GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
FEBRUARY 9, 2015
6:30 P.M.

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER:

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

APPROVAL OF AGENDA:

CALL TO THE PUBLIC.:
(Note: The Board reserves the right to not begin new business after 10:00 p.m.)

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #1... Review of site plan and environmental impact
assessment for a proposed 4,661 sq. ft. addition for enclosed storage, located at
1275 Grand Oaks Drive, Brighton, Michigan 48116, parcel # 4711-08-101-015.
The request is petitioned by DeWitt Radiator.

Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (01-09-15)
B. Disposition of Site Plan. (11-19-14)

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2... Review of a site plan, environmental impact, and
PUD amendment for a proposed redevelopment of an existing outparcel to demolish
the existing Bennigan’s Restaurant and construct a new 12,000 sq. ft. multi-tenant
building, located at 3950 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, Michigan 48443,

parcel # 4711-05-400-047. The request is petitioned by RG Properties, Inc.

A. Recommendation regarding PUD Agreement Amendment.
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (12-01-14)
C. Recommendation of Site Plan. (01-22-15)

Administrative Business:
e Staff report - Annual Report 2014
e Approval of January 12, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes
e Member discussion
e Adjournment
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GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
Application for Site Plan Review

SQ;EEPJ(:)Z\

township

TO THE GENOA TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION AND TOWNSHIP BOARD:
APPLICANT NAME & ADDRESS: D e Witls Rad. Tor

If applicant is not the owner, a letter of Authorization from Property Owner is needed.
OWNER'S NAME & ADDRESS:_De Wi 175 Rad afor
SITE ADDRESS:_/2 7.5 Grand Oafs A /1/¢ _ PARCEL #(sy. |- 08~ IDI-0(S

APPLICANT PHONE: (/71 5 4§ - 000 OWNER PHONE: ( )
OWNER EMAIL: __ 7977 (¢ J f/(:‘zd/ 775, Com

LOCATION AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF SITE: /27§ é‘f' ard dft/é > A" - AZ mflé’a

Soufh o4 and /Q.Jerl o mides o f datsm

BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSED USE: _Add 17104 7o exfsmna Dc' [Jrﬁ‘s
IQ/M/:&M’ A SF pne \sfzml for ena/&s‘n/ \Sfdmdp

THE FOLLOWING BUILDINGS ARE PROPOSED: /9 d . #1da 72 exist 17/4

De h/fﬁs 1?05&!@7(0 v

1 HEREBY CERTIFY THAT ALL INFORMATION AND DATA ATTACHED TO AND MADE
PART OF THIS APPLICATION IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF.

8y: Do Stewart Aruhﬁec;j'

ADDRESS: 145 N M oed Koad M Hod M_J J¥38|
(24%) L45-077%
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I. = Review Letiers and Correspondence shall be forwarded to the following:

L)Qg_hnSizulaﬂ o). Stewart Assa-ipztes at ,‘g‘%@?ff@

Name Busincu AfTilistion

FEE EXCEEDANCE AGREEMENT

! As siated on thc site plan review fee schedule, all site plans are allocated two (2) ccnsulum reviews and
! %e) Comrmmon mecung. lf udcﬁﬁonnl reviews or meetings
will to pay the actual incug

B
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LSL Planning

A SAFEbuilt. Company

February 4, 2015

Planning Commission
Genoa Township

2911 Dorr Road

Brighton, Michigan 48116

Attention: Kelly Van Marter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director

Subject: DeWitt Radiator Addition — Site Plan Review #1
Location: 1275 Grand Oaks Drive — east side of Grand Oaks, south of Grand River Avenue
Zoning: IND Industrial District

Dear Commissioners:

At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the site plan (cover sheet dated 11/19/14) proposing
construction of a 4,661 square foot addition to an existing one-story industrial building. We have
reviewed the proposal in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township Zoning
Ordinance.

A. Summary

1. The Planning Commission has approval authority over the building elevations.

2. The applicant must confirm that proposed materials and colors will match the existing building.

3. The existing parking lot is nonconforming for multiple reasons (deficient side setback, deficient drive
aisle widths, deficient number of barrier free spaces and an excessive amount of parking). The
Commission may wish to require improvements as part of this project. Ata minimum, we
recommend the applicant provide the 1 additional barrier free space needed for compliance.

4. We recommend the applicant provide front yard landscaping, particularly the required greenbelt trees
and a hedgerow along the front of the parking lot.

5. If one does not already exist, we recommend the applicant be required to provide a waste receptacle
and enclosure in accordance with Section 12.04.

6. Any new signage proposed must be in accordance with the requirements and procedures of Article 16
(including the need for a permit prior to installation).

B. Proposal/Process

The applicant requests site plan review and approval for construction of a 4,661 square foot addition to an
existing 23,348 square foot industrial building on a 3-acre site.

Because this is a permitted use, Planning Commission has review and approval authority over the site
plan; however, the Environmental Impact Assessment will be subject to review and approval by the
Township Board (following a recommendation by the Planning Commission).

306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400 Royal Oak, Michigan 48067 248.586.0505 Fax 248.586.0501 www.LSLplanning.com



Genoa Township Planning Commission
DeWitt Radiator Addition

Site Plan Review #1
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i35

Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking east)
C. Site Plan Review

1. Dimensional Requirements. The site and project have been reviewed for compliance with the
dimensional standards of the IND as follows:

Lot Size Minimum Setbacks (feet) Max
District |Lot Area| Width | Front Side Rear Parkin Hei Ht Max. Coverage
(acres) | (feet) | Yard Yard Yard g g
20 front s 40% building
IND 1 150 50 25 40 10 side/rear 30 85% impervious
70 front O b1
Proposal | 3 330 70 1}8 ((sl\)l) 52 8side (N) | 21.4° é‘;ﬁrgugﬂ{(‘)%s
100 side (S) 270 1mp

The only dimensional issue is a deficient north side parking lot setback; however, this is an existing
nonconformity and does not have any impact on the proposed project.

2. Building Materials and Design. Proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are subject to
review and approval by the Planning Commission.

The submittal includes elevation views of the addition, which identify the use of 12 masonry block.
There is no indication of existing materials and colors; however, we are under the impression that the
intent will be to match existing. The applicant must confirm whether or not this is the case.

3. Parking. Inaccordance with Section 14.04, light industrial and manufacturing requires 1.5 parking
spaces for each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area plus 1 space per corporate vehicle and
warehousing requires 1 parking space per 1,500 square feet of gross floor area plus 1 space per
corporate vehicle. Based upon the size of the existing building and proposed addition, 39 spaces are
required, while the site provides 61 existing spaces.



Genoa Township Planning Commission
DeWitt Radiator Addition

Site Plan Review #1
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10.

11.

Section 14.02.06 requires Planning Commission approval for excessive parking (more than 20%
above the minimum requirement); however, the amount of parking provided is an existing condition
and the proposed addition will bring the ratio closer to compliance.

The parking spaces meet or exceed the dimensional requirements of Article 14; however, the drive
aisles near the front of the property are narrower than required.

Lastly, given the amount of parking provided, 3 barrier free spaces are required, but only 2 are
provided.

The Commission may wish to require improvements to these nonconforming conditions as part of this
site plan review. At a minimum, we recommend the required number of barrier free parking spaces
be provided.

Pedestrian Circulation. Sidewalks are not proposed nor required along Grand Oaks Drive. The
plan does identify an existing sidewalk between the parking lot and front building entrance.

Vehicular Circulation. No changes are proposed to the existing driveway along Grand Oaks or to
internal circulation.

Loading. Given the size of the proposed addition and existing building, Section 14.08.08 requires 1
loading space. Such spaces are to contain 500 square feet of area and be located in a rear or side yard
not directly visible to a public street. There is an existing loading/unloading area that meets
requirements in the rear yard.

Landscaping. Sheet A.3 identifies existing landscaping, but does not propose any new plantings.
Based on our review, the site is deficient in terms of plantings for the front yard greenbelt, parking lot
and detention ponds.

In our opinion, the site and area would benefit greatly from additional plantings in the front yard.
Greenbelt requirements call for 9 canopy trees, while there is only 1 existing tree shown on the plan.
Additionally, a hedgerow along the front parking spaces would diminish views of parking cars and
keep headlights from shining into the building across Grand Oaks.

Waste Receptacle and Enclosure. The site plan does not identify an existing or proposed waste
receptacle/enclosure. Review of aerial photos show a stand-alone dumpster that is not contained

within an enclosure. If this condition is still present, we recommend the applicant be required to

install a waste receptacle/enclosure in accordance with the provisions of Section 12.04.

Exterior Lighting. Sheet A.3 identifies 3 new wall mounted fixtures on the proposed building
addition. Details show shielded/downward directed fixtures with compliant light intensities.

Signs. The submittal identifies an existing monument sign in the front yard. If any new signage is
proposed, the applicant must comply with the standards and procedures outlined in Article 16, which
includes the need to obtain a sign permit from the Township.

Impact Assessment. The submittal includes an Impact Assessment (dated 1/9/15), which notes that
the proposed project is not expected to adversely impact natural features, public services/utilities,
surrounding land uses or traffic.



Genoa Township Planning Commission
DeWitt Radiator Addition

Site Plan Review #1

Page 4

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact our office. We
can be reached by phone at (248) 586-0505, or via e-mail at borden@Islplanning.com and
foster@Islplanning.com.

Sincerely,
LSL PLANNING, INC.

v Al

Brian V. Borden, AICP Michelle Foster
Principal Planner Project Planner


mailto:borden@lslplanning.com
mailto:foster@lslplanning.com

'lb TETRA TECH

January 30, 2015

Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, M1 48116

Re: Dewitt Radiator Addition Site Plan Review
Dear Ms. Van Marter:

We have reviewed the site plan documents for the Dewitt Radiator building addition dated November
11, 2014 and delivered to the Township on January 13, 2015. The site is located at 1275 Grand Oaks
Drive, south of Grand River Avenue. The petitioner is planning to construct an approximate 59-foot by
79-foot building addition on the southeast corner of the existing facility. The proposed addition will
increase the net impervious area on the site, but the existing on-site detention basins are shown to have
adequate capacity. Additional spot elevations near the corner of the building indicating positive drainage
towards the existing detention basin should be added to the construction plans.

Our review found no engineering related impacts to the existing site from the proposed addition as
illustrated on the site plan. Therefore we have no objections to the proposed renovation.
Sincerely,

st e

Gary J. Markstrom, P.E. Joseph C. Siwek, P.E.
Unit Vice President Project Engineer

Copy: John Stewart, Architect, John Stewart Architects

Tetra Tech
401 South Washington Square, Suite 100, Lansing, Ml 48933
Tel 517.316.3930 Fax 517.484.8140 www.tetratech.com



john stewart

ARCHITECTS | €45 N, MILFORD RD.
MILFORD, MICH. 48381
GENDA TOWNSHIP PH. (248) 685-0978
FAX, (248) 684-0017
J AN 1 3 2015 Emal stewartcontractorsi@amail.com

January 2, 2015

Genoa Township Planning Commrsmon

IMPACT ASSESSMENT STUDY

A. Name of person responsible for study

John Stewart Architect
1645 N. Milford Road
Milford, Mi. 48381/

B. Maps and Written description/analysis of the project site

Eusting One Story Industrial Bulding 23,348 SF

Froposed Addition to match existing building and filf

in the south east corner. 4661 SF

Exsting asphalt parking lot to remamn unchanged &1 cars existing
Required parking 32 cars

Arial maps attached

Removal of an existing concrete pad within the proposed bulding pad

C. Impact on Natural Features

Entire site and topography to remain as is.

No additional site disturbance anticipated.

Exsting trees, brush, and landscaped beds to reman unchanged
No trees to be removed.

No wetlands are to be disturbed or impacted.

D. Stormwater Management Requirements.

Soil erosion plan will be submitted to Livingston Co. Drain Commssion.
Soil erosion fencing will be installed surrovnding the new addition per
LCDC Requirements. Farking lot catch basmns will have erosion controf
silt fabric placed at manhole covers.

Stormwater discharge increase dve to increase in size of addition vs.
existing hard surface imperviousness 15 within the existing stormwater
collection basins capacity.

Exsting dramage swale along south side between building and property
hne will be extended to collect rain water from new addition downspouts



Impact on surrounding land vses
New addition will have no effect on surrounding land used.
Adcdition 15 for inside (enclosed) storage of material used to make
aftermarket radiators. Froduct i1s alurminum and steel sheets, Including
storage racks for completed products.
No additional sound or air pollution.

Impact on public facilities and services.

New addition will have no effect or impact on public facilities or services.
Number of employees will not change dve to addition.

Impact on FPublic Utilities.
New addition will have no impact on Fubhe Utiities.
Additional storm water 15 within the existing storm water designed
storm waters system collection and flow parameters.
During construction, all erosion control measuvres to be implemented.
No additional sewer or water requirements
Storage and Handling of Hazardous materials.
No Hazardous substances will be stored in the new addition.
Impact on Traffic and Pedestmans
New addition will not impact traffic or pedestrians

Speaial Provisions.

New addition has no special provisions or requirements



Google earth

feet
meters

L ¥ T
yilag

iy

A gfR s,
't b
P SR




” e \

. |

L
LCiOnyERT:

e\
[

A

EWITJFRADIAT IR

I
; j‘ ;

@ 2014 Googles

._"_';“':h..- 1':!—‘-"_51-_...- e-a--ﬂ"'"—-"'

ERERIEET=N S










GRAND OAKS DR.

TODDEM

EX.WATER MAIN

OWNER:

SURVEYOR:

S.LATSON RD.

-94

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIMIIIIIIIIIIIIII
LOCATION MAP

NO SCALE

WSR-70M WT | 20°SF [P-I DSST
MTD @ I'0' ABOVE GRADE
9" \
EX.TREE TO REMAIN I 18 :
EXTERIOR WALL
OF STRUCTURE—\ |—7"
/ ¢ SHIELDED DOWNLIGHT
EX.GRASS
FRONT VIEW

/

LIGRTING CONFIGURATION

WALL MTD. @ 12’—0" — SINGLE LAMP
A — 5.0 FOOT CANDLES
B — 2.0 FOOT CANDLES

C — 1.0 FOOT CANDLES
D — .5 FOOT CANDLES

EX.TREE TO REMAIN

| 2'-0"

EX.GRASS /

.

EX.CRASS /

EX.TREE TO REMAIN

WALL MTD. LIGHT
NO SCALE

e

EX.DRIVEWAY
I
I
I
A
T I_\I_/\ _____ NEW FIREMANS
: | _ KNOX BOX
I
I
I
I .
: N L 180.0 A ‘
I
i I
| |OFFIGE AREA F——
| "~ 11155F
: " : [/
> i)
% | // § % I
= | EX.GRASS DEWITT RADIATOR a :
< | / = S -
O | ~ 7 i
Q I 0.0 T i
ﬁ | _]/\ZI | [ 1 [ | | — 8
| oo O PRODUCTION N
| . 1350 SF 860 SF
| — ¢ . EXISTING
| 40.0' 2 HR.RATED WALL 7 |
I EX. BUILDING IDENTIFICATION I\l '_—I ] [ ] [ ] \
| SIGN TO REMAIN. g 2o b Iy
| EX. STREET ADDRESS ON SIGN STORAGE ' T
: WITH 8" NUMBERS 715 SF Iy
h
I
[ !
| KUSTOM MACHINE TP ,
| PROPOSED ONE SYORXY :I/” T~
STORAGE ADDITION N NN -
| isTNG Sl oF o i
| |  OFFICE AREA 2 HR.RATED WALL SN R -
| DX MLCRED PLANTING™ AN 500 SF PRODUCTION PRODUCTION i
| & 5287 SF 3619 SF . -
' ) %'
I
EX.TREE TO REMAIN
I
I @ TOII_EI :: “S297 WALL MOUNTED SHIELDED
O LIGHT FIXTURE (SEE DETAIL)
: EX.MULCHED PLANTING o L Il WITH PHOTOMETRIC ARRAYS
| BED TO REMAIN 222 SF I
I
I § ' /-,:-_,z-_:;.-.;-,:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_j_,-_;.-_:.-_-_\j_ﬂ\ . _
........... EX.TREE TO REMAIN 200.0' v (’( (\ I\\ I;I\\/l/ /\/l ;l\) (I// (\/ ) j ) ;l\) IIETI,\?EDERATE OPACITY BRUSH AND TREE i
\ Nt P S \\ N N~ 7 y .
e S 79! < <l

DEWITT RADIATOR

C/O MR. TOM DEWITT
| 275 GRAND OAKS DRIVE

HOWELL, MICHIGAN 46543

ANC ENGINEERING INC.
5111 PONTIAC TRAIL
WIXOM, MICHIGAN 45393

EX.TREE TO REMAIN

/ EX.TREE TO REMAIN
o

\
\ /
\\\\ “““““ //// \ A T /////
\ \\\ _ / NN 7/
N ST e N S~ - -7
EX.TREE TO REMAIN / S~ - S - -7
\\\\\ WALL MOUNTED SHIELDED Tre— T

LIGHT FIXTURE (SEE DETAIL)
WITH PHOTOMETRIC ARRAYS

EX.GRASS

D.E. TRANSF.

]

MODERATE OPACITY BRUSH AND TREE
LINE.

PROP.LINE 400.77"

LANDSCAPE /LIGHTING PLAN &

&)
SCALE I/16" = |'-O" .

EX.TREE TO REMAIN

IO RO

EX.TREE TO REMAIN

72 HOURS
BEFORE YOU

CALL MISS
800-482-7171

[TOLL FREE]

=22
[pT]

E TO REMAIN

X.TREE TO REMAIN

EX.TREE TO REMAIN

IREE TO REMAIN

DATE

| 2-23-14

ISSUE /REVISIONS

D
=
1
S o
ot
O =
oy O
> oY
v 2%
<0
v| O =
Ol 28
— >
<25
Q| v &
écﬁo
— I
—
-
(1|
O
'Q)
N~
)]
Q
O
oQ
W0
O
T
)
I__
9
O B
Wz
0
4
=
Q~ 2
13- 8
O 9
o £
—| =
N
1)
Q. 3
D)

JOB NO.

SHEET




l——g——| 3-4" T

2 HOUR FIRE SEPARATIONT

EXISTING BUILDING

2 HOUR FIRE SEPARATION

olol

- PROVIDE FLUE AND GAS PIPE i

| 6"X 16" MAS.PIER ,
W/ 4-#6 VERT. RESTEEL
¢ #2 RESTEEL CAGES @ |
32" OC VERTICAL

. #5 VERT.RESTEEL @ 32" OC
DOWEL INTO FOOTING, AND

. GROUT S0OLID

o{o °

ek ,
e 45 - & - 4+ < oy Tr_ “
| | i | STEEL COLUMNS (SEE —— | UNIT HEATER %
I STRUCTURAL FOR SIZE) PROVIDE FLUE AND GAS PIP -
= Il El —= 20 —= 20 —= | 7'-4" ——= e N
| NEW "B" LABEL 3'X7"' . . | STL BEAM LINTLE W/ e X
HM DOOR AND FRAME | /4" MAS.PLATE i
| | | | |
™
EX. | 2" BLOCK WALL | | EX. | 2" BLOCK WALL | | |
|
| | | | I P
| 2)X | 2' OVERHEAD DOOR || ! N
| | | | |
i
i ' PROPOSED STORAGE ADLDITION | i l
| | | | I
— L t
-ﬂ-
3y A
| h | | | D“: =ﬂ-
I EQ I I I 0_: E‘(|)
EXISTING BUILDING é T
5 |
| O | 6" CONC.FLOOR SLAB, W/, . 3'X7' HM DOOR. ¢ FRAME —
. i . 6X6 #10 WWM, ON 6 MIL!VAPOR . W/ CLOSER,WEATHERSTRIP,AND .
”E‘ BARRIER, ON COMPACTED SAND FiLL ALUM. THRESHOLD
I m" I I I e
. . . . 12" MASONRY WALL WITH
FOAM FILL CAVITY % 0
| | | . INSULATION ~
o Q\|
UNIT HEATER.

5'X5'|CONC.SLAB

59"

N
8'—m! |- | 94 — 20! — 20! — o -
- 79! -
CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION
2012 MICHIGAN BUILDING CODE FLOOR PLAN
BUILDING CLASSIFICATION F- | FIRE RESISTANCE RATING REQUIREMENT FOR. 2-B —
CONSTRUCTION TYPE 2B BEARING WALLS (INTERIOR/EXTERIOR) O HR SCALE 174" =10
ALLOWABLE HEIGHT 2 - STORY 55 FT NON BEARING WALLS O HR
PROPOSED HEIGHT | - STORY 21 FT ROOF CONSTRUCTION O HR
ALLOWABLE AREA 15,500 SF
PROPOSED ADDITION AREA 4.661 SF

DATE
l1-19-14

ISSUE /REVISIONS

RADIATOR REMODELING
1275 GRAND OAKS DRIVE
HOWELL, MICHIGAN 48643

DEWIT

7T B C T S

R C H

iohn stewart

VA

248- 665-0978

| 645 N. MILFORD RD , MILFORD MICH. 4838 |

JOB NO.

SHEET




DATE

l1-19-14

ISSUE /REVISIONS

DEWITT RADIATOR REMODELING

1 275 GRAND OAKS DRIVE
ROWELL, MICHIGAN 456643

EXISTING BUILDING —
NEW MASONRY PARAPET
ROOF CANT STRIP
/ - < i
/ — — — i
NEW &' GUTTER/
0O
DOWNSPOUT =
/ = =
‘}' 0
- O
-/ 0O
_ NE
| 2" MASONRY BLOCK 5
_— #5 VERT.RESTEEL @ 32" OC -
DOWEL INTO FOOTING. AND
GROUT SOLID
- n Al
| I
| I
. - - . i
\TRENCH FOOTING
— 79" NEW ADDITION -—
SCALE /4" = |'-O"
WINDOWS AT EXISTING EAST ELEVATION BEYOND.
(WINDOWS NEED TO BE BLOCKED IN WITH MASONRY
FOR. 2 HR FIRERATING
METAL FLASHING
—
EX.WINDOW
N — ] o i o i o | o | N b
| | | | | | | | | | | |
| | | | | | | | | | | | _ EX.EXHAUST DUCT HOOD
_ I N N | . | . | L _ L _ L _ i
ﬂ_ vV
R RAIN CAP ABOVE DOOR.
3 \
3X7' HM DOOR ¢ FRAME , . |
W/ CLOSER. WEATHERSTRIP.AND I 2X12" OVERAEAD DOOR
ALUM. THRESHOLD \
1 CONC.APRON CRADE
|
: 5X5'CONC.SLAB |
W TRENCH FOOTING ] |
— 59' NEW ADDITION

FAST ELEVATION

SCALE 1/4" =1-0"

iohn stewart

VA

T B C T S

R C H

245- 685-09786

| 645 N. MILFORD RD , MILFORD MICH. 4836 |

JOB NO.

SHEET
>

&




6’[4(
(/]
GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP 1 IW”A/
Application for Site Plan Review ‘M/p

SENOA

township

TO THE GENOA TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION AND TOWNSHIP BOARD:
APPLICANT NAME & ADDRESS:Jim Blair, 10050 Innovation Dr., Suite 100, Dayton, OH 45342

If applicant is not the owner, a letter of Authorization from Property Owner is needed.
GCG Howell, Lid , 10050 Innovation Dr., Suite 100, Dayton, OH 45342

OWNER’S NAME & ADDRESS:

SITE ADDRESS: 5290 E Grand River Ave, Howell, M, o ey wiy. - §-400-0417

APPLICANT PHONE: 037-4¢4-3904 OWNER PHONE: £37-434-7218
owNER EMaIL: JRlair@rgproperties.com

LOCATION AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION oF siTe: LOt 4 Of the Livingston
Commons shopping center

BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSED USE: redevelopment of existing outparcel
for a new multi-tenant retail building.

THE FOLLOWING BUILDINGS ARE proposeD: 12,000 SF of mutli-tenant retail

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT ALL INFORMATION AND DATA ATTACHED TO AND MADE
PART OF THIS APPLICATION IS TRUE AND ACCURATE TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLLE E AND BELIEF.

BY:
appress: 10050 Innovation Dr., Suite 100, Dayton, OH 45342

Page | of 9
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SENOA

2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
810.227.5225
810.227.3420 fax

genoa.org

SUPERVISOR
Gary T. McCeririe
CLERK

Paulette A. Skolarus

TREASURER
Robin L. Hunt

MANAGER
Michael C. Archinal

TRUSTEES

H. James Mortensen
Jean W. Ledford
Todd W. Smith

Linda Rowell

MEMORANDUM
TO: Bo Gunlock
FROM: Kelly VanMarter, Assistant Township Manager/Community Development
Director
DATE: January 8, 2015
RE: Lot 4 (Bennigan’s) Redevelopment Sewer and Water Tap Fees

3950 E. Grand River (11-05-400-047)

This memo will describe the connection fees required for a new 12,000 sq. ft. multi-
tenant building located at 3950 E. Grand River. The connection fees are based on the
proposed uses on the site plan dated 12/1/14 revised 12/23/14 as follows:

4,400 sq. ft. sit down restaurant (no liquor) @ 2.4 REU per 1,000 sq. ft. = 10.56 REU

3,228 sq. ft. retail @ 0.20 REU per 1,000 sq. ft. = 0.65 REU
4,372 sq. ft. drive through restaurant @ 7.5 REU per premise = 7.50 REU
TOTAL REU NEW BUILDING = 18.71 REU
Less previously paid by Bennigