
GAINES CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION – REGULAR MEETING 

Township Board Room - 8555 Kalamazoo Ave. S.E. Caledonia, MI 49316 
 

DRAFT Agenda 
7:00 p.m. – Thursday, February 22nd, 2024 

 
I. Call to Order and Roll Call 

 
II. Consideration of Agenda 

 
III. Consideration of Meeting Minutes 
 

a. Consideration of January 25th, 2024, Planning Commission Regular Meeting 
Minutes 

 
IV. Inquiry of Conflict of Interest 

 
V. Public Comment  

 
VI. New Business 

 
1. Public Hearings 

 
a. 7610 Division- Rezone Heavy Industrial to Neighborhood Commercial Request 

 
b. 2096 76th Street – Jack’s Landscaping Special Use Permit/ Site Plan Review 

 
c. 3316 68th Street - Thornapple Village PUD 

 
2. Site Plan Review 

 
a. None. 

 
3. Items not requiring a Public Hearing 

 
a. None. 

 
VII. General Discussion 

 
a. None. 

 
VIII. Adjournment 

 
Persons with disabilities needing special accommodations should contact Kim Triplett at (616) 698-6640 one week 

prior to the meeting to request mobility, visual or any other assistance. 



 
 

1 
 

DRAFT Minutes of the Gaines Charter Township Planning Commission 

Regular Mee�ng held January 25, 2024, at 7 pm 

8555 Kalamazoo Ave., SE, Caledonia, MI 49316 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Billips, Haagsma, Rober, Thomas, Waayenberg, Wiersema, Giarmo 

MEMBERS ABSENT: None 

STAFF PRESENT: Dan Wells, Community Development Director; Dakota Swan, Assistant Planner; 
Jeff Griter, Township Engineer 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
 
Chair Giarmo called the mee�ng to order at 7:02 PM. 
 

II. CONSIDERATION OF MEETING AGENDA 
 
No changes to the agenda.  
 

III. CONSIDERATION OF MEETING MINUTES 
Consideration of the December 14, 2023, regular Planning Commission meeting minutes.  
 
Mo�on:   Mo�on by Haagsma, supported by Giarmo to approve the minutes of 
December 14, 2023. 
DISCUSSION:  None. 
AYES:   Giarmo, Billips, Haagsma, Rober, Thomas, Waayenberg, Wiersema 
NAYS:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None 
DECISION:  Mo�on Carried (7-0) 
 

IV. INQUIRY OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
 
None.  
 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
No public comment was made. 
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Items not requiring a Public Hearing  
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a. 7610 Division Avenue SE 
Requesting for a rezone from Heavy Industrial (I-2) to Neighborhood Commercial (NC)  
 
Planner Wells explained that this request is fi�ng for the area and would be compa�ble with 
adjacent land uses, and meets the designated use in the Future Land Use Plan. Addi�onally, it 
was men�oned that the parcel in ques�on is currently par�ally vacant, with the remainder of 
the parcel containing a self-storage facility. Planner Wells gave a staff recommenda�on to the 
Planning Commission for the rezone request. 

MOTION:  Mo�on by Haagsma, supported by Waayenberg to hold a public hearing 
for the rezoning. 

DISCUSSION: Giarmo thinks it will improve the aesthe�c appearance of the area. 

AYES:  Giarmo, Billips, Haagsma, Rober, Thomas, Waayenberg, Wiersema 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Mo�on Carried (7-0) 

 
 

b. 3805 92nd Street  
Request for PUD- Preliminary Review 
 
Paul Henderson, who is represen�ng applicants for the PUD, stated he will be responding to 
recommenda�ons made by Planner Wells and Engineer Griter. He elaborated on details 
pertaining to proposed water and sewer plans for the development, which would include a 
Sep�c Tank Effluent Pumping (STEP) system for the 34 proposed units.  
 
Planner Wells explained that this applica�on serves as a preliminary site plan and a PUD 
rezoning, not a final site plan, and that if the Planning Commission granted preliminary 
approval, the applicant would then move onto a public hearing and move through a site plan 
review.  
 
Wells confirmed that staff found submital requirements to all be adequate for a preliminary 
review. 
 
Planner Wells men�oned that this request is typical for this type of development, the only 
difference is that within suburban developments, lots are typically larger than what is being 
proposed for this type of development.  
 
The proposed development includes sidewalks on one side of the street; Planner Wells 
added that typically for a development of this density, the township would require sidewalks 
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on both sides of the street, therefore it is undetermined if that standard is met through this 
applica�on.  
 
Planner Wells then discussed the intricacies of the proposed STEP system and concerns 
regarding long term management of the community sep�c system. Final site plans are not 
available at this �me; consequen�ally, Planner Wells recommends a condi�on in which the 
Township Engineer would review and approve all site plans to ensure legi�macy regarding 
long-term management of the sep�c system and protec�on of the natural environment. 
 
Planner Wells confirmed that the condi�ons for a Planned Unit Development-Open Space 
Preserva�on have been met since 45 acres of agricultural land will be set aside, and 2.5 
acres of mature woods would be preserved under the proposed development. There aren’t 
any significant natural features to be preserved within the parcel given that it mainly consists 
of agricultural land, however, requirements for an Open Space PUD are s�ll sa�sfied due to 
the acreage of the farmland and the mature woods set to be preserved. 
 
Staff recommends a condi�on in which a legal covenant acts to ensure that the proposed 
open space remains undeveloped open space; this would need to be submited to the 
Township Atorney for review. It is recommended by Planner Wells that legal formali�es are 
ironed out before this recommenda�on goes to the Township Board. 
 
Planner Wells also explained that staff found details regarding community drain fields/ 
deten�on and reten�on ponds to be unsa�sfactory. The amount of proposed open space is 
subject to change depending on how much space is allocated to drain fields and ponds 
within the PUD; Planner Wells advises wai�ng for final site plans to consider this possibility. 
 
Per�nent to the Township Non-Motorized Plan, Planner Wells discussed a proposed 
unapproved trail to be included in the PUD surrounding the farm area. Staff recommends 
the development include an ADA-compliant trail. Staff also recommended a formal 
agreement ensuring perpetual protec�on of the open space to be reified before this request 
is seen by the Township Board. 
 
Planner Wells men�oned that water quality tes�ng would need to be performed on this 
parcel to determine the viability of the STEP system, and the availability and quality of well 
water for the lots.  
 
Chair Giarmo invited Henderson to respond to Planner Wells’ review and comments, to 
which he clarified that through mee�ngs with the health department and EGLE, they 
dropped a lot from the proposed development. Henderson men�oned that they would be 
using the sep�c system featured in the Hideaway development as reference for the 
proposed STEP system. 
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Atorney Steve Tjapkes had the chance to elaborate on the open space uses; he said that the 
developers are atemp�ng to ensure that the proposed trail is a useful amenity for residents, 
but also that it does not incur high costs to implement.  
 
Staff ques�oned the remnant parcel in the southwest corner of the PUD and inquired about 
whether it had undergone a perc test.  
 
Tjapkes confirmed that the master deed for the property grants the Township authority to 
create a special assessment district to ensure that there is a long-term plan in place for the 
preserva�on of open space, and states he is willing to nego�ate with the Township Atorney 
on a formal legal instrument to oversee this mater.  
 
Henderson returned to the podium and elaborated in response to staff concerns about 
sidewalks; he stated that the developer is interested in keeping this development affordable, 
and sees this as a cost to the individual homeowner.  
 
Planner Wells inquired about the sale price of units, Henderson stated that sale prices are 
currently undetermined.  
 
Giarmo inquired about intricacies of the private sewer system with Engineer Griter; he 
claims that it is quite early in the development process for intricate design details, but we do 
know that reten�on is a risky idea in this area of the Township due to the clay deposits in the 
ground and subsequent inability to perc. Addi�onally, a Special Assessment District was 
recommended up front with the Hideaway development, and Engineer Griter is hopeful it 
would be applied here too.  
 
Planner Wells inquired about consulta�on with Kent County Health Department regarding 
the preliminary review.  
 
Engineer Griter responded that there are details to work out given what they proposed, and 
that some variance may be required, but that the health department preliminarily said this 
proposal could hypothe�cally work, based on tes�ng done in the area and the discovery of 
some sand.  
 
Chair Giarmo inquired about poten�al concerns from hideaway residents, Planner Wells 
responded that there haven’t been many since not many houses have been put up yet.  
 
Waayenberg echoed staff review points dealing with sidewalks on both sides of the 
development for the sake of accessibility and expressed concern regarding stormwater 
reten�on on behalf of the clay soils in the area. 
 
Chair Giarmo and Member Wiersma also expressed a desire for sidewalks on either side of 
the development, and Wiersma inquired about access points to the development for the 
sake of emergency services since there is only one proposed. Fire Chief Ken VanHall weighed 
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in and confirmed that a second access point will need to be included in the development 
due to the number of houses. 
 
Member Wiersma also inquired about the open lot towards the front of the development in 
front of lot 1, Henderson affirmed that nothing is planned for that lot.  
 
Member Rober expressed concerns regarding the long-term preserva�on of the allocated 
open space; Tjapkes reassured her that the open space in ques�on is intended to be part of 
the site condo plan. Commissioner Rober also inquired about risks associated with the 
proposed sewer/ sanita�on plan, Henderson confirmed that there will be more 
conversa�ons and steps to be taken with the health department and EGLE. Planner Wells 
added that a thorough review by the Township Engineer will also be a necessary step in this 
process.  
 
Commissioners Thomas and Billips echoed prior concerns in lieu of sidewalks and access 
points. 
 
Member Haagsma expressed agreement with staff comments and sought clarifica�on 
regarding ownership of two adjacent parcels located southwest of the proposed 
development.  
 
Planner Wells inquired about an easement on the property, Henderson confirmed it is a 
drainage easement. 
 
Chair Giarmo encouraged the inclusion of trail maintenance in master deed and inquired 
about the Township Atorneys role in that process, to which Planner Wells confirmed the 
Township Atorney would be included in that discussion and offered to provide Chair Giarmo 
with further details as needed. Chair Giarmo also expressed the importance of preserving 
wooded lots in the township, such as the 2.5 acres included in this property. 

 

MOTION:  Mo�on by Waayenberg, supported by Thomas to approve the 
preliminary rezoning, with the staff recommenda�ons and fire department requirements 
being considered. 

DISCUSSION: None 

AYES:  Giarmo, Billips, Haagsma, Rober, Thomas, Waayenberg, Wiersema                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Mo�on Carried (7-0) 
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C. 3316 68th Street – Thornapple Village 

Request for PUD – Preliminary Review 

The applicant is seeking to rezone a por�on of a parcel to a PUD called Thornapple Village to 
implement a residen�al development. Dan Larabel of Allen Edwin Homes discussed the design 
overview and explained that they are aiming to develop 114 single-family homes within the area, 
including 52 detached homes, 11 4-unit townhomes, and 18 “terrace” homes.  

Tom Larabel of Allen Edwin Homes addressed their plan to mi�gate stormwater reten�on and 
discussed the details of a proposed deten�on pond in the northeast corner of the property. 
Their goal is to minimize the footprint of the deten�on pond as much as possible.   

Larabel then discussed the staff report and expressed how the developer feels as though the 
proposed development is con�ngent with the future land use plan. He touched on each of the 
standards for both the Duton master plan and the designated future land use category, village 
residen�al, and how the proposed development fits those standards. 

Planner Wells men�oned that the density and housing variety standards included in the plan for 
Duton seem to be sa�sfied through this proposed development, however, he explained that the 
Future Land Use Plan for mixed-use development, and current Neighborhood Commercial zoning 
in this area are le� unsa�sfied. Planner Wells also voiced concerns about the proposed loca�on 
of the deten�on pond and the way in which it would eliminate the possibility of connec�vity to 
adjacent arterial streets in the area and inquired with Member Haagsma about KCRC’s findings 
regarding this mater.  

Planner Wells expressed concerns about the number of residents and subsequent traffic that 
would be added to the area and inquired about the need for conduc�ng a traffic study. 

