
Planning Commission 
Regular Meeting 

 

May 17, 2023 
6:30PM 

 
Big Rapids City Hall 
226 N Michigan Ave 

 
1. Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Roll Call 

4. Approval of Minutes 

a. April 19, 2023 

5. Public Comment Unrelated to Items on the Agenda 

6. Public Hearing 

a. Appeal of Revocation of Marihuana Retail Establishment 
Operating Permit, Kzoo420, LLC d/b/a Big Rapids Treehouse 
Club, 217 Maple Street 

b. Special Land Use Request for 301 N Bronson Ave for a 
Communications Tower 

c. Site Plan Review for 301 N Bronson Ave for a 
Communications Tower 
 

7. General Business 

8. Unscheduled Business 

9. Adjourn 
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CITY OF BIG RAPIDS 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
April 19, 2023 
Unapproved 

 
Acting Chair Montgomery called the April 19, 2023 of the Planning Commission, to 
order at 6:30 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
PRESENT Tim Vogel, Kate McLeod, Tim Vogel and Sarah Montgomery 
 
EXCUSED Jacob Buse, Kasey Thompson, and Rory Ruddick 
 
ABSENT None 
 
ALSO PRESENT Michelle Stenger, Community Development Director 
    
There were 8 people in attendance.  
    
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
Motion was made by Tim Vogel seconded by Kate McLeod, to approve the 
minutes of the March 15, 2023 meeting of the Planning Commission as presented.  

  
Motion was passed with all in favor.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT NOT RELATED TO ITEMS ON THE AGENDA   
 
None 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 

Proposed Amendments to Zoning Ordinance, Section 4.1:25 Single Family 
Dwellings 
 
Stenger provided an overview of the process that had led us to this point and went over 
the changes in the ordinance, highlighting the language that had been added and what 
those changes would mean.  Stating that the goal of the changes is to ensure quality 
housing for those that are living in Big Rapids. 
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Acting Chair Montgomery then asked if there were questions or comments from the 
public. 
 
Jana Farrier had a question about the rules of a garage or storage shed.  Concerns that 
one at Marion and Bellevue currently doesn’t have one and it has become a storage 
issue with totes. The Board and Stenger informed her that there is a requirement of 
15% of the structure or 200 square feet (whichever is higher) of storage already within 
the ordinance but the ordinance does not specify how the property owner achieves that 
storage.  Excepted ways are closets, basements, under the structure, garages, and 
accessory structures.   
 
The Board further explained that a shed or garage is not a requirement of the 
ordinance. 
 
Commissioner McLeod asked for clarification on the new and certified portion (#1) of the 
Ordinance.  Stenger stated that the ordinance is written to require new manufactured 
homes and the language about the Certificate is because when being built all 
Manufactured Homes are required to have a title and HUD Certificate and HUD is the 
agency that is responsible for the inspection of the building process.  The ordinance 
does allow for used houses, in which a person could go through a process with a 
Building Inspector to ensure that the structure is in excellent condition and meets all the 
standards required. 
 
Greg Denny asked if manufactured homes could be placed in any residential zone. 
Stenger informed them that is correct. 
 
Dan Spedowski requested clarification between skirting or block foundation.  
Commissioner McLeod read the ordinance as written. 
 
No further comments were received so the Chair closed the public portion of the 
meeting. 
 
Commissioner Vogel asked for clarification on what residential design standards, 
aesthetically compatible design (#9), mainly porches and how the Zoning Administrator 
will determine compatibility.  Commissioner Vogel also had a question on the foundation 
language and what type of foundations would be permittable.   
 
Stenger responded that the ordinance gave some direction to the Zoning Administrator 
in what would be appropriate to look for when reviewing and that although it says 
attached, many porches are only attached to the ground and not to the structure 
because of frost, but that the intent of the ordinance is to have a permanent porch or 
stairway and not the temporary stoops that are just placed against the house.  Stenger 
also discussed that manufactured homes are typically placed on a concrete or poured 
wall foundation and that they would need to meet all building code requirements.  
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Stenger was unsure if wood foundations would be considered to meet building code 
requirements as a foundation for manufactured homes. Stenger also explained the 
building permit process and HUD certificate process to the Board. 
 
Commissioner Montgomery provided her view on the manufactured home ordinance 
and that it addressed the concerns with houses within the City. 
 
With no further discussion Commissioner McLeod recommended approval of the 
Ordinance change to Section 4.1:25, seconded by Commissioner Vogel. 
 
Motion was passed with all in favor.  
 
 
Site Plan Review for a parking lot alteration at 1020 S State Street (McDonald’s) 
 
Stenger summarized the Staff Report for McDonald’s at 1020 S State Street (PIN 17-
15-481-006) for a parking lot reconfiguration.  Stenger stated that the applicant is 
moving some parking from the back of lot to in front of the store.  This is being done to 
help alleviate a congestion problem that frequently occurs.  The new configuration will 
make it easier for vehicles to move around the drive-through lines.  Stenger stated that 
several City staff reviewed the plans and have no concerns about the proposed 
changes. In regard to zoning, the proposed project meets all standards of the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Jeff Brinks with Venture Engineering, representative of McDonalds, introduced details of 
the proposed changes to the parking lot.  Brinks stated that the changes were not only 
to alleviate congestion issues but would also provide a quick and close parking spot for 
mobile food orders or food delivery services.  Those customers would be able to pull 
quickly in and park, grab the food, and go directly to the exit without having to be 
integrated into the rest of the site’s traffic. 
 
Those Who Spoke in Favor of the Request:   
 
None 
 
Those Who Spoke in Opposition of the Request: 
 
None 
 
Telephonic or Written Correspondence Received by Staff:  
 
Staff had not received any correspondence.  
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Acting Chair Montgomery closed the Public Hearing and the Commission entered Fact 
Finding.  
 
The conversation ensued over the following topics: 

- Commissioner Vogel had questions if the front lane in front of the restaurant is 
meant to be a two way.  Brinks responded that it is meant to be a one way with 
angled parking. 

- Commissioner Vogel also questioned what the blocked-out area on the northside 
of the property was.  Brinks responded that the property is owned by the property 
to the north, but that McDonald’s has an easement to use that property. 

- Commissioner Vogel stated that people often park their larger vehicles along the 
north curbs. 

- Commissioner Schwettman asked if the trees changing were going to be 
replaced or moved and saving the existing tree.  Brinks stated that they will try to 
be saved, but it just depends on the landscaper and what they are able to do.   
  
 

Motion was made by Tim Vogel seconded by Kate McLeod to move that the Site 
Plan Review Application for a parking reconfiguration at 1020 S State Street (PIN 
17-15-481-006) be approved as presented as it meets the Criteria for Review found 
in Section 9.6 of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Motion was passed with all in favor. 
 
 
General Business 
 
Short Term Rentals 
Stenger gave an overview on what the Planning Commission had looked at during the 
last meeting and the direction they provided to Staff in moving forward with Ordinance 
creation.  She then provided a draft copy of a prepared ordinance for the Board to 
discuss, going over each item and providing the reasoning behind the wording.  Stenger 
stated that within the R-1 District there was a discussion needed on what does the 
Board want to mean as far as owner occupied structure, occupied at time of rental, or 
occupied regularly by owner but not necessarily during time of rental.   
 
Chair Montgomery opened the discussion up to those from the public. 
 
Greg Denny had questions about the maximum number of people per house and how 
that would relate to the number of bedrooms, for example if it is only one bedroom can 
they still have 12 people?  Stenger informed him that she could look into what the code 
has on occupancy limits and possible ways we could address this. 
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Pam Bosler had questions on the definition of family.  Stenger read the definition of 
family from the ordinance and stated that sorority and fraternity houses would not meet 
the definition of family in the ordinance so they would not be able to stay within the R-1 
district. 
 
More discussion was had on the number of people that would be allowed as a whole as 
a rental (Staff had the number at 12).  The board expressed that that was a starting 
point which was still up for discussion and consideration.   
 
Commissioner Schwettman related how she looked at the ordinance in regard to family 
visiting and that this would provide an opportunity for a larger family to easily stay 
together and visit. 
 
