Georgetown Charter Township
1515 Baldwin St., Jenison, MI 49428
Planning Commission Meeting Agenda
October 19, 2022, 7:00 p.m.

1. Call To Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval Of The Agenda
4. Approval Of The Minutes Of The Previous Meeting
4.I. August 17, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Documents:
PCM220817.PDF
5. Old Business
6. New Business
6.I. PUBLIC HEARING (SUP2202) Panera Bread, 42 44th St., Is Requesting To Have A
Drive-Through Restaurant, Under Sec. 14.3(H), On A Parcel Of Land Described As P.P.
# 70-14-25-200-018, Located At 42 44th St., In A Neighborhood Service (NS)
Commercial District, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan.
Documents:
SPECIAL LAND USE APPLICATION.PDF
22-0725_PANERAGRANDVILLE_CIVIL.PDF
(SUP2202) PANERA BREAD STAFF REPORT.PDF
6.II. (PUD2202) (Preliminary Plan) And (PUD2202-01) (Final Development Plan) 8th
Enterprise 2 (Richard Geenen), PO Box 839, Grandville, MI, Is Requesting Revised
Preliminary Plan Approval For A PUD (Not The PUD Rezoning Because It Is Already In
Place And The Uses Are Consistent With The Uses Approved With The PUD Rezoning)
And Final Development Plan Approval For A PUD For A Townhome Residential Use
(Replacing The Previously Approved Office Use), On A Parcel Of Land Described As
P.P. # 70-14-26-200-074, Located At 6069 8th Ave., In A (PUD) Planned Unit
Development District, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan. (No Public
Hearing Necessary)
Documents:
(PUD2202) 44TH 8TH PUD REVISED PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN
STAFF REPORT.PDF
8TH AVE PUD REVISED PLAN.PDF
APPLICATION.PDF
PUD AMENDMENT NARRATIVE 2022-8-31.PDF
(PUD2202) 44TH 8TH PUD HISTORY.PDF
7 UNIT BLDG.PDF

(PUD2202) 44TH 8TH PUD REVISED PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAN
STAFF REPORT.PDF
8TH AVE PUD REVISED PLAN.PDF
APPLICATION.PDF
PUD AMENDMENT NARRATIVE 2022-8-31.PDF
(PUD2202) 44TH 8TH PUD HISTORY.PDF
7 UNIT BLDG.PDF
LANDSCAPE PLAN 2022-8-29.PDF
PICTURE OF PROPOSED LIGHT - TO MATCH EXISTING.PDF
PICTURE OF TYPICAL BUILDING ELEVATION.PDF
6.II.i. Floor Plans
Documents:
DCA.FAIRWAY CORNERS PG 5.PDF
DCA.FAIRWAY CORNERS PG 6.PDF
DCA.FAIRWAY CORNERS PG 7.PDF
DCA.FAIRWAY CORNERS PG 3.PDF
DCA.FAIRWAY CORNERS PG 4.PDF
7. Communications, Letters And Reports
8. Public Comments
9. Other Business
10. Commissioner/Staff Comments
11. Adjournment

