
 

AGENDA 

Planning Commission 

Monday, March 16, 2026– 6:00 p.m.  

 

 
 
 

I. Call to Order  

 

II. Roll Call 

 

III. Pledge to the Flag 

 

IV. Approval of the March 2nd, 2026 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

 

V. Correspondence 

 

VI. Brief Public Comments & Questions (Limited to 3 minutes) 

 

VII. Public Hearing 

A. B Cubed Rezoning – AG to RR 

 

VIII. Old Business 

A. B Cubed Rezoning – AG to RR 

 

IX. New Business 

A. Pre-Application –PUD Amendment – Blueberry Woods 

 

X. Reports 

A. Staff Report 

B. Commissioner Comments 

 

XI. Extended Public Comments & Questions (Limited to 4 minutes) 

 

XII. Adjournment 

Persons wishing to speak at public hearings, on agenda 

items, or extended comments, must fill out a “Speakers 

Form” located on the counter. Completed forms must 

be submitted to Township Staff prior to the meeting. 
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  DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 

GRAND HAVEN CHARTER TOWNSHIP 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 2, 2026  

 

I. CALL TO ORDER   

Chair Cousins called the meeting of the Grand Haven Charter Township Planning Commission 

to order at 6:00pm. 

 

II. ROLL CALL 

Members present: Cousins, Frifeldt, Loftis, Wagenmaker, Taylor, and Mesler 

Member Absent: Hesselsweet, Lemkuil, and Reenders 

Also present: Senior Planner Chaphalkar, Associate Planner Hill and Assistant Manager Sherwood 

 

Without objection, Cousins instructed Hill to record the minutes. 

 

III. PLEDGE TO THE FLAG 

 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Without objection, the minutes of the January 5, 2026, meeting were approved. 

 

V. CORRESPONDENCE  

• City of Grand Haven 

o Staff shared a notice regarding the update to the Centertown Vision Plan in the 

City of Grand Haven’s Master Plan.  

• Robinson Landing Condominium Association 

o Raised concerns regarding the connection to Robinson Road with the proposed 

PUD. 

o Raised concerns regarding increased traffic through neighborhood. 

• Breanna Lange- 1851 Robinson Street 

o Raised concerns regarding potential ecological habitat loss with development. 

o Proposed a perimeter walking trail and expanded green space. 

• Randy Riksen – 15143 163rd Avenue 
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o Raised questions regarding the impact of construction and development on 

Robbins Road. 

o Asked about details regarding the development.  

• Lakeshore Advantage 

o Supportive of the proposed Baumann development.  

o Described regional need for housing, impact of proposed development to aid in 

providing additional housing options.  

 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENTS – NONE 

 

VII. PUBLIC HEARING  

A. MIXED DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PUD – BAUMANN BUILDERS 

Commissioner Loftis recused himself from the meeting due to a potential conflict of 

interest.  

Chaphalkar provided an overview of the project from a memo dated February 26, 2026. 

The public hearing was opened at 6:06pm 

John Tenpas - Director of Civil Engineering from Driesenga & Associates, and Tom 

Witteveen representing Baumann Building, were present to provide the following 

information: 

• Described revisions to the initial concept which were desired by Commissioners.  

• Explained anticipated sales price for townhome units. 

• Discussed request for reduced setbacks, implications of increased setbacks and lot 

size on sales price for detached style homes.  

• Confirmed need to extend municipal sanitary sewer to the property.  

Chair Cousins opened the floor to the public for additional comments: 

 Jim Olthof- 1805 Robinson St, on behalf of Robinson Landing Condo Association:  

• Voiced concerns with proposed road connection through Robinson Landing.  

• Inquired about road maintenance. 

Debra Surprise- 15031 Coleman Ave: 

• Noted concerns with setbacks and sewer infrastructure. 
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• Asked if tax rate would be affected.  

Deb Sanders- 15131 163rd:  

• Explained concerns about traffic and snow plowing.  

• Suggested a third entrance from Robbins Road to ease traffic. 

Breanna Lange- 1815 Robinson St:  

• Voiced concerns about loss of tree canopy on the parcel.  

• Suggested to add walking path to the perimeter of development. 

Daniel Etter- 1815 Robinson St:  

• Voiced concerns about impact of sewer construction 

• Explained concerns about traffic and eliminating green space.  

Kyle Damaska- 15118 Mitchell St 

• Explained concerns about increased traffic and disrupting established 

neighborhoods. 

• Asked if this property was the best choice to develop into housing. 

Aubrey Aubrey- 15128 Coleman Ave 

• Described concerns about increased traffic in the area.  

There being no further questions, Cousins closed the public hearing at 6:30pm. 

VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

A. MIXED DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PUD – BAUMANN BUILDERS 

Chaphalkar provided additional information from a memo dated February 26, 2026 

Cousins clarified that the parallel plan was what could be approved through the State 

without PC approval unlike the PUD process. 

The Planning Commission noted the following points of discussion: 

• Clarified the proposed parallel plan would result in a higher density of dwellings 

than the conceptual site plan.  

• Asked the applicant about the stubbed road within Robinson Landing and if there 

was an easement.  

o The applicant referred to communication with City of Grand Haven staff 

which communicated that there was an easement for a road located there.  

• Asked for more details about the installation of new sewer line. 

o Tenpas described the proposed location of the sewer connection and the 

method used to construct it to minimize disturbances.  

• Asked staff how snow plowing on surrounding roads may be impacted.  



 

4  

o Chaphalkar stated that the County Road Commission would manage the 

maintenance of any of the existing and proposed public roads within the 

Township.  

• A majority of Commissioners noted concerns with the requested setback departures 

for the single-family detached dwellings: 

o Asked if the 20’ rear yard setback included the 25’ natural buffer area. 

▪ The applicant clarified that the 25’ natural buffer area was not in 

addition to a 20’ rear yard setback. 

▪ Witteveen explained the preference to maximize flexibility in the 

rear yard by bringing homes closer to the road.  

▪ A majority of Commissioners agreed that 35’ front rear setbacks 

would be acceptable. 

o Recommended larger front yard setbacks be implemented. Noted concerns 

of vehicles overhanging the sidewalk at proposed 20’ setback.  

▪ Chaphalkar asked for clarification of what Commissioners found to 

be appropriate. 

▪ A majority of Commissioners agreed that 35’ front yard setbacks 

would be acceptable. 

o Opined that the proposed 5’ side yard setback was too narrow. 

▪ Staff stated that a reduced side yard setback of 8’ has been approved 

in other PUDs. A majority of Commissioners indicated they would 

be comfortable granting the same to this development.  

• Inquired what housing type would be offered at an affordable price. 

o The townhomes would be offered at an affordable rate considering the area 

median income. 

o Townhomes would be 1,600 sqft at $285k with a $250 HOA fee. 

o Single family homes would start at roughly $475k. 

• Discussed sales price of proposed site plan – opined that most homeowners in the 

described income bracket would not be able to make a 20% down payment. 

o The applicant explained how additional housing increases housing mobility 

at a variety of price points.  

• Asked if there were elevations of the single-family homes. 

o Staff stated that there were building elevations included in the digital 

packet, scrolled to them for review on screen.  

• Questioned how deep homes were and how setbacks would affect that.  

o The applicant stated that homes are approximately 56’ deep. 

o Stated that 8’ or 9’ side yards would be hard to make work in the type of 

community proposed. 
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• Asked if townhome’s front door was recessed as compared to the garage. 

o The applicant stated that there is typically a 2’ difference.  

• Expressed desire to see additional architectural variety on the townhomes, 

requested revisions to incorporate different siding materials to the recessed areas of 

the townhomes. 

o The applicant agreed to make requested revisions to the proposed 

elevations.  

• Discussed the proposed 16’ width of the townhome units. 

o A majority of Commissioners were comfortable with the departure for the 

reduced width because the overall building exceeded the ordinance 

minimum width of 24’.  

• Directed the applicant to revise the landscape plan to better document the scope of 

the existing trees within the buffer area that will be retained throughout 

construction. 

Motion by Taylor, seconded by Wagenmaker to postpone the proposed Mixed-

Density Residential Planned Unit Development (PUD) application and direct the 

applicant to make the following revisions:  

1. Provide additional documentation regarding the right to use the road easement 

in Robinson Landing, which is proposed to provide access from Comstock 

Street.  

2. Revise the proposed setbacks for the single-family dwellings to 35’ front yard, 

35’ rear yard, and 8’ side yards. 

3. Revise the building elevations for the townhomes to incorporate additional building 

materials. 

4. Revise the landscaping plan to clarify the scope of the existing tree coverage, 

particularly as it relates to the transition area. 

 Which motion passed unanimously.  

 

IX. REPORTS – NONE 

 

X. EXTENDED PUBLIC COMMENT— 

Jeremy Scharphorn- Secretary of the Robinson Landing Condominium Association: 

• Stated that the master deed was sent to staff during the meeting. 

• Opined the Robinson Landing Development was a good case study for the area for 

more affordable housing options. 

 Brianne Taylor- 15141 Pine St:  

• Thanked Commissioners for their diligence.  

 Greg Czarnik- 12993 144th Ave:  
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• Stated concerns with developer proposed setbacks 

• Opined that the Commission should stick with the larger setbacks to preserve more 

rural character. 

 Brian Gorman- 15043 Coleman Ave:  

• Stated concern with the proposed buffer zone. 

• Thanked Commissioners for requesting a more detailed landscape plan. 

 Aubrey Aubrey- 15128 Coleman Ave:  

• Thanked Commissioners for attention to green space. 

 Breanna Lange – 1815 Robinson St:  

• Opined that the proposed development did not seem affordable compared to the 

home she purchased in 2020. 

• Thanked Commissioners for their attention to green space and affordable housing. 

  

XI. ADJOURNMENT 

Without objection, the meeting adjourned at 7:45pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Harrison Hill 

Acting Recording Secretary 
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Community Development Memo 
 

 DATE:  March 12, 2026 

 

 TO:  Planning Commission 

 

FROM: Cassandra Chaphalkar – Senior Planner 

    

RE:  Rezoning – B Cubed of Michigan, LLC – AG to RR 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

The applicant, Steve Wilson, is representing B Cubed of Michigan LLC in a request to rezone a ~22 

acre vacant parcel located on Warner Street (Parcel #70-07-15-400-024), from Agricultural (AG) to 

Rural Residential (RR). The parcel was purchased last year. The applicant wishes to rezone the 

application to allow for divisions to occur as the parcel is not large enough to provide multiple 

parcels under the current zoning classification of Agricultural.  

 

The rezoning application was tested against the “Three C’s” evaluation method.  

 

COMPATIBILITY 

Is the proposed rezoning compatible with the existing 

developments or zoning in the surrounding area?  

 

The adjacent zoning is: 

Direction Current Zoning Existing Use 

North AG/RP Residential 

East AG AG/Residential 

West C-2 Vacant/Commercial 

South C-2 AG 

 

The use of the subject parcel had been agricultural under 

the previous owner. None of the adjacent parcels are 

zoned as Rural Residential.  
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CONSISTENCY 

 

Is the proposed rezoning consistent with the goals 

and objectives of the Master Plan and does it 

coincide with the Future Land Use Map in terms of 

an appropriate use of the land? 

 

The requested Rural Residential zoning is not 

consistent with the Future Land Use Map for the area. 

The Future Land Use Map has master-planned the 

entire parent parcel for Agricultural Preservation 

which is consistent with the existing AG zoning for 

the parcel.  

 

The Master Plan describes the location of 

Agricultural Preservation as south of Lincoln Street 

on the east side of US-31, which is consistent with 

the location of the parcel. Comparably, the Low 

Density Residential, which corresponds with the RR 

Zoning District, is described as being located 

“primarily near Buchanan Street, west of 168th 

Avenue, and east of Lakeshore Drive.” 

 

CAPABILITY 

Does the proposed rezoning require an extension of public sewer and water, roadway improvements, 

or enhanced fire and police protection, and if so, is it in an area capable of being provided with such 

services? 

 

Parcels zoned RR are not required to have municipal water or sewer but should be accessed via 

paved roads. Warner Street is not paved, and it is not expected to be paved in the near future.  

 

SAMPLE MOTIONS 

 

If the Planning Commission finds the rezoning application does not meet the standards, the following 

motion can be offered: 

 

Motion to recommend the Township Board deny the rezoning application for 

Parcel #70-07-15-400-024, a vacant parcel on Warner Street, from Agricultural 

(AG) to Rural Residential (RR) based on the application not meeting the rezoning 

standards of the Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan. 

 

If the Planning Commission finds the rezoning application meets the standards, the following motion 

can be offered: 

 

Motion to recommend the Township Board approve the rezoning application for 

Parcel #70-07-15-400-024, a vacant parcel on Warner Street, from Agricultural 
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(AG) to Rural Residential (RR) based on the application meeting the rezoning 

standards of the Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan. 

 

If the Planning Commission finds the rezoning application is premature or needs revisions, the 

following motion can be offered: 

 

Motion to table the 12853 160th Ave. rezoning application, and direct the applicant 

to address the following items: 

1. List the items… 

 

 

Please contact me prior to the meeting if you have questions. 



Community Development Memo 
 

 DATE:  March 12, 2026 

 

 TO:  Planning Commission 

 

 FROM: Cassandra Chaphalkar - Senior Planner 

 

RE:  Pre-Application Presentation – Blueberry Woods PUD Amendment 

 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Commissioners will recall the Blueberry Woods 

Development near the intersection of US-31 and 

M-45. In the time since the Township Board 

approved the development, Redstone Homes has 

changed their focus only on the apartments. 

JTB/Interra Homes has been brought in as a 

collaborator for completion of the other portion of 

the project. As proposed, the project also 

incorporates the parcels to the north of the 

previous concept, spanning a total of ~182 acres. 

 

The Planning Commission and Township Board 

only reviewed and approved only the first phase 

of Blueberry Woods. Phase 1 of the development 

was approved for 12 multi-unit-attached 

buildings consisting of 224 dwelling units 

(apartments), 42 two-attached dwelling units in 

21 buildings (duplexes), and 10 lots for single-

detached dwelling units (single-family homes). 

By comparison, the applicant intends to keep the apartments but change the area containing the 

single family lots into attached townhomes.  

 

The majority of the site is master planned for High Density Residential, but the northernmost parcels 

are currently intended for Agricultural Preservation. The Zoning Ordinance allows for the applicant 

to seek an alternate zoning classification than the purpose of the Master Plan at the Planning 

Commission’s determination that the alternative zoning district is appropriate. At the time of the 

PUD proposal by Redstone, those parcels had not yet been acquired, but it was the intent to 

eventually expand to the north. Staff expect a similar request would have been associated with a 

future phase of the development had Redstone remained the sole applicant.  



LICATION PRESENTATIO 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT 

 

Though the design is slightly altered, the intent of the project remains the same – to provide a variety 

of housing options at different price points. A total of 610 dwelling units are proposed, comprised 

of 224 apartments (same layout as the previous approval), 164 attached dwelling units in a townhome 

style, 17 single-detached condo units, 16 two-attached condo units, and 189 single-detached 

dwellings on individually owned parcels.  

 

Commissioners may recall the vast amount of regulated wetlands on the property, which results in a 

vast amount of open space incorporated in the proposed design. The narrative estimates 85 acres of 

open space, with 25 acres of it being for the wetlands. Additionally, the development would provide 

a community building with recreational amenities for residents.  

 

Access to the site remains similar to what was previously approved, with connections to M-45 and 

152nd Ave. The portion of 152nd Ave north of M-45 would have to be paved as part of the 

development. The applicant has been in communication with Township and County staff to 

navigate the required improvements to the site.  

 

  

N
 



 

RECCOMENDED DISCUSSION POINTS 

 

Based on prior comments, Commissioners may desire to provide feedback on the following aspects 

of the proposed development: 

• Are Commissioners agreeable to a wooded transition area to buffer the site from existing 

development, similar to what was discussed for the Baumann project? 

• Are there any expectations regarding lot size or setbacks for the dwellings which 

Commissioners wish to communicate at this stage? 

• Any other feedback that would assist the applicant in designing the site layout.  

 

 

PURPOSE OF PRE-APPLICATION PRESENTATION 

At a pre-application presentation, the Planning Commission and property owner shall have an 

opportunity to exchange information and provide guidance that will assist in the preparation of 

materials. Also, it is noted that no formal action will be taken, nor will statements made be 

considered legally binding commitments. 



 
 
 

Blueberry Woods is proposed as a uniquely master-planned community that seeks to highlight 

and protect natural features, provide generous and intentional open spaces, offer an inclusive 

variety of housing, and fulfill the goals and desires expressed by Grand Haven Township 

residents in most recent Master Plan.  

 

The property is ideally situated at the northeast intersection of two local highways: US-31, the 

Township’s primary north-south thoroughfare; and M-45, the Township’s primary east-west 

thoroughfare.  Grand Haven Township destinations are a short travel time from the site, and 

outlying areas like Grand Rapids and Holland and Muskegon are all just a few miles down either 

US-31 or M-45.   

 

The property is approximately 182 acres in overall size.  While portions of the site have been 

farmed over the decades, brush/shrub and tree growth have advanced in recent years.   Sizable 

wetland expanses occupy the westerly and southerly portions of the site. The site is 

predominately flat with occasional hillocks and knolls that rise up to 10 ft above the surrounding 

surface. 

 

The site can be served adequately with utilities.  A large-capacity lift station is already 

constructed near the southwest side of the site.  A large-diameter watermain has been bored from 

the west under US-31 to just a short distance from the site.  Natural gas service, electric service, 

and telecommunications/internet service are all available along the M-45 highway frontage. 

 

Throughout the design of the site, care has been taken to address the core spirit and tenets of the 

Township’s Master Plan.  These core principles are best accomplished via Planned Unit 

Development (PUD) zoning, and the project is proposed as such.   

 

Design goals for the project included an inclusive mix and reasonable number of housing types, 

careful preservation of natural features, provision of large expanses of open space, a pedestrian-

friendly environment that encourages movement and connection, and an overall sensible design. 

 

Housing Types 

Housing types include the following: 

Multi-family homes in the southern portion of the site 

 Multi-family housing is generally most attractive to singles and young professionals.   

 

Townhomes along the east side of the site and near the middle of the site 

 Townhomes generally draw singles, young professionals, younger couples, and younger 

couples and singles with very young children.  The townhomes will be condominiumized and 

will be marketed as for-sale homes. 

  

Blueberry Woods 



Single-family homes along the westerly and northerly portions of the site 

 Single-family homes typically draw in families with school-age to college-age children.  The 

single-family homes will be marketed as for-sale homes. 

 

Condominium homes near the middle of the site 

 Condominium living tends to be the choice of empty-nesters and seniors (and recent trends 

have shown them to also attract young professionals, both singles and couples).  The 

condominiums will be marketed as for-sale homes. 

 

Preservation of Sensitive Natural Features 

The predominant sensitive natural feature throughout the site are the large expanses of wooded 

wetlands.  In all, there is more than 25 acres of wetland area that will be left undisturbed.  The 

wetland areas will be placed into permanent open space, ensuring that no future disturbance or 

encroachment into this valuable feature of the site. 

 

Open Spaces 

Proposed Blueberry Woods will provide over 85 acres of open space.  The types of open space 

vary throughout the site.   

• As noted, wetlands will be placed into permanent open space, and comprise 25 acres of 

the 85 acres. 

• Recreational opportunities are provided, with a clubhouse, community green, and 

pickleball courts. 

• Large ponds, a favorite among Michiganders everywhere, are featured throughout the 

site. 

• Preserved tree areas and protective buffers offer screening to adjoining properties.    

 

Walkability 

Sidewalks abound throughout the site, from the multi-family area all the way through to the 

single-family portion of the site.  In all, there are over five miles (26,700 ft) of sidewalk planned 

throughout the site. 

 

Sensible Design 

With a large portion of the site Master Planned as High-Density Residential at approximately 

13.4 units per acre, the Zoning Ordinance could support a theoretical 1800 units via the R-3 

District and PUD plan.  That said, an attractively marketable mix of housing types, attention to 

preservation of natural resources, and provision of open space call for a more measured 

approach.  In all, Blueberry Woods is proposed to provide 610 residential units in a reasonable 

and appropriately scaled consideration to the land itself and the goals expressed in the Master 

Plan.   



BLUEBERRY WOODS
PUD CONCEPT SITE PLAN
project number: 25201831
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NOTES
Site Location:					    156th Ave & Lake MI Dr
						      Grand Haven Twp, MI 

Total Project Notes:

Site Area			     	 =	 181.8 ac.

Single Family Lots 		     	 =	 189
‘A’ - Apartment Units		     	 =	 224
‘B’ - Townhome Units			  =	 164
‘C’ - Single-Family Condo Units	 =	 17
‘D’ - Two-Family Condo Units	 =	 16

Unit Total			      =		  610
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1) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE UTILITY COMPANIES AT LEAST THREE WEEKS PRIOR TO THE BEGINNING OF

CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS. THERE ARE EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES WHICH CROSS THE PROPOSED

REPLACEMENT WORK AREAS. ALTHOUGH THEIR EXACT LOCATION CANNOT BE DETERMINED, IT IS KNOWN THESE UTILITIES

ARE LOCATED WHERE DIGGING IS REQUIRED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONDUCT THE REQUIRED EXCAVATION IN THESE

AREAS WITH EXTREME CAUTION.

2) ALL EXISTING UTILITY INFORMATION SHOWN IS TAKEN FROM EXISTING RECORDS, AND FIELD VERIFIED WHERE ACCESSIBLE

ONLY. INFORMATION OBTAINED FROM EXISTING RECORDS MAY NOT BE COMPLETE OR ACCURATE. THE LOCATION OF ALL

EXISTING UTILITIES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN HAVE BEEN DETERMINED FROM THE BEST INFORMATION AVAILABLE AND ARE

GIVEN FOR THE CONVENIENCE OF THE CONTRACTOR. THE ENGINEER ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR

ACCURACY. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY FOR ACCURACY, LOCATION AND CONDITION.

3) BEFORE ANY WORK IS STARTED ON THE PROJECT AND AGAIN BEFORE FINAL ACCEPTANCE BY THE CITY AND BY THE

OWNER, REPRESENTATIVES OF THE CITY, THE OWNER AND THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE AN INSPECTION OF THE

EXISTING SEWERS WITHIN THE WORK LIMITS WHICH ARE TO REMAIN IN SERVICE AND WHICH MAY BE AFFECTED BY THE

WORK. THE CONDITION OF THE EXISTING UTILITIES AND THEIR APPURTENANCES SHALL BE DETERMINED FROM FIELD

OBSERVATIONS AND EXISTING VIDEO TAPES. RECORDS OF THE INSPECTIONS SHALL BE KEPT IN WRITING BY THE

CONTRACTOR.

4) THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL PERMITS REQUIRED FOR DEMOLITION WORK.

5) ALL EXISTING UTILITIES, SEWERS AND WATER LINES ARE TO REMAIN UNDISTURBED UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE

PLANS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT AND COORDINATE WITH ALL APPLICABLE UTILITY COMPANIES, MUNICIPALITIES

AND AGENCIES BEFORE COMMENCING ANY WORK.

6) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH ALL UTILITY COMPANIES REGARDING REMOVAL OF EXISTING POLES,

OVERHEAD WIRES, UNDERGROUND UTILITIES, GUY WIRES, GAS LINES, ETC. ALL ADJUSTMENT OR RECONSTRUCTION WORK,

EXCEPT FOR THOSE STRUCTURES OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS, SHALL BE PERFORMED BY THE CONTRACTOR.

EXISTING APPURTENANCES SUCH AS UTILITY POLES AND VALVES BOX SHALL NOT BE DISTURBED BY THE CONTRACTOR

DURING CONSTRUCTION.

7) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN EXISTING UTILITY SERVICE TO ALL ADJOINING PROPERTIES.

8) ALL DEBRIS SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE, AND NO STOCKPILING ON SITE SHALL BE ALLOWED UNLESS APPROVED BY

THE OWNER OR THEIR REPRESENTATIVES.

9) THE CONTRACTOR SHALL LIMIT SAWCUT AND PAVEMENT REMOVAL TO ONLY THOSE AREAS WHERE REQUIRED OR AS

SHOWN. ALL PAVEMENTS TO BE REMOVED SHALL BE SAWCUT AND REMOVED TO FULL DEPTH AT ALL PAVEMENT LIMITS OR

EXISTING JOINTS. IF ANY DAMAGE IS INCURRED TO ANY OF THE SURROUNDING PAVEMENT, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE

RESPONSIBLE FOR ITS REMOVAL AND REPAIR AT NO ADDITIONAL COST TO ANYONE ELSE, INCLUDING THE CITY OR OWNER.

10) ASPHALT AREAS SHOWN TO BE SAWCUT AND REMOVED FULL DEPTH ARE ACTUAL FACE OF PROPOSED CURBS. IT WILL BE

NECESSARY TO MAKE OFF-SET SAWCUTS TO PROVIDE CLEARANCE FOR PROPOSED CURBS: THE CONTRACTOR SHALL

DETERMINE THE AMOUNT OF OFF-SET NECESSARY TO CONSTRUCT THE PROPOSED CURBS. ADDITIONAL CUTS MAY BE

DESIRED TO FACILITATE THE REMOVAL OF THE EXISTING PAVEMENT, BUT THERE WILL BE NO EXTRA PAYMENT FOR

ADDITIONAL CUTS. PAVEMENT SHALL BE REMOVED WITHOUT DAMAGING OR UNDERMINING THE REMAINING PAVEMENT. IF

ADJACENT PAVEMENT IS DAMAGED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE ADDITIONAL FULL DEPTH SAWCUTS AND REMOVE THE

DAMAGE AREAS AS NECESSARY.

11) ALL PAVEMENT REMOVAL AREAS SHALL BE FULL PAVEMENT CROSS-SECTION REMOVAL DOWN TO NATIVE SOIL LAYER IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THE GEOTECHNICAL REPORT DATED MONTH/DAY/YEAR.

12) ALL TREES WITHIN THE GRADING LIMITS SHALL BE REMOVED UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

1

REMOVAL / DEMOLITION NOTES

REMOVAL / DEMOLITION NOTES
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UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE DERIVED FROM ACTUAL MEASUREMENTS OR

AVAILABLE RECORDS.  THEY SHOULD NOT BE INTERPRETED TO BE

EXACT LOCATIONS NOR SHOULD IT BE ASSUMED THAT THEY ARE THE

ONLY UTILITIES IN THIS AREA.

NOTE:

EXISTING UTILITIES AND SERVICE LINES IDENTIFIED AS "(PLAN)" WERE

OBTAINED FROM AVAILABLE AS-BUILT RECORD DRAWINGS.  THE

CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE LOCATION, DEPTH AND STATUS OF ALL

UTILITIES AND SERVICE LINES PRIOR TO NEW CONNECTIONS.

Know what's .
     before you dig.

REMOVE EXISTING CONCRETE

REMOVE EXISTING GRAVEL

REMOVE EXISTING STRUCTURE

REMOVE EXISTING TREE

REMOVE EXISTING OVERHEAD UTILITY LINE

REMOVE EXISTING CONCRETE CURB CUT AND

REPLACE WITH CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER

REMOVE EXISTING BITUMINOUS

PAVEMENT

 OPEN SPACE EXHIBIT(NTS)

OPEN SPACEOPEN SPACE
85.1 ACRES (47%)85.1 ACRES (47%)
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PUD DEVELOPMENT AREA

SINGLE FAMILY LOTS (±65’ WIDE MIN) 

SINGLE FAMILY LOTS (±75-80’ WIDE MIN)

‘A’ - APARTMENT UNITS

‘B’ - TOWNHOME UNITS

‘C’ - SINGLE FAMILY CONDOMINIUM UNITS

‘D’ - TWO FAMILY CONDOMINIUM UNITS

COMMUNITY BUILDING & AMENITY SPACE

OPEN SPACE & EXISTING WOODLANDS 

CONCEPT STREET TREES & LANDSCAPE ENHANCEMENTS

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT BASINS

EXISTING GAS PIPELINE EASEMENT

PROPOSED WATERMAIN 
(WATERMAIN TO BE LOOPED THROUGH PROJECT SITE)
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