Jana Farrier had concerns addressing parking in the wintertime, those parking on the 
street.  Commissioner McLeod expressed that they would be required to follow parking.  
Stenger mentioned that we could add language to the ordinance requiring houses to 
follow current parking regulations.   
 
Greg Denny said that we should have a packet that makes the information easily 
accessible for those who are interested in doing rentals. Stenger stated that we can 
make a packet that is more user friendly for those wanting to do rentals or short-term 
rentals in the community.  
 
Commissioner Vogel stated that the ordinance is a work in progress and the comments 
are good to hear as the Commission moves forward to try and make it better.  That 
typically Big Rapids isn’t usually thought about with AirBnB, but with Ferris here and all 
their activities it is something we probably should look at. 
 
Commissioner Montgomery stated that she has friends with an AirBnB and that it is 
booked every weekend, mainly because it is a good halfway distance between Traverse 
City and Grand Rapids.   
 
John Ward lived near an AirBnB for a while, and it was terrible with college students.  
Recommended providing realtors educational material on our rentals. 
 
Commissioner Vogel asked if there was a fee associated with the program.  Stenger 
explained that they would be included in our rental program so there is a fee associated 
with that process.  Paying for a rental inspection every year. 
 
Commissioner Vogel asked if there was a need to inspect every time someone comes 
in.  Stenger explained that different places set it up differently but doing an inspection 
after every rental would be difficult to keep up with.    
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Commissioner Montgomery asked the board members how they felt about short-term 
rentals. 
 
Commissioner McLeod stated that she has no problem putting in an ordinance that 
allows them and puts some guidance around it. She has some concerns about owner 
occupied and parking requirements.   
 
Commissioner Vogel stated anything that could help within the R-1 district and other 
areas.  Good exercise to go through and make it better. 
 
Commissioner Schwettman has concerns about the length of time because of the 
eviction process.  Stenger said she would research what the eviction timeline is. 
 
Commissioner Montgomery stated that she is still trying to figure out what her thoughts 
are and where to go from here. 
 
Stenger stated that there needs to be more discussion on owner occupancy as she is 
still unclear on how the Board would like to approach it. 
 
Greg Denny asked about the noise ordinance with rentals and padlock ordinance. 
Stenger stated that noise complaints go through the police department.  Would like the 
padlock ordinance included in the short-term rentals.  Stenger indicated that the short-
term rentals would be included under the rental codes. 
 
Commissioner Vogel is not sure about his opinion of owner occupancy and would like 
staff to do more research.  Stenger said that she would reach out to staff in communities 
that have owner occupancy requirements and see how it is enforced and done. 
 
Commissioner McLeod said owner occupancy seemed reasonable in the R-1 district. 
 
Commissioner Montgomery stated that the owner being there would create less rentals, 
which she is not in favor of short-term rentals in the R-1 district. 
 
Commissioner Schwettman stated that her house was a single room rental while living 
on the property.  Stated with it being a primary home for people, they tend to care more 
about the property and do a better job of keeping an eye on things while they are away.   
 
Stenger stated that she could formulate several different options for the Board to look at 
since it appears they are still struggling with which way to move forward.   
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
UNSCHEDULED BUSINESS  
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Election of Board Chair 
As there is not currently a Planning Commission Chair the Board needs to elect a chair 
and any positions which open up with that election.   
 
Commission Vogel made a motion for Commissioner Montgomery to be Chair, 
seconded by Commissioner McLeod 
 
Motion passed with all in favor. 
 
As Commissioner Montgomery was serving as Secretary, Commissioner Vogel made a 
motion for Commission McLeod to be Secretary, seconded by Commissioner 
Schwettman. 
 
Motion passed with all in favor. 
 
 
There being no further business, Acting Chair Montgomery adjourned the 
meeting at 7:40 PM with all in favor. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Michelle Stenger 
Director of Community Development 
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STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
TO:   Planning Commission 
FROM: Michelle Stenger, Community Development Director 
SUBJECT: Special Land Use Permit Application for a new Cell Tower at 301 N Bronson 
DATE:  May 17, 2023 
 
 
Introduction 
Applicant, Vertical Bridge, is applying for a Special Land Use Permit for a new Cell Tower at 
301 N Bronson Avenue (PIN 17-15-300-034). The property is currently zoned I, Industrial.  
Communication Towers are listed as a Special Land Use under Section 3.12:7(2) in the Industrial 
District. 
 