Wells also elaborated on open space requirements and how there is flexibility within those 
standards for a PUD; the proposed development currently allocates 0.85 acres as open space 
and features a park within the site plan. Wells encouraged the Planning Commission to consider 
whether this amount of open space would be sufficient for the number of units planned to be 
included in this development.  

Planner Wells then discussed the non-motorized network within the PUD and highlighted the 
cyclist-friendly element of roads within this proposal. Wells also spoke on the possibility of 
connec�ng to the Paul Henry trail. 

Planner Wells encouraged the Planning Commission to consider this PUD and if it is aiming to 
reach the intended village center goals that are outlined in the Master Plan for Duton. Staff 
recommended condi�ons to reach all outside agency approvals, including approval from the 
Township Engineer.  

Commissioner Wiersma elaborated on the importance of sidewalks and how cri�cal they are in 
this area. Wiersma then voiced concern regarding accessibility within the area and the village 
residen�al intent for this parcel of land. He commented on the lack of connec�vity proposed 
within the area and the bifurcated feel of the neighborhood. Wiersma inquired about the 
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dis�nc�on between porches and stoops, and how the proposed porches on these units do not 
emulate a walkable, pedestrian-friendly aesthe�c.  

Commissioner Billips echoed Wiersma’s porch concern, and added that aesthe�cally, the units 
appear bland to her. She expressed an interest in seeing more varia�on amongst the products 
given the large number of them that would be built so close together.  

Secretary Thomas highlighted the number of families projected to be moving in as a primary 
concern regarding sidewalks and connec�vity. Thomas echoed earlier concerns about stoops and 
spoke in favor of porches instead.   

Commissioner Waayenberg voiced uncertainty on whether the proposed PUD meets the village 
center requirements; Waayenberg added that it feels as though the developer pushing faster 
than what the township is ready for. Waayenberg expressed discontent towards having only one 
entrance and exit point into the development as it discourages connec�vity. He also voiced 
support for a traffic study being conducted in the area.  

Commissioner Haagsma offered insight into the details of traffic that would be added to the 
area, and stated that this area will see about 2600 more automobile trips a day; subsequently, 
he voiced the need for a traffic study. Haagsma referenced Sec�on 10.1 under the sec�ons for 
review and expressed that this PUD doesn’t enhance the crea�vity or dis�nc�veness of the area. 
He believes there is litle flexibility within the design, and it would not necessarily benefit the 
community. Haagsma said that it doesn’t seem as though this PUD would integrate any of the 
village residen�al elements together for this area as the Planning Commission had envisioned, 
other than offering a variety of housing types.  

Commissioner Rober chimed in and reiterated earlier concerns about the stoops on the front of 
homes. Rober expressed a distaste for the “cookie cuter” nature of the product, and she spoke 
on a desire to do this development right.  

Chair Giarmo highlighted the amount of �me spent on cra�ing a vision for the Duton area and 
the desire to bring it to life, and how this PUD is in stark contrast to what has been envisioned; 
Giarmo stated that this PUD doesn’t offer the Planning Commission any comfort and doesn’t 
make her believe that the developer understands the inten�ons for this area.  

Giarmo inquired about the developers history with designing mixed use area plans, and Larabel 
responded that they have previously been peripheral to commercial elements, but never to this 
extent. 

Giarmo reiterated the disconnect between the proposed project and the envisioned plans for 
the Duton area and expressed a distaste for the deten�on pond on 68t Street. Giarmo 
encouraged Larabel to rethink the village neighborhood characteris�cs that are being envisioned 
for this area, and to come back to the Planning Commission with something more fi�ng.  

MOTION:  Mo�on by Haagsma, support by Rober to table the preliminary decision. 

DISCUSSION: None 

AYES:  Giarmo, Billips, Haagsma, Rober, Thomas, Waayenberg, Wiersema 
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NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Mo�on Carried (7-0) 

 
c. 1160/ 1188/ 1190 76th Street – Cooks Crossing Enclave 

Preliminary Site Condominium Plan 
 
Planner Wells started the discussion by offering some insight into the content of the 
development; this is a request for a site condominium that would be adjacent to the 
Cooks Crossing PUD.  
 
Mike McGraw of Eastbrook Homes spoke on behalf of this preliminary site condo plan 
and offered some opening comments.  He stated that the addi�on of a property to their 
parcel was very beneficial, and these homes will be bigger than any other projects 
they’ve developed.   
 
Planner Wells offered more context for the long-term implica�ons of the development 
and said that there is an easement for water service that heads into an adjacent parcel, 
so there is poten�al for future water service. Wells clarified that there is no need for a 
public hearing with site condominiums, and that if this is approved, Eastbrook Homes 
will have two years to finalize site plans based on the preliminary plan presented to the 
Planning Commission.  
 
Regarding development standards, Wells stated that all aspects are compliant with 
requirements for the RL-14 zone. Wells feels confident that Eastbrook Homes will 
provide a variety of housing types for this development, and that there will need to be a 
streetlight assessment in addi�on to a review of the u�li�es plan by the Township 
Engineer.  
 
Wells stated that staff gives a posi�ve recommenda�on to the Planning Commission 
with the condi�ons that the four house models meet the requirements for the 
development, sidewalks would be included on both sides of the street, a streetlight 
assessment district would be implemented, and that street tree requirements would be 
met. Addi�onally, it is necessary to undergo review by the Township Engineer.  
 
Commissioner Haagsma inquired about the water easement, and Wells provided 
clarifica�on on the dimensions and loca�on.  

 

MOTION:  Mo�on by Waayenberg, support by Wiersma to make a posi�ve 
resolu�on and move this to the township board.  

DISCUSSION: None 
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AYES:  Billips, Haagsma, Rober, Thomas, Waayenberg, Wiersema 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Mo�on Carried (6-0) 

d. 2023 Planning & Zoning Report 

Staff compiled a 2023 summary of the planning and zoning department, which was provided for the 
Planning Commission’s review and ques�ons as necessary.  

Chair Giarmo inquired about how many units of housing were built in the township last year, Wells 
responded that it was approximately 1600 units, including developments from November and December 
of the year prior. Wells also commented that we’re seeing a variety of homes and ge�ng a range of 
products in the township to suit a range of people.  

Planner Wells took some �me to address big plans on the docket for the Planning and Zoning 
department in 2024, and what the department accomplished last year. In 2023, an upgrade to the 
master plan was complete, alongside a parks and recrea�on plan, and now the township is undertaking 
an update to the Zoning Ordinance. Within the next few years, Planner Wells is hoping to update the 
non-motorized transporta�on plan, specifically by means of iden�fying and marking shared pathways for 
cycling. Wells also wants to get the Planning and Zoning department working on developing a public park 
(referred to as Codys Mill) within the township, and he plans to ini�ate a discussion with the DNR about 
grants to help connect this new park to Prairie Wolf Park. Planner Wells also highlighted the importance 
of protec�ng cri�cal wetlands, woodlands and creeks as �me goes on and as development carries on 
within the township.  

e . Elec�on of Officers 

The Planning Commission needed to reelect their officers, including the Chair of the commission 
(Giarmo), the Vice Chair (Rober), and the Secretary (Thomas).  

 MOTION: Mo�on by Haagsma, support by Waayenberg to keep the same officers for 
2024.  

DISCUSSION: None 

AYES:  Giarmo, Billips, Haagsma, Rober, Thomas, Waayenberg, Wiersema 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Mo�on Carried (7-0) 
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VII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Planner Wells explained that the next Planning Commission mee�ng is looking like it will be 
light; in February the Planning Commission will hear an applica�on for site plan review from 
Jack’s Landscaping. 

Wells also men�oned that the standards for the R-3 zoning category were reviewed by the 
township board but will likely be coming back to the Planning Commission for further 
considera�on, given some concerns about affordability and flexibility.  

Tangen�ally, Wells men�oned that setback requirements near the M-6 corridor might see 
some excep�ons in the Zoning Ordinance update and apartment developments may be 
subject to more gracious standards eventually.   

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The mee�ng adjourned at 9:19 PM.  



Gaines Charter Township        

Planning Commission Memo  
Meeting Date: February 22nd, 2024 

AGENDA ITEM: VI.1.a 

PROPOSED REQUEST: Rezone from Heavy 
Industrial to Neighborhood Commercial 

ADDRESSES: 7610 Division Avenue SE  

PARCEL NUMBER: 41-22-18-101-020 

APPLICANT: Brian DeSmit, Apex Realty, for Jon 
& Sandra Good Trust.  

FILE NUMBER: 231113BD   

PROPERTY ZONING DISTRICT: Heavy Industrial 

PROPERTY SIZE: Approximately 2.3 acres 

REPORT BY: Dan Wells, Community 
Development Director 
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OVERVIEW 

The applicant requests the rezoning of 1.0-acre of a 2.3-acre parcel of land from Heavy Industrial (I-2) to 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC). The parcel will be divided into two parcels contingent on the rezoning 
to separate the two zoning categories.  

The subject parcel is located at the intersection of 76th and Division and is currently partially vacant and 
partially developed with a self-storage facility. The vacant portion of the parcel is subject to rezoning 
request and redevelopment; the storage facility will remain in place.  

Surrounding zoning:  

 

 NORTH: C-2; R-3  
WEST: Byron Township SUBJECT PARCEL EAST: I-2  

 SOUTH: I-2  
 

 

 

 

STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

The request has been reviewed using the applicable review standards of Section 27.4, Review Standards 
for Amendments, which states: 

In reviewing an application for the rezoning of land, whether the application is made without or with an 
offer of conditions (as in a conditional rezoning request), factors that should be considered by the 
Planning Commission and the Township Board include, but are not limited to, the following: 
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A. Whether the proposed rezoning is consistent with the policies and uses proposed for that area 

in the Township’s Master Land Use Plan;  

Meets Standard. The Township’s current Future Land Use Plan designates the subject area parcel as 
Residential/Retail which is best described as a mixed-use category combining Neighborhood Commercial 
with Medium density residential. The applicant is requesting a rezoning to NC, which in the Master Plan 
is outlined as Neighborhood Retail.  

 

 

  

 

From the Master Plan regarding “Residential and Neighborhood Retail and Services”: 

Neighborhood Commercial development would be allowed on main roads, in existing commercial 
buildings, or designated commercial areas within the overall development. The intent is to 
integrate the commercial with the surrounding neighborhood, not to mix the uses in a 
checkerboard, but to allow low intensity commercial activity adjacent to Village Residential 
(medium density) use.  

Buffer areas between the two may include narrow parking lots, fencing, or landscaped areas. 
Pedestrian access between the two should be well integrated with sidewalks and pleasantly 
landscaped to promote a walkable connection. Site improvements should be included that 
encourage the use of alternative forms of transportation (e.g., bike racks, transit shelters). 

These lots were considered for NC designation due to this being a “gateway” into the township from US-
131 to the west. The current uses of surrounding properties are not conducive to residential use, and in 
that sense, pure commercial use might be considered appropriate at this time.  

Regarding “Neighborhood Retail and Services” in the Master Plan: 

Small scale and designed to provide goods, restaurants, and services primarily to meet the needs 
of the immediate neighborhood and township residents.  Facilities will be developed in harmony 
with the area’s natural features and in a scale and form to encourage pedestrian and multi-
modal access and to minimize auto-pedestrian conflicts”.  
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The layout of the site has not been determined, but will have to adhere to all NC development 
standards. 

B. Whether all of the uses and structures allowed under the proposed rezoning would be 
compatible with other zones and uses in the surrounding area;  

Meets standard. The parcel in question is in a transitional commercial area, with industrial to the south 
and east, and commercial use to the west. There are residential homes on the north side of 76th and 
Brookshire Meadows mobile home park ca. 725 feet to the east. Neighborhood Commercial zoning on 
this specific parcel would not conflict with any of the current uses on immediately surrounding 
properties which include self-storage, a nearly abandoned industrial building to the south, and the 76th 
Street/Division Avenue intersection which are four and five-lane roads.  

C. Whether any public services and facilities would be significantly adversely impacted by a 
development or use allowed under the requested rezoning;  

Meets standard. The area is served by all utilities necessary for commercial use and would not be 
adversely affected by development.  

