
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, April 24th, 2025 

 
I. Call to Order and Roll Call 

 
II. Consideration of Agenda 

 
III. Consideration of Meeting Minutes 
 

a. Consideration of March 27th, 2025, Planning Commission Regular Meeting 
Minutes 

 
IV. Inquiry of Conflict of Interest 

 
V. Public Comment  

 
VI. New Business 

 
1. Public Hearings 

 
a. 9744 Meadow Valley – Special Use Permit – Accessory Building 

 
b. Stoneco 2025 Annual Operating Plan  

 
2. Site Plan Review 

 
a. None  

 
3. Items not requiring a Public Hearing 

 
a. 10505 Hanna Lake – 4 to 1 Ratio Wavier 

 
VII. General Discussion 

 
 

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. 
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DRAFT Minutes of the Gaines Charter Township Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting held March 27th, 2025, at 7 pm 

8555 Kalamazoo Ave., SE, Caledonia, MI 49316 

 

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

MEMBERS ABSENT: Thomas, with notice 

STAFF PRESENT: Dan Wells, Community Development Director; Dakota Swan, Assistant Planner 

 

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

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

III. CONSIDERATION OF MEETING MINUTES 
Consideration of the February 27th, 2025, regular Planning Commission meeting minutes.  
 
Motion:   Motion by Haagsma, supported by Rober to approve the minutes of 
February 27th, 2025, with corrections.  
DISCUSSION:  On page two, 78th Street should be corrected to say 76th Street.  
AYES:   All 
NAYS:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None 
DECISION:  Motion Carried (6-0) 
 

IV. INQUIRY OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
 
None.  
 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Tom Werkema of 3547 68th Street said that he feels as though the Planning Commission 
should be including more than five items on their meeting agendas and that limiting the 
agenda to five items is holding back economic activity in the Township. He also shared some 
of his thoughts on the proposed updated Zoning Ordinance. Werkema stated that he feels as 
though inoperable vehicles should be permitted to be on someone’s property longer than 48 
hours. He also stated that he does not approve of the limitation on how many RV’s are 
permitted to be stored on someone’s property and the regulations regarding how they 



 
 

2 
 

should be stored. Planner Wells assisted Werkema in identifying the difference between the 
Future Land Use Map and the Zoning Map.  
 
Bruce Beebe of 4645 76th Street approached the podium to speak about his experience 
negotiating a land deal with Microsoft. He explained that after the last Planning Commission 
meeting, Microsoft’s Community Affairs Director was supposed to reach out to Beebe; 13 
days passed with no contact. Beebe contacted Microsoft and got a response from Chris 
Irwin, Microsoft’s Senior Land Acquisition Manager, who said that in late November he had 
instructed Microsoft’s broker to contact Beebe’s broker.  Beebe said he still has not heard 
from Microsoft and he has questions for them.  
 
Brian Sikkema, a land broker in the area, explained that Microsoft didn’t do anything illegal. 
Negotiations were made in good faith; Microsoft has an extensive due diligence period, and 
although they put a lot of pressure on Beebe during negotiations, they were still acting 
within the due diligence period. Sikkema added it was never communicated that Microsoft 
had cold feet. Although Microsoft did nothing illegal, Sikkema said he feels as though this 
was a jarring way to treat people.   
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Public Hearings 
 

a. None 

 

2. Site Plan Review 
 

a. Eden Forest – Site Plan Amendment 

Brad Walsh and Justin Longstreth of Orion Construction explained that they are seeking a site plan 
amendment to account for some changes they have implemented in the Eden Forest development. The 
changes implemented are as follows: remove one 4-unit building from site plan, increase one 4-unit 
building to become a 6-unit building, realign pedestrian path/ add a mid-street crossing, and relocate the 
playground equipment.  

Walsh explained that the 4-unit building removed from the site plan was identified as having impacts on 
wetlands; Orion eliminated that building and increased the unit count of an adjacent building from four 
units to six units. Walsh said the playground was slightly shifted due to grading problems; collaboration 
with the Township Engineer on stormwater calculations revealed that the detention pond would have to 
increase in size, and therefore the playground would have to be relocated. Now the playground is 
proposed as being adjacent to an auxiliary building.  

Commissioner Wiersema stated that his understanding was that the auxiliary building would be 
eliminated, however, he now can see that the playground will be between the building and Chartway 
Drive.  



 
 

3 
 

Chair Giarmo inquired about the relocation of the pedestrian path to the other side of the road; Walsh 
explained that Kentwood Community Church had concerns about the path’s proximity to the road, so 
they shifted the roadway closer to the development and relocated the sidewalk to the eastern side of 
the road to create a buffer between the playground and the road.  

Commissioner Wiersema and Planner Wells inquired about whether the road was actually relocated or if 
the sidewalk was not installed; Longstreth explained that they removed part of the road and shifted it 
approximately 10 to 15 feet westward. Longstreth added that they also included an elevated pedestrian 
crossing to slow traffic. Chair Giarmo said that the sidewalk not being on the same side of the road as 
the playground is not ideal in her way of thinking, as that would complicate access to the park space.  

Planner Wells gave a brief overview of the request and explained that since there have been changes to 
the site plan that the Planning Commission had previously approved, Orion was required to come back 
to the Planning Commission for their consideration of the changes. Wells reiterated that two units were 
added to building 16, and that the reduction of 2 units from the removal of a four-unit building avoids 
impacts to wetlands. Wells added that although it is unclear what playground equipment will be used, 
Orian has committed to fencing the street facing side of the playground, but has not submitted detailed 
plans. 

Commissioner Wiersema inquired about whether the sidewalk will be ADA compliant, to which Walsh 
responded yes. Planner Wells added that during the permitting process, the building official will also 
check for ADA compliance. Chair Giarmo stated that adequate playground space in a development is 
appreciated, however, she is unsure if crossing the road twice to get there is ideal.  

Commissioner Wiersema said that the removal of a four-unit building makes sense to him, although he 
does have issues with the elevated pedestrian crossing being installed without approval from the Fire 
Marshall. Wiersema referenced previous discussion regarding poor communication from Microsoft and 
argued that the same thing may be happening here. Wiersema agreed with Giarmo and said he has 
concerns about children having to cross the road several times to access the playground and also 
mentioned that he was under the impression that the auxiliary building would be removed. Wiersema 
specified that he is unsure this request satisfies standards H, I, and M, which pertain to vehicle 
circulation, pedestrian circulation, and safety/ general welfare, respectively.  

Commissioner Haagsma agreed with Wiersema that he has no issue with the reconfiguration of 
residential buildings; however, he expressed that it is unclear to him why the sidewalk to the playground 
has to cross the road. Planner Wells responded that there is a steep drop on the other side of the road; 
Commissioner Wiersema added that although topographical challenges persist on the site, this was an 
issue before the road was moved. Haagsma explained that he has concerns with Orion relocating the 
road and relocating the sidewalk to the other side of the road. He added that the playground feels like it 
was an afterthought. 

Vice Chair Rober commented that once residents get used to the area, they will likely be driving at high 
speeds near the playground. Chair Giarmo agreed, and reiterated that although speeding is anticipated, 
two road crossings are necessary to access the playground, and she is not fond of this idea. Giarmo also 
said that moving the road and sidewalk without letting the Planning Commission know is a concern and 
was not done in good faith.  
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Commissioner Haagsma stated that if the sidewalk remained on the west side of Chartway Drive, he 
would feel more comfortable with the playground being relocated to its proposed location. Haagsma 
added that if the proposed pedestrian crossing is vegetative or includes significant landscaping, it could 
obstruct vision when looking to the north. He added that he understands the reconfiguration of 
residential buildings, but that he was struggling to grapple with the rest of the changes, especially since 
they were executed without approval or consideration from the Planning Commission.  

 

MOTION:  Motion by Wiersema, supported by Rober, to separate the first two items 
(removal of one 4-unit building and increase unit count of one building from 4 units to 6 units) 
from items 3 and 4.    

DISCUSSION:  None 

AYES:  ALL 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Motion Carried (6-0) 

 

MOTION:  Motion by Haagsma, supported by Waayenberg, to approve the removal of one 
4-unit building and allow for an increase in the unit count on one 4-unit building to become a 6-
unit building.    

DISCUSSION:  None 

AYES:  ALL 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Motion Carried (6-0) 

 

MOTION:  Motion by Waayenberg, supported by Billips, to postpone items 3 and 4 on staff 
report; realignment of pedestrian path, addition of a mid-street crossing, and relocation of 
playground.  

DISCUSSION:  Haagsma suggested addressing the relocation of the road in a separate motion, 
as that was a change to the site plan that was not granted approval by the Planning Commission 
or addressed in the staff report. Rober agreed that the road relocation is serious enough to 
warrant a separate motion to address it.   

AYES:  ALL 

NAYS:  None 
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ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Motion Carried (6-0) 

MOTION:  Motion by Haagsma, supported by Rober, to require the applicant to ask for road 
realignment when they return to the Planning Commission for further consideration.   

 

DISCUSSION:  Commissioner Haagsma inquired about denying certificates of 
occupancy until the road is remedied. Planner Wells advised that the Planning Commission may 
not have the authority to deny occupancy. Haagsma said that he thinks the Planning Commission 
needs to have Orion return for consideration since the road was moved without approval or 
consideration from the Planning Commission.  Longstreth responded that the road was not 
moved in an effort to deceive the Planning Commission and that they did not realize moving the 
road would be of such concern. Ultimately the road was relocated for the sake of being a good 
neighbor to Kentwood Community Church. Commissioner Haagsma added that in addition to 
two road crossings being necessary to access the playground, the sidewalk terminates into a 
parking lot, which may confuse pedestrians. Planner Wells inquired about whether Orion has 
any plans to stripe the crosswalk near the playground, to which Longstreth responded that 
crossings are not planned for any other locations, however, if the Planning Commission would 
like to see that, Orion would be willing to incorporate striping into their site plan. Planner Wells 
advised that staff recommends striping on all crossings, and staff also requests the location of 
the playground and the equipment be determined and submitted for consideration. Chair 
Giarmo agreed and added that typically the Planning Commission requires sidewalks on both 
sides of the street, and that she thinks Orion would be well served to return to the Planning 
Commission and demonstrate sidewalks on both sides of the street.  

AYES:  ALL 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Motion Carried (6-0) 

 

3. Items not requiring a Public Hearing 
 
a. 6326, 6330, and 6338 Hanna Lake Avenue – Preliminary PUD – Authentix 

Jordan Teichen of Continental Properties explained that Continental is seeking preliminary PUD approval 
to build a multifamily development featuring 336 units that also includes a dedicated park space to honor 
the legacy of the current property owner. The site plan provided has a reduction in the number of units as 
compared to previous submissions, in which 360 units were being proposed. Continental revised their site 
plan to eliminate a residential building, providing additional open space in the development and better 
pedestrian circulation. Continental intends to dedicate almost five acres of park space on Hanna Lake to 
the Township to honor the Verduin’s legacy on the parcel, and Continental intends to present this idea to 
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the Township Board to get feedback on how they would like management of the park to be run; Teichen 
added that Continental will present the Board feedback at the next Planning Commission meeting. The 
architecture of the clubhouse has also been revised to better compliment the aesthetics and architecture 
of the residential buildings, and masonry is planned to be incorporated in the front façade of the 
clubhouse. Teichen stated that Continental is interested in getting feedback from the Planning Commission 
on the proposed color scheme of the residential buildings and added that the revised architecture and 
proposed color schemes aim to pay homage to a farmhouse style. Two building types are being proposed 
with two color schemes each, for a total of four different building variations. Teichen also clarified that the 
apartments will be garden style with individual points of entry for ground level units, and second floor 
units will share corridors for access. Teichen concluded by adding that wetland impacts have been 
significantly reduced since their submission for initial consideration.  

Planner Wells clarified that if approval is granted, Continental would move on to seek final site plan 
approval from the Planning Commission and approval on the PUD rezoning from the Township Board.  

 

MOTION:  Motion by Waayenberg, supported by Haagsma, to take this item off the table for 
further discussion.   

DISCUSSION:  None 

AYES:  ALL 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Motion Carried (6-0) 

 

Discussion: Commissioner Wiersema explained that he had visited Continental’s Authentix property in 
Holland to view the development and inquired about building counts in the proposed Authentix 
community for Gaines Township. Wiersema suggested potentially relocating the clubhouse to be more 
central to the development to provide adequate access by foot to all residents. He added that it may be 
prohibitive to community building if only two residential buildings are in close proximity to the 
clubhouse. Wiersema also expressed concern that Continental is seeking PUD approval and site plan 
approval all in one application, as they are both reviewed under different sets of standards from the 
Zoning Ordinance. Although relocating the clubhouse would likely imply the elimination of several 
residential buildings, Wiersema advocated that centralizing the clubhouse would enhance the 
community aspect of the development and provide adequate access to all residents. Planner Wells 
clarified that if that many units were eliminated from the development, Continental would not be able to 
afford to finance the two lane bridge over the creek, which is required by the Fire Department. The 
proposed bridge is an expensive piece of infrastructure, and eliminating units would likely make the 
project impossible to finance.  

Teichen echoed Wells’s comments and added that there has been much discussion about the clubhouse 
location, and trying to find a balance between street frontage for the clubhouse and ease of access to 
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residents. To accommodate residents that would be farther from the clubhouse and other amenities, 
Continental is committing to providing a multi-use trail on the east side of the development, and plenty 
of parking spaces at the clubhouse.  

Commissioner Waayenberg said that he appreciates the applicant not abandoning this project since the 
site is highly complicated and has required additional preliminary work, and he also appreciates the 
public benefits associated with this project. The Planning Commission previously expressed uncertainty 
regarding the unit counts of the residential buildings; Waayneberg added that these will not be the only 
24-unit buildings in the township, and this PUD allows the Planning Commission to do something 
different. He also said that the location of the clubhouse closer to Hanna Lake would not be of nuisance 
to him if he lived in this development, and he anticipates that the walk to the clubhouse will be 
appreciated by residents who choose not to access the clubhouse by car. Overall, Waayenberg said that 
he is pleased with the progression of this project.  

Commissioner Billips said that she sees both sides to the argument for relocating the clubhouse; it may 
be nice to leave it rather isolated to reduce nuisance for the majority of residents, but it also could be 
nice to centralize it for the sake of access. Building elevations identified workspaces in the clubhouse; 
Billips inquired about how many workspaces will be provided. Teichen responded that he would guess 
there are about 20 workspaces between high top tables and booths.  

Commissioner Rober said that she likes the idea of centralizing the clubhouse; Teichen responded that 
the clubhouse is arguably the most interesting structure in the development, and it would make sense 
for it to be fronting on Hanna Lake.  

Chair Giarmo inquired about how Continental intends to deal with non-residents visiting the park who 
may attempt to enter the pool, to which Teichen responded that Authentix management staff will be 
tasked with redirecting park visitors who do not have access to the pool. Chair Giarmo thanked Teichen 
on behalf of Continental’s diligence during the development of this project. Planner Wells added that 
when Continental comes in for final site plan review, more details will be provided, and the Planning 
Commission will be able to review and provide comments again.  

MOTION:  Motion by Waayenberg, supported by Billips, to grant preliminary approval for 
site plan review and PUD rezoning. 

DISCUSSION:  None 

AYES:  ALL 

NAYS:  None 

ABSTAIN: None 

DECISION: Motion Carried (6-0) 

VII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
a. Use of 7330 Kalamazoo – Moxie Development 

Max Grover, a local developer with Moxie Development, explained that he and his partner Trevor 
Petroelje are interested in getting the Planning Commission’s thoughts on what the options for 
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development may be at 7330 Kalamazoo Avenue. The property is currently zoned as RL-14, and the 
owner is ready to sell and maximize the value of the property under O-S zoning; Grover and Petroelje are 
hoping to introduce a similar user to other retail buildings in the area, such as Arbor Credit Union or 
Heidi Christine’s Salon. Grover clarified that they would want whatever goes into that parcel to work well 
and add value to the community.  

Petroelje explained that this parcel fits well with adjacent uses in the area, and that the parcel is 
naturally buffered to the north and the east. Petroelje added that Moxie has developed sites for Metro 
Health, veterinary users, and several other multi-tenant buildings with similar uses. Currently they are 
considering an access drive either off of Kalamazoo Avenue, which may be safer, or an access point off of 
Crystal Springs Boulevard, which would entail some easement negotiations with another landowner in 
the immediate area.  

Planner Wells explained that the property is future zoned as residential, and rezoning from residential 
use to something other than residential is going to be a big change. Wells noted that Grover contacted 
him a month prior to the meeting to inquire about the site, and Wells recommended that he seek 
preliminary consideration from the Planning Commission before moving forward due to what the future 
land use plan is designating this property as. Wells added that this parcel may be fitting for a 
neighborhood commercial development, and that he figured it would be worthwhile to get a 
“temperature read” from the Planning Commission prior to encouraging Grover to apply for a rezoning 
or site plan review.  

Grover explained that initially a prospective daycare tenant kicked off the discussion surrounding 
development of this parcel; the daycare tenant has since put development on hold for their own internal 
reasons, and the parcel very well could become a daycare again, but Grover stated that they would love 
to see a bakery or similar neighborhood commercial use.  

Planner Wells inquired about whether this parcel is included in the Crystal Springs HOA, to which Grover 
responded no. 

Chair Giarmo said that she thinks an access point connecting to Crystal Springs Boulevard may be the 
safer option.  

Commissioner Haagsma said that he has no issue with a doctor or a dentist going in at that location, 
however, he would not like to see a drive-through, and a restaurant user may make him “uneasy”. 
Haagsma added that office uses wouldn’t be too far off from what is already existing in the area, and he 
also noted the existing buffer. Haagsma added that he would like to minimize the number of curb cuts on 
Kalamazoo Avenue and would be in favor of an access point off of Crystal Springs Boulevard.  

Planner Wells explained that in the event the property gets rezoned, any use permitted under the new 
zoning district would be permitted, and the Planning Commission would have little ability to dictate what 
kind of user would occupy the site. Wells added that conditional rezonings typically include a site plan, 
however, the Planning Commission does not have the ability to request a conditional rezoning from an 
applicant, and that an applicant would have to request a conditional rezone on their own. Petroelje said 
that the development team would be more inclined to provide a site plan upon the time of being 
considered for a rezoning request. Petroelje said that the development team intends to consider their 
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options internally and return for consideration when they have more details, likely in the next month or 
two.  

VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:55 PM.  
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CERTIFICATION: 

I hereby certify that the above is a true copy of the minutes from the March 27th, 2025, Planning 
Commission Meeting of the Gaines Charter Township Planning Commission held at the time and place 
mentioned above pursuant to the required statutory procedures. 

  

  Respectfully submitted, 

 

  _______________________________ 

  Lani Thomas, 

  Secretary 

  Gaines Charter Township Planning Commission  

  Date: __________________________ 
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Planning Commission Memo 
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AGENDA ITEM: VI.1.a 

PROPOSED REQUEST: Special Use Permit 

ADDRESS: 9744 Meadow Valley  

PARCEL NUMBER:  41-22-26-400-025 

FILE NUMBER: 250226GA 

APPLICANT: Gerald Almy 

PROPERTY ZONING DISTRICT: 
Agricultural/Agri-Business (A-B) 

PROPERTY SIZE: 10.02 Acres 

REPORT BY: Dakota Swan, Assistant Planner 
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OVERVIEW 

Staff requests the Planning Commission consider the request for a Special Use Permit to allow for a 
3,200 square foot pole barn in the A-B zoning district. There are 2,643 SF of accessory buildings already 
on the site, making a total of 5,843 SF of residential accessory buildings on the property.  

Based on the current zoning ordinance, the property is limited to 2,400 SF of accessory buildings, or 3% 
of the lot size, whichever is less, hence the request for a Special Use Permit.  

Based on the proposed updated zoning ordinance, the property is limited to 2,400 SF of accessory 
buildings plus 500 square feet per whole acre over one; the applicant has 10.02 acres, meaning that the 
maximum square footage of accessory buildings allowed is 5,000 SF. This request would make for a total 
of 5,843 SF of accessory buildings on the property, hence the request for a special use permit.  

The proposed accessory building addition will be used primarily for personal residential storage use, 
specifically for trailers and vehicles.   

Surrounding zoning:  

 NORTH: Agricultural/Agri-Business (A-B)  
WEST: Agricultural/Rural-

Residential (A-R) 
SUBJECT PARCEL EAST: Agricultural/Agri-

Business (A-B) 
 SOUTH: Agricultural/Agri-Business (A-B)  

 

CURRENT STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

The request has been reviewed using the applicable review standards of Section 19.8 “General 
Standards for All Special Land Uses” and the specific standards of Section 20.2 (A) “Accessory Buildings – 
Standards for Increasing Maximum Floor Area”.  

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. 
In addition to the specific standards of consideration stated for each special use type within this Ordinance, 
it 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. 

Meets standard. The proposed accessory building will be used for residential storage purposes. As 
proposed, the use and character of the building will not hinder the health, safety, or economic welfare 
of surrounding properties or landowners. 
 

B. The proposed special use shall be consistent with the intent of this Ordinance and the intent of the 
Master Plan. 
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Meets standard. The 2023 Future Land Use Plan designates this parcel as rural. A request for a 
detached accessory building is consistent with the Master Plan’s guidance for rural residential 
properties and is provided for by the Zoning Ordinance subject to certain standards being met. 

If it is determined that the proposed accessory building is consistent with the standards of Section 
20.2 (D), then consistency with the zoning ordinance will be achieved. 

C. The special use shall not create or substantially add to traffic hazards in the area. 

Meets standard. As an accessory building intended to be utilized for residential storage, it is not 
anticipated that traffic will be affected.  
 

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.  
 
Meets standard.  As a residential accessory building addition, staff does not anticipate any impacts on 
roads, police and fire protection, drainage structures, water or sewage facilities, or schools.  

 
E.  The proposed special use shall not set precedents for development which could adversely affect the long-

term plans or policies of the Township. 
 

Meets standard. Accessory buildings of this scale are typical in rural areas of the township; most 
surrounding lots have large accessory buildings.  

 
If the Planning Commission determines that the proposed accessory building meets the standards of 
Section 20.2 (D), the proposed special use will not set precedents for development that adversely 
impact the long-term plans or policies of the Township. 
 

F.  The proposed special use shall not have significant adverse environmental, ecological or natural 
resource impacts. 
 
Meets standard. The accessory building is not anticipated to have any impact on the environment and 
natural resources.  
 

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

Meets standard. The proposed accessory building addition will be located in the rear yard near an 
existing accessory building, and all minimum setback distance requirements are met.  

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: 
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A.  The intended use for the Building.  
 

Meets standard. The proposed accessory building will be used for residential storage and will be 
secondary to a primary residential use.  
 

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

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Meets standard. All setback requirements for the building have been met. 
 
The building addition will be of pole barn construction with steel siding. It is unclear what the color of 
the building addition will be. Staff is recommending a condition of approval that the building be 
architecturally similar to the existing accessory building on the site.  

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

same neighborhood. 

 Meets standard. There are several accessory buildings similar in size to the proposed building 
located in the surrounding neighborhood.  

D.  Whether the Building will affect the light and air circulation or views of any adjoining properties. 

 Meets standard. The proposed building is not anticipated to affect light or air circulation on 
surrounding properties. 

E.  The reason why the applicant has requested an Accessory Building in excess of the maximum floor area. 
 
 Meets standard. The applicant desires additional square footage for residential storage purposes. The 

accessory building will not be utilized for commercial purposes. 
 
F.  The extent the building absorbs required yards and other open spaces. 
 
 Meets standard. The total requested square footage of accessory building coverage is less than 1% of the 

total lot size.  
 
 
PROPOSED UPDATED STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

In anticipation of the Zoning Ordinance update, this request has also been reviewed using the standards 
from Section 27.40 “Special Land Use Approval Standards” and Section 18.20 (A) 9 “Accessory Buildings, 

Regulation Required Setback Proposed 
Distance from Primary Building 10 Feet Greater than 10 feet  
Front Yard Setback 60 Feet with Type I Buffer N/A 

Side Yard Setback  20 Feet  73 feet 
 

Rear Yard Setback  3 Feet Greater than 3 feet  

Maximum Building Height 20 Feet  19.5 feet 
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Structures, and Uses: Oversized Accessory Buildings” from the most recent iteration of the updated 
Zoning Ordinance Draft.  

 
Section 27.40: Special Land Use Approval Standards 
The Planning Commission shall review the particular circumstances and facts of each proposed special use. 
In addition to the specific standards of consideration stated for each special use type within this Ordinance, 
it shall be guided in rendering a decision by the following general standards: 
 

A. Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan: The special land use will be consistent with the goals, 
intent, and purposes of the Zoning Ordinance and the Master Plan. The associated site plan 
will comply with all requirements of this Ordinance and satisfy all site plan standards of 
approval. 

 
Meets standard. Accessory buildings are a permitted use in the ARR zoning district and are 
fairly typical in this area of the Township. The parcel is future zoned as rural; accessory 
buildings of this nature are consistent with the intent for the rural category on the 2023 Future 
Land Use Map.  
 
If it is determined that the proposed accessory building is consistent with the standards of 
Section 18.20 (A) 9, then consistency with the zoning ordinance will be achieved. 

 
B. Use Compatibility and Character: The site plan and buildings associated with the use will be 

designed and constructed, and the use will be operated and maintained in ways to ensure 
compatibility with adjacent and nearby land uses. Establishment of the use will not degrade the 
essential character of the area in which it is proposed. Further, it will not impede the normal 
and orderly development and improvement of surrounding property and shall not have 
significant adverse impacts upon adjoining properties or uses. 

 
Meets standard. This request is compatible with the development of other parcels in the area: 
there are several accessory buildings similar in size to the proposed building located in the 
surrounding neighborhood. The accessory building is not proposed to be in a location that would 
impede or otherwise impact further development and improvement of surrounding properties. 
As an accessory building intended to be used for residential storage purposes, it is not 
anticipated that it will have adverse impacts upon adjoining properties or uses.  

 
C. Public Services and Infrastructure: The use and its associated buildings and site 

improvements will be adequately served by essential infrastructure and services, such as 
roads, stormwater drainage infrastructure, schools, law enforcement, and fire protection; will not 
create excessive additional requirements at public cost for infrastructure; and will not be 
detrimental to the economic welfare of the community. 
 
Meets standard. As an accessory building intended to be used for residential storage purposes, 
it is not anticipated that this request will be detrimental to the economic welfare of the 
community or create excessive infrastructural requirements.  

 
D. Impact and Nuisances: The use and its associated buildings and site improvements will not be 

hazardous or disturbing to existing or future uses in the same general vicinity and in the 
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community as a whole, and it will not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, equipment, or 
conditions of operation that will be detrimental to persons, property or general welfare by 
reason of excessive activity, noise, vibration, smoke, fumes, glare, odor, or visual impact. 
 
Meets standard. It is not anticipated that the proposed accessory building will propose hazards 
or disturbances to existing or future uses in the general vicinity.  

 
E. Environmental Impact: The use and its associated buildings and site improvements will not cause 

environmental degradation or significant change to landscapes, topography, and sensitive natural 
resources. 

 
Meets standard. Staff does not anticipate that the proposed accessory building will cause 
environmental degradation or impact topography and sensitive natural resources in the area.  

 
F. Traffic: The use will not result in unsafe traffic conditions or negative impacts on bicycle and 

pedestrian travel and shall not create or substantially add to traffic hazards in the area. 
 
Meets standard. As a residential accessory building, staff does not anticipate any impacts to vehicle 
or pedestrian circulation in the immediate area.  
 

G. Precedence and Reasonable Land Use: The proposed use shall not set precedents for development, 
which could adversely affect the long-term plans or policies of the Township. The proposed use will be 
reasonable. 
 
Undetermined. While accessory buildings are a permitted use and are fairly typical in rural areas of 
the Township, the scale of the building and total amount of accessory building square footage on the 
property is unusual for residential property.   

 
Section 18.20 (A) 9: Accessory Buildings, Structures, and Uses – Oversized Accessory Buildings 
The Planning Commission shall review the particular circumstances and facts of each proposed special use. 
In addition to the specific standards of consideration stated for each special use type within this Ordinance, 
it shall be guided in rendering a decision by the following general standards: 
 

A. Whether the intended use of the accessory building(s) is authorized within the applicable zoning 
district. 

 
Meets standard. Residential accessory buildings are a permitted use in the ARR zoning district.  

 
B. The size, type of construction, and general architectural character of the residential accessory 

building(s) are compatible with buildings in the vicinity. 
 
Meets standard. The proposed accessory building requires a Special Use Permit as it is will make 
the overall square footage of accessory buildings on the site exceed the square footage allowed 
by-right by 843 SF; the size of the building is large but constitutes less than one percent of the 
total lot area. The pole barn is planned to be compatible with the home on the parcel and will 
be of the same general character as other accessory buildings on the site.  
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C. The resulting increase in size and scale of the residential accessory building(s) does not result in a 
visible impact that is overly obtrusive to neighboring residents. 
 
Meets standard. The accessory building is planned to be located in the rear yard to the east of 
the home on the parcel; there is a residential private drive to the east of the subject parcel 
(Kateri Way). There is a tree line running along the eastern property boundary that is anticipated 
to buffer the view of residents on Kateri Way, and a second tree line along the western property 
boundary is similarly expected to buffer the view for residents to the west.  
 

D. Proposed setbacks from lot lines and separation from dwellings on the adjacent properties are 
appropriate based on the size and scale of the proposed accessory building(s). 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Meets standard. All setback requirements are met as seen in the proposed site plan, and tree 
lines along both the eastern and western property lines offer increased separation from 
dwellings on adjacent properties.  
 

E. If the property is intended to be divided in the future, the location of the residential accessory 
building(s) does not impact the ability to divide the land in a compliant manner while 
maintaining required setbacks from the building(s). 
 
Meets standard. While the applicant has not provided any indication that they intend to divide 
the property, the accessory building is planned to be located in a relatively unobtrusive spot. 
The proposed accessory building will be behind an already existing accessory building, and is not 
anticipated to impact the applicants ability to divide land any more than the existing accessory 
building.  
 

F. The increase in residential accessory building square footage does not result in adverse 
stormwater runoff impact and degradation of sensitive natural resources. 
 
Meets standard. Staff does not anticipate adverse stormwater runoff impacts or degradation of 
sensitive natural resources as a result of this request.  
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends approval of the Special Use Permit if the Planning Commission determines the scale 
and overall square footage of the combined accessory buildings is reasonable for this property.  

Regulation Required Setback Proposed 
Distance from Primary Building 10 Feet Greater than 10 feet  
Front Yard Setback 60 Feet with Type I Buffer N/A 

Side Yard Setback  20 Feet  73 feet 
 

Rear Yard Setback  3 Feet Greater than 3 feet  

Maximum Building Height 20 Feet  19.5 feet 
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Below is a picture of our entire property, and location of proposed pole barn. Red circle indicates 
the current trailer port we would like to replace with a 40x80 pole barn. 

 



Below is a zoomed in view showing the current trailer port. Approximate location of pole barn is the 
blue box. 

 



Date: 05/31/2024 - 11:31 AM
Design Name: Post Frame Design
Design ID: 

How to recall and purchase a saved design at home

OR

1. On Menards.com, enter "Design & Buy" in the search 
bar

2. Select the Buildings Designer
3. Recall your design by entering Design ID:
4. Follow the on-screen purchasing instructions

1. Enter Design ID:  at the Design-It 
Center Kiosk in the Building 
Materials Department

2. Follow the on-screen purchasing 
instructions.

How to purchase at the store

For other design systems search "Design & Buy" on Menards.com Page 1 of 7

5/31/24, 11:32 AM Post Frame

https://midwest.menards.com/postframe-web/redirect.do#/summary/2/1/49316/3101 1/10



Elevation Views

Design #: 310153264071
Store: COMSTOCK PARK

Post Frame Building Estimate
Date: May 31, 2024 11:31:40 AM

For other design systems search "Design & Buy" on Menards.com Page 2 of 7

5/31/24, 11:32 AM Post Frame

https://midwest.menards.com/postframe-web/redirect.do#/summary/2/1/49316/3101 2/10



Code Exempt
40 ft
80 ft
16 ft

Concrete
4 in

Post Embedded
4 ft

14 in x 4 in

8 ft
Columns

Flat
Pro-Rib

Midnight Blue
Brown

No
None

2 ft
On the Rib

Yes
2x8 Treated Gradeboard

None
None

Block-It House Wrap

Building Information
1. Building Use:
2. Width:
3. Length:
4. Inside Clear Height:
5. Floor Finish:
6. Floor Thickness:
7. Post Foundation:
8. Post Embedment Depth:
9. Footing Pad Size:

Wall Information
1. Post Spacing:
2. Post Type:
3. Girt Type:
4. Exterior Wall Panel:
5. Exterior Wall Color:
6. Trim Color:
7. Gable Accent:
8. Sidewall A Eave Light:
9. Sidewall B Eave Light:
10. Wall Fastener Location:
11. Bottom Trim:
12. Gradeboard Type:

Interior Finish
1. Wall Insulation Type:
2. Wall Liner Type:
3. Roof Condensation Control:

Design #: 310153264071
Store: COMSTOCK PARK

Post Frame Building Estimate
Date: May 31, 2024 11:31:40 AM

4/12
8 ft

Pro-Rib
Brown

Universal Ridge Cap
On the Rib

1 ft
1 ft

6 in Fascia
Brown
None
None
None

On Edge
None

Economy Vented
Standard

18"x24"
2

Brown
None

Yes
Brown

No
Email Only

Roof Information
1. Pitch:
2. Truss Spacing:
3. Roof Type:
4. Roof Color:
5. Ridge Options:
6. Roof Fastener Location:
7. Endwall Overhangs:
8. Sidewall Overhangs:
9. Fascia Size:
10. Soffit Color:
11. Skylight Size:
12. Ridge Vent Quantity:
13. Ceiling Liner Type:
14. Purlin Placement:
15. Ceiling Insulation Type:

Accessories
1. Outside Closure Strip:
2. Inside Closure Strip:
3. Gable Vent Type:
4. Gable Vent Quantity:
5. Gable Vent Color:
6. Cupola Size:
7. Gutters:
8. Gutters Color:
9. End Cap:
10. Mini Print:

For other design systems search "Design & Buy" on Menards.com Page 4 of 7

5/31/24, 11:32 AM Post Frame

https://midwest.menards.com/postframe-web/redirect.do#/summary/2/1/49316/3101 4/10



Doors & Windows
Name Size Wall

Service Door 36"x80" 1-B

Overhead Door 10' x 14' 1-C

Overhead Door 10' x 14' 1-C

Design #: 310153264071
Store: COMSTOCK PARK

Post Frame Building Estimate
Date: May 31, 2024 11:31:40 AM

Floor type (concrete, dirt, gravel) is NOT included in estimated price. The floor type is used in the calculation of materials needed. Labor, foundation, steel
beams, paint, electrical, heating, plumbing, and delivery are also NOT included in estimated price. This is an estimate. It is only for general price information.
This is not an offer and there can be no legally binding contract between the parties based on this estimate. The prices stated herein are subject to change
depending upon the market conditions. The prices stated on this estimate are not firm for any time period unless specifically written otherwise on this form.
The availability of materials is subject to inventory conditions. MENARDS IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY LOSS INCURRED BY THE GUEST WHO
RELIES ON PRICES SET FORTH HEREIN OR ON THE AVAILABILITY OF ANY MATERIALS STATED HEREIN. All information on this form, other than price,
has been provided by the guest and Menards is not responsible for any errors in the information on this estimate, including but not limited to quantity,
dimension and quality. Please examine this estimate carefully. MENARDS MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS, ORAL, WRITTEN OR OTHERWISE THAT THE
MATERIALS LISTED ARE SUITABLE FOR ANY PURPOSE BEING CONSIDERED BY THE GUEST. BECAUSE OF WIDE VARIATIONS IN CODES, THERE
ARE NO REPRESENTATIONS THAT THE MATERIALS LISTED HEREIN MEET YOUR CODE REQUIREMENTS. THE PLANS AND/OR DESIGNS
PROVIDED ARE NOT ENGINEERED. LOCAL CODE OR ZONING REGULATIONS MAY REQUIRE SUCH STRUCTURES TO BE PROFESSIONALLY
ENGINEERED AND CERTIFIED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

For other design systems search "Design & Buy" on Menards.com Page 5 of 7

5/31/24, 11:32 AM Post Frame

https://midwest.menards.com/postframe-web/redirect.do#/summary/2/1/49316/3101 5/10
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Gaines Charter Township        

Planning Commission Memo  
Meeting Date: April 24th, 2025 
 

Page 1 of 3 
 

AGENDA ITEM: VI.1.b 

PROPOSED REQUEST: Annual Review 2024 and 
Operating Plan for 2025 

ADDRESS: 1856 100th Street SE  

PARCEL NUMBER: 41-22-33-100-022 

APPLICANT: Garrett Singer for Stoneco  

FILE NUMBER: 250319GS 

PROPERTY ZONING DISTRICT: “PUD-MR” 
Planned Unit Development – Mineral Removal 

PROPERTY SIZE: 72 Acres  
 
REPORT BY: Dan Wells, Community 
Development Director 
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OVERVIEW 

StoneCo Ltd. has provided their Annual Operating Plan for 2025 as required by Section 12.12 and 12.13 
of the Zoning Ordinance (and by reference Sections 12.9B and 12.10).  The Annual Operating Plan is also 
a requirement of the approving Resolution 2019-11. 

2024 REVIEW 

All economically viable sand and gravel reserves have been mined at the Barnaby parcel. Activities in 
2024 included removing fencing, collapsing the berms that were formed from topsoil stockpiling into the 
open pit, and recontouring slopes to a 1:3 minimum slope. Portions of the pit were reseeded and some 
recontouring was done as erosion occurred.   

2025 OPERATING PLAN 

StoneCo has applied to conduct additional filling operations in the pit area. In cooperation with K&R, 
they desire to bring in 100,000-200,000 cubic yards of clean fill that is left over from the US 131 road 
project. The fill will be placed along the road frontage of 100th Street, creating a level area that can 
potentially be used for building homes. See the attached plan for details.  

CURRENT STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

The request has been reviewed using the applicable review standards of Sections 12.12 Submittal 
Requirements for Annual Operating Plan and 12.13 Review Standards for Annual Operating Plan, and the 
request has been reviewed using the applicable requirements contained in Resolution 2019-11, Section 7, 
paragraph gg. 

Standard #1 – Requirements of Section 12.12 

Section 12.12 of the Zoning Ordinance covers the annual operating plan submittal requirements and 
includes a reference back to Section 12.9 and an operation plan for the applicant.  

Meets standard of Section 12.12 (and by reference Section 12.9).  

Standard #2 – Requirements of Section 12.13 

StoneCo has submitted maps/plans of the subject properties showing the limits of mining activity in 
2023, and the area where reclamation activities occurred in 2024.   

Meets Standards of Section 12.13 (and by reference Section 12.10). 

Standard #3 – Requirements of Resolution 2019-11, Section 7, paragraph gg. 

The resolution contains the same requirements as Section 12.10, Section 12.12, and Section 12.13 of the 
Zoning Ordinance but also contains additional detail regarding the permitted mining activity.  Staff is 
unaware of any violations of the 33 standards contained in paragraph (gg) of the Resolution.  

The Sand & Gravel Subcommittee determined it meets standards of Resolution 2019-11 and gave a 
positive recommendation for PC consideration.  
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PROPOSED UPDATED STANDARDS OF REVIEW 

In anticipation of the Zoning Ordinance update, this request has also been reviewed using the standards 
from Section 18.190 E “Specific Use Requirements: Mineral Extraction, Operational Plan” from the most 
recent iteration of the updated Zoning Ordinance Draft.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The Sand & Gravel Subcommittee met on March 17th, 2025, to review the operating and closure plan 
and determined the 2024 report and Annual Operating Plan for 2025 met the standards of Sections 
12.12 and 12.13 of the Zoning Ordinance. They recommended approval of the 2025 Annual Operating 
Plan outlining fill operations. 

Staff recommends approval of the 2025 Annual Operating Plan based on the applicant’s compliance with 
the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and Resolution 2019-11. 

 



 
  
 

 

 

 

Project Address  

Owner Name  

Owner Address  

 

Parcel Number(s):  41-22-  41-22- 

Description of 
Proposed 

Project/Use 

 

Applicant/Contact  

Phone/Email  

“I” hereby certify to the correctness and knowledge of the information submitted and hereby agree to comply with the terms and 
requirements of all applicable Township ordinances.  I also grant Township staff permission to enter onto the subject property in 
review of this application 

Signature   

For Planning Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals requests, and Land Divisions/Combinations, please complete the 
appropriate Worksheet as part of your application packet – See staff for more information 

 

Application for Zoning Approval 

Gaines Charter Township 
8555 Kalamazoo Avenue SE 

Caledonia, MI  49316 
Phone (616)6986640 Fax (616)698-2490 

FILE NO. 

Township Use Only 
 

 

 

Current Zoning District:  RL-14   RL-10     R-3      R-4       C-1       C-2        O-S        I-1       I-2       PUD       A-R      A-B 

 

 

 

 

____One/Two-Family Construction    ____Rezoning/PUD Rezoning  ____Land Division   

____Special Use Permit Request   ____PUD Amendment   ____Text Amendment   

____Zoning Board of Appeals Request  ____Site Plan Review     

____Subdivision/Site Condo Review  Other____________________________________________________________ 
  

 
DENIED_____  APPROVED_____ APROVED, WITH CONDITIONS_____ WITHDRAWN_____ 
 
____________________________________ ___________________________ 
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR SIGNATURE  DATE 

1856 100TH ST SE

33-100-022

Michigan Materials and Aggregates ( Stoneco)

900 100th St.

Bring in Fill material to support reclaimation efforts

Garrett Singer

734-777-3874



FILE NO.

 

 

 

 

Place site plan in this area(failure to do this may result in an incomplete application) 

N
Gross Floor Area Calculations 

 

Main Floor:____________Second Floor:_____________Basement:______________Total:________________Garage:_______________ 

Site Plan 
Please Show: 
The property lines and their dimensions 
The location, dimensions,  setbacks, minimum building openings and distance between all existing and proposed structures 
The gross floor area, listed by floor level, including basements. 
The location of all roads bordering or private drives/easements on the property 
The location of all bodies of water, easements, utility lines, sidewalks, drives, septic systems, drain, and other improvements 
Please Note:  Setbacks must be measured from the edge of the street right of way ( which is not the edge of the pavement) or from 
the edge of an access easement.   Staff reserves the right to determine whether or not an application is complete.

 



Tel: (734) 777‐3874 
Fax: (734) 241‐3636 
3700 Patterson Road 

Middleville, Michigan 49333 
www.stoneco.net 
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  Annual operating Plan for 2025 
STONECO 100th STREET OPERATION – 900 100th STREET, 

BYRON CENTER, MICHIGAN 49315 
February 27, 2025 

 
 

Stoneco has completed all Mining on the Barnaby parcel located east of Kalamazoo Avenue. Currently 
Stoneco is working on reclamation of the pit in accordance with the mining permit issued by Gaines township 
and the SESC permit with Kent County. 

As progress on the Barneby East parcel continues, Stoneco in cooperation with our contractor 
Kamminga & Roodvoets inc. has an opportunity to bring additional clean fill material on site to aid and improve 
reclamation of the property beyond the original plans. This would allow for easier use of a portion of the 
property. Stoneco is currently working to obtain all requirements for allowing clean fill to be brought in. Due to a 
number of variables the exact amount of clean fill to be brought in is estimated to be between 100,000 and 
200,000 C.Y. the prepared final grading plans has been based on 100,000 C.Y of clean fill being brought 
onsite. The sloping and grading of the property will remain the same grade as it currently is and originally 
approved as a 1:3 (V:H). Mr.Wells had several initial questions we have answered below.  

 

1. Existing conditions plan should be submitted for the baseline conditions. 
 Please see attached site maps 1 of 3. 

 
2. Final grading plan 

 Please see attached site map 2 of 3. 
 

3. Volume (estimate) of materials to be brought in (include source of materials) and type of fill to 
be placed on the Barnaby parcel - must specifically exclude any contaminated soils, tree 
stumps, asphalt millings, concrete, and similar materials from being placed 

 Estimated to be about 100,000 C.Y to 200,000 C.Y 
 

4. Access and KCRC approval of access point/design of driveway.  
 Currently working with the KCRC, proposed locations were deemed acceptable, 

however still working on obtaining a permit. Dave Beck is the Permit Manager we 
are working with.  
 

5. SESC permit 
 This property falls under our current SESC permit with KCRC. once the Driveway 

permit is approved the SESC permit will be updated. 
 

6. Estimated number of trucks per day 
 Estimated number of trucks per day will be about 10 to 20 trucks making round 

trips between this location and the road construction site on US -131. 
 

7. Equipment to spread/compact materials 
 Equipment used on site for material handling is likely to Bulldozers, likely D6 and 

D8 sized. 



Tel: (734) 777‐3874 
Fax: (734) 241‐3636 
3700 Patterson Road 

Middleville, Michigan 49333 
www.stoneco.net 
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8. Hours of operation 
No change to hours of operation is expected. With hours and days of operations currently 
limited to the following: 

1. Monday - Friday - 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
2. Saturday - 9:00 a.m. to 3 :00 p.m. (maintenance work only on Saturday - no 

mining or mining operations) 
3. Sunday - No operation whatsoever. 
4. Holidays - Christmas Eve, Christmas Day, Thanksgiving, July 4th, Memorial Day, 

Labor Day and New Year's Day - No operations whatsoever. 
9. Restoration plan 

 Please see site plans 2 of 3. Most of the site will not have a change in restoration 
plan or grading plan, as any new activity will take place in the northern half of the 
property. all final slopes will be minimum 1:3 (V:H) slopes and seeded for 
stability.  Site plan 3 of 3 shows a similar end use as previously provided. 

10. Restoration bond ~ $6,000 per acre 
 Stoneco will obtain bond prior to any inbound material arriving onsite. 

11. Dust control plan/noise control/street sweeping 
 Dust and street sweeping will be performed as need by water trucks and street 

sweeping equipment operated by K&R. 
12. End use plan /include septic drain field locations and how fill material will work with septic 

systems? Does it have infiltration capacity 
 Proposed fill material will be clean fill from road subbase and local soils and likely 

to be similarly compatible with septic systems as typical soils in the area, 
however no infiltration capacity testing has been completed or is expected to be 
performed. This fill would not be a substitute for a proper septic system and drain 
field.  

13. Storm water plan/environmental plan 
 Stoneco will obtain any permits required through EGLE.  

14. Monitoring plan, pencil in potential for monthly inspections by V&K, paid for by Stoneco. 
 This should not be any problem. 
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5252 Clyde Park, S.W.     Grand Rapids, MI  49509
Phone: (616) 531-3660 www.exxelengineering.com

PUD-MR
ZONING
LIMITS
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MINING AREA 2023
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5252 Clyde Park, S.W.     Grand Rapids, MI  49509
Phone: (616) 531-3660 www.exxelengineering.com

PUD-MR
ZONING
LIMITS

PUD-MR
ZONING
LIMITS

1. PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
  PART NW 1/4 COM AT A POINT 1042.84 FT WEST OF THE N 1/4 COR TH S TO A POINT 1042.84 FT WEST OF THE SE COR OF N 1/2
NW 1/4 TH W ALONG S LINE OF N 1/2 NW 1/4 TO CL OF KALAMAZOO AVE TH NWLY ALONG CL OF SD AVE TO S LINE OF N 264 FT
OF NW 1/4 TH E ALONG SD S LINE TO E LINE OF W 165 FT OF NW 1/4 TH N ALONG SD E LINE TO N SEC LINE TH E TO BEG * SEC
33 T5N R11W.   PART OF PARCEL #41-22-33-100-022.
APPROXIMATELY 43.1 ACRES (41.1 ACRES EXCL. R/W)
2. EXISTING  ZONING: PUD-MR MINERAL REMOVAL

ZONING OF PARCEL TO WEST = PUD-MR MINERAL REMOVAL
ZONING OF PARCELS TO NORTH, SOUTH & EAST = A-B AGRICULTURAL/AGRI-BUSINESS

3. NO SANITARY SEWER OR WATER SERVICE IS PROPOSED AT THE SITE. WORKERS AT THE SITE WILL UTILIZE THE
EXISTING FACILITIES OF THE SOUTH KENT GRAVEL SITE DOWN THE ROAD FROM THE SITE.

4. THIS PROJECT IS NOT IN A SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA ON THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM MAP.
5. SIGNS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO THE STANDARDS SET FORTH BY CHAPTER 17 OF THE GAINES CHARTER TOWNSHIP

ZONING ORDINANCE. THERE WILL BE A DIRECTIONAL SIGN.
6. REHABILITATION = TOPSOIL SHALL BE STABILIZED W/ PLANTINGS TO PREVENT EROSION.
7. NO STORAGE OR DUMPING OF STUMPS, BOULDERS, OR OTHER DEBRIS SHALL BE PERFORMED ON THE   REHABILITATION

SITE.
8. NO LIGHTING IS PROPOSED AT THE SITE.
9. PROPOSED TEMPORARY DRIVEWAY TO THE FILL AREA SHALL BE GRAVEL.
10. THE FILL WILL TAKE PLACE IN 2025.

11. HOURS OF OPERATION WILL BE 7 AM — 7 PM MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY; 7 AM — 3 PM SAT. WORK WILL EXCLUDE
CHRISTMAS, THANKSGIVING, NEW YEARS DAY MEMORIAL DAY, LABOR DAY, AND THE FOURTH OF JULY.

12. DUST WILL BE CONTROLLED BY WATER TRUCKS AS NEEDED.
13. SIX SOIL BORINGS HAVE BEEN PERFORMED ON THE SITE. SEE SHEET EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN.
14. THE PROPOSED DRIVE ENTRANCES ON 100TH STREET SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE K.C.R.C. AND CONSTRUCTED TO

K.C.R.C. STANDARDS.
15. A SOIL EROSION, SEDIMENT CONTROL PERMIT AS REQUIRED BY STATUTE SHALL BE OBTAINED PRIOR TO

COMMENCEMENT OF ANY EARTHWORK.
16. AN NPDES PERMIT AS REQUIRED BY STATUTE WILL BE OBTAINED PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF THE PROJECT.
17. ALL  STORMWATER RUNOFF TO BE CONTAINED ON SITE DURING FILL OPERATION.
18. FILL SHOWN IS APPROXIMATELY 100,000 CY. IF MORE MATERIAL IS IMPORTED, SLOPE SHALL BE MOVED TO SOUTH.
19. FILL SHALL BE COMPACTED TO 95% PER THE MODIFIED PROCTOR TEST.
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SEE SHEET
2 OF 3

5252 Clyde Park, S.W.     Grand Rapids, MI  49509
Phone: (616) 531-3660 www.exxelengineering.com

PUD-MR
ZONING
LIMITS

PUD-MR
ZONING
LIMITS

All proposed parcels meet the following minimum requirements
per the existing A-B Agricultural/Agri-Business zone:
Proposed Dimensional Requirements:

a) Minimum lot size = 40,000 Sq.Ft.

b) Minimum lot width = 200'

c) Minimum setbacks:

Front = 60'
Side = 15' (60' street side)
Rear = 50'
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Gaines Charter Township        

Planning Commission Memo  
Meeting Date: April 27th, 2025 
 
AGENDA ITEM: VI.3.a 

PROPOSED REQUEST: 4:1 Ratio Waiver 

ADDRESS: 10585 Hanna Lake Avenue 
 
PARCEL NUMBER: Proposed Division of 41-22-
34-400-021 

APPLICANT: Craig McCarty, Owner 

FILE NUMBER: 250313CMC 

PROPERTY ZONING DISTRICT: Ag-Business  

PROPERTY SIZE: 55 Acres 

REPORT BY: Dan Wells, Community 
Development Director 

 

OVERVIEW 

The applicant requests a four to one (4:1) depth to width ratio waiver outlined in Section 22-24(4) of the 
Gaines Charter Township Land Division Ordinance. The waiver would be applied to two proposed parcels 
that would be the result of dividing 10585 Hanna Lake Avenue. This request relates to the applicants’ 
desire to split the larger parcel into four parcels total, to divide the property between family members 
(see attached survey). As proposed, resulting Parcel 1, and resulting Parcel 3 both exceed the 4:1 depth 
to width ratio required by the Gaines Charter Township land division ordinance.  

DISCUSSION 

The Planning Commission may waive the 4:1 requirement under certain circumstances as outlined in 
Section 22-24(4). 

STANDARDS 

4) The ratio of depth to width of any parcel created by the division (including remnant parcels) shall not 
exceed 4:1. The planning commission may by resolution allow a greater depth to width ratio. In 
considering such authorization, the planning commission shall consider: 

a. If there are any unusual topographic or physical conditions on the property; 

b. If the parent parcel exceeds the four to one depth to width ratio and the division will bring the 
newly created parcel into greater compliance; or 

c. If there are any other conditions on the property that would warrant the need for a greater 
depth to width ratio. 

 

 

 



Planning Commission      Meeting Date: April 27th, 2025 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

It is staff’s opinion that there are no unusual physical conditions on the property, and it will not bring 
the property into greater dimensional compliance. 

Planning Commission should discuss standard 4.C and determine if a waiver is warranted.  

 If the planning commission determines a waiver is appropriate, a resolution of approval will be 
prepared for consideration.  
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