Minutes of the regular meeting of the Georgetown Township Planning Commission, held
Wednesday, August 17, 2022
Meeting called to order by Chairperson Samy at 7:00 p.m.
Present:
Tom Healy, Gary Veldink, Josiah Samy, Jeannine Bolhouse, Kelly Kuiper
Absent:
Jessica Ulberg, Michael Moores
Also present: Victor Vuong, Zoning Administrator; Rich Nawrocki, Code Enforcement Officer
#220817-01 – Planning Commission Agenda for August 17, 2022
Moved by Gary Veldink, seconded by Kelly Kuiper, to approve the agenda as submitted.
Yeas: Tom Healy, Gary Veldink, Josiah Samy, Jeannine Bolhouse, Kelly Kuiper
Nays: None
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
#220817-02 – Minutes of the May 18, 2022 Planning Commission Meeting
Moved by Gary Veldink, seconded by Kelly Kuiper, to approve the minutes as presented.
Yeas: Tom Healy, Gary Veldink, Josiah Samy, Jeannine Bolhouse, Kelly Kuiper
Nays: None
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
#220817-03 – Initiate Zoning Ordinance Amendments
*******************************************************************************
Chapter 25 Sign Ordinance
The Zoning Administrator presented the staff report to replace the existing Chapter 25 Sign
Ordinance (current Chapter 25, Chapter 25 proposed draft, full strikethrough version).
Tom Healy said the proposed Sign Ordinance looks good and having court rulings helped him
understand the logic of the amendment. One thing that stumped him is that a directional sign is
still being defined. You have to read the sign to know it’s a directional sign. It also seems the level
of scrutiny that commercial language gets is different.
The Zoning Administrator said a directional sign is still defined because they can be regulated to
ensure the public health, safety, and welfare.
Kelly Kuiper said it seems some spots in this new ordinance is still content-based. For instance, a
billboard.
The Code Enforcement Officer said there are additional court rulings out there that some contentbased regulations are allowed and there’s been lower courts that have confirmed this. We have met
with the Township Attorney several times and she wrote all of this. For directional signs, as it
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relates to traffic and pedestrian safety, the courts have ruled it’s acceptable. For instance, the
Spectrum Health sign, arrows directing traffic would be fine, but a logo would probably still need
a variance. We’re worried about the size of the sign and where it’s at. There are content-based
regulations in here and lower courts have said that’s okay. We just have to ensure that we treat
people fairly and not pick on anyone based on the message.
Tom Healy said Spectrum Health wanted a significantly larger sign and it was tough to get the size
reduced.
The Code Enforcement Officer said one that really stands out is the donut shop on Chicago Drive.
They have many directional signs, but they’re to ensure the safety of vehicle and pedestrian traffic.
Tom Healy said that’s good to know in case something comes in front of the Zoning Board of
Appeals.
Kelly Kuiper said if the Township Attorney is comfortable with this language, then she doesn’t
think there’s much to add. In the proposed Sec 25.4(10) of temporary signs, it seems like it needs
an additional sentence saying which setback takes precedence. The other item she has is regarding
lighting because the lights for Licari’s sign points at one of the homes. Sec 25.7(3) is very
subjective. She’s checked out the lights at Licari’s after a nearby homeowner complained about
them at a meeting and it did appear that one of the lights keeps getting knocked over in a position
that is directed at his home.
The Code Enforcement Officer said he’s had three cases similar to that. Yes, the light at Licari’s
gets knocked over by a mower and he has had to reset it in the right spot himself. The ordinance
works, property owners have complied when they’ve been put on notice. The gentleman
complaining about Licari’s lights hasn’t submitted a complaint in about a year. There’s been
multiple times that he’s showed up to work at around 4:30-5:00 am to check out the lights himself.
There was also an instance where a property owner used a hooded attachment on a light to contain
its illumination. The ordinance works if they keep handling it through the complaint process.
Kelly Kuiper asked if the Planning Commission should consider requiring similar type of hooding
for lighting.
The Code Enforcement Officer said he doesn’t believe all lights can be made for that. For
instance, he doesn’t think you can get some type of shielding for Licari’s lights and still make it
look good. The Township gets such a limited amount of complaints about lighting for this section
to change.
Gary Veldink said the proposed ordinance looks good. He mentioned that some municipalities
require a lighting plan for development. He said staff has done their due diligence working with
the Township Attorney on this. If anything needs to be changed down the line, the Planning
Commission can do that.
Josiah Samy said lets go down the line and address the questions posed in the staff report. He
asked does everyone agree with the list of prohibited signs in the proposed Sec 25.3?
Tom Healy agreed with the list.
Jeannine Bolhouse agreed with the list.
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Josiah Samy agreed with the list.
Kelly Kuiper agreed with the list.
Gary Veldink agreed with the list.
Josiah Samy asked does everyone agree with the proposed Sec 25.4 for temporary signs?
Tom Healy agreed with the proposal. He said for Sec 25.4(10) that Kelly Kuiper pointed out
earlier, it’s limiting and sets a good minimum.
Jeannine Bolhouse asked would flags that are attached to the home be considered signs?
The Zoning Administrator said yes.
Josiah Samy said he would like to change the proposed Sec 25.4(4) because a home that’s being
constructed should be allowed to have multiple signs so that the builder and finance agent can
place their sign on the lot. He’d like to change this to two signs.
Kelly Kuiper said maybe the real estate agent would want a sign as well. She believes it should be
three. Maybe not all of them could be 32 square feet each, but perhaps a total aggregate of 32
square feet.
Jeannine Bolhouse said maybe it should depend on if the property is residential or commercial.
Gary Veldink said sometimes commercial properties combine it all as one sign with the builder,
finance agent, or real estate agent all on it.
Kelly Kuiper said this doesn’t address how lots look under construction.
Tom Healy said it would concern him that in a development, there might be 24 signs across eight
lots.
Josiah Samy said every home won’t be started at the same time.
Kelly Kuiper said Sugar Maple Estates by her is a great example. They have multiple homes being
constructed and the signs don’t bother her as much as lawns not being installed.
The Code Enforcement Officer said we had this conversation with the Township Attorney and the
problem we have to remember is that the sign can say whatever it wants. The 32 square feet is
mentioned a lot in the proposed ordinance because most politicians running for office have 32
square foot signs stacked in their garage ready to go for the next election. When we talked about
this, we wanted to know if there was a way for management to direct us on how they want to
enforce it. So this is a matter of how we should be directed to enforce it. If we go with three signs,
we can’t control what goes on it. Even if we want to promote signs, it can say anything they want.
Kelly Kuiper said we’re a complaint driven township for a reason, from a legal perspective, does it
concern us being forthright taking an interpretation that is different from what the actual law says?
Is someone out there going to say we’re purposefully not enforcing laws that we have?
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The Code Enforcement Officer said there are books on enforcement and a lot of them say it’s
better to be reactive and complaint driven. We can also find court rulings that we shouldn’t be
offensive. Especially the current court that we have, we shouldn’t be going around picking on
people. The way we are responding is well within the norm of how courts and communities want
us to enforce things. He said he can get a statement from the Township Attorney saying that she
agrees with this.
Tom Healy said it seems that given the recent court ruling on content, this particular subsection
was created with that in consideration. We have not given it an opportunity to engage the public to
see if it works or not work. He understands the promotion aspect, but the content limitations that
we have now have become a becoming factor and is considered more heavily.
Josiah Samy said he disagrees with that because now you’ll have slander on that.
Tom Healy said except for the instance where it becomes truth and it’s no longer slander.
Jeannine Bolhouse said it becomes a slippery slope.
Tom Healy said given the fact that the experts drew this conclusion, the Planning Commission
should give it the opportunity to work.
Kelly Kuiper said we know that this is a reality in the Township,
Jeannine Bolhouse said the question was the number of signs and size of sign. How about saying
all signs on a lot doesn’t exceed 32 square feet so you can have multiple small signs?
Kelly Kuiper said the Township Attorney has looked into it so she’s comfortable with this
proposal beginning its life in the world.
Josiah Samy said he disagrees because of the world he comes from.
The Code Enforcement Officer said we had this discussion. Sec 25.4(4) is dealing with signs on
construction sites. Under Sec 25.4(1), you’re already allowed a 32 square foot sign. From an
appearance or enforcement standpoint, we don’t care how it’s broken down. This is just what they
went with after discussion. It won’t be an issue from a zoning or enforcement standpoint what the
Planning Commission goes with.
Josiah Samy said he’s in favor of the total square footage, but not the number of signs.
Kelly Kuiper said she can make arguments for it either way.
Gary Veldink said he agrees with Josiah Samy. If you allow a maximum of 32 square feet, you
can have four 2’ x 4’ signs.
Tom Healy said if we do that, then we should remove the limit in Sec 25.4(7) and have an
aggregate for all signs to be a total square foot limitation.
Kelly Kuiper said so then Sec 25.4(7) can be struck.
Tom Healy asked so then why should we have a limit on height in Sec 25.4(2)?
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Jeannine Bolhouse said we also have to consider the size of the lot.
Josiah Samy said they shouldn’t limit the size of signs on vacant land that’s for sale.
Tom Healy said the point he’s trying to make is to let these limitations work instead of dissecting
this now. We can dissect the entire ordinance if we wanted to, but the people who put this together
will be the ones enforcing it and defending the Township in court.
Josiah Samy said he disagrees. He said let’s do it right the first time.
Kelly Kuiper said she reads ordinances all the time and they aren’t easy to understand. It’s
important to have the text accurate because not many people will understand it. The ordinance
should state truthfully what we do allow.
Tom Healy said the proposed ordinance does state what we would allow and it protects the
aesthetics of the community.
Josiah Samy asked in Sec 25.4(5), should we consider developments with multiple phases by
adding “and/or phase” in the text? For instance, a development may pause between phases for a
long time.
Kelly Kuiper said she does understand that in mixed-use developments, but we can assume people
will think they can do it anyways.
Tom Healy suggested it was time to make a motion.
Josiah Samy agreed and asked if anyone had a motion.
Moved by Tom Healy, seconded by Jeannine Bolhouse, to initiate a Zoning Ordinance
amendment to replace the existing Chapter 25 Sign Ordinance as presented for the public
notices and public hearing to be held simultaneously with another application.
Yeas: Tom Healy, Jeannine Bolhouse, Kelly Kuiper
Nays: Josiah Samy, Gary Veldink
MOTION CARRIED.
*******************************************************************************
Sec 3.4 Accessory Building and Uses
The Zoning Administrator presented the staff report to replace the existing Sec. 3.4 Accessory
Building and Uses (current Sec 3.4, proposed version 1, version 1 no markups, proposed version
2, version 2 no markups).
Josiah Samy began by addressing the questions in the staff report and asked does the Planning
Commission want to keep the door opening height the same?
Kelly Kuiper said the door opening height should be adjusted as the building size increases.
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Jeannine Bolhouse asked is the door opening height regulated because we don’t want large items
to be placed into accessory buildings?
Kelly Kuiper said it is ugly. Her neighbor has a big garage door for an RV. But accessory
buildings are required to be in the rear yard so who’s staring at the garage door? When you have a
larger building, it’s important to have a larger door. She said the new revision is not as clear. She
suggested eliminating a lot of text and make a table instead. Just like signs, accessory buildings
can get confusing. Perhaps make a table based on zoning districts. There’s a lot of information
scattered throughout.
Gary Veldink said this is pretty common though. He reads accessory building ordinances
everywhere.
Tom Healy said to the Zoning Administrator’s question in the staff report, is there a logical reason
to regulate door opening height?
Kelly Kuiper said she doesn’t think so.
Gary Veldink said limiting door opening height might not allow folks to store a motorhome.
Jeannine Bolhouse said she doesn’t have a strong feeling about door opening height. She thinks
it’s unnecessary.
Josiah Samy said he agrees. Remove door opening height across the board.
The Zoning Administrator asked Kelly Kuiper does she want a table just for category C or for the
entire section.
Kelly Kuiper said the entire section.
Tom Healy said then what happens, if for instance, a homeowner asks about having a gazebo.
Kelly Kuiper said she thinks of the District Regulations chapter with footnotes, something similar
to that. She doesn’t believe it would be too cumbersome to make it into a table. She asked should
chicken coups be included?
Tom Healy said a chicken coup is listed as a miscellaneous accessory building. He suggested
maybe this item should be tabled and have the Zoning Administrator come up with a table.
Kelly Kuiper talked about the breakdown of sizes relating to the size of the lot. She doesn’t think
it matters what zoning district you’re in.
Josiah Samy asked Kelly Kuiper so she’s saying it should just be based on lot size regardless of
zoning?
Kelly Kuiper said yes.
Jeannine Bolhouse asked what about where it mentions non-residential?
Kelly Kuiper asked do we even have instances where there is non-residential MDR?
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The Zoning Administrator said he has never had to review a request for an accessory building for
a non-residential MDR property.
Josiah Samy said it would simplify it for the ordinary person to know what they can do.
Kelly Kuiper said she knows from experience and from talking to zoning staff that people want
larger accessory buildings, but they don’t apply for a variance because they know they won’t meet
the seven standards. This ordinance amendment would take care of it.
Josiah Samy said he agrees and suggested to get rid of the subsection about non-residential
properties. He provided a recap and said so we are removing door opening height, removing the
subsection about non-residential properties, removing distinctions between zoning districts and
only use the lot size. He asked the Planning Commission to discuss version 1 and 2, whether the
additional accessory buildings should be kept separate or combined.
Kelly Kuiper said she likes version 2 and wants to incorporate it into the table. It’s better for the
community and lets residents use buildings the way that suits their lives.
Tom Healy asked doesn’t this essentially allow a storage building, pool building, greenhouse,
chicken coup that are all 200 square feet?
Kelly Kuiper said let’s say you live in an LDR area and someone has a 600 square foot building, it
could technically be a greenhouse. The minimum lot size for an LDR property is 11,475 square
feet. When you consider setbacks and the home, you may have a backyard full of accessory
buildings.
Tom Healy said we should try to avoid that.
Jeannine Bolhouse said you would need a pool to have a pool accessory building. To Tom Healy’s
point, how many buildings can you actually build? Is that an actual issue?
Tom Healy said in the scenario of version 2 and allowing square footage based on lot size, that’s a
lot of buildings.
Kelly Kuiper said she’s now leaning towards version 1.
Josiah Samy asked is the hang-up that if you have a pool you have less square footage?
Kelly Kuiper said instead of having a 600 square foot accessory building and a 200 square foot
pool building, they can divvy it up how they want. You don’t want two large accessory buildings
in backyards and people may end up turning them into ADU’s.
Jeannine Bolhouse said she agrees there’s too much wiggle room in version 2. There could be
something they didn’t think of and won’t be able to regulate it.
Josiah Samy said it sounds like everyone is leaning towards version 1. He’s good with allowing an
additional greenhouse.
The Zoning Administrator asked how much square footage for the greenhouse?
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Kelly Kuiper said 100 square feet is good for now. It’s a good start.
The Zoning Administrator asked what about the structures that are less than 5 feet in height and
playground equipment? He said zoning staff has been following an SOP dated June 17, 2014 that
says we don’t regulate them. Should some language be added to the ordinance so that it’s available
to the public?
Kelly Kuiper said she doesn’t think it should be added because someone is going to try to build a
small structure.
Josiah Samy asked what about playground equipment?
The Planning Commission all agreed to not add any language and to have zoning staff keep using
the SOP.
Tom Healy said he highlighted Section 3.12(I) in the Zeeland Township Zoning Ordinance
regarding manufactured homes, semi-trailers or other vehicles not being used as accessory
buildings. He suggested that should be added to Georgetown Township’s Zoning Ordinance.
Kelly Kuiper said she agrees that should be added.
Moved by Kelly Kuiper, seconded by Gary Veldink, to table the request to have the Zoning
Administrator provide a revised version with the suggested changes in table format and to
add language like Section 3.12(I) from Zeeland Township’s Zoning Ordinance.
Yeas: Tom Healy, Gary Veldink, Josiah Samy, Jeannine Bolhouse, Kelly Kuiper
Nays: None
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
*******************************************************************************
Sec 2.25 Family Day Care Home and Sec 2.26 Group Day Care Home
The Zoning Administrator presented the staff report for the following ordinance amendments to
the definition of Family Day Care Home and Group Day Care Home:
Sec 2.25 DAY CARE HOME, FAMILY
A single family residence, occupied as such, in which care is provided for more than at
least one (1) but less than seven (7) minor children or adults for periods of less than
twenty-four (24) hours per day, unattended by a parent or legal guardian. Care for persons
related by blood, marriage or adoption to a member of the family occupying the dwelling
is excluded from this definition. The capacity may be increased by one (1) in
compliance with State licensing requirements.
Sec 2.26 DAY CARE HOME, GROUP
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A single family residence, occupied as such, in which care is provided for at least seven (7)
but not more than twelve (12) minor children or adults for periods of less than twenty-four
(24) hours per day, unattended by a parent or legal guardian. Care for persons related by
blood, marriage, or adoption to a member of the family occupying the dwelling is excluded
from this definition. The capacity may be increased by two (2) in compliance with
State licensing requirements.
Jeannine Bolhouse asked can the ordinance be left as is or are we required to update it?
The Zoning Administrator said we are required to update it because state law has changed.
Moved by Gary Veldink, seconded by Kelly Kuiper, to initiate a Zoning Ordinance
amendment as presented for the public notices and public hearing to be held simultaneously
with another application.
Yeas: Tom Healy, Gary Veldink, Josiah Samy, Jeannine Bolhouse, Kelly Kuiper
Nays: None
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
#220817-04 – Communications, Letters and Reports
The Allendale Township Master Plan notification was presented for review.
The Planning Commission discussed the notification and decided to take no action at this time.
#220817-05 – Public Comments
No one from the public was present to make public comments at this time.
#220817-06 – Other Business
The Planning Commission had discussion on how wind energy systems should be regulated. The
Zoning Administrator was directed to research how other communities regulate them and come
back with ideas.
#220817-07 – Adjournment – The meeting was adjourned at 9:23 p.m.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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REQUEST
(SUP2202) Panera Bread, 42 44th St., is requesting to have a drive-through restaurant, under Sec.
14.3(H), on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-25-200-018, located at 42 44th St., in a
Neighborhood Service (NS) Commercial district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan.
Panera Bread is requesting to have a drive-through restaurant under Sec. 14.3(H). Sec. 2.28 defines a
drive-through establishment as follows:
Sec. 2.28 DRIVE-THROUGH ESTABLISHMENT.
A commercial establishment whose retail/service character is significantly dependent on providing a
driveway approach and service windows or facilities for vehicles in order to serve patrons while in or
momentarily stepped away from the vehicle. Examples of drive-through establishments include banks,
cleaners, and restaurants. Vehicle service stations are not included in this definition.
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DISCUSSION
Chapter 14 of the Zoning Ordinance outlines uses in the NS district. Sec. 14.3 lists uses that may be
permitted by obtaining Special Land Use approval when all applicable standards in Chapter 20 are met.
Of the uses permitted by obtaining Special Land Use approval, drive-through establishments is listed
under Sec. 14.3(H).
This process includes site plan approval. Site plans shall contain all items listed under Sec. 19.4, unless
specifically waived by the Planning Commission.
SUMMARY
The property was recently granted a variance for 3 additional parking spaces that are 9’ x 18’ located
within the required front yard setback of 44th Street. The variance was requested in hopes of alleviating
parking constraints during busy times and it is hopeful the drive-through will do the same.

Review for Planning Commission for (SUP2202)

Page 2 of 5

REVIEW
Sec. 20.3 General Standards
(1)

Be designed, constructed, operated and maintained so as to be harmonious and appropriate in
appearance, with the existing or intended character of the general vicinity and that such a use
will not change the essential character of the area in which it is proposed. Appears to be met.

(2)

Be served adequately by essential public facilities and services such as highways, streets, police,
fire protection, drainage structures, refuse disposal, water and sewage facilities, or schools.
Appears to be met.

(3)

Not create excessive additional requirements at public cost for public facilities and services.
Appears to be met.

(4)

Not involve uses, activities, processes, materials, and equipment or conditions of operation that
will be detrimental to any persons, property, or the general welfare by reason of excessive
production of traffic, noise, smoke, fumes, glare, or odors. Appears to be met.

Sec. 20.4(L) Drive-Through Restaurant
(1)

The main and accessory buildings shall be set back a minimum distance equal to the required
setback in Chapter 24 and a minimum of sixty (60) feet from any adjacent residential property
line. (revised 3/28/16) Met. The building meets the setback requirements in Chapter 24 and
is a minimum of sixty (60) feet from the adjacent residential property to the west.

(2)

Public access to the site shall be located at least one hundred (100) feet from any intersection as
measured from the nearest right-of-way line to the nearest edge of said access. Met. Both access
drives are at least one hundred (100) feet from the intersection of 44th St. and Kenowa Ave.