D. Whether the proposed zoning would be reasonable;  

Meets standard. Any of the uses listed under Neighborhood Commercial would be appropriate for this 
parcel; development of this lot would be an improvement to the corner, and a signal of reinvestment in 
the Division corridor.   

E. Whether circumstances in the area have changed;  

Meets standard. This stretch of Division has seen very little reinvestment over the last decade. 
However, the Brewer Park Apartments a mile to the south were recently approved and are anticipated 
to be built over the next 2-3 years.  

F. Whether the uses allowed under the proposed rezoning would be equally or better suited to 
the area than uses allowed under the current zoning of the land. 

Meets standard. Due to the limited size of the parcel and its location at a crossroad, it is better suited 
for commercial development than industrial. It is unlikely to attract industrial users engaging in actual 
manufacturing, and other industrial uses would likely be considered eyesores on this high visibility 
corner.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission found the request to be reasonable and met standards for rezoning on 
January 25th. This is the public hearing, and the Planning Commission may make a recommendation to 
the Board. Staff is recommending that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the rezone 
request.  

Staff recommends that the rezoning is contingent upon division of the parcel within 60 days after Board 
consideration, if approved.  

 







Gaines Charter Township        

Planning Commission Memo  
Meeting Date: February 22nd, 2024 
 
AGENDA ITEM: VI.1.b 

PROPOSED REQUEST: Two Special Use Permits 
and Site Plan Review  

ADDRESS: 2096 76th Street 

PARCEL NUMBER: 41-22-16-200-002 

APPLICANT: Bruce VanderVennen 

FILE NUMBERs: 231128BV & 231129BV 

PROPERTY ZONING DISTRICT: A-R 

PROPERTY SIZE: 37.2 acres 

REPORT BY: Dan Wells, Community 
Development Director  
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OVERVIEW 

The applicant applied for approval of a proposed site plan, and two Special Use Permits (SUP); for a new 
oversized accessory building, and landscaping business on the subject site. In the subject A-R zoning 
district, combined accessory building square footage over 2,400 square feet in size is subject to special 
land use review and approval, and landscaping businesses are classified as special land uses and are 
intended to be allowed if subordinate to a single-family residential use of the property.  

For the purposes of this review, this memo includes a collective review of the proposal against all 
applicable requirements. A single motion for approval, approval with conditions, or denial, may 
reference the accessory building square footage, landscaping business, and associated site plan 
together. 

The Planning Commission denied a request for the two SUPs in March of 2022 (see attached). The 
applicant is permitted to reapply once a year after the denial was issued. The site plan is the same as 
presented in March of 2022. The applicant’s attorney has prepared a letter (attached) with his 
interpretation of the standards for reconsideration. Staff addresses some of those points below.  

Approval of the request would authorize the following:  

• 12,012 square foot commercial building (accessory to the residence and counted as residential 
accessory square footage) for a total of 16,973 square feet of accessory buildings 

• Commercial landscaping contractor operations 
• 21-car parking lot 
• Paved driveway access and drive aisles 
• Outdoor storage bins for mulch and topsoil (no retail sales) 
• Landscaping, lighting, stormwater, and utilities 

Surrounding zoning:  

 NORTH: RL-14 Single Family 
Residential 

 

WEST: A-R Agricultural/Rural-
Residential 

SUBJECT PARCEL EAST: A-R Agricultural/Rural-
Residential 

 SOUTH: A-R 
Agricultural/Rural-

Residential 
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STANDARDS OF REVIEW 
 
The request has been reviewed using the applicable review standards of Section 19.8 General Standards 
for All Special Land Uses, Section 19.9 (K) Landscaping Businesses, Section 20.2(D).4 Accessory Buildings 
– Standards for Increasing Maximum Floor Area, and Section 25.6 Site Plan Standards of Review. 
 
SECTION 19.8 GENERAL STANDARDS FOR ALL SPECIAL LAND USES 
 
The Planning Commission shall review the particular circumstances and facts of each proposed special use 
and in addition to the specific standards of consideration stated for each special use type within the Zoning 
Ordinance and shall be guided in rendering a decision by the following general standards: 
 
A. The proposed special use shall be sufficiently designed to maintain adequate provision for the 

protection of the health, safety, conveniences, and social and economic welfare of those who will use 
the special use, residents and landowners adjacent to the special use, and the community as a 
whole. 
 
Undetermined. Landscaping businesses and oversized accessory buildings are viewed as appropriate in 
A-R zoned areas based on the existence of large parcels of land and dispersed residential development. 
As long as the business operates in accordance with Township requirements and standards, public health, 
safety, and welfare will be maintained.  
 
The size of the proposed building and paved area are not typical for A-R. However, they are not without 
precedent as pointed out by Attorney Caldon. D&N Landscaping is approximately 1.8 miles east. They use 
barn structures approximately 19,600 SF that were originally used for livestock operations and they are 
now partially reused for equipment storage. Staff notes that in that example, D&N does have a SUP to 
operate, and is a smaller operation with fewer employees and does not run snow removal equipment 
out of this location. The other landscaping operation referenced at 8757 Hanna Lake utilizes 7,200 SF of 
accessory buildings. McDonald Plumbing on Eastern is a non-conforming use and does not have a SUP for 
additional accessory buildings that total about 13,900 SF.  
 
Staff requests that the Planning Commission make a determination whether the size of the building is 
appropriate.  
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B. The proposed special use shall be consistent with the intent of this Ordinance and the intent of the 

Master Plan. 
 
Undetermined. The current zoning of the parcel is Agricultural-Residential; larger buildings and 
accessory landscaping contractors are possibilities in Ag-Rural Residential areas. A landscaping 
operation of this size may be considered commercial and detract from the desirability of future 
development to the west in Section 16, as this area has been planned for single family residential 
development.  
 
From the Master Plan regarding Rural areas: 
“Natural woodlots, open fields, and agricultural land uses such as field crops, family farm livestock 
operations and hobby farms growing a variety of vegetables may be anticipated in these areas.  This 
area is intended to function as an area where only limited residential development can or should 
occur. This area is not intended to be served with public utility systems that would promote greater 
housing densities.” (Master Plan, pg. 49) 
 
The area is future planned for suburban residential uses: 
“The Suburban Residential area is intended primarily for single family home development, both 
platted and unplatted, and minimum lot size should continue in the traditional scale of about 1-5 
homes per acre.  Accessory dwelling units may be allowed with a special use permit.” (Master Plan, 
pg. 50).  
 
It should be noted that the current Future Land Use Map classifies this parcel and lands to the north 
and west as Low Density Residential. 

 
Staff requests that the Planning Commission make a determination whether the size of the building, 
and the scale of the use is commercial, and therefore appropriate or not. 
 

C. The special use shall not create or substantially add to traffic hazards in the area. 
 
Meets standard. While there will be a noticeable increase in employee and delivery traffic, it is not 
anticipated to be problematic or beyond what the roadway can accommodate. Peak traffic will occur 
at around 7:00 am and 5:00 pm as employees arrive and subsequently leave for the day or evening. It 
is likely that the development of the property as an RL-14 residential subdivision would have a more 
significant impact if rezoned, than as a landscaping contractor business. 
 

D.    Public services and facilities such as roads, police and fire protection, drainage structures, water and 
sewage facilities or schools, shall be sufficiently extended to the proposed special use such that load 
capacities are not exceeded.  
 
Meet standard, condition recommended. The proposed building square footage, land use, and site 
improvements will have no impact on public facilities and schools. Stormwater and utility plans are 
subject to review and approval by the Township Engineer. All site plans and measures for fire 
protection are subject to review and approval by the Fire Inspector. 
 

E.  The proposed special use shall not set precedents for development which could adversely affect the long-
term plans or policies of the Township. 

 
Undetermined. Approval of the use and building square footage would not set a precedent, as larger 
buildings and accessory commercial landscaping contractors are possible in rural areas. While there is a 
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concern with the size and scale of the operation, the subject parcel is very large and in a primarily rural 
area. However, as previously stated, a commercial operation of this size may detract from the 
desirability of future development to the west in Section 16, as this area has been planned for single 
family residential development. 
 
If the proposed development is considered a commercial use, then it could be considered adverse to 
the surrounding properties. 
 

F.  The proposed special use shall not have significant adverse environmental, ecological or natural 
resource impacts. 
 
Meets standard. The site plan will be reviewed by the Township Engineer as it relates to stormwater 
management and water quality. Additionally, the total area disturbed is approximately eight percent 
of the site, which allows for most of the site to remain undeveloped open space or farmland. 
 

G.  The proposed special use shall not have significant adverse impacts upon adjoining properties or 
uses. 

 
Undetermined. As previously mentioned, the current Future Land Use Map classifies this parcel and 
lands to the north and west as Low Density Residential. A commercial operation of this size may 
impact the attractiveness of future development to the west in Section 16, as this area has been 
planned for expanded single family residential development.  
 
Since this request was denied in March of 2022, several residential projects have been under 
consideration. Prairie Wolf Station will begin in 2024, Alexander Trails will be reinitiated in the 
coming months, and Treeline Trails has come in for preliminary consideration. It is likely that this 
area will be a focus of residential growth in the Township over the next five to ten years once 
utilities are extended along 76th Street. Locating a facility of this nature in the center of all this may 
not be consistent with future growth.  
 

SECTION 19.9 (K) LANDSCAPING BUSINESSES 
 
Landscaping businesses are subject to the following requirements: 
 
1. The use must be subordinate to the single-family residential dwelling.  

 
Undetermined. While there is a single-family dwelling on the property, it is difficult to argue that the 
proposed landscaping facility is “subordinate” to the residential land use. The size and scale of the 
buildings and land use proposed could be considered the principal land use. 
 
Attorney Caldon has made the point that the residence will remain and will be the primary use, with the 
landscaping facility subordinate to it.  The Planning Commission will need to make a determination which 
use would be subordinate.   
 

2. Retail and Wholesale Sales: The Planning Commission must specifically approve on-site retail and 
wholesale activities. The retail and wholesale activities are limited to products used by the operator in 
carrying out the trade. 

 
Meets standard. The site plan notes that mulch and topsoil will be stored in bins on the site but will not 
be available for sale. 
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3. Lighting: No freestanding light poles shall be erected or lights placed on buildings unless specifically 
approved by the Planning Commission. Light poles shall not exceed 20 feet in height. Light shall be directed 
downward and shall not reflect off the premises. The Planning Commission may prescribe time limits for 
lighting. 

 
Meets standard, conditions recommended. The parking area lighting is proposed to be building-
mounted. However, the mounting-style, fixture type, and color temperature are not indicated. For a rural 
area we recommend that color temperature is no more than 2,700 Kelvin, and lighting should be down-
lit and cutoff (zero up-light on a LED B.U.G. rating). 

 
4. Buffers: The Planning Commission may require complete or partial screening of buildings and outside 

storage, activity and display areas. Required screening can include fencing, berming, a landscape buffer, 
or a combination of these elements.  
 
Meets standard. The building, storage area, and parking areas are shifted to the west-central portion of 
the site. As such, it is separated from north, south, and eastern land uses by approximately 300-500 feet. 
Additionally, existing trees will be preserved along the east and south areas of the parcel. Along the west 
property line, existing trees will be preserved, and a row of evergreen arborvitae will be installed for 
buffering. The existing and proposed buffering appears to be adequate. 
 

5. Equipment Storage: All machinery and equipment, except for motor vehicles and trailers used in the 
conduct of the business, shall be stored within a completely enclosed building unless expressly approved 
by the Planning Commission. 

 
Meets standard. No outdoor equipment storage is proposed, only bins for mulch and topsoil. If this 
operation is approved, all machinery and equipment must be stored indoors. 
 

6. Refuse: Exterior refuse storage facilities shall be screened from view on all sides by a solid decorative fence 
or landscaping.  
 
Unknown. It is unknown if a dumpster will be located on the site. If so, it must be screened in accordance 
with Section 16.11. 