This property is located on the far east side of the City. See the attachments for maps and images 
of the property. The applicant is proposing to build on the east side of the city within the 
industrial area.  The site is 10.63 acres and currently has no improvements.  The applicant is 
seeking to build a 125 foot tower (135 feet if including the lightening rod) on a 75 foot by 75 
foot piece of land.  The applicant will also have a nonexclusive access and utility easement to 
reach the proposed property. 
 
Special Land Use Process and Procedure 
The Special Land Use Permit Application was received by the Community Development 
Department on April 27, 2023. The Applicant is also applying for a Site Plan Review, as the 
project includes new construction.  
 
All Special Use Permit Applications require a Public Hearing. Notice was posted in the Big 
Rapids Pioneer on Monday, May 1, 2023, and sent to all property owners within 300 feet of 301 
N Bronson. Staff received 0 calls from neighboring property owners in advance of the hearing. 
 
Standards for this Special Land Use 
Section 10.3:8 of the Zoning Ordinance clearly lays out a series of standards for Special Land 
Uses, stating as follows: 
 

Standards. No special land use shall be recommended by the Planning Commission unless 
such Board shall find: 

(1) That the establishment, maintenance, or operation of the special land use will not be 
detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety or general welfare. 
 
Pro Response: There is no detrimental 
impact on public health, safety, or 
general welfare as the tower, once built, 
will only have a visual impact on 
neighboring properties, which are all 
used for industrial purposes. 

Negative Response: The location of the 
tower is along the roadway and very 
visible from neighboring properties.  
The applicant would decrease the 
impact on surrounding properties by 
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moving the tower further back on the 
property. 

 
(2) That the special land use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other 

property in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already permitted, nor shall it 
substantially diminish and impair property values within its neighborhoods. 
 
Pro Response: The neighboring 
properties should still be able to use their 
property in the same manner previously 
as communication towers have little 
impact besides visual. 

Negative Response: The location of the 
tower is very visible and may be better 
serviced further back on the property. 

 
(3) That the establishment of the special land use will not impede the normal and orderly 

development and improvement of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the 
district. 
 
Pro Response: The surrounding property 
is zoned industrial and will likely be 
developed in an industrial manner.  The 
tower would still allow for the majority 
of uses that would be proposed on 
neighboring properties.    

Negative Response: The location of the 
tower takes up prime real estate in an 
already limited industrial area of the 
City.  The tower uses valuable road 
frontage on one of the City’s major 
industrial roads.   

 
(4) That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and necessary facilities have been or 

are being provided, 
 
Pro Response: The application has been 
reviewed by Public Works and there 
was no comment on drainage.  The use 
will not require any City operated 
utilities.   

Negative Response: None, as 
communication towers create a minimal 
impact on utilities in general.  

 
(5) That adequate measures have been or will be taken to provide ingress or egress so 

designed as to minimize traffic congestion in the public streets. 
 
Pro Response: The applicant is 
providing a common ingress/egress 
easement to the property.   

Negative Response: The ingress/egress 
easement into the property is 30 feet 
wide, but the portion that is parallel to 
the road is only 20 feet, which is not 
likely large enough for an ingress or 
egress for future industrial uses on 
neighboring property.   

 
(6) That the special land use shall, in all other respects conform to the applicable 

regulations of the district in which it is located, any specific requirements established 
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for that use in Article 11 and to any additional conditions or procedures as specified 
in Section 10.4. 
 
Pro Response: The special use meets the 
requirements of the ordinance. 

Negative Response: The location of the 
tower has a visual impact on 
neighboring properties and 
ingress/egress easement is limiting for 
those adjacent properties owners do to 
the width. 

 
Section 3.12:7 (3) of the Zoning Ordinance lists communication towers as a Special Land Use in 
the I District, subject to the conditions of Section 11.1:7. Those standards state that 
“communication towers affixed directly to the ground shall be permitted in the I district, subject 
to the following conditions:” 

(1) The tower is located no closer to any Residential District than the height of the tower.  
This requirement can be modified by the Planning Commission if it can be 
demonstrated by the applicant that the tower is collapsible in design. 
 