(3)

Where the site abuts residentially zoned property, a greenbelt shall be provided along such
property line, in accordance with Section 3.11. Must be met along the western property line
with 11 evergreen trees. This is shown on the site plan.

(4)

The site shall be so designed as to provide adequate stacking space for drive-through customers
without obstructing access to off-street parking spaces, interfering with traffic circulation
through the site, or causing vehicles to queue off the site. Appears to be met. The Planning
Commission shall determine if this is met.

(5)

Outdoor speakers for the drive through facility shall be located in a way that minimizes sound
transmission toward neighboring property and uses. The Planning Commission shall
determine if this is met. The drive-through is located approximately 130 feet from the
adjacent commercial building to the south.
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OPTION FOR MOTIONS - If the Planning Commission concurs that the standards of the ordinance
have been met, the following motions are offered. If the Planning Commission determines that the
standards have not been met or revisions are necessary or more information is needed, the request could
be tabled.
Special Land Use Permit
Motion:

To adopt the staff report as finding of fact and to approve the Special Land Use Permit
for (SUP2202) Panera Bread, 42 44th St., to have a drive-through restaurant, under
Sec. 14.3(H), on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-25-200-018, located at 42 44th
St., in a Neighborhood Service (NS) Commercial district, Georgetown Township,
Ottawa County, Michigan, based on the findings that all applicable standards of the
ordinance have been met including the general special land use standards in Sec. 20.3
and the specific special land use standards in Sec. 20.4(L).

Site Plan
Motion:

To approve the site plan with a revised date of 7/25/2022, as presented on Project
No. 220656, based on the findings that all applicable standards of the ordinance
have been met, and with the following conditions:
1. A Storm Water Drain Permit (or written approval or written acknowledgement
that one is not needed) from the Ottawa County Water Resources
Commissioner’s office must be submitted to the Township prior to the time a
building permit application is submitted.
2. Utilities shall be coordinated with the DPW, if applicable.
3. Approved sign permits shall be obtained prior to any sign construction and all
signs must meet ordinance standards.
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ID
number

SUP2202

Name

Panera Bread

Address

42 44th St.

Use

Drive-Through Restaurant

Date 7/1/2022

SUP required

REQUIREMENT

Yes. Sec. 14.3(H), Sec. 20.4(L)

PROVIDED

Date, north arrow, scale

X

Name, address of preparer

X

Name, address of property owner or petitioner

X

Location sketch

X

Legal description

X

Size in acres of the property

X

Property lines and required setbacks shown and dimensioned

X

Location of existing structures, drives, parking areas within 100 ft of boundary

X

Location and dimensions of existing and proposed structures

X

Location of existing and proposed drives (dimensions and radii), circulation

X

Sidewalks, non-motorized paths-select streets, accel, decel lanes

X

Signs, exterior lighting

X

Curbing, parking areas, dimensions of typical space, number of parking spaces

X

Calculations of parking spaces, unloading areas

X

Location, pavement width, ROW of all abutting roads, easements

X

Existing zoning, and zoning and use of abutting property

X

Location of existing vegetation-parkway association

X

Location, type, size of proposed landscaping, streetscape, greenbelt

X

Location, height, type of existing and proposed fences and walls

X

Needs or Comments

Noted

Size, location of proposed, existing utilities, connections to water/sewer

DPW

Location, size of surface water drainage facilities

OCWRC

Existing, proposed topo contours, max 5 ft intervals

X

Rec/common areas, floodplain areas

X

Note

Special Use Standards, general and specific

X

Sec. 20.4(L)

Residential development extra requirements-attached garages
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Revised preliminary development plan and final development plan for 44th St./8th Ave. PUD
REQUEST
(PUD2202) (Preliminary Plan) and (PUD2202-01) (Final Development Plan) 8th Enterprise 2 (Richard
Geenen), PO Box 839, Grandville, MI, is requesting revised preliminary plan approval for a PUD (not the
PUD rezoning because it is already in place and the uses are consistent with the uses approved with the PUD
rezoning) and final development plan approval for a PUD for a townhome residential use (replacing the
previously approved office use), on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-074, located at 6069
8th Ave., in a (PUD) Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan.
No public hearing is needed because no rezoning is necessary and residential uses were previously approved
on the preliminary development plan. The property is zoned PUD. No new property is being added.
CHANGES
The proposed changes are to the southeast corner of the PUD with the revised use of townhomes rather than
a commercial/office building. The PUD Amendment involves only the southeastern portion of the PUD site.
The proposed amendment would involve the following change:
Existing PUD:
Proposed – two story office building (total 26,000 square feet).
Proposed – 88 parking spaces in the parking lot
Amended PUD:
Proposed – townhome residential building (3 each for a total of 26,460 square feet)
Proposed – 42 parking (21 spaces in the parking lot and 21 spaces within the attached garages)
This change would reduce the net open space by 4,135 square feet, resulting in a new overall PUD net open
space of 1001,024 square feet, which is 24% of the overall PUD of 9.64 acres and is more than the minimum
20% required. Note that a minimum of 200 SF garages are provided as required in Chapter 24(W).
The amendment remains within the scope of the original PUD and is compatible with the adjacent residential
uses.
a) The PUD amendment stays within the original PUD qualifying conditions. The applicant is the owner
of the property. The open space requirements are satisfied with the amended plan (refer to the
detailed previous narrative regarding open space).
b) The proposed townhome buildings H-I-J will be built within the next year or two, subject to
approvals, permits, and market conditions. At this time, the future proposed commercial buildings C
and D do not have a defined date for construction.
c) The proposed deed restrictions, covenants, or similar legal instruments to be used within the
Amended PUD area (proposed townhome buildings H-I-J) will be similar and be patterned after the
existing PUD townhome buildings E-F-G. The applicant is involved in the ownership and
management of the existing and proposed townhome buildings
Review for PUD02202 and PUD2202-01 44th St./8th Ave. PUD
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HISTORY- See the HISTORY document.
MAPS

2016 - Plans
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SUMMARY FOR BOTH PRELIMINARY AND FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS (since they are the
same plan) – See the complete review after the summary and motions.
1. The revisions are to the southeast corner of the PUD with the revised use of townhomes rather than a
commercial/office building.
2. The proposed revised preliminary plan is the same as the final development plan.
3. The proposed architecture is the same as the existing townhomes.
4. Setbacks have been previously approved.
5. All deviations have been previously approved with the finding that any regulatory modifications from
traditional district requirements have resulted in a higher quality of development than would be
possible using conventional zoning standards.
6. Signs have all been previously approved and are existing.
7. The open space is only reduced by 1% resulting in 24% which is still more than the required 20%.
8. Parking and traffic still meet requirements.
9. This change is still consistent with the intention and spirit of the PUD ordinance and the original
PUD with the existing structures.
10. This revision represents an opportunity for improved development that could not be achieved through
conventional zoning.
11. This change is consistent and compatible with the surrounding uses of land and will not be
detrimental to the surrounding land.
12. All the qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.10 appear to have been met.
13. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of this Chapter, respective of being either a
preliminary or final PUD request (Preliminary PUD’s must meet Section 22.5, A and Final PUD’s
must meet Section 22.8, D.)
14. The proposed PUD meets all the requirements of Sec. 22.5 and Sec. 22.8(D).
15. Garages have been provided with a minimum of 200 square feet as required in Chapter 24.
Conditions of approval are proposed as follows:
1. Lighting shall have a maximum height of 25 feet.
2. Utilities shall be coordinated with the Ottawa County Water Resources and the DPW Department. A
Storm Water Drain Permit from the Ottawa County Water Resources Commission is required to be
submitted prior to the time the first building permit application is submitted to the Township.
3. PUD Agreement. The recorded PUD agreement shall be submitted to the Township prior to the time
the first building permit application is submitted to the Township.
4. All future phases (or revisions noting that this may be the final phase) shall coordinate with the
architectural theme provided for this phase.
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OPTIONS FOR MOTIONS for the Preliminary Development Plan:
If the Planning Commission wants more informationMotion 1:

To table the request.

If the Planning Commission concurs with the staff reportMotion 2:
To adopt the staff report as findings of fact and to approve the revised PUD preliminary
plan for (PUD2202) 8th Enterprise 2 (Richard Geenen), PO Box 839, Grandville, MI, (not the PUD
rezoning because it is already in place and the uses are consistent with the uses approved with the PUD
rezoning) for a townhome residential use (replacing the previously approved office use), on a parcel of
land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-074, located at 6069 8th Ave., in a (PUD) Planned Unit
Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan, as shown on the following
documents:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Plans dated 8/31/2022
Application
Narrative
History
Floor plans
Landscape plan
Lightening
Elevations

Based on the findings that:
1. The qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2 are met as proposed:
2. The information as per Sec. 22.8(D) and 22.5 is provided, and
3. The plan meets the ordinance requirements of Sec. 22.10 as follows:
a. The qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2 are met;
b. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural environment,
and the capacities of public services and facilities affected by the development;
c. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that would be
injurious to the public health, safety, or welfare of the community;
d. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as
described in Section 22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative
development for the community that could not be achieved through conventional zoning;
e. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of Chapter 22 including Section
22.8, D.
f. The deviations as noted on the plan are acceptable because they will result in a higher
quality of development than would be possible using conventional zoning standards and
based on mitigating factors.
And with the following conditions:
1. As per Sec. 22.2(B), the site must be serviced by public water and sanitary sewer. Utilities
shall be coordinated with the Ottawa County Water Resources and the DPW Department.
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2. A Storm Water Drain Permit from the Ottawa County Water Resources Commission is
required to be submitted prior to the time the first building permit application is submitted
to the Township.
3. The following must be submitted to the Township at the time a building permit application
is submitted to the Township.
a. Proposed deed restrictions, covenants, or similar legal instruments to be used within
the PUD.
b. A Storm Water Drain Permit from the Water Resources Commission’s Office.
c. A recorded PUD agreement as per Sec. 22.11.
d. Either the deed restrictions or the PUD agreement shall contain language related to
the maintenance of the open space and the landscaping.
4.
5.
6.
7.

No light poles shall exceed a height of 25 feet.
All outstanding fees are paid prior to any building permits being issued.
Sign permits are required for all sign installation.
Each individual unit of a two-or multiple family dwelling unit shall be provided with an
attached enclosed garage with a minimum of 200 square feet.
8. The architectural design and all structures and elements of future phases shall coordinate
with the elevations provided and approved.
9. All future phases (or noting that this may be the final phase any future revisions) shall
coordinate with the architectural theme provided for this phase.

OPTION FOR MOTION for the final development plan.
If the Planning Commission wants more information or if the revised preliminary plan is not approved,
this application should be tabled.
Motion 1:

To table the request.

If the Planning Commission concurs with the staff reportMotion 2:
To adopt the staff report as findings of fact and to approve the (PUD2202-01) the Final
Development Plan for 8th Enterprise 2 (Richard Geenen), PO Box 839, Grandville, MI, for a PUD for
townhome residential uses (replacing the previously approved office use), on a parcel of land described
as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-074, located at 6069 8th Ave., in a (PUD) Planned Unit Development district,
Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan, as shown on the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Plans dated 8/31/2022
Application
Narrative
History
Floor plans
Landscape plan
Lightening
Elevations
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On the basis that the following are met:
a. Qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2.
b. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural environment,
and the capacities of public services and facilities affected by the development.
c. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that would be
injurious to the public health, safety, or welfare of the community.
d. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as
described in Section 22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative
development for the community that could not be achieved through conventional zoning.
e. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of Chapter 22 including Sec. 22.8,
D.
Based on the Planning Commission determination that any regulatory modification from
traditional district requirements are approved through a finding that the deviation shall result in a
higher quality of development than would be possible using conventional zoning standards, as
shown on the plans and including the following:
And with the following conditions:
1. As per Sec. 22.2(B), the site must be serviced by public water and sanitary sewer. Utilities
shall be coordinated with the Ottawa County Water Resources and the DPW Department.
2. A Storm Water Drain Permit from the Ottawa County Water Resources Commission is
required to be submitted prior to the time the first building permit application is submitted
to the Township.
3. The following must be submitted to the Township at the time a building permit application
is submitted to the Township.
a. Proposed deed restrictions, covenants, or similar legal instruments to be used within
the PUD.
b. A Storm Water Drain Permit from the Water Resources Commission’s Office.
c. A recorded PUD agreement as per Sec. 22.11.
d. Either the deed restrictions or the PUD agreement shall contain language related to
the maintenance of the open space and the landscaping.
4. No light poles shall exceed a height of 25 feet.
5. All outstanding fees are paid prior to any building permits being issued.
6. Sign permits are required for all sign installation.
7. Each individual unit of a two-or multiple family dwelling unit shall be provided with an
attached enclosed garage with a minimum of 200 square feet.
8. The architectural design and all structures and elements of future phases shall coordinate
with the elevations provided and approved.
9. All future phases (or noting that this may be the final phase any future revisions) shall
coordinate with the architectural theme provided for this phase.

Review for PUD02202 and PUD2202-01 44th St./8th Ave. PUD

Page 6 of 21

Determination that revised Preliminary Plan approval is needed, along with Final Development Plan
approval. Rezoning is not needed.
The determination was made that revised preliminary plan approval, along with final development plan
approval, is needed. However, no revised PUD zoning is needed, based on the following.
1. On 2/4/2015, the Township approved a revised preliminary plan for residential uses and commercial
uses for the PUD (see excerpt of the minutes below).
2. On 11/2/2016, the Township approved the last final development plan for this PUD (see excerpt of
the minutes below).
3. Sec. 22.12(C) states that a change of use category is a major change and requires a revised PUD
rezoning. If further states that if no change of use category and not a substantial deviation from the
approved preliminary plan, all that is needed is revised preliminary plan approval (without the revised
rezoning).
4. Sec. 22.8(B) states that the applicant must submit each subsequent phase of a multi-phase PUD
within 24 months of the previous one, or else the preliminary plan becomes null and void.
5. Sec. 22.13(C) states if the PUD becomes null and void and if the property is not rezoned, then the
subject property remains zoned as a PUD, but the preliminary or final PUD plans previously
approved become null and void. In order to utilize the property as a PUD, an applicant would have to
resubmit plans for preliminary and final PUD site plan approvals as stated in this Chapter, but would
not require PUD rezoning action from the Board, unless the proposed PUD project includes different
land uses than previous approved (i.e.- commercial versus residential).
Therefore, the determination is as follows:
1. Based on Sec. 22.12(C), no change of use category is proposed. The change from a commercial use
to a residential use is already allowed because the preliminary PUD approval specifically states that
residential and commercial uses were approved.
2. Based on Sec. 22.8, the approved preliminary plan has become null and void (except for the portions
where final development plans were approved) because the last final development plan was approve
in 2016 and that is more than 24 months.
3. Sec. 22.13(C) states if no use category change, the PUD rezoning remains in effect. However,
preliminary and final development plans would have to be submitted.
RELEVANT ZONING ORDINANCE SECTIONS
Sec. 22.12

CHANGES TO AN APPROVED PUD.

Changes to an approved PUD shall be permitted only under the following circumstances:
(B)
Minor Change Determination: Minor changes may be approved by the Zoning Administrator upon
determining that the proposed revision(s) will not alter the basic design and character of the PUD, nor
any specified conditions imposed as part of the original approval. Minor changes shall include the
following:
1.
Reduction of the size of any building and/or sign.
2.
Movement of buildings and/or signs by no more than ten (10) feet.
3.
Landscaping approved in the final development plan that is replaced by similar landscaping to
an equal or greater extent.
4.
Changes in floor plans, of up to five (5) percent of the total floor area, which do not alter the
character of the use or increase the amount of required parking.
Review for PUD02202 and PUD2202-01 44th St./8th Ave. PUD
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5.

(C)

Internal rearrangement of a parking lot that does not affect the number of parking spaces or
alter access locations or design.
6.
Changes required or requested by the Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, and other State
or Federal regulatory agency in order to conform to other laws or regulations.
Major Change Determination: A proposed change not determined by the Zoning Administrator to
be minor shall be submitted as an amendment to the PUD as follows:
1. If the major change includes a change of a use category or includes substantial nonconformance
with the conditions of approval of the initial preliminary development plan, the amendment shall
be reviewed in accordance with Sec. 22.5 – 22.7 of this ordinance, including revised PUD
rezoning.
2. If the PUD zoning has already been established and the change does not include a change of a use
category or substantial nonconformance with the conditions of approval of the initial preliminary
plan, the preliminary development plan shall be reviewed only by the Planning Commission and
approval shall be based on the standards for approval for the preliminary development plan. The
original PUD zoning shall remain in effect. (revised 10-25-2021)

Sec. 22.8
(A)

(B)

FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICATION.

Final Development Plan Approval Time Period – Single Phase: Within twelve (12) months of the
Township Board’s approval of the PUD preliminary plan and PUD rezoning, the applicant shall submit
a request to the Zoning Administrator for final PUD approval. If the applicant fails to submit a request
within twelve (12) months as stated above, then the preliminary site plan (not the PUD rezoning) shall
be determined to be invalid.
Final Development Plan Approval Time Period – Dual or Multi Phased: If the project includes
phases, then the applicant must submit a request within twelve (12) months of the Township Board’s
approval of the preliminary plan and PUD rezoning for final development plan approval of a
phase. Following the final approval of the first PUD phase, the applicant must submit each subsequent
phase within twenty-four (24) months of the approval date for the previous phase. If the applicant fails
to submit the first phase within twelve (12) months or each subsequent phase within the twenty-four
(24) month time period then the preliminary site plan incorporating all phases not already approved for
final site plan shall be determined to be invalid.

Sec. 22.13

TIME LIMIT FOR APPROVED PUD DISTRICT.

Each development shall be under construction within twelve (12) months after the date of approval of the PUD
final development plan, except as noted in this Section.
(A)
The Township Board may grant two extensions, each one (1) extension of up to an additional twelve
(12) month period if the applicant applies for such extension prior to the date of the expiration of the
PUD or PUD phase and provided that(revised 10/27/08):
(1)
The applicant presents reasonable evidence that said development has encountered unforeseen
difficulties beyond the control of the applicant; and
(2)
The PUD requirements and standards, including those of the Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan
that are reasonably related to said development have not changed.
(B)
Should neither of the provisions of Section 22.13 A. be fulfilled, or an extension has expired without
construction underway, the PUD preliminary plan approval(s) shall be null and void. This does not
include any phases that may have received final PUD approval.
Review for PUD02202 and PUD2202-01 44th St./8th Ave. PUD
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(C)

Should the PUD district become null and void, the Township Board has the right to rezone the property
back to the prior zoning classification(s) or to rezone it to any other zoning classification(s). If the
property is not rezoned, then the subject property remains zoned as a PUD, but the preliminary or final
PUD plans previously approved become null and void. In order to utilize the property as a PUD, an
applicant would have to resubmit plans for preliminary and final PUD site plan approvals as stated in
this Chapter, but would not require PUD rezoning action from the Board, unless the proposed PUD
project includes different land uses than previous approved (i.e.- commercial versus residential).

***************************************************************************************
EXCERPT OF RELEVANT MINUTES
February 4, 2015 Planning Commission minutes:
#150204-03 – Planning Unit Development (PUD0603-01) DeVries Properties Inc., 1345 Monroe, Grand
Rapids, is requesting approval for a revised preliminary plan and final development plan for a mixed use
planned unit development for residential uses, retail and restaurant, and office and commercial uses, on
parcels of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-073 and -074, located at 850 44th St. and 6069 8th Ave., in a
currently zoned (PUD) Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County
Moved by Richard VanderKlok, seconded by Don Hebeler, to adopt the staff report (review) as
findings of fact and to approve (PUD0603-01) DeVries Properties Inc., 1345 Monroe, Grand Rapids, to
have a revised preliminary plan and final development plan for phase one, for a mixed use planned
unit development for residential uses, retail and restaurant, and office and commercial uses, such as a
gas station, on parcels of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-073 and -074, located at 850 44th St.
and 6069 8th Ave., in a currently zoned (PUD) Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown
Township, Ottawa County, Michigan … MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
November 2, 2016 Planning Commission minutes:
#161102-03 – (PUD1603-01) Final Development Plan for phase 1 for the 44th St. /8th Ave. PUD, for a gas
station/convenience store, retail/bank building, drive-through restaurant and three apartment buildings on a
parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-077, located at 850 44th St., in a (PUD) Planned Unit
Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan.
Moved by Richard VanderKlok, seconded by Jeannine Bolhouse, to adopt the staff report as finding of
fact and to approve (PUD1603-01) Final Development Plan for phase 1 for the 44th St./8th Ave. PUD,
for a gas station/convenience store, retail/bank building, drive-through restaurant and three apartment
buildings on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-077, located at 850 44th St., in a (PUD)
Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan, as shown on the
following, and with the sidewalk to be placed as shown on the plans … MOTION CARRIED
UNANIMOUSLY.
***************************************************************************************
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COMPLETE REVIEW FOR THE PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN
1. Sec. 22.2 QUALIFYING CONDITIONS.
Any development that fails to meet the following qualifying conditions, at a minimum, shall not be
considered for the PUD District:
A.

Acreage Requirement: The PUD site shall be not less than ten (10) acres of fully contiguous property not
separated by a public road, railroad, or other such associated feature or barrier. If the PUD is to contain a
mixture of residential and non-residential uses, the minimum required area shall be twenty (20) acres. The
Planning Commission and Township Board may consider a PUD on lesser acreage if it is clear that the
proposed PUD substantially provides for the intent of a PUD as stated in this Chapter. In addition, the
Planning Commission and Township Board may use the same intent section of the Zoning Ordinance
when considering a PUD with property that may be separated by a public road, railroad, or other such
associated feature or barrier. It would be up to the applicant to prove why, for example, a physical barrier
(road or railroad) separating the acreage would not restrict the applicant’s ability to develop a cohesive
PUD.

Previously determined to be met. With motion #150204-03, the Planning Commission
approved the overall PUD and approved the waiver for 9.64 acres for a mixed use PUD
when Sec. 22.2(A) requires 20 acres for a mixed use PUD. The finding was that the PUD
with less acreage provides for the intent of a PUD as listed in the PUD Chapter.
B.

Utilities: All PUD's shall be served by public water and sanitary sewer facilities. Stormwater
must be coordinated with the county drain commission.
Will be a condition of approval.

C.

Land Ownership: The PUD application must be filed by the landowner, jointly by the
landowners, or by an agent. If the application is filed by an agent(s) or other interested party,
written approval from the landowner(s) must also be filed.
Met. The owner signed the application.

D.

Master Plan: The proposed uses of the PUD shall substantially conform to the Township Master
Plan or, if not, represent land use policy that is determined by the Township Board to be a logical
and acceptable deviation from or change to the Township Master Plan.
Appears to be met. The architecture is the same as previously approved for the existing
townhome.
Garages are shown and are required for the multi-family dwelling. A minimum of 200
square feet is required for each unit and this requirement has been met.
The proposal appears to be substantially consistent with the Master Plan and consistent
with the adjacent HDR designation, including with the language in the Master Plan related
to the coordination of an architectural theme.
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The March 2, 2016 Planning
Commission minutes clarify
that elevations should be
provided for all proposed
buildings, including future
buildings. In compliance with
that direction, elevations for
future buildings were provided
demonstrating that the
architectural character of the
proposed structures coordinate
with the existing dental building
and with each other, along with
the gas pumps proposed to be
located in the interior with
another building between the
pumps and the street.
Existing dental building:

Existing townhomes and proposed townhomes.
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E.

Pedestrian: The PUD must provide for integrated, safe and abundant pedestrian access and
movement within the PUD and to adjacent properties. (In addition, the township has a standalone ordinance covering certain sidewalk requirements)
The proposed plan for pedestrian walkways appears to comply with the language in the ordinance
by providing sidewalk along the buildings connecting to the sidewalk along 8th Ave.

F.

Architecture: The PUD should provide for coordinated and innovative visually appealing
architectural styles, building forms and building relationships.
The proposed architecture was previously approved and is to be consistent with the existing
buildings and coordinates with the dental office, the Bricks gas station and the existing
townhouses. See the discussion under (D) Master Plan.
Also, a condition of approval of the preliminary PUD plan made on February 4, 2015 was
that the architectural character of all future structures in all future phases shall coordinate
with the architectural styles contained with the proposal for the dental office. Although this
appears to be the last phase, this language will be included in case anything is changed in
the future.
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G.

Traffic: The PUD must provide for safe and efficient vehicular movements within, into and off
of the PUD site. In addition, the PUD should integrate traffic calming techniques, along with
suitable parking lot landscape islands and other similar techniques to improve parking lot
aesthetics, storm water management, traffic flow and vehicular/pedestrian safety.
This appears to be met and was previously determined to be met. The dumpster is located
in an easily accessible area.

H.

Open Space Requirements:
Appears to be met. The previous amount was 25% and this plan shows 24% which is only 1%
less. This is still more than the required amount of 20%. The revised plan shows the area to be
open space in the same location of the previously approved open space.

2. USES
Permitted uses- APPEARS TO MEET REQUIREMENTS. The proposed uses are the same as previously
approved for a mixed use planned unit development for residential uses. The PUD was previously approved
for residential and commercial uses.

3. PRELIMINARY PLAN APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS
The preliminary plan shall contain the following site plan information:
a.
The date, north arrow, and scale. The scale shall be not less than 1”=20’ for property ten (10)
acres and larger and at least 1”=200’ for those 20 acres (20) acres or more. Provided.
b.
The name and address of the firm responsible for the preparation of the site plan. Provided.
c.
The name and address of the property owner(s) and petitioner(s). Provided.
d.
Legal description of the PUD site. Provided.
e.
The size (in acres) of the PUD site. Provided-10.27 acres.
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f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.

r.
s.
t.
u.
v.
w.

x.
y.
z.

Property lines and proposed setbacks, shown and dimensioned. Provided.
A location sketch. Provided.
The location of all existing structures, driveways, and parking areas within 100’ of the PUD
site’s boundaries. Provided.
The location and dimensions of all existing structures on the PUD site. Provided.
The location of all proposed structures on the PUD site. Realizing that this is preliminary,
dimensions are not necessary until final approval. Provided.
The location and dimension of proposed lots or ownership divisions. Provided.
The location, pavement width and right-of-way width of all abutting roads, streets, alleys or
easements. Provided.
The existing zoning and use of all properties abutting and including the PUD site. Provided.
The location of all existing vegetation and the general location of all proposed landscape
areas, berms, landscape islands and buffers, including any fence or wall areas. Provided.
The size and location of existing utilities, including a short narrative note on the site plan
pertaining to the PUD’s proposed utility needs and concepts. Provided.
The proposed location and estimated size(s) of all surface and subsurface water drainage
facilities. Storm Water Drain Permit required and will be a condition of approval.
Existing topographic contours at a maximum of five (5) foot intervals. Conceptual
topographic patterns for the PUD site shall also be provided, noting major earth moving
and/or removal areas (realizing that each building receiving final PUD approval will be
required to show actual topographic contours, both existing and proposed). Provided.
Location, type and size of areas to be dedicated for common open space. Provided.
Anticipated trash receptacle locations and method of screening. Provided.
Proposed streets, alleys, curb cuts, acceleration/deceleration lanes, curbed areas, service
drives and parking lot locations, including traffic calming concepts, driving surface widths as
required by the Ottawa County Road Commission’s standards. Provided.
Proposed pedestrian sidewalk movements both within and off the PUD site. Sidewalks are
required along all public roadways. Provided.
Proposed lighting concepts/styles and general location areas. Provided. Maximum height is
25 feet.
Proposed architectural style/design concepts that will be incorporated into final approval
plans, including both buildings and structures (i.e. - gateways, fence/wall concepts, art work,
etc.). Provided and was previously approved, therefore, it appears to meet the language
in the ordinance and in the Master Plan and in the direction given in the March 2, 2016.
Coordinating with this architectural theme will be a condition of approval for future
phases.
Proposed setbacks, lot widths, lot areas and building/structure heights. Provided
Proposed uses to be included in the PUD project. Provided.
Floodplain areas. (Revised 6-27-2005) Provided.

Fee: Payment of a PUD fee, as established by the Township Board. Paid.

Narrative Statement: A narrative statement describing: Provided.
a.
The objectives of the PUD and how it relates to the Intent of the PUD District, as described in
Section 22.1.
b.
The relationship of the PUD to the qualifying conditions listed in Section 22.2.
c.
Phases of development and approximate time frames for each phase, including anticipated
start and completion dates of construction.
d.
Proposed deed restrictions, covenants, or similar legal instruments to be used within the PUD.
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Sec. 22.10 STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL (both preliminary and final).
A PUD shall be approved only if it complies with each of the following standards:

4.

A. The proposed PUD complies with all qualifying conditions of Section 22.2.
Appears to be met.
B. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural environment, and the
capacities of public services and facilities affected by the development.
Appears to be met.
C. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that would be injurious
to the public health, safety, or welfare of the community.
Appears to be met.
D. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as described in
Section 22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative development for the
community that could not be achieved through conventional zoning.
Appears to be met.
E. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of this Chapter, respective of being either
a preliminary or final PUD request (Preliminary PUD’s must meet Section 22.5, A and Final
PUD’s must meet Section 22.8, D.)
Appears to be met.
5.

PUD Agreement-must be submitted at the time a building permit application is submitted to
the Township.
Sec. 22.11
A.
B.
C.

D.
E.

PUD AGREEMENT.

Prior to the issuance of any building permits or commencement of construction on any portion of
the PUD, the applicant shall enter into an agreement with the Township in recordable form, setting
forth the applicant's obligations with respect to the PUD.
The agreement shall describe all improvements to be constructed as part of the PUD and shall
incorporate, by reference, the final development plan with all required revisions, other documents
which comprise the PUD, and all conditions attached to the approval by the Township Board.
A phasing plan shall also be submitted describing the intended schedule for start and completion of
each phase and the improvements to be undertaken in each phase.
The agreement shall also establish the remedies of the Township in the event of default by the
applicant in carrying out the PUD, and shall be binding on all successors in interest to the applicant.
All documents shall be executed and recorded in the office of the Ottawa County Register of Deeds.
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REVIEW FOR FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN – Note that if the revised preliminary plan is not
approved, this application should be tabled.
Sec. 22.8
FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPLICATION.
B.
Final Development Plan Approval Time Period – Dual or Multi Phased: If the project includes
phases, then the applicant must submit a request within twelve (12) months of the Township Board’s
approval of the preliminary plan and PUD rezoning for final development plan approval of a phase.
Following the final approval of the first PUD phase, the applicant must submit each subsequent phase
within twenty-four (24) months of the approval date for the previous phase. If the applicant fails to
submit the first phase within twelve (12) months or each subsequent phase within the twenty-four
(24) month time period then the preliminary site plan incorporating all phases not already approved
for final site plan shall be determined to be invalid.
The last approval was 11/2/2016. Therefore, the preliminary development plan approval has
become invalid. As explained in the staff report above, no rezoning is necessary and the land is
still zoned PUD. However, new preliminary development plan approval is necessary. That is
part of this application. Since the final development plan is the same as the preliminary plan,
the preliminary plan must be approved first and if, for some reason, is not approved, the final
development plan should be tabled.
C.

Final Development Plan Application Requirements: A final development plan application shall
consist of the following (unless determined by the Zoning Administrator or Planning Commission to
be unnecessary):
1.
2.
3.

4.

A completed application form, supplied by the Zoning Administrator. Provided.
Payment of a fee, as established by the Township Board. Paid with preliminary plan.
A written response to the findings, review comments, and conditions, if any, from the
Township Board’s review and approval of the preliminary development plan and a narrative
explanation of the changes made to the plan in response to those items. Provided with the
narrative and changes noted on the plan.
A site plan containing all of the information required in this PUD Chapter and the following
information shown below: (If the plan consists of phases, then the above-mentioned
information is only required for the specific phase(s) being presented for final approval. Each
subsequent phase shall be reviewed in the same manner).
a.

The location and dimensions of all proposed structures and buildings on the PUD site.
PROVIDED.

b.

The location of all proposed drives (including dimensions and radii),
acceleration/deceleration lanes, sidewalks / pathways / bikepaths, curbing, parking areas
(including the dimensions of a typical parking space and the total number of parking
spaces to be provided), and unloading areas. Street names must also be included.
PROVIDED.

c.

The location of all proposed signs and lighting, including the sizes and types.
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PROVIDED. Previously approved. A lighting plan was provided. The maximum
height of 25 feet could be included as a condition of approval. The signs have
already been approved (some with deviations) and are existing.
d.

The location, type and size of all proposed landscaping and site amenities (art work,
fences, gateway features, etc.).
PROVIDED. The landscaping is correctly shown as a minimum of 18 trees for
441 feet of width.

e.

The location, type and size of all utilities and storm water drainage facilities, including
fire protection, sanitary sewers, water services, etc.
To be coordinated with the Township DPW Department and Ottawa County
Resources Commission Department.

f.

Existing and proposed topographic contours at a maximum of three (3) foot intervals.
PROVIDED.

g.

Elevation views of all proposed structures and floor plans for all multi-family residential
dwelling units.
PROVIDED. Elevations and floor plans were provided.

h.

Proposed open space areas, including recreational amenities (playgrounds, etc.).
PROVIDED.

i.

Floodplain areas.
PROVIDED. A note on the plan indicates that this phase is not affected by a
floodplain.
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B.

The Planning Commission may request from the applicant any additional graphics or written
materials, prepared by a qualified person or persons, to assist in determining the appropriateness of
the site plan. Such material may include, but need not be limited to, aerial photography, photographs;
traffic impacts; impact on significant natural features and drainage; soil tests; and other pertinent
information.

Sec. 22.9
A.

PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW OF FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN.

The Planning Commission shall review the final development plan in relation to its conformance with
the preliminary development plan and any conditions of the PUD rezoning. If it is determined that
the final plan is not in substantial conformance with the preliminarily development plan, the review
process shall be conducted as a preliminary development plan review, in accordance with the
procedures of Sections 22.5 - 22.7 of this Ordinance.
This phase will be consistent with the newly approved overall preliminary PUD plan. If the
revised preliminary plan is not approved, this application should be tabled.

B.

Planned Unit Developments, whether established as a single or multiphase development, shall
reasonably accommodate for the intent of the PUD in each phase. If the proposed PUD appears to
provide for phases that do not incorporate the intent of the proposed PUD, the Planning Commission
may require bonding or other similar financial obligation, which shall be established in the PUD
agreement. If a portion of the PUD intent it to provide for a variety of uses (i.e. - apartments and
single family homes), then the proposed phasing schedule shall show how the development of
these uses will be balanced in the phased development schedule.
The final development plan appears to accommodate the intention of the PUD.

C.

If the final development plan is consistent with the approved preliminary development plan, the
Planning Commission shall review the final plan in accordance with the standards for approval in
Section 22.10.
See the review under Sec. 22.10.

D.

The Planning Commission shall prepare a record of its findings and shall approve, approve with
conditions, or deny the final development plan.
Minutes will be prepared.

E.

Any regulatory modification from traditional district requirements shall be approved through a finding by
the Planning Commission that the deviation shall result in a higher quality of development than would be
possible using conventional zoning standards. Regulatory modifications are not subject to variance
approval of the Zoning Board of Appeals. No part of this PUD process of the approved site plans may be
appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals. This provision shall not preclude an individual residential lot
owner from seeking a variance following final approval of the PUD, provided such variance does not
involve alterations to open space areas as shown on the approved PUD site plan.

All deviations have previously been approved, including the setback of 80 feet on 8th Ave.
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F.

A table shall be provided on the final site plan which specifically details all deviations from the
established zoning area, height and setback regulations, off-street parking regulations, general
provisions, or Township subdivision regulations which would otherwise be applicable to the uses and
developments proposed in the absence of this PUD article and rezoning.
All deviations have previously been approved.

Sec. 22.2
QUALIFYING CONDITIONS.
Any development that fails to meet the following qualifying conditions, at a minimum, shall not be
considered for the PUD District:
A.

Acreage Requirement: The PUD site shall be not less than ten (10) acres of fully contiguous property not
separated by a public road, railroad, or other such associated feature or barrier. If the PUD is to contain a
mixture of residential and non-residential uses, the minimum required area shall be twenty (20) acres. The
Planning Commission and Township Board may consider a PUD on lesser acreage if it is clear that the
proposed PUD substantially provides for the intent of a PUD as stated in this Chapter. In addition, the
Planning Commission and Township Board may use the same intent section of the Zoning Ordinance when
considering a PUD with property that may be separated by a public road, railroad, or other such associated
feature or barrier. It would be up to the applicant to prove why, for example, a physical barrier (road or
railroad) separating the acreage would not restrict the applicant’s ability to develop a cohesive PUD.

Previously determined to be met. With motion #150204-03, the Planning Commission
approved the overall PUD and approved the waiver for 9.64 acres for a mixed use PUD when
Sec. 22.2(A) requires 20 acres for a mixed use PUD. The finding was that the PUD with less
acreage provides for the intent of a PUD as listed in the PUD Chapter. Further, the Planning
Commission determined this standard was met at the August 10, 2016 meeting.
B.

Utilities: All PUD's shall be served by public water and sanitary sewer facilities. Stormwater must
be coordinated with the county drain commission.
This is required to be met and is to be coordinated with the DPW Department and Ottawa
County Water Resources Commission.

C.

Land Ownership: The PUD application must be filed by the landowner, jointly by the landowners,
or by an agent. If the application is filed by an agent(s) or other interested party, written approval
from the landowner(s) must also be filed.
Met. A letter was provided.

D.

Master Plan: The proposed uses of the PUD must be substantially consistent with Georgetown
Township’s Master Plan for the subject property.
Appears to be met.

E.

Pedestrian: The PUD must provide for integrated, safe and abundant pedestrian access and
movement within the PUD and to adjacent properties. (In addition, the township has a standalone
ordinance covering certain sidewalk requirements)
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Appears to be met.
E.

Architecture: The PUD should provide for coordinated and innovative visually appealing
architectural styles, building forms and building relationships.
Appears to be met since the townhomes are the same as previously approved.

G.

Traffic: The PUD must provide for safe and efficient vehicular movements within, into and off of the
PUD site. In addition, the PUD should integrate traffic calming techniques, along with suitable
parking lot landscape islands and other similar techniques to improve parking lot aesthetics, storm
water management, traffic flow and vehicular/pedestrian safety.
Appears to be met.

H.

Open Space Requirements:
1.

2.

3.

The PUD development shall contain usable open space in an amount equal to at least twenty
(20) percent of the total PUD site. The Planning Commission may consider a PUD with a
lesser amount of open space if it is clear that the proposed PUD substantially provides for the
intent of a PUD as stated in this Chapter. It is noted that open space is a very important
element of a PUD and reductions to the open space provision should be granted only as a
result of specific, clearly documented reasons (i.e. the PUD may located on a relatively small
site in an area where a 20% open space provision would detract from building continuity,
historic preservation efforts, etc.)
Such open space to be considered usable shall not include required yards (required yards
need to be individually determined for each PUD project) or buffers, parking areas, drives,
rights-of-way, utility or road easements, storm water detention ponds, wetlands (unless
determined to be useable by the Planning Commission due to the addition of interpretive
boardwalks/walkways, etc. provided in and through the wetland) and structures (Unless the
structures are part of the open space i.e. gazebos, etc.).
Such open space shall be permanently set aside for the sole benefit, use, and enjoyment
of present and future occupants of the PUD through covenant, deed restriction, open
space easement, or similar legal instrument acceptable to the Township; or, if agreed to
by governmental agency, the open space may be conveyed to a governmental agency for the
use of the general public.

Appears to be met.
Sec. 22.3

PERMITTED USES.

Any use permitted by right or special land use in any District may be approved within a PUD.
Sec. 22.10

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL (both preliminary and final).

A PUD shall be approved only if it complies with each of the following standards:
A. The proposed PUD complies with all qualifying conditions of Section 22.2. Met.
B. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural environment, and the
capacities of public services and facilities affected by the development. Met.
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C. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that would be injurious to the
public health, safety, or welfare of the community. Met.
D. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as described in Section
22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative development for the community that could
not be achieved through conventional zoning. Met.
E. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of this Chapter, respective of being either a
preliminary or final PUD request (Preliminary PUD’s must meet Section 22.5, A and Final PUD’s must
meet Section 22.8, D.) Met.
Sec. 22.11

PUD AGREEMENT..

F.

Prior to the issuance of any building permits or commencement of construction on any portion of the
PUD, the applicant shall enter into an agreement with the Township in recordable form, setting forth
the applicant's obligations with respect to the PUD.

G.

The agreement shall describe all improvements to be constructed as part of the PUD and shall
incorporate, by reference, the final development plan with all required revisions, other documents
which comprise the PUD, and all conditions attached to the approval by the Township Board.

H.

A phasing plan shall also be submitted describing the intended schedule for start and completion of
each phase and the improvements to be undertaken in each phase.

I.

The agreement shall also establish the remedies of the Township in the event of default by the
applicant in carrying out the PUD, and shall be binding on all successors in interest to the applicant.

J.

All documents shall be executed and recorded in the office of the Ottawa County Register of Deeds.
A condition of approval: the recorded PUD agreement shall be submitted prior to the time the
first building permit application is submitted to the Township.
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PUD Amendment Narrative
August 31,2022
a) The PUD Amendment involves the southerly portion of the PUD site. The proposed amendment would
involve the following change:
Existing PUD:
Proposed – two story office building (total 26,000 square feet).
Proposed – 88 parking spaces in the parking lot
Amended PUD:
Proposed – townhome residential building (3 each for a total of 26,460 square feet)
Proposed – 42 parking (21 spaces in the parking lot and 21 spaces within the attached
garages)

This change would reduce the net open space by 4,135 square feet, resulting in a new overall
PUD net open space of 1001,024 square feet, which is 24% of the overall PUD of 9.64 acres
and is more than the minimum 20% required.
The amendment remains within the scope of the original PUD and is compatible with the
adjacent residential uses.
b) The PUD amendment stays within the original PUD qualifying conditions. The applicant is the owner of
the property. The open space requirements are satisfied with the amended plan (refer to the detailed
previous narrative regarding open space).
c) The proposed townhome buildings H-I-J will be built within the next year or two, subject to approvals,
permits, and market conditions. At this time, the future proposed commercial buildings C and D do not
have a defined date for construction.
d) The proposed deed restrictions, covenants, or similar legal instruments to be used within the Amended
PUD area (proposed townhome buildings H-I-J) will be similar and be patterned after the existing PUD
townhome buildings E-F-G. The applicant is involved in the ownership and management of the existing
and proposed townhome buildings
E-F-G-H-I-J.

5252 Clyde Park Ave., SW  Grand Rapids, MI 49509-9788  (616) 531-3660  Fax (616) 531-2121  www.exxelengineering.com

HISTORY for 44th St./8th Ave. PUD

REQUEST
(PUD2202) and (PUD2202-01) 8th Enterprise 2 (Richard Geenen), PO Box 839, Grandville, MI, is
requesting revised preliminary plan approval for a PUD (not the PUD rezoning because it is already in place
and the uses are consistent with the uses approved with the PUD rezoning) and final development plan
approval for a PUD for a townhome residential use (replacing the previously approved office use), on a
parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-074, located at 6069 8th Ave., in a (PUD) Planned Unit
Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan.
No public hearing is needed because no rezoning is necessary and residential uses were previously approved
on the preliminary development plan. The property is zoned PUD.

HISTORY SUMMARY
At the May 3, 2006 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the preliminary plan and
rezoning with motion #060503-02 and at the May 8, 2006 meeting, the Township Board approved the
preliminary plan and rezoning with motion #060508-06. No final development plan was submitted or
approved.
At the February 4, 2015 meeting, the Planning Commission approved a revised preliminary plan (PUD
zoning was still in effect) with motion #150204-03 and approved the final development plan for the first
phase for a dental office at the northwest corner.
At the March 23, 2015 meeting the Township Board approved a waiver for sidewalks along 44th St. for the
entire PUD.
At the March 2, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission discussed an application for the second final
development plan for the PUD consisting of a gas station, along with possible bank and retail buildings. The
minutes included the Planning Commission’s vision for this PUD and for future PUDs. The applicant
submitted a letter asking to withdraw the application and the withdrawal was accepted.
At the August 10, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission granted revised preliminary plan approval for a
PUD (not the PUD rezoning because it is already in place) for a gas station/convenience store, retail/bank
building, drive-through restaurant and other drive-through establishments and for three apartment buildings
on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-077, located at 850 44th St., in a (PUD) Planned Unit
Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan, with conditions.
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DETAILED HISTORY
At the May 3, 2006 meeting, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the preliminary plan and
rezoning with motion #060503-02 and at the May 8, 2006 meeting, the Township Board approved the
preliminary plan and rezoning with motion #060508-06. No final development plan was submitted or
approved.
The following is an excerpt of the February 4, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes:
#060508-06 - (PUD0603) Ed DeVries Properties Inc., 1345 Monroe Ave. NW, is requesting a Planned
Unit Development for mixed uses including apartments for multiple family dwellings and commercial
uses including offices, retail and restaurant under Chapter 22, on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 7014-26-200-070, located at the southwest corner of 44th St. and 8th Ave. at Gleneagle Highlands Dr.

Moved by Richard VanderKlok, seconded by Del South, to approve (PUD0603) Ed DeVries Properties
Inc., 1345 Monroe Ave. NW, to have a Planned Unit Development for mixed uses including apartments
for multiple family dwellings and commercial uses including offices, retail and restaurant under Chapter
22, on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-070, located at the southwest corner of 44th St.
and 8th Ave. at Gleneagle Highlands Dr., as shown on the drawing dated 4/25/06, with the following
conditions:
a.
Approval from the Ottawa County Road Commission is provided;
b.
A Storm Water Drain Permit is provided with the final development plan;
c.
Documentation for the preservation and maintenance of the open space is provided with
the final development plan;
d.
The approval does not include the use of a drive-in restaurant (or any other drive-in
establishment) and that if a drive-in use is sought in the future, the PUD would have to
reviewed and reconsidered by the Township as an amendment to the PUD.
Note:
As recommended by the Planning Commission.
MOTION CARRIED.

At the February 4, 2015 meeting, the Planning Commission approved a revised preliminary plan (PUD
zoning was still in effect) with motion #150204-03 and approved the final development plan for the first
phase for a dental office at the northwest corner. At the March 23, 2015 meeting the Township Board
approved a waiver for sidewalks along 44th St. for the entire PUD.
The following is an excerpt of the February 4, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes:
Moved by Richard VanderKlok, seconded by Don Hebeler, to adopt the staff report (review) as findings of fact
and to approve (PUD0603-01) DeVries Properties Inc., 1345 Monroe, Grand Rapids, to have a revised
preliminary plan and final development plan for phase one, for a mixed use planned unit development for
residential uses, retail and restaurant, and office and commercial uses, such as a gas station, on parcels of land
described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-073 and -074, located at 850 44th St. and 6069 8th Ave., in a currently zoned
(PUD) Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan,
As shown on the following documents:
1. Application,
2. Soil erosion plan,
3. Dimension plan,
4. Exterior lighting plan,
5. Overall preliminary plan,
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6. Final development landscape plan,
7. Narrative statement,
8. North elevation,
9. West elevation,
Based on the findings that:
1. The qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2 are met as proposed:
2. The information as per Sec. 22.8(D) and 22.5 is provided, and
3. The plan meets the ordinance requirements of Sec. 22.10 as follows:
a. The qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2 are met;
b. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural environment, and the
capacities of public services and facilities affected by the development;
c. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that would be injurious to the
public health, safety, or welfare of the community;
d. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as described in Section
22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative development for the community that
could not be achieved through conventional zoning;
e. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of Chapter 22 including Section 22.8, D.
f. The deviations as noted on the plan are acceptable because they will result in a higher quality of
development than would be possible using conventional zoning standards and based on mitigating
factors, including, but not limited to the following:
• The PUD with the acreage of 9.64 meets the intention of the PUD chapter and is acceptable.
• The pedestrian connection to the west at the northwest of the site is acceptable or it may be a
driveway connection with a pedestrian connection.
• The proposed greenbelt along the western property line of Dr. Lee’s office parcel is acceptable as
shown with 6 evergreens and 6 deciduous trees.
• The proposals for the freestanding and wall signs are acceptable and shall be in accordance with
other ordinance standards (i.e. for size).
• All of the rest of the requested waivers are acceptable.
And with the following conditions:
1. As per Sec. 22.2(B), the site must be serviced by public water and sanitary sewer, which is to be coordinated
with the Department of Public Works.
2. Sign permits are required for all sign installation.
3. Sidewalks shall be installed as shown on the plan unless specifically waived by the Township Board.
4. A note on the narrative indicates that the proposals is to have coordinated building relationships. The
architectural character of all future structures in all future phases shall coordinate with the architectural
styles contained with this proposal.
5. The following must be submitted to the Township at the time a building permit application is submitted to
the Township.
a. A Storm Water Drain Permit from the Water Resources Commission’s Office.
b. PUD agreement as per Sec. 22.11.
c. The PUD agreement shall contain language related to the maintenance of the open space and the
landscaping.
d. Approval from the Ottawa County Road Commission for the driveway accesses.
e. All outstanding fees are paid prior to any building permits being issued.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

The following is an excerpt of the March 23, 2015 Township Board meeting minutes:
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Adjacent is the revised overall preliminary development plan
that was approved at the February 4, 2015 Planning
Commission meeting.
At the March 2, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission
discussed an application for the second final development plan
for the PUD consisting of a gas station, along with possible bank
and retail buildings. The following minutes include the Planning
Commission’s vision for this PUD and for future PUDs. The
applicant submitted a letter asking to withdraw the application
and the withdrawal was accepted.
The following is an excerpt of the March 2, 2016 Planning
Commission meeting minutes:
#160302-03 – (PUD0603-02) Great Lakes Convenience, Inc.,
6785 Whitneyville Rd. SE, Alto, is requesting approval for the
second final development plan for the PUD for a gas
station/convenience store and retail/bank building, on a
parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-077, located
at 850 44th St., in a (PUD) Planned Unit Development district,
Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan.
The Zoning Administrator presented a staff report and noted that a withdrawal request had been
submitted for this application two days earlier, too late to cancel the meeting.
The applicant or representative was not present. No one was present to make public comments.

Since the application was on the agenda and the withdrawal was submitted too close to the meeting
date to cancel, the Planning Commission determined to use the meeting time to discuss this PUD and
PUDs in general. The Planning Commission discussion and consensus for the development of this
site and future PUDS within the Township was as follows:
1) In general, elevations for all proposed buildings, structures, signs and standalone objects
contained within the PUD shall be submitted at the time a developer applies for preliminary
PUD approval, realizing that the elevations are conceptual and that the buildings may change in
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size, shape, location and use. The buildings, structures, signs and standalone objects shall be
architectural similar with coordinating elements, though not necessarily exactly the same or
identical. After approved with the preliminary plan, this will provide a guide that is agreed upon by
both the developer and the Township. This would prevent future misunderstandings and be
available for future prospective entities who look to located within the PUD. Since this development
has already received preliminary PUD approval, the elevations for all proposed future buildings,
structures, signs and standalone objects shall be submitted at the time any future final development
plans are submitted to the Township for this PUD. The elevations for this PUD must contain similar
rooflines that coordinate, but the architectural character need only coordinate and be similar, not
identical.
This determination was based on ordinance language contained in Sec. 22.2 of the PUD Chapter in
the Zoning Ordinance as follows and based on the newly adopted 2015 Master Plan as follows.

Sec. 22.2
QUALIFYING CONDITIONS..
Any development that fails to meet the following qualifying conditions, at a minimum, shall not be
considered for the PUD District:
(D)
Master Plan: The proposed uses of the PUD shall substantially conform to the
Township Master Plan or, if not, represent land use policy that is determined by the
Township Board to be a logical and acceptable deviation from or change to the Township
Master Plan.
(F)
Architecture: The PUD should provide for coordinated and innovative visually
appealing architectural styles, building forms and building relationships.
Page 34 of the Master Plan

General Land Use Policies
Planned Unit Developments and open space clustering are possible development tools
that would provide multiple densities of residential, along with possible commercial uses
with flexible zoning requirements.
Planned unit developments shall be consistent with the intent of a PUD as listed in the
Georgetown Township Zoning Ordinance, including, to encourage innovation in land use
and variety in design, to encourage useful open space, and to provide for enhanced site
and building architectural features. Such developments shall provide innovation and
desirable design elements. Although the intention is not to direct a developer toward any
specific details, PUDs with uses other than solely single family residences shall, at a
minimum, contain the following elements:
•
•
•
•
•

An overall design theme with common coordinating architectural elements contained
in all buildings and structures as well as signs, rooflines, forms and materials;
A coordinated color scheme and coordinated textures of materials;
Drive-through elements and stand-alone structures shall have design elements
common to principle structures;
Creative, desirable and useable open space;
Buildings and structures designed to provide the best or front face to any adjoining
public streets.
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A mixed use PUD (with any combination of residential, commercial and/or industrial uses)
may be used as a developmental technique if it is clear the PUD substantially provides for
the intent of a PUD as listed in the Georgetown Township Zoning Ordinance. The mixed
use PUD shall contain some uses that conform to the Township Land Use Plan for the
subject site with the determination of the percentage of uses to be consistent with the
Master Plan to be determined by the Planning Commission and Township Board, taking
into account if the development substantially provides for the intent of a PUD.
2) Interior pedestrian walkways shall be provided to connect the northwest corner of this site
to the northeast corner for this site, even though the Township Board waived the requirement of
sidewalks in the road right-of-way along 44th St. The walkway shall provide pedestrians access from
the west to the east along 44th St. without having the pedestrians just use the parking areas.
This determination was based on ordinance language contained in Sec. 22.2 of the PUD Chapter in
the Zoning Ordinance as follows.

Sec. 22.2
QUALIFYING CONDITIONS..
Any development that fails to meet the following qualifying conditions, at a minimum, shall not be
considered for the PUD District:
(E) Pedestrian: The PUD must provide for integrated, safe and abundant pedestrian access
and movement within the PUD and to adjacent properties.

3) For the layout and design of this site, gas pumps shall be aligned along the interior service
drive and the buildings shall be located between the pumps and 44th St. and 8th Ave. The gas
pumps shall be easily accessible to both 44th St. and 8th Ave. via the interior service drive and shall
not front on 44th St. or 8th Ave. The use of a gas station was allowed in the motion for the
preliminary development plan. The gas pump canopy may have a flat roof since the pumps would be
in the interior of the site, as long as all the other buildings have peaked rooflines. The current layout
shows poor planning with parking spaces located along this service drive by the entrances because
vehicles would be forced to back out into oncoming traffic entering the site and using the service
drive. In addition, the current layout shows poor planning with vehicles entering from 8th Ave.
maneuvering through two buildings to get to the gas pumps.
This determination was based on ordinance language contained in Sec. 22.2 of the PUD Chapter in
the Zoning Ordinance as follows and based on the newly adopted 2015 Master Plan as follows.

Sec. 22.2
QUALIFYING CONDITIONS..
Any development that fails to meet the following qualifying conditions, at a minimum, shall not be
considered for the PUD District:
(G) Traffic: The PUD must provide for safe and efficient vehicular movements within, into and
off of the PUD site. In addition, the PUD should integrate traffic calming techniques, along
with suitable parking lot landscape islands and other similar techniques to improve parking lot
aesthetics, storm water management, traffic flow and vehicular/pedestrian safety.

Page 34 of the Master Plan
•

Buildings and structures designed to provide the best or front face to any adjoining
public streets.
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4) The open space shall be useable with amenities, as required in the ordinance, and not just grassed
areas.
This determination was based on ordinance language contained in Sec. 22.2 of the PUD Chapter in
the Zoning Ordinance as follows and based on the newly adopted 2015 Master Plan as follows.

Sec. 22.2
QUALIFYING CONDITIONS..
Any development that fails to meet the following qualifying conditions, at a minimum, shall not be
considered for the PUD District:
(H) Open Space Requirements:
(1)

The PUD development shall contain usable open space in an amount equal to at least
twenty (20) percent of the total PUD site. The Planning Commission may consider a PUD
with a lesser amount of open space if it is clear that the proposed PUD substantially
provides for the intent of a PUD as stated in this Chapter. It is noted that open space is a
very important element of a PUD and reductions to the open space provision should be
granted only as a result of specific, clearly documented reasons (i.e. the PUD may located
on a relatively small site in an area where a 20% open space provision would detract from
building continuity, historic preservation efforts, etc.)

(2)

Such open space to be considered usable shall not include required yards (required yards
need to be individually determined for each PUD project) or buffers, parking areas, drives,
rights-of-way, utility or road easements, storm water detention ponds, wetlands (unless
determined to be useable by the Planning Commission due to the addition of interpretive
boardwalks/walkways, etc. provided in and through the wetland) and structures (Unless
the structures are part of the open space i.e. gazebos, etc.).

(3)

Such open space shall be permanently set aside for the sole benefit, use, and enjoyment
of present and future occupants of the PUD through covenant, deed restriction, open
space easement, or similar legal instrument acceptable to the Township; or, if agreed to
by governmental agency, the open space may be conveyed to a governmental agency for
the use of the general public.

The consensus of the Planning Commission was to adopt the above determinations and interpretations
of language in the ordinance and in the Master Plan for future PUDs and for this site, and to relay this
information to the property owner’s representative so that the developer would have an understanding
of the Planning Commission’s interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance and Master plan language relating
to this site and future PUDs.
Moved by Richard VanderKlok, seconded by Don Hebeler, to accept the withdrawal of this application.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

At the August 10, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission approved a revised preliminary plan was
approved for a gas station/convenience store, retail/bank building, drive-through restaurant and three
apartment buildings on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-077, located at 850 44th St., in a
(PUD) Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan.
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The following is an excerpt of the August 10, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes:
Moved by Steve Hall, seconded by Don Hebeler, to determine the following:
1. Drive-through establishments are acceptable.

2. Attached garages are required and are a condition of approval for the residential uses.

3. The proposed architecture is acceptable and coordination with the proposal and will be a
condition of approval for all future final development phases.
4. The proposed location of gas pumps, service drive and interior traffic circulation is
acceptable.

5. As noted at the March 2, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission directed that an interior
service drive provide access to the pumps which should be located in the interior of the site.
The Planning Commission determines that the layout as proposed meets that direction.

6. The Planning Commission determines that the pedestrian walkways MUST BE MOVED INTO
THE GREEN SPACE on the north of the site on the other side of the parking to meet the
intention of the ordinance and the direction given by the Planning Commission at the March
2, 2016 meeting stating that pedestrian walkways shall be provided to connect the
northwest corner to the southwest corner of the site along 44th St. without having the
pedestrians use the parking areas (even though the Board waived the requirement of
sidewalks in the road right-of-way along 44th St.).

7. The Planning Commission determines that the open space as proposed meets the language
in the ordinance which states that open space is an important component in a PUD and shall
be usable and the language in the Master Plan which states that it should be creative,
desirable and useable.
8. The Planning Commission determines that the proposal meets the intention of the Master
Plan and that the architecture of the proposed buildings coordinates with the existing
building and with each other and that the uses are consistent with the Master Plan.
9. The Planning Commission determines that the setbacks and trash receptacles are
acceptable and that plan should be revised for the following elements:

a. Provide the dimension from the west side of Building B parking to berm (on a separate
document). Must be 24 feet and right angle parking spaces must be a minimum of 9 by
20 feet.
b. Provide the dimensions from the sign at the corner of 44th St. and 8th Ave. to the
centerlines of 44th St. and 8th Ave.
c. Parking calculations noted on the plan are incorrect. Revised calculation should be
provided to comply with ordinance requirements.
1) For the dental office, the ordinance calls for 3 parking spaces for each examining
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room and the plan incorrectly uses a calculation based on 1 space for each 200 SF of
UFA.
2) Retail uses require one space for each 200 SF of GFA and the plan incorrectly notes
UFA. Therefore 27 spaces are required and the plan incorrectly notes that 22 spaces
are required.
3) Bank/retail is listed incorrectly.
4) Restaurant is listed incorrectly.

10. The Planning Commission determines that the following standards in Sec. 22.10 have
been met.
A. The proposed PUD complies with all qualifying conditions of Section 22.2.

B. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural
environment, and the capacities of public services and facilities affected by the
development.

C. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that would
be injurious to the public health, safety, or welfare of the community.

D. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as
described in Section 22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative
development for the community that could not be achieved through conventional
zoning.

E. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of this Chapter, respective of
being either a preliminary or final PUD request (Preliminary PUD’s must meet
Section 22.5, A and Final PUD’s must meet Section 22.8, D.)

And further moves, based on the findings listed above, that the Planning Commission
adopts the staff report as finding of facts and approves (PUD0603C) Great Lakes
Convenience, Inc., 6785 Whitneyville Rd. SE, Alto, for revised preliminary plan approval
for a PUD (not the PUD rezoning because it is already in place) for a gas
station/convenience store, retail/bank building, drive-through restaurant and other
drive-through establishments and for three apartment buildings on a parcel of land
described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-077, located at 850 44th St., in a (PUD) Planned Unit
Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan, as shown on the
following documents:
1.
Site plan dated 6/28/16;
2.
application and Create 3 Narrative dated June 17, 2016, and Narrative dated
6/29/16;
3.
Summary of revisions dated June 21, 2016;
4.
Elevations• 8th Retail East
• 8th Retail North
• 8th Retail South
• 8th Retail West
• 44th Retail East
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• 44th Retail North
• 44th Retail South
• 44th Retail West
• Gas Station East
• Gas Station North
• Gas Station South
• Gas Station West
• Pumps
• Townhouses
Based on the findings that:
1. The qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2 are met as proposed:
2. The information as per Sec. 22.8(D) and 22.5 is provided, and
3. The plan meets the ordinance requirements of Sec. 22.10 as follows:
a. The qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2 are met;
b. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural
environment, and the capacities of public services and facilities affected by the
development;
c. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that
would be injurious to the public health, safety, or welfare of the community;
d. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District,
as described in Section 22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or
innovative development for the community that could not be achieved through
conventional zoning;
e. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of Chapter 22 including
Section 22.8, D.
f. The deviations as noted on the plan are acceptable because they will result in a
higher quality of development than would be possible using conventional zoning
standards and based on mitigating factors.

And with the following conditions:
1. As per Sec. 22.2(B), the site must be serviced by public water and sanitary sewer,
which is to be coordinated with the Department of Public Works.
2. The following must be submitted to the Township at the time a building permit
application is submitted to the Township.
a. Proposed deed restrictions, covenants, or similar legal instruments to be used
within the PUD.
b. A Storm Water Drain Permit from the Water Resources Commission’s Office.
c. PUD agreement as per Sec. 22.11.
d. Either the deed restrictions or the PUD agreement shall contain language
related to the maintenance of the open space and the landscaping.
e. Lighting concepts and demonstration that no light poles shall exceed a height
of 25 feet.
3. All outstanding fees are paid prior to any building permits being issued.
4. Sign permits are required for all sign installation.
5. Each individual unit of a two-or multiple family dwelling unit shall be provided with
an attached enclosed garage with a minimum of 200 square feet.
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6. The architectural design and all structures and elements of future phases shall
coordinate with the elevations provided and approved.
7. The plan is revised to show the dimension from the west side of Building B parking
to berm (may be on a separate document). Must be 24 feet and right angle parking
spaces must be a minimum of 9 by 20 feet.
8. The plan is revised to show the dimension from the sign at the corner of 44th St. and
8th Ave. to the centerlines of 44th St. and 8th Ave.
9. Materials used to screen the dumpsters are to be provided.
10. The northern-most pedestrian walkway MUST BE MOVED INTO THE GREEN SPACE
on the north of the site on the other side of the parking to meet the intention of the
ordinance and the direction given by the Planning Commission at the March 2, 2016
meeting stating that pedestrian walkways shall be provided to connect the
northwest corner to the southwest corner of the site along 44th St. without having
the pedestrians use the parking areas (even though the Board waived the
requirement of sidewalks in the road right-of-way along 44th St.).
11. Parking calculations are to be revised to shown correct information.
For the dental office, the ordinance calls for 3 parking spaces for each examining
room and the plan incorrectly uses a calculation based on 1 space for each 200 SF of
UFA. Retail uses require one space for each 200 SF of GFA and the plan incorrectly
notes UFA. Therefore 27 spaces are required and the plan incorrectly notes that 22
spaces are required.
Bank/retail is listed incorrectly.
Restaurant is listed incorrectly.

Yeas: Donna Ferguson, Steve Hall, Don Hebeler, Tim Smit, Richard VanderKlok
Nays: Greg Honderd, Jeannine Bolhouse
MOTION CARRIED.

At the November 2, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission approved (PUD1603-01) Final Development
Plan for phase 1 for the 44th St. /8th Ave. PUD, for a gas station/convenience store, retail/bank building,
drive-through restaurant and three apartment buildings on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200077, located at 850 44th St., in a (PUD) Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown Township
The following is an excerpt of the November 2, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes:
Moved by Jeannine Bolhouse, seconded by Don Hebeler, to allow as part of the PUD approval three
signs on three walls of the gas station/convenience store building and two signs on two walls of the
rest of the buildings.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
Moved by Don Hebeler, seconded by Donna Ferguson, to approve the freestanding groundmounted sign at the corner of 44th St. and 8th Ave. as proposed in the submittal material, to be a
maximum of 7 feet high at the columns and to have an area of 68 square feet.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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It was noted that the proposed sign on 44th St. was consistent with the one for Dr. Lee’s dental
office previously approved.
Moved by Don Hebeler, seconded by Steve Hall, to approve the ground mounted freestanding sign
at the northwest entrance on 44th St. as proposed with a 3 foot deviation to be located at the same
distance from the centerline of 44th St. as the existing sign for the dental office and with the 8th Ave.
sign to have the same 3 foot deviation from the ordinance requirement for location from the
centerline of 8th Ave., and with the heights as proposed in the submittal documents.
Yeas: Richard VanderKlok, Don Hebeler, Donna Ferguson, Jeannine Bolhouse, Steve Hall
Nays: Greg Honderd
Absent: Tim Smit
MOTION CARRIED.
The chairman opened the floor to public comments. No one was present to make public comments
on this item. The chairman closed the floor to public comments.
Moved by Richard VanderKlok, seconded by Jeannine Bolhouse, to adopt the staff report as finding
of fact and to approve (PUD1603-01) Final Development Plan for phase 1 for the 44th St./8th Ave.
PUD, for a gas station/convenience store, retail/bank building, drive-through restaurant and three
apartment buildings on a parcel of land described as P.P. # 70-14-26-200-077, located at 850 44th
St., in a (PUD) Planned Unit Development district, Georgetown Township, Ottawa County, Michigan,
as shown on the following, and with the sidewalk to be placed as shown on the plans:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Sheet 1 of 3 dated 9/26/16 REVISED,
Sheet 2 of 3 dated 9/26/16 REVISED,
Sheet 3 of 3 dated 9/26/16 REVISED,
The narrative dated 9/19/2016,
The plans for the townhomes and for the convenience store/gas station,
The sign details provided for the two entry signs and one at the corner.

On the basis that the following are met:
a. Qualifying conditions in Sec. 22.2.
b. The proposed PUD is compatible with surrounding uses of land, the natural environment, and
the capacities of public services and facilities affected by the development.
c. The proposed uses within the PUD will not possess conditions or effects that would be injurious
to the public health, safety, or welfare of the community.
d. The proposed project is consistent with the spirit and intent of the PUD District, as described in
Section 22.1 and represents an opportunity for improved or innovative development for the
community that could not be achieved through conventional zoning.
e. The proposed PUD meets all the site plan requirements of Chapter 22 including Sec. 22.8, D.
Based on the Planning Commission determination that any regulatory modification from traditional
district requirements are approved through a finding that the deviation shall result in a higher
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quality of development than would be possible using conventional zoning standards, as shown on
the plans and including the following:
a. Wall signs are allowed as follows: three signs on three walls of the gas station/convenience store
building and two signs on two walls of the rest of the buildings.
b. The freestanding ground-mounted sign at the corner of 44th St. and 8th Ave. is allowed to be
constructed as proposed in the submittal documents: a maximum of 7 feet high a deviation of
three feet, and is allowed to have an area of 68 square feet which exceeds the maximum of 50
square feet per side by 18 square feet required Sec. 25.6(B)(2) and to be 12 feet from the rightof-way line, a deviation of 3 feet from Sec. 25.6(B)(2) which requires a minimum of 15 feet.
c. For the ground mounted freestanding entrance signs: at the northwest entrance on 44th St. as
proposed with a 3 foot deviation to be located at the same distance from the centerline of 44th
St. as the existing sign for the dental office and with the 8th Ave. sign to have the same 3 foot
deviation from the ordinance requirement for location from the centerline of 8th Ave., and with
the heights as proposed in the submittal documents.
And with the following conditions:
1. A recorded PUD agreement (according to Sec. 22.11) is submitted prior to the submission of a
building permit application for this phase.
2. Approval from the Ottawa County Water Resources Commission is required.
3. As per Sec. 22.2(B), the site must be serviced by public water and sanitary sewer, which is to be
coordinated with the Department of Public Works.
4. All outstanding fees are paid prior to any building permits being issued.
5. Sign permits are required for all sign installation.
6. Each individual unit of a two-or multiple family dwelling unit shall be provided with an attached
enclosed garage with a minimum of 200 square feet.
7. The architectural design and all structures and elements of future phases shall coordinate with
the elevations provided and approved.
8. The light poles shall have a maximum height of 25.
9. All development and construction shall be compliant with the Fire Codes.
10. The following must be submitted to the Township prior to the time a building permit application
is submitted to the Township.
f. Proposed deed restrictions, covenants, or similar legal instruments to be used within the
PUD.
g. A Storm Water Drain Permit from the Water Resources Commission’s Office.
h. PUD agreement as per Sec. 22.11.
i. Either the deed restrictions or the PUD agreement shall contain language related to the
maintenance of the open space and the landscaping.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.
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Legend

Ginko Tree or suitable ornamental Tree

Spruce, Black Hills or Norway Spurce

Qty
Common Name
Flower, Annual
1 gal
6 Salvia, Purple
Flower, Perennial
12 Autumn Joy
1 gal
1 gal
18 Coralbells Palace Purple
Shrub, Evergreen Broadleaf
54 Boxwood Green Velvet 3 gal
Shrub, Evergreen Conifer
36 Arbovitae, Emeral Green6-7'
1 Cypress, Hinoki, Compact 3'
Tree, Deciduous
9 Apple Serviceberry 7'-8'
2"-2.5"
6 Gingko
3 Japanese Maple Bloodgood
7 Maple, Red Sunset 2"-2.5"
9 Pear, Cleveland 2"-2.5"
Tree, Evergreen
25 Spruce, Black Hills 5'-6'
5'-6'
10 Spruce, Serbian
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