GAINES CHARTER TOWNSHIP

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS — REGULAR MEETING
Township Board Room - 8555 Kalamazoo Ave. S.E. Caledonia, MI 49316

DRAFT Agenda
7:00 p.m. — Wednesday, May 14", 2025

I.  Call to Order and Roll Call
Il.  Consideration of the Meeting Agenda
lll.  Consideration of April 9%, 2025, Regular Meeting Minutes
IV.  Inquiry of Conflict of Interest
V. Advertised Public Hearing
1. 1095 68" Street SE (SR, Suburban Residential)
Dimensional Variance — Increase Monument Sign Area from 32 SF to 48 SF in the SR
Zoning District
VI.  General Discussion Items

VIl.  Other Reports

VIll. Adjournment

*Please note that advertised public hearings will not start before the noted time, but may start later due to the length of other
agenda items. All interested persons are invited to attend and participate. Persons with disabilities needing accommodation
for effective participation in the meeting should contact the Township Office at 616-698-6640 one week in advance to
request mobility, visual, hearing or other assistance.




ZBA Regular Meeting Minutes — April 9%, 2025

DRAFT MINUTES OF THE GAINES CHARTER TOWNSHIP ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS REGULAR

MEETING
HELD ON APRIL 9%, 2025
GAINES CHARTER TOWNSHIP
8555 KALAMAZOO AVENUE SE CALEDONIA, MICHIGAN 49316

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

Chair Ringnalda called the meeting to order at 6:59 PM.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Hilton, Wiersema, Ringnalda, Peacock, and Krier (Alternate)
MEMBERS ABSENT: Kooiman, with notice

OTHERS PRESENT: Rod Weersing, Township Manager; Cliff Bloom, Township Attorney;
Dakota Swan, Assistant Planner

CONSIDERATION OF MEETING AGENDA

Chair Ringnalda explained that a presentation from Township Attorney Cliff Bloom will be added
to the agenda as item VI.1.

Discussion: Chair Ringnalda said that she would like to standardize meeting practices and
create a similar process for each meeting. Ringnalda explained that after the
motion is made to open the advertised public hearing, the applicant will be
invited to the podium to explain their request. After an explanation is provided
by the applicant, the Zoning Board of Appeals will have the opportunity to ask
the applicant any questions they may have. At that point, staff will give a brief
overview of the request and present any additional information that may not
have been included in the staff report. Ringnalda noted that after staff provides
context, the general public will then have the opportunity to speak to the
Zoning Board of Appeals on behalf of the request. Following the public hearing,
Ringnalda said she would then entertain a motion to read the staff report into
record, at which point the Zoning Board of Appeals can proceed with
deliberation and ultimately a decision.

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Abstain: None

Decision: Motion carried (5-0).

CONSIDERATION OF MEETING MINUTES

Motion: Motion by Peacock, supported by Wiersema, to approve the Zoning Board of
Appeals regular meeting minutes from March 12, 2025, as is.

Discussion: None

Ayes: All
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Nays: None
Abstain: None
Decision: Motion carried (5-0).

IV.  INQUIRY OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST

a. None

V.  PUBLIC HEARING

1. 10676 Eastern Avenue — Dimensional Variance

Motion: Motion by Ringnalda, supported by Wiersema to open the public
hearing at 7:34 PM.

DISCUSSION: None

AYES: ALL

NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

DECISION: Motion Carried (5-0)

Eric Sheler, the applicant and homeowner of the subject property, explained that he is seeking a 45-foot
dimensional variance at 10676 Eastern Ave to reduce the western front yard setback from 60 feet to 15
feet for the construction of a residential accessory building. Sheler explained that although he has over
seven acres of property, about two-thirds of the parcel is wetlands, rendering it unbuildable. The subject
property is also topographically challenging, as there are several steep slopes and harsh grade changes;
Sheler’s property is essentially in the bottom of a bowl, and water from surrounding properties and
creeks drain into his front yard. Due to the hydrologic and topographic challenges, there are several
drains on Sheler’s property that help drain excess water and redirect flow to the south. There are also
geothermal loops underground in the northwest corner of the property, in addition to a septic drain
field and electrical infrastructure running underground. These conditions make it nearly impossible for
Sheler to locate the proposed accessory building in a location that is compliant with setback regulations
and also unobstructive to underground utilities on the property, hence the request for a dimensional
variance.

Chair Ringnalda invited Assistant Planner Swan to share some new information pertaining to this
request with the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA).

Swan explained that she and Community Development Director Dan Wells visited the subject property
the week prior to evaluate the site and identify infrastructural and topographic features noted in the
provided site plan. Swan noted that during staff review, discrepancies arose regarding the location of
the septic drain field and reserve drain field; septic infrastructure was noted as being in three different
locations among three different site plans. Swan and Wells figured it would be worthwhile to go visit the
site in person. After staff’s site visit, the applicant was able to get an accurate depiction of where the
drain field is located from the Kent County Health Department, which ultimately altered staffs review of
the request. The application associated with this request and advertised public hearing state the
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variance request as being for 15 feet from the required 60 foot front setback, however, the most recent
iteration of the site plan notes the proposed building as being 20 feet from the front western property
line. The ZBA does have the authority to grant a lesser variance with the understanding that the
proposed structure may end up further from a lot line than the distance granted, implying that it would
be closer to compliance than the advertised request.

Assistant Planner Swan gave an overview of how staff’s review changed in light of new information
provided by the applicant. The first of five variance standards asks whether the variance is necessary
due to unique circumstances on the parcel itself; originally, staff found this standard to be
undetermined due to the presence of what seemed to be another buildable area in a more compliant
location. New information from the applicant verifies the location of the septic system and indicates
that the drain field spans significantly eastward, eliminating the possibility of building in the location
staff initially identified. Swan noted that standard 1 was found to be met in light of the additional
information provided by the applicant.

Standard 2 was initially found to be undetermined, which ensures that the variance would not grant
special privileges to the applicant, due to what staff had initially identified as another buildable envelope
that was compliant. New information provided extensively demonstrates that the applicant’s ability to
build in a compliant location is limited due to the presence of underground infrastructure. Standard 2
was then found to be met, as the applicant has demonstrated that the variance is necessary to construct
the accessory building, which is a substantial property right enjoyed by other landowners in the same
zoning district. Swan noted that staff feels as though the applicant has demonstrated an effort to
achieve maximum compliance in light of the complicated topographic conditions on the site.

Standard 3 intends to verify that the variance request does not stem from a self-created problem or the
applicant's personal desires rather than challenges or unique circumstances on the site. Originally, staff
found this standard to be undetermined, however, new information provided by the applicant indicates
that the proposed location of the building is as compliant as possible, and the applicant is doing the best
of their ability to construct the building while remaining compliant with zoning regulations and not
interfering with underground utilities. The applicant anticipates that the proposed accessory building
may protrude less into the 60-foot required setback than the 45-foot variance requested. Standard 3
was then found to be met.

The fifth variance standard aims to ensure that the variance request is consistent with the intent of both
the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance; originally, staff found this standard to be unsatisfied, as this
request was inconsistent with regulations for accessory buildings outlined in the Zoning Ordinance.
Accessory buildings are a permitted use in the A-R zoning district; however, staff identified a different
compliant location on the provided site plan during review, which could’ve potentially brought the
request into conformity with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan, hence why standard 5
was initially not met. The new information provided by the applicant demonstrates that the new
proposed location truly is the most compliant buildable envelope on the parcel and this request is as
consistent with the Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan as it can be.