Staff Response: The structure is located over 125 feet from any residential structure 
or zoned property. 

 
(2) The tower is located no closer to any structure not associated with the operation of the 

tower than the height of the tower.  This requirement can be modified by the Planning 
Commission if it can be demonstrated by the applicant that the tower is collapsible in 
design. 
 
Staff Response: The structure does have a building that is 102 feet from the base of 
the tower.  The applicant has provided a letter from an engineer stating that the tower 
should collapse within itself if it were to fail.   

 
(3) All wiring between the tower and other structures shall be placed underground 

whenever possible. 
 
Staff Response: According to the site plan all utilities will be underground.   

 
(4) The tower, any accessory structures and any guy wires which are fixed to the ground 

shall be completely enclosed by appropriate fencing as determined by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Staff Response: The applicant has provided a 6-foot-tall fence that will remain locked 
except upon inspection by Staff for routine maintenance.     

 
(5) In order to maximize the efficiency of the telecommunications services, while also 

minimizing the impact of such facilities on the City, co-location, or the provision of 
more than one (1) facility in a single location shall be encouraged by the Planning 
Commission.  The applicant shall provide the Planning Commission with information 
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regarding the feasibility of co-location at proposed sites.  Further the Applicant may 
be required to provide a letter of intent to lease excess space on a facility and commit 
itself to: 
 

(a) Respond to any requests for information from another potential shared use 
applicant; 

(b) Negotiate in good faith and allow for leased shared use if an applicant 
demonstrates that it is technically possible and 

(c) Make no more than a reasonable charge for a shared use lease. 
 

Staff Response: The applicant has provided information on other locations that were 
investigated prior to applying for a special use.  The applicant did state in the 
application that there were also available to place future antennas on the property but 
did not indicate the charge only that they would be considered reasonable rates.   

Planning Commissioners are encouraged to review the Application against the Standards in 
Section 10.3:8 and Section 11.1:20 to decide if they find it meets or fails to meet them and make 
their decision on this case in accordance. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff’s biggest concern is the location of the tower on the site.  Some consideration should be 
given to whether the tower can be moved further back on the property so the base of the tower 
and all the components will not be as noticeable from the road.  With that for the Board’s 
consideration Staff recommends approval of the Special Land Use Permit Application for a 
communications tower at 301 N Bronson (PIN 17-11-400-022), as it meets the Standards set in 
Section 10.3:8 and Section 11.1:70 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

Action 

Three options lay before the Planning Commission regarding Special Land Use Permit 
Applications: Approval, Denial, or Table. Explanations and sample motions are included below.  
 
Approval 
An approval motion is appropriate when the Application meets the Standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance and sends the Application to the next step in the process where City Commission has 
final say in approving or denying the request. 
 

“I move that the Special Land Use Permit Application for a communications tower at 301 
N Bronson (PIN 17-11-400-022) be recommended to the City Commission for approval, 
because it meets the Standards set in Section 10.3:8 and Section 11.1:7 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. [If any conditions on approval, list them here.]” 

 
Denial 
A denial motion is appropriate when the Application fails to meet the Standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance and ends the application process. 
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“I move to deny the Special Land Use Permit Application for a communications tower at 
301 N Bronson (PIN 17-11-400-022), because it does not meet Standard 10.3:X of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 
(Fill in the X with which number Standard the application does not meet.)” 

 
Table 
A Table motion is appropriate when more information is needed before reaching a decision 
regarding the Application and pauses the process until a later date. 
 

“I move to table a decision on the Special Land Use Permit Application for a 
communications tower at 301 N Bronson (PIN 17-11-400-022) until the June 21, 2023 
meeting of the Planning Commission, because (list your reason for tabling the decision 
here).” 
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STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
 
TO:   Planning Commission 
FROM: Michelle Stenger, Community Development Director 
SUBJECT: Site Plan Review for a new Cell Tower at 301 N Bronson 
DATE:  May 17, 2023 
 
 
Introduction 
Applicant, Vertical Bridge, is applying for a Site Plan Review for a new Cell Tower at 301 N 
Bronson Avenue (PIN 17-15-300-034). The property is currently zoned I, Industrial.  
Communication Towers are listed as a Special Land Use under Section 3.12:7(2) in the Industrial 
District. 
 
This property is located on the far east side of the City. See the attachments for maps and images 
of the property. The applicant is proposing to build on the east side of the city within the 
industrial area.  The site is 10.63 acres and currently has no improvements.  The applicant is 
seeking to build a 125-foot tower (135 feet if including the lightening rod) on a 75 foot by 75 
foot piece of land.  The applicant will also have a nonexclusive access and utility easement to 
reach the proposed property. 
 
Site Plan Review Process and Procedure 
The Site Plan Review Application was received by the Community Development Department on 
April 27, 2023, and was deemed in compliance with Section 9.4. of the Zoning Ordinance which 
stipulates required Site Plan Review application materials. As required by Ordinance, Site Plan 
Reviews must go through a public hearing process. Notice was posted in the Big Rapids Pioneer 
on Monday, May 1, 2023, and sent to all property owners within 300 ft of the site. 
 
The Site Plans were shared with the Fire Marshal, Airport Manager, the Public Works 
Department’s Engineering staff, and the Zoning Administrator for their review. 
 
Public Safety – Fire Marshal Jeff Hull reviewed the site plans and found no issues with the Site 
Plans and preliminary drawings. 
 
Airport Manager – Airport Manager, Steve Schroeder stated that the applicant would need to get 
a Tall Structures Permit through MDOT. 
 
Public Works -  
 
Zoning – Plans were reviewed by the Community Development Director as to their standings as 
regards the Zoning Ordinance. This review found that the plans are in compliance with the 
Ordinance as regards setbacks, parking spaces and drive lanes, landscaping, and lighting. 
 
Criteria for Review of Site Plan Review Applications 
Section 9.6 of the Zoning Ordinance sets criteria for reviewing Site Plan Review applications: 
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9.6:1 That there is a proper relationship between the existing streets and highways within the vicinity 
and proposed deceleration lanes, service drives, entrance and exit driveways and parking areas to 
ensure the safety and convenience of pedestrian and vehicular movement. With respect to 
vehicular and pedestrian circulation, including walkways, interior drives, and parking, the site 
shall be developed so that access points, general interior traffic circulation, pedestrian circulation, 
and parking areas are safe and convenient and, insofar as practicable, do not detract from the 
design of the proposed buildings and existing structures on neighboring properties. 

 
 Staff Response:  Communication Towers have very little traffic or parking needs as they are only 

visited about once a month for routine site checks and upgrades.  There will be no public at the 
property.  

 
9.6:2 All elements of the site plan shall be harmoniously and efficiently organized in relation to the 

topography, the size and type of the lot, the character of adjoining property, and the type and size 
of buildings. The site shall be developed so as not to impede the normal and orderly development 
or improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted in this Ordinance. 

 
Staff Response:  The surrounding properties are used for industrial uses or vacant.  The tower 
would have little impact on the continued use of the property.  The location of the tower will limit 
future development on the property as the structure is taking road frontage from future 
development.  

 
9.6:3 That as many natural features of the landscape shall be retained as possible where they furnish a 

barrier or buffer between the project and adjoining properties used for dissimilar purposes and 
where they assist in preserving the general appearance of the neighborhood. The landscape shall 
be preserved in its natural state, insofar as practical, by minimizing tree and soil removal, and by 
topographic modifications which will result in maximum harmony with adjacent areas. 

 
Staff Response:  The location of the tower will require that some natural landscaping be removed 
from the site.  However, there is not a reasonable way to hide cell towers.   

 
9.6:4 That any adverse effects of the proposed development and activities emanating there from which 

affect adjoining residents or owners shall be minimized by appropriate screening, fencing, 
landscaping, setback and location of buildings, structures and entryways. All loading and 
unloading areas and outside storage areas, including areas for the storage of refuse, which face or 
are visible from residential districts or public thoroughfares, shall be screened by a vertical screen 
consisting of structural or plant materials no less than six (6) feet in height. 

 
Staff Response:  The structure will be fenced to keep people out.  Since the property is 
surrounded by industrial land there is no requirement to have additional landscaping around the 
structure.  There is also no parking or structure to require landscaping around the base of.   

 
 
9.6:5 That the layout of buildings and improvements will minimize any harmful or adverse effect 

which the development might otherwise have upon the surrounding neighborhood. Physical 
improvements including sidewalks, drives and parking areas shall be built to adequate standards 
to minimize premature deterioration. Sites at which hazardous substances are stored, used or 
generated shall be designed to prevent spill or discharges to the air, surface of the ground, 
groundwater, streams, drains or wetlands. Secondary containment for above ground storage of 
hazardous material shall be provided. 
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Staff Response:  Communications towers typically only have a visual impact on surrounding 
properties.  There are currently no sidewalks in the industrial area.  The single access drive is not 
proposed to be paved, but it also will not be accessed more than once a month.  

 
9.6:6 That all provisions of all local ordinances, including the City Zoning Ordinance, are complied 

with unless an appropriate variance therefrom has been granted by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 

Staff Response:  The communication tower has met all of the provisions of the zoning ordinance.   
 
Planning Commissioners are encouraged to review the Application against the Criteria in Section 
9.6 to decide if they find it meets or fails to meet them. These Criteria shall be used to decide the 
Action taken by the Planning Commission. 
 
Recommendation 
Staff’s biggest concern is the location of the tower on the site.  Some consideration should be 
given to whether the tower can be moved further back on the property so the base of the tower 
and all the components will not be as noticeable from the road.  With that for the Board’s 
consideration Staff recommends approval of the Site Plan Review Application for a 
communications tower at 301 N Bronson, as it meets the Criteria for Review found in Section 
9.6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Action 
Three options lay before the Planning Commission regarding Site Plan Review Applications: 
Approval, Denial, or Approval with Conditions. Explanations and sample motions are below.  
 
Approval 
An approval motion is appropriate when the Application meets the Standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance and approves the Application. Sample motion: 

“I move that the Site Plan Review Application for a communications tower at 301 N 
Bronson Avenue (PIN 17-15-300-034), be approved, because it meets all of the Criteria 
for Review set in Section 9.6 of the Zoning Ordinance.” 

 
Approval with Conditions 
An approval with conditions motion is appropriate when the Application meets the Standards of 
the Zoning Ordinance, but the Planning Commissioners believe a few minor conditions or 
alterations are required. This motion approves the Application contingent upon the listed 
conditions. Sample motion: 

“I move that the Site Plan Review Application for communications tower at 301 N 
Bronson Avenue (PIN 17-15-300-034), be approved with conditions. The Application 
meets the Criteria for Review set in Section 9.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, but conditions 
are required to (select from the relevant reasons below) 

(1) Ensure that public services and facilities affected by the proposed land use or 
activity will be capable of accommodating increased service and facility loads 
caused by the land use or activity. 

(2) Protect the natural environment and conserve natural resources and energy. 
(3) Ensure compatibility with adjacent uses of land. 
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(4) Promote the use of land in a socially and economically desirable manner. 

The following conditions are required to address this need: (list conditions [such as 
requiring additional permits, revising plans to show needed changes, demonstrating 
adequacy of the stormwater detention facilities, among others] here). 
 
A revised, dated site plan and documents addressing the above shall be submitted for 
staff approval within 60 days.” 
 

Denial 
A denial motion is appropriate when the Application fails to meet the Standards of the Zoning 
Ordinance and ends the application process. Sample motion: 

“I move to deny the Site Plan Review Application for a communications tower at 301 N 
Bronson Avenue (PIN 17-15-300-034)), because it does not meet Criteria 9.6:X of the 
Zoning Ordinance. (Fill in the X with which number Criteria the application does not 
meet.)” 



Location Map



Site Pictures
301 N Bronson

Standing at the approximate location of the 
tower looking towards the road.

Standing at the edge of the road looking to-
wards the tower site.

Standing along the north edge of the pro-
posed driveway easement looking south

Standing across the road looking into the 
tower site (west)

Standing along the south side of the 
proposed site looking north.
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