 
7. Outdoor Storage and Activity: The applicant must clearly indicate all outdoor storage, display, or activity 

areas on a site plan. These areas must meet the following requirements: 
a. Motor Vehicles, trailers, and stockpiled materials shall be stored a minimum of 100 feet from the front 

property line and 60 feet from any side or rear property line, in locations that minimize visual impacts 
of such materials on adjoining properties and public roads. The only activities that can occur within 
the required setback are employee/customer parking and growing of plants. 

b. Surface areas on which the outdoor storage or activity is to take place shall be reviewed for adequacy 
of drainage and dust control measures. The Planning Commission may require that areas be paved 
depending on the level of activity and or type of material or product involved. 

c. The storage of any fertilizer, chemical or loosely packed material shall be maintained and contained 
so as to prevent adverse effects upon adjacent properties. The Planning Commission shall consider 
whether other agencies’ requirements are met, such as those of the Michigan Department of 
Environmental Quality and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

 
Meets standard. All setbacks as proposed on the site plan are compliant. 
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8. Minimum Lot and Setback dimensions: 

a. Front Yard: 100 feet 
b. Side Yards: 60 feet limited to privately owned commercial/industrial fleet sales. 
c. Rear Yards: 100 feet Product sales are restricted to only fuels and motor oils. 
d. Lot Width: 300 feet 
e. Lot Area: 3 acres 

 
Meets standard. All setbacks as proposed on the site plan are compliant, and the lot qualifies for a 
landscaping business based on its size and width. 
 

SECTION 20.2(D).4: ACCESSORY BUILDINGS – STANDARDS FOR INCREASING MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA 
 
In considering a special use permit for an accessory building exceeding the maximum floor area, the 
Planning Commission shall consider the standards stated in Chapter 19 and the following additional 
standards: 
 
A.  The intended use for the Building.  
 

Meets standard. The proposed 12,012 square foot building is intended for a landscaping contractor. 
Additionally, there exists an additional 4,961 square feet of accessory building space in two separate 
structures. The use of the existing buildings is unknown. 

 
B.  The size, proposed location, type and kind of construction and general architectural character of the 

Building. 
 

Meets requirement, condition recommended. The proposed setbacks of the proposed building conform 
to the standards for landscaping businesses, which far exceed the setbacks for residential accessory 
buildings. However, the applicant must confirm building height compliance (20 feet as measured at the 
roof mid-point). 
 

C.  The type and kind of principal and Accessory Buildings and Structures located on properties in the 
same neighborhood. 

Undetermined. Larger accessory buildings are common in rural areas of the Township. Given the 
character of the area and the number of larger agricultural and residential storage buildings, 
oversized accessory buildings are generally considered appropriate. However, it is unknown if the 
Planning Commission has approved a building of this size and scale for a landscaping contractor in 
the A-R zoning district. However, it should be noted that the building is designed to be consistent 
with agricultural buildings in the area, so it may be considered more visually appropriate for the 
area and zoning district. 
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D.  Whether the Building will affect the light and air circulation or views of any adjoining properties. 

Meets standard. The proposed building will not affect light or air circulation on surrounding 
properties. Building setbacks range from 100 feet to several hundred feet, and the height is limited 
due to accessory building requirements (20-foot maximum height). 

E.  The reason why the applicant has requested an Accessory Building in excess of the maximum floor area. 
 

Meets standard. The applicant requests a larger building to accommodate a commercial landscaping 
contractor business. The size of the building will allow for indoor storage of equipment and vehicles. 

 
F.  The extent the Building absorbs required yards and other open spaces. 
 

Meets standard. The overall area of disturbance is approximately eight percent, and the setbacks range 
from 100 feet to several hundred feet. 

SECTION 25.6 SITE PLAN STANDARDS OF REVIEW 
 
The request has been reviewed using the applicable review standards of Section 25.6 Site Plan Review 
Standards. Additional information is included on the following pages concerning site plan review 
considerations and standards. 
 

A. Adequacy of Information: Whether the required information has been furnished in sufficiently 
complete and understandable form so as to allow an accurate description of the proposed use(s) and 
structure(s) in terms of density, location, area, height, bulk, placement, setbacks, performance 
characteristics, parking, and traffic circulation.  
 
Meets standard, conditions recommended. The proposed site plan meets most zoning 
requirements; however, general comments and compliance issues are outlined in the following 
paragraphs. 
 
Section 5.4 and 19.9 K Dimensional Standards. All setbacks and dimensional standards are met.  
 
Chapter 15 Parking and Loading Regulations. Parking calculations were provided, and a sufficient 
number of parking spaces is proposed. Additionally, all parking spaces and drive aisles comply with 
the dimensional requirements of the Zoning Ordinance (widths and setbacks). However, the western 
parking row must include wheel or bumper guards, or other appropriate means located so that no 
part of parked vehicles will extend beyond the parking area (Section 15.8 D). 
 
Chapter 16 Landscaping Regulations. The landscaping plan is not entirely compliant. The following 
must be addressed: 
 

• Section 16.7: The applicant has not indicated minimum installation sizes. 
• Section 16.9: The applicant has not provided calculations for compliant front yard 

landscaping.  
• Section 16.11: The applicant has not provided information concerning dumpster use or 

screening. 
  

Chapter 17 Signage Regulations. No signage is requested or shown on the plan. Signage that 
conforms to Agricultural-Residential zoning may be approved administratively. 
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Chapter 18 Lighting Regulations. The parking area lighting is proposed to be building-mounted. 
However, the mounting-style, fixture type, and color temperature are not indicated. For a rural area, we 
recommend that color temperature is no more than 2,700 Kelvin, and lighting should be down-lit and 
cutoff (zero up-light on a LED B.U.G. rating). Limited lighting hours may be appropriate if the Planning 
Commission desires greater dark skies compliance.  
 

B. Compliance with Township Master Plan: The site plan must comply with the Township Master Plan 
and its goals and objectives and any secondary plans that may have been adopted by the Township 
for the area containing the site. 
 
Undetermined. As mentioned earlier, larger buildings and accessory commercial landscaping 
contractors are envisioned in rural areas. It should be noted that the current Future Land Use Map 
classifies this parcel and lands to the north and west Low Density Residential. A commercial 
operation of this size may impact the attractiveness of future development to the west in Section 
16, as this area has been planned for expanded single family residential development. 
 

C. Compliance with all Township Ordinances and Other Laws: The site plan must comply with the 
standards of this Ordinance and all other applicable Township ordinances, as well as all county, 
state, and federal regulations and laws. 
 
Condition recommended. The applicant is required to secure all applicable Township and outside 
agency approvals prior to site development, including Township Engineering/BGUA, Fire 
Department, Kent County Road Commission, and Kent County Drain Commission, as applicable. 
 

D. Configuration of Uses: Whether there are ways in which the configuration of uses and structures 
could be changed that would improve the effect of the development on adjoining and nearby 
properties, persons, activities, and on the community, while allowing reasonable use of the property 
within the scope of district regulations and other regulations of this Ordinance that are applicable to 
the property and the proposed use and structures. 
 
Meets standard. The proposed site development plan sets aside acres of open space and setbacks 
that exceed requirements ranging from 100 to several hundred feet. A heavy western buffer is 
proposed where the setback is 100 feet, while vegetation to the south and east of the building area 
will be preserved.  
 

E. Preservation of Natural Features: The landscape, natural features, and topography shall be 
preserved in its natural state, insofar as practical, by minimizing tree and soil removal and alteration 
of natural features, and any grade changes shall be in keeping with the general appearance of 
neighboring developed areas. 
 
Meets standard. The total area disturbed is approximately eight percent of the site, which allows for 
most of the site to remain undeveloped open space or farmland. 
 

F. Privacy: The site design must provide reasonable visual and sound screening and privacy for dwelling 
units on the site and on adjacent properties using fences, buffers, berms, and other measures, as 
appropriate. 
 
Meets standard. There are very few residences in the area, and setbacks are significant based on the 
location of the building and the size of the parcel. 
 

  



Planning Commission Memo      Meeting Date: February 22nd, 2024 

 
G. Safety: Buildings and uses shall be arranged and designed to provide emergency vehicle access. Site 

plans shall conform to all applicable fire codes. 
 
Condition recommended. All site plans, along with measures for fire protection, are subject to 
review and approval by the Fire Inspector. 
 

H. Vehicular Circulation: The site design shall provide safe, convenient, and well defined vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation within and to/from the site. Access to/from the site shall be designed to 
minimize conflicts with traffic on adjacent streets. Shared curb cuts and service drives shall be 
utilized as necessary to reduce traffic conflicts and improve the functionality of the site. 

 
Meets standard. Improvement to a single existing driveway is proposed. 
 

I. Pedestrian Circulation: The site plan shall provide a pedestrian circulation system that is insulated as 
completely as is reasonably possible from the vehicular circulation system for safety and 
convenience. 

 
Not applicable. There are no pedestrian facilities in the area, and the proposed land use is not 
pedestrian-oriented. No sidewalks are required in areas that are not served by sewer and water 
utilities.  
 

J. Drainage: Site plans shall conform with the Kent County Drain Commission’s surface water drainage 
standards and to the Township Stormwater Ordinance (and other applicable Township ordinances) 
with special attention given to proper site drainage so that removal of storm water will not adversely 
affect neighboring property owners. Stormwater management system and facilities shall preserve 
the natural drainage characteristics and enhance the aesthetics of the site to the maximum extent 
possible. 

 
Condition recommended. Stormwater plans are subject to review and approval by the Township 
Engineer.  
 

K. Traffic Impact: Measures must be taken to reduce any adverse effects on existing roads, circulation 
patterns on the roads, or access to the site from the expected volume of traffic to be generated by 
the proposed use.  
 
Meets standard. Traffic generation will not increase significantly, and the use of the property will not 
impact conditions along 76th Street. No changes to site access are planned, except for the paving of 
the existing driveway. 
 

L. Hazardous Materials: Sites which include storage of hazardous materials or waste, fuels, salt, or 
chemicals shall be designed to prevent spills and discharges of polluting materials to the surface of 
the ground, groundwater or nearby surface water bodies. Each site shall be designed to meet all 
applicable state and federal regulations.  
 
Condition recommended. All site plans, along with measures for fire protection, are subject to 
review and approval by the Fire Inspector. 
 

  



Planning Commission Memo      Meeting Date: February 22nd, 2024 

 
M. Public Health, Safety, or Welfare: The site plan must be adequate to provide for the health, safety, 

and general welfare of the persons and property on this site and in the neighboring community. The 
site plan and proposed buildings and uses must be reasonable and promote the goals and intent of 
this Ordinance. All elements of the site plan shall be designed to take into account the site’s 
topography, the size and type of lot involved, the character of the adjoining properties, 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 properties for uses permitted in this Ordinance. The site 
plan must be harmonious with and not injurious to existing and projected uses in the immediate 
area. 
 
Meets standard. So long as the business operates in accordance with Township requirements and 
standards, public health, safety, and welfare will be maintained. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
The primary staff concern is the size and scale of the operation and square footage as it relates to 
consistency with future single-family development. However, significant setbacks and buffering will help 
to mitigate the impact. Additionally, the Planning Commission must determine if the landscaping 
contractor business is commercial or not, and subordinate to the residential use of the property if so. 
 
If the Planning Commission is open to approving of the oversized accessory building square footage, 
landscaping business, and the site plan, the following conditions are recommended: 

 
1. No outdoor storage is permitted beyond the material bins noted on the plan, and trailers or 

other heavy equipment shall be stored indoors. 
 

2. No retail sales are permitted. 
 

3. Building height shall be confirmed and shall not exceed 20 feet at the midpoint of the ridgeline 
and eave. 
 

4. Provide wheel or bumper guards along the west parking row (Section 15.8 D). 
 

5. Update exterior lighting plan to include: 
a. Color temperature 2,700 Kelvin or less 
b. Down-lit and cutoff lighting (zero up-light on a LED B.U.G. rating) 
c. (optional) Exterior lighting shall be turned off between the hours of 10pm and 5am.  

 
6. Update landscaping plan to include: 

a. Compliant minimum installation sizes 
b. Compliant front yard landscaping and point calculations 
c. Dumpster location and compliant enclosure details, if applicable 

 
7. Secure all Township department and outside agency approvals: 

a. Township Engineer/BGUA 
b. Fire Department 
c. Kent County Road Commission (driveway and SESC) 
d. Kent County Drain Commission (stormwater) 
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