In light of the new site plan provided by the applicant from the Kent County Health Department, all five
variance standards are now found to be satisfied. Staff notes that the applicant has demonstrated a
reasonable burden of proof to suggest that a dimensional variance is necessary. Additionally, Swan
clarified that if the Zoning Board of Appeals approves a dimensional variance, it should also impose a
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condition of approval whereby the applicant must apply for a “Change in Use Review” from the Kent
County Health Department prior to the issuance of a building permit to ensure that construction of the
accessory building will not have any detriment to the septic system, well, or public health. The building
is currently proposed as being approximately 10 feet from the reserve drain field; preliminary discussion
with a representative from the Kent County Health Department confirmed that a separation distance of
10 feet will be acceptable so long as the applicant completes the Change in Use Review.

Chair Ringnalda invited the Zoning Board of Appeals to ask the applicant any questions they may have.

Member Wiersema inquired about a flat area beyond the septic tanks and why building is not possible
there; Sheler clarified that geo-thermal loops run through the area, and he would still have issues with
water runoff in the location Wiersema identified.

Member Hilton explained that he visited the subject property and wasn’t able to see any stakes in the
yard identifying where the building is intended to go; Sheler responded that the building is staked at the
corners, however, they are quite thin and perhaps difficult to see. Hilton then inquired about whether
there will be a concrete floor in the building; Sheler responded that yes, there will be a concrete floor,
and there will also be a concrete approach apron to the building.

Hilton inquired about the discrepancy between the most recent iteration of the site plan and the
request itself; the variance request is for 45 feet, making for a 15-foot front setback, however, the most
recent iteration of the site plan depicts the building as being 20 feet from the front lot line. Chair
Ringnalda confirmed that yes, the request remains for a 15-foot setback, as the applicant was not
entirely clear on the location of certain underground utilities in the immediate area at the time of initial
application submission.

Chair Ringnalda invited any members of the public present who wished to speak on this request to come
to the podium. Mark Madsen of 10664 Eastern explained that he owns and resides at the property
directly to the west of the subject property. Masden explained that he attended the meeting to speak in
favor of the request and added that the building would have the highest visible impact on him.

Motion: Motion by Ringnalda, supported by Wiersema to close the public
hearing.

DISCUSSION: None

AYES: ALL

NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

DECISION: Motion Carried (5-0)

Motion: Motion by Wiersema, supported by Peacock to read the staff report into
record.

DISCUSSION: None

AVYES: ALL

NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

DECISION: Motion Carried (5-0)
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Chair Ringnalda noted that typically she would go through the standards of review for variance requests
at this time, however, Assistant Planner Swan had given a thorough explanation of the standards of
review and how staff’s assessment changed based on the new information provided by the applicant.

Hilton expressed that he was somewhat struggling with new meeting format and noted that he
would’ve appreciated having materials that overview the new format to reference during discussion.
Ringnalda stated that she will document the new meeting procedure for the ZBA’s reference and noted
that she visited the Planning and Zoning Department earlier that day to discuss the meeting with
Assistant Planner Swan; the changes implemented to optimize the flow of ZBA meetings were brought
forward quickly.

Hilton inquired about whether the most ideal avenue would be to either approve the 45-foot variance
request, or alternatively, deny the 45-foot variance and subsequently approve a 40-foot variance to
correspond with the most recent iteration of the site plan. Chair Ringnalda offered a suggestion and
mentioned that the Zoning Board of Appeals does have the ability to postpone the request in order to
give members more time to deliberate and grant the applicant additional time to present an accurate,
up-to-date site plan at the time of deliberation. Ringnalda added that staff could revise the briefing
memo if they decide on postponement, and the new information presented at the meeting could be
incorporated into the staff review. Hilton responded that postponement would make more sense to him
than a denial of one motion and subsequent entertaining of a different motion.

Krier inquired about exactly why postponement would be necessary; due to the standards in the staff
report being revised and met, or due to the discrepancy between requesting a 45-foot variance but
depicting the variance as being 40 feet on the provided site plan? Ringnalda responded that either could
be used as a basis for postponement.

Peacock inquired about the aforementioned condition of approval; Assistant Planner Swan clarified that
if the Zoning Board of Appeals finds all standards to be met and grant approval of this request, staff
would impose a condition in which the applicant would be required to acquire a “Change in Use Review”
by the Kent County Health Department prior to issuance of a building permit.

Motion: Motion by Peacock, supported by Krier, to approve the 45-foot
dimensional variance to reduce the front yard setback of the western property line from 60
feet to 15 feet to construct a 1,040 square foot residential accessory building approximately
5 feet from the reserve drain field to provide a buffer for underground utilities, with the
condition that the applicant must acquire a Change in Use Review by the Kent County Health
Department prior to issuance of a building permit.

DISCUSSION: Township Attorney Cliff Bloom inquired with Peacock regarding the
addition of the condition included in the briefing memo; Peacock responded that he would
like to include the condition into the motion.

Hilton expressed that he is troubled by deciding on the 45-foot variance as the provided site
plan indicates the front setback as being 20 feet rather than the 15 that was advertised.
Assistant Planner Swan explained that the Zoning Board of Appeals has the ability to
approve a variance request with the understanding that the final impact of the building may
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be that of a lesser variance; in this instance, the Zoning Board of Appeals could approve the
45-foot variance and the building could end up only protruding 40 feet into the required 60-
foot front yard setback. Chair Ringnalda agreed and reiterated that the advertised request is
still under consideration, but with the addition of new information that altered staff’s initial
review. Bloom agreed and confirmed that the applicant is able to ask for a lesser variance,
but not a greater one. Bloom stated that he understood Hilton’s concern as its frustrating to
receive new information on the same day as the meeting but noted that the applicant
seems to be conscientious. The question procedurally, as noted by Bloom, was whether
members felt they had enough information, and whether they felt the motion itself was
definite enough to be able to make a decision.

In the absence of the Zoning Board of Appeals Secretary, Matt Kooiman, Chair Ringnalda
called the role call vote.

AYES: ALL

NAYS: None

ABSTAIN: None

DECISION: Motion Carried (5-0)

VI. GENERAL DISCUSSION
In light of recent membership changes to the Zoning Board of Appeals, Township Attorney Cliff Bloom
gave an informal and interactive presentation on the functions, responsibilities, and expectations of the
ZBA. PowerPoint slides were provided, and members were welcome and encouraged to ask questions at
any time. Bloom provided additional materials for ZBA members to review, including an article written
for the Michigan Townships Association and an excerpt from the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act (Ml State
Act 110 of 2006) that pertains to the ZBA.

VIL. OTHER REPORTS

None.

Vill.  ADJOURNMENT

Motion by Wiersema, supported by Krier, to adjourn at 8:44 PM.
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CERTIFICATION
| hereby certify that the above is a true copy of the minutes from April 9™, 2025, Regular Meeting of the

Gaines Charter Township Zoning Board of Appeals held at the time and place mentioned above pursuant
to the required statutory procedures.

Respectfully submitted,

Matt Kooiman
Secretary

Gaines Charter
Township Zoning
Board of Appeals

Dated: ,2025
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Gaines Charter Township

Zoning Board of Appeals Memo

Meeting Date: May 14", 2025

AGENDA ITEM: V.1 FILE NUMBER: 250402MV

REQUEST: Use Variance PROPERTY ZONING DISTRICT: Suburban

" Residential (SR)
ADDRESS: 1095 68" Street SE

PROPERTY SIZE: 4.30 Acres
PARCEL NUMBER: 41-22-05-326-020

. REPORT BY: Dakota Swan, Assistant Planner
APPLICANT: Michael A. Vos




Zoning Board of Appeals Memo Meeting Date: May 14", 2025

OVERVIEW

Stroo Funeral Home has been providing memorial services in the Cutlerville area since 1972, operating
on the same parcel. A careless driver recently destroyed their previous ground sign, which must now be
replaced. The last sign did not conform to setback requirements; however, its height and size are
unknown. Although the previous sign was lawfully nonconforming, any sign damaged beyond 50% of the
present-day replacement value can only be rebuilt in a conforming manner.

The Gaines Charter Township Zoning Ordinance (GCTZO) stipulates that the maximum size of a
freestanding ground sign for a non-residential use in the Suburban Residential (SR) zoning district is 32
square feet (Section 24.80). The sign plan provided by the applicant indicates that the proposed
internally illuminated sign is 48 square feet, so the variance request is a 16 square foot size increase. The
applicant intends to comply with all other requirements.

SURROUNDING ZONING:

NORTH: Creekside County Park;
Suburban Residential (SR)

WEST: Creekside County Park; SUBJECT PARCEL EAST: Creekside Storage and
Suburban Residential (SR) Condos (PUD)
SOUTH: Suburban Residential
(SR)

STANDARDS OF REVIEW SURROUNDING ZONING — DIMENSIONAL VARIANCE:

The request has been reviewed using the applicable review standards of Chapter 30, Section 30.40 (B)
Non-Use Variance Approval Standards. The Zoning Board of Appeals must find that all standards in this
report are satisfied to grant a dimensional variance.

1. The predicament is caused by exceptional, unique, or extraordinary physical conditions, dimensions, or
circumstances that directly relate to the subject lot or parcel rather than the individual situation or desire of
the applicant or property owner (see definition of “unique circumstance”).

“Unique Circumstance”: An exceptional, unique, or extraordinary physical condition that is one of
the following:

1. Exceptional narrowness of the width or depth of a lot or parcel, or an irregular shape, as
compared to a conforming lot or parcel.

2. Exceptional natural or topographic features located on the lot or parcel, such as steep slopes,
surface water features, existing significant trees, or other unique or extreme physical conditions of
the land.

3. Extraordinary location of an existing building or structure that allows no other practical or feasible
location for expansion because of exceptional features of the land.

4. Other natural, topographic, built, or dimensional conditions or characteristics of land, lot, or
parcel, which are determined by the Zoning Board of Appeals as exceptional or extraordinary
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Does not meet standard. The request for an increase in square footage for a freestanding ground
sign stems mainly from the applicants’ personal -desires and business perspective rather than any
characteristics or conditions of the parcel itself. The lot is not irregular in shape, width, or size, and
the front yard is clear and flat. There are no natural or topographic features, and the principal
building is not in an extraordinary location. As such, there are no unique circumstances making
compliance difficult or impossible.

2. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right which is
similar to that possessed by other landowners in the same Zoning District and vicinity and does not grant
special privileges to the applicant that are not available to the owners of these properties.

Does not meet standard. Approving the dimensional variance to allow a larger sign would grant
special privileges to the applicant that other non-residential uses in the same district and
vicinity do not have. If the proposed sign were 32 square feet or less, it would be consistent with
regulations outlined in Section 24.80 of the GCTZO and negate the need for a dimensional
variance.

3. The practical difficulty for which the variance is requested does not result from a self-created problem by
the applicant, current landowner, or any previous landowner of the property involved (see definition of “self-
created problem).

Self-Created Problem: A problem that occurs, results, or exists from one or more of the following
conditions:

1. A problem that occurs when one can reasonably develop a property in a compliant manner, but
the landowner or applicant’s personal desires and preferences for property development do not
align with zoning requirements.

2. A problem that occurs when a property is currently built-out under current zoning constraints, but
the landowner or applicant’s personal desires and preferences for expansion do not align with
zoning requirements.

3. A problem that results from the action, preference, or desire of the landowner or applicant that is
not a result of a unique characteristic of the property.

4. A problem that exists because the landowner, previous landowner, or applicant took a specific
action that created the need for the variance, such as adjusting a lot line, constructing a building, or
developing a site in a manner that does not allow future compliant construction, building expansion,
or site development.

Does not meet standard. The request for a 48 square foot internally illuminated monument sign is
a self-created problem. If the applicant requested a sign of 32 square feet or less, compliance would
be achieved, and a dimensional variance would not be necessary. There are no characteristics of
the property that would prohibit the applicant from installing a compliant sign in a compliant
location, and the desire for a larger sign is based on the personal or business desires and
preferences.
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4. The variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare, injurious to neighboring properties, or change
the essential character of the neighborhood.

Meets standard. Stroo sits between an access road to Creekside Park and the Creekside
Condominiums. Although the surrounding area is residential in nature, it is not anticipated that a
48 square foot sign would be detrimental to the public welfare, neighboring properties, or change
the essential character of the neighborhood. However, the ordinance intends to allow non-
residential uses reasonable, but limited sign allowances, to better fit the context of a residential
area.

5. The variance is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Master Plan and the intent and provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning District designation of the subject property.

Does not meet standard. The parcel is planned and zoned for suburban-scale residential use.
Section 24.80 of the GCTZO includes provisions for the type of sign the applicant seeks and limits
them to 32 square feet. If the size of the sign were consistent with requirements outlined in Section
24.80, the application would be consistent with the intent of the Master Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. The request for a 48 square foot internally illuminated monument sign in the SR zoning
district is not consistent with the intent of either the Master Plan or Zoning Ordinance because
allowable sign size for non-residential uses (32 square feet) was calibrated to be less visually
obtrusive and more consistent with the scale of residential neighborhoods.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

If the ZBA determines all the standards for a dimensional variance are met, approval of the application is
recommended with no conditions.

If the ZBA determines all standards for a dimensional variance are not met, staff recommends that the
application be denied.
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GAINES CHARTER TOWNSHIP
—PLANN'NG & ZONING | 8555 Kalamazoo Avenue SE - Caledonia Ml 49316

Ph: 616 698-6640 - Fax: 616 698-2490
www.gainestownship.org

Zoning Board of Appeals Application

Project Address | 1 ()95 68th Street SE, Grand Rapids, M| 49508
OwnerName ' John K. and Elaine R. Stroo Trust

Owner Address Street Address City, State, Zip )
1095 68th Street SE Grand Rapids, M! 49508 |
Parcel Number(s):  41-22- 05-326-020 41-22- |

Description of |We are in need of replacing our business sign after it was destroyed by a careless

Proposed driver who left the roadway and hit the sign.
Project/Use

ApplicantIContact1MiChae| A VOS

Applicant/Contact Street Address City, State, Zip

agress 1095 68th Street SE Grand Rapids, MI 49508

| |
Contact Info Home / Office / Cell E-Mail

(616) 455-9280 mike@stroofuneralhome.com

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

_Signﬁ 4 W o

Please complete the appropriate Worksheet as part of your application packet (see Staff for more information) for:
Planning Commission, Zoning Board of Appeals requests, Land Divisions, Combinations or Lot Line Adjustments.

Township Use Only

f"‘i —
Current Zoning District:  RL-14 éL-@ R-3 R4 C-1 Cc-2 0-8 1-1 -2 PUD AR A-B

One / Two Famil : . . .
Cgﬁstruvc\;,ﬁon 1y O Zoning Board of Appeals % ‘ Planning Commission O Land Combination )
Site Plan Review O Rezoning / PUD Rezoning O | PUD Amendment O Land Division ]
1

Subdivision / Site Condo Review (O | Special Use Permit O Lot Line Adjustment )
orer  DIMENSIONAL VARIANCE — Hf [F_ MONVMENT figN in SR

Approved O ‘ Approved with Conditions () Denied O Withdrawn O
Zoning Administrator: Date:




‘ Site Plan

Please Show:

The property lines and their dimensions.

The location, dimensions, setbacks, minimum building openings and distance between all existing and proposed structures.

The gross floor area, listed by floor level, including basements. .

