or as close as possible, 

pending the findings of EGLE approval.  

3. All permits are obtained by the Kent County Road Commission and 

EGLE for the Driveway openings to public roads & all remedies are 

sought for previous work done without permits.  

4. The construction of the 30 parking spaces and associated pedestrian 

walkways on the north side of the building be deferred.  

5. All Soil Erosion & Sediment Control plans are approved by Kent 

County Road Commission.  

6. The required bufferyard plantings are added to the west and north 

bufferyards.  

7. The amount of impervious surface on the north access drive is 

decreased to provide for the required bufferyard planting and more 

gradual slopes, consistent with the current grading, on the north 

property line.  

8. All requirements of the Township Engineer are fulfilled. If the 

applicant is required to make changes to the site greater than the 

standards provided in Section 21.04 Administrative Site Plan 

Review, the applicant will submit an application for Site Plan 

Review to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.  

9. All required easement agreements for the retention pond be 

recorded and submitted to the Township.  

   Motion carried unanimously. 

ARTICLE    9. Case #24-3838 - Public Hearing 

  Chapter 14 Text Amendment 

   Applicant: Cascade Charter Township 

  Requested Action: To consider text amendments to Chapter 14 of the Zoning 

Ordinance – AC (Airport Commerce) District, Overlay Districts 

Member Bruneau asked for clarification on removal of section of part 14.09 

Planning Director Hendrick stated Legal counsel reviewed this section and found 

that it didn’t need to be removed. It was intentional that it was not removed.  

 

Motion was made by Secretary Noordyke, seconded by Rissi, to open the 

public hearing. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

No public comments 



 

 

 

Motion was made by Secretary Noordyke, seconded by Rissi, to close the 

public hearing. Motion carried unanimously. 

   

Motion was made by Secretary Noordyke, seconded by Rissi, to recommend 

for approval to the Board of Trustees. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

ARTICLE    10. Case #24-3844 

  2024 Master Plan Public Comment Review & Recommendation 

  Applicant: Cascade Charter Township 

  Requested Action: Recommend Adoption of Master Plan 

by Township Board 

Member Bruneau pointed out numerous issues with the Master Plan draft, 

including factual errors like the incorrect number of highway ramps and 

misidentified parcels, grammatical mistakes, and formatting inconsistencies. He 

argued that the permitted density and future land use plan tables were too granular 

for the master plan level, suggesting they be removed to avoid conflicts with 

future zoning updates. Bruneau offered to work with staff to thoroughly review 

the plan and correct errors without altering the overall intent. 

 

In response to Member Bruneau, Secretary Noordyke agreed that the density and 

land use tables were too detailed for the Master Plan and should be removed. He 

emphasized the importance of having the revised draft ready for the next meeting 

to move the process forward, aiming for plan approval before July 1st. Secretary 

Noordyke asked Trustee Noordhoek for input on how to proceed with the 

revisions from the Township Board's perspective. 

 

Member Rowland supported Member Bruneau's proposal to collaborate with staff 

in reviewing and correcting errors within the Master Plan draft, emphasizing the 

importance of maintaining the document's intended meaning and direction. 

 

Planning Consultant Bouchard provided context for including the density and land 

use tables, explaining they were meant to offer clear guidance for future zoning 

changes and ensure a strong connection between the Master Plan's vision and the 

zoning ordinance. Acknowledging concerns about the tables being too restrictive, 

Bouchard suggested either removing them entirely or revising them to be less 

specific, depending on the Planning Commission's preference. She emphasized 

that the ultimate decision should be based on the commission's consensus and the 

township's unique context and priorities. 

 

In response to Member Bruneau's concerns about the level of detail in the tables, 

Consultant Bouchard explained that the intention was to provide clear direction 

for the Planning Commission to use as a foundation for zoning, given the 

township's desire to maintain a high quality of life. However, she acknowledged 

that if the tables were causing confusion or discomfort, they could be removed, or 

the level of detail reduced. 

 

Planning Director Hendrick expressed reservations about including specific 

density numbers in the Master Plan tables, arguing they could hinder future efforts 

to update the zoning ordinance and other planning initiatives. She suggested 

removing the tables to provide greater flexibility for future updates, allowing the 



 

 

Master Plan to focus on the broader vision and guiding principles without being 

overly prescriptive.  

 

Chair Moxley expressed support for retaining the density tables in the Master 

Plan, believing they would provide a solid foundation for guiding future zoning 

decisions and evaluating proposed developments against the township's vision. 

 

Vice Chair Rissi noted that the Planning Commission has never approved a 

building plan without landscaping between the building and the parking lot, 

suggesting the township's ordinance be updated to address landscaping 

requirements more comprehensively and ensure consistency in future 

development projects. 

 

  Secretary Noordyke making a motion, seconded by Member Rowland, 

to table the Master Plan approval for two weeks, remove the density 

and land use tables, and have staff work with Member Bruneau to 

review and correct any grammatical or structural errors without 

altering the intent of the master plan.  
  Supported: Moxley, Rissi, Noordyke, Richardson, Bruneau, Rowland 

  Opposed: Noordhoek 

ARTICLE    11. Approve the Minutes of the May 20, 2024, Meeting  

  The draft minutes from the May 20th meetings were found to be insufficient. 

Therefore, the planning staff redrafted with Planning Commission 

recommendation.  

 

  Member Bruneau and Member Richardson were dismissed because they had early 

morning commitments. 

 

  Member Roland made a motion to approve the revised minutes. Seconded by 

Rissi. Approve the Minutes of the May 20, 2024, Meeting. 

ARTICLE    12. Acknowledge visitors and those wishing to speak. 

  There was no one who wished to speak. 

ARTICLE   13. Other Business 

  There was no other business. 

ARTICLE   14 Adjourn 

  Vice Chair Rissi made a motion to adjourn at 10:19 p.m. Secretary Noordyke 

supported. Motion passed unanimously. 



 

 

 

 

 

CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP  

PLANNING COMMISSION 
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ARTICLE    7. 

 

 

Case #24-3839 

   

Applicant: Alexandra Livingstone, Bonnie Miller 

   

Property Address: 7140 Oak Brook Street 

   

Parcel Number: 41-19-09-426-027 

   

Requested Action: Special Use Permit for an 8-foot gate with a 6-

foot fence in the front yard. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Map & Zoning 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

STAFF REPORT 

 

STAFF REPORT:  Case # 24-3839 

REPORT DATE:  June 11, 2024 

PREPARED FOR:  Cascade Charter Township Planning Commission 

MEETING DATE:  June 17, 2024 

PREPARED BY:  Madison Smith-Jacoby 

 

APPLICANT 

 

Alexandra Livingstone 

601 First St. NW Grand Rapids, MI 

on behalf of: 

 

      Bonnie Miller 

7140 Oak Brook Street SE 

Grand Rapids, MI 49506 

 

ADDRESS:     7140 Oak Brook Street SE 

 

PARCEL NUMBER:  41-19- 09-426-027 
 

      

STATUS 

OF APPLICANT:  Rockford Construction, Contractor Representative 

 

REQUESTED ACTION: Seeking approval for a Type I Special Use permit for a 6-foot 

fence with an 8-foot entrance gate, in the front yard.  

 

EXISTING ZONING OF 

SUBJECT PARCEL:  R2 

 

GENERAL LOCATION: West side of Thornapple River Drive just north of Shagbark Ave. 

East of the Thornapple Centre or village area.  

 

PARCEL SIZE: Approximately 1.49 acres.  

 

EXISTING LAND USE 

ON THE PARCEL: Residential 

 

ADJACENT AREA 

LAND USES: All Residential 

  

ZONING ON 

ADJOINING PARCELS: All R2 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

OVERVIEW: 

 

1. The applicant is requesting to build a 6-foot fence in her front yard with an electric gate 

across the driveway that measures 8-feet tall with 1’9” architectural features extending 

off the top.  

 

2. The applicant has indicated that they would like the fence to be 6 feet tall in order to keep 

out neighborhood kids that could possibly be injured on her property. The fence will run 

along the north and east sides of the property, stopping at the creek on the east side and 

the north side (see site plan). 

 

3. Fences do not require a building permit, but Section 4.30 of the Zoning Ordinance limits 

fence heights in the front yard to 4 feet maximum:  
 

Agricultural, Office and Residential Zoning Districts - Unless specifically exempted by a Type I 

special Use Permit, all walls or fences in the front yard shall be limited to a maximum height of 

four (4) feet at final grade. The maximum fence or wall height in the side yard or rear yard shall 

be limited to six (6) feet in height as measured from average grade 

 

Architectural Features - Fences, walls and hedges for residential, office or commercial use may 

include architectural features such as columns, cupolas, fountains, parapets, etc. at a height not 

exceeding 1.5 times the permitted height wall or fence height. Such features must be compatible 

with the project and abutting properties. 
 

4. The property is a through-lot, having frontage on both Shagbark and Oak Brook. The 

subject property sits down lower than the rest of the neighborhood along with a retention 

pond and creek.   

 

5. Oak Brook is a private street that dead ends at this subject site. The existing driveway, 

approaching the house, has a parking or turnaround area before the driveway goes down 

towards the house. The house is nearly out of view from the driveway. This is shown in 

the survey included in your packet.  

 

6. Also to note, there is an approximately 6-foot tall entrance gate further north on Oak 

Brook Street that appears to have been in existence since around 1997. This would be 

considered legal nonconforming as it was built prior to today’s zoning standards.  

 

7. The Township has previously granted permission for an increased fence height, but they 

are typically for a reason such as privacy from an arterial road, corner lots, or protection 

from deer. Some examples of past approvals are as such: 

- 24-3824: 8-foot invisible fence in front yard, around trees for deer protection 

- 23-3787: 8-foot fence in rear yard, block neighbor’s large RV that is down grade 

- 23-3786: 8-foot fence in rear yard, Hosta garden protection from deer in a sloped yard  

- 22-3708: 6-foot fence, through lot 

- 20-3581: 6-foot fence, corner lot on Cascade Road 

- 20-3588: 6-foot fence, corner lot 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 

8. Staff have not received any public comment regarding this request.  

 

 

STAFF COMMENTS 

 

Conditions for Special Use Permit Approval 
Due to the unusual circumstances related to the property location or use of the fence, the height of a fence may be 

increased to a height of eight (8) feet as measured from final grade in all agricultural, office and residential zoning 

districts and up to ten (10) feet, as measured from average grade in all other zoning districts. Upon review of a 

special use permit for additional fence height the Planning Commission shall consider the following: 

Standard Comment 

To what extent the impact of additional height 

has on adjoining neighbors. 

The increased height may not have an impact 

on adjoining neighbors. One neighbor 

mentioned that a fence may limit access to 

their backyard, but this would be a civil 

matter unrelated to fence approval, and no 

easements for access are shown on the 

submitted survey. The installation of a 6-8 

foot tall fence would change the aesthetics of 

the end of the cul-de-sac of Oak Brook Street, 

however, this is not necessarily considered a 

negative impact.  

Whether the additional height severely 

impacts light and ventilation from flowing 

onto the adjoining properties. 

The fence design provides transparency that 

would not severely impact light and 

ventilation from flowing on adjoining 

properties.  

Whether the increased height creates a traffic 

hazard. 

No traffic hazard would be created but the 

driveway would be blocked by the entrance 

gate. The fence and gate are not permitted in 

the right-of-way.   

Whether the increased height creates a fire, 

safety hazard. 

The fence would not create an increased 

hazard, but the Fire Department and Building 

Department will verify safety access for the 

entrance gate.  

Whether the increased height violates any 

known property restrictions (i.e., plat 

restrictions, deed restrictions, covenants, etc.). 

No property restrictions were founded that 

restrict this property from building a fence.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff recommends that this special use permit be DENIED for the following reasons:  

1. The applicant has not provided sufficient evidence to indicate that an increased height is required 

for any unusual circumstances on the property.  

2. An exception to the maximum height standard is not recommended as building in compliance 

would accomplish the same goal, and granting permission would set precedence.  
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Should the Planning Commission wish to APPROVE the application, they could do so on the grounds of 

a request for safety as indicated in the application. It is recommended to have the following conditions 

with an approval: 

 

1. Any necessary permits for the entrance gate should be obtained from the Cascade Township 

Building Department prior to construction. 

 

2. The entrance gate may not be in the right-of-way. 

 

3. The Fire Department reviews the entrance gate plans for safety and access. 

 

4. The maximum height approved for the entrance gate and fence is 6 feet.  

 

5. A Soil Erosion and Sedimenation Control permit be obtained (if required by the Kent County 

Road Commission for work near a creek and pond).  

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Application 

2. Site Plan 

 

 

 



 
 

CASCADE CHARTER 
TOWNSHIP 
5920 Tahoe Dr. SE, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan 49546-7140 

 
PLANNING & ZONING APPLICATION 

 
 

APPLICANT: Name:    
 

Address:    
 

City & Zip Code _ 

Telephone: _ 

Email Address:       

OWNER: * (If different from Applicant) 
Name:     

 

Address:    
 

City & Zip Code: _ 

Telephone: _ 

Email Address:       

 

 
 

* Requires an initial submission of 5 copies of the completed site plan 
 

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR REQUEST:** 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

(**Use Attachments if Necessary) 
-SEE OTHER SIDE- 

NATURE OF THE REQUEST: (Please check the appropriate box or boxes) 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

Administrative Appeal 
Deferred Parking 
P.U.D. – Site Condominium * 
Site Plan Review * 
Special Use Permit 
Zoning Variance 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

Administrative Site Plan Review 
P.U.D. – Rezoning * 
Rezoning 
Sign Variance Subdivision 
Plat Review * 
Other: * 
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Case #24-3835 

   

Applicant: Andrew Somsel, Michelle Firlit 

   

Property Address: 2549 Linda Ave SE 

   

Parcel Number: 41-19-08-328-031 

   

Requested Action: Special Use Permit for an 8-foot fence in the 

front yard. 

  



 

 

Map & Zoning 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

CASCADE CHARTER TOWNSHIP  

PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

MONDAY, June 17, 2024 

7:00 PM 

 

ARTICLE    9. 

 

 

2024 Master Plan 

    

Applicant: Cascade Charter Township 

   

Requested Action: Recommended Adoption of Master Plan by 

Township Board 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Additional Documents 

 

 