The location of all roads bordering or private drives/easements on the property.

The location of all bodies of water, easements, utility lines, sidewalks, drives, septic systems, drain, and other improvements.

Please Note: Setbacks must be measured from the edge of the street right of way (which is not the edge of the pavement) or from
the edge of an access easement. Staff reserves the right to determine whether or not an application is complete.
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Garage:

Main Floor: Second Floor: Basement: Total:




Variance Request - Applicant Worksheet

File No.

Indicate your request type and the applicable Section(s) of the zoning ordinance.
Leave blank if uncertain.

O Dimensional (Area) Variance Section(s)
3 Use Variance Section(s)
(J Interpretation / Appeal of Zoning Administrator *  Section(s)

*

Attach a narrative of your comments regarding the interpretation/appeal.

Applicant Response to Variance Standards
ZBA must find that all standards under A) are met for Dimensional (Area) Variance,
OR
all under B) for Use Variance approval

A) Does the property display any unique circumstances that justify the need for the dimensional variance
request, rather than the individual situation or desire of the applicant? (See definition of “unique
circumstance.”)

OR
B) Is the use variance necessary due to the unique condition, location, or situation of the property in
relation to the permitted and special land uses categorized within the applicable Zoning District?

The use variance is necessary due to Stroo Funeral Home operating in its current location on a "Special Use Permit"
since opening for business in 1972.

2. A)Would approval of the variance request grant special privileges to the property owner requesting the

dimensional variance that are not held by landowners in the same zoning district or vicinity?
OR

B) Does the unique nature of the property prevent the establishment of all other reasonable and
appropriate permitted and special land uses categorized within the applicable Zoning District.

We are looking to place our new sign within the current set back requirement guidelines and are not looking for any

special exceptions.




3. A)ls the practical difficulty for which the dimensional variance is being requested a result from a self-
created problem by the current landowner, such as personal desire, convenience, or preference, or was
the practical difficulty created by a previous landowner? (See definition of “self-created problem.”)

OR

B) Is the hardship for which the use variance is being requested a result from a self-created problem by
the current landowner, such as personal desire, convenience, or preference, or was the practical difficulty
created by a previous landowner? (See definition of “self-created problem.”)

This hardship is not the result of a self-created problem. It is entirely the resuit of a careless driver leaving the roadway and
hitting and destroying the sign that has been in the same location since 1972. Prior to this incident, we were not

looking to replace our sign anytime in the foreseeable future.

For A) & B) If approved, will the dimensional or use variance cause detriment to the public welfare, injury
to neighboring properties, or change the essential character of the neighborhood? If so, please explain.
No, not at all.

5. For A) & B) To the best of your knowledge, is the dimensional or use variance request consistent with
the purpose and intent of the Master Plan, Gaines Charter Township Zoning Ordinance, and zoning
district designation of the property?

To the best of my knowledge, placing a new sign within the current allowable location is consistent with the purpose

and intent of all of the above.
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ordinance criteria: 48 SF maximum, 6 FT high maximum
description: custom fabricated two-sided internally illuminated sign, routed aluminum

faces with translucent acrylic push thru lettering, fabricated aluminum base and caps,
1/2" thick painted acrylic address numbers, 48 SF
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From: Michael Vos

To: Dan Wells; Dakota Swan
Subject: Stroo sign
Date: Wednesday, May 7, 2025 8:49:16 AM

Good morning,

As requested by Dakota following our phone conversation this morning, I am requesting that
our application previously submitted for a use variance be changed to a dimensional variance
in regards to our sign at Stroo Funeral Home that was destroyed.

I will plan on seeing you at the 7pm meeting on May 14.

Best regards,

Michael A. Vos, Manager
Stroo Funeral Home, Inc.
1095 68th Street SE
Grand Rapids, MI 49508
Office: (616) 455-9280
Fax: (616) 455-2035

www.Sstroofuneralhome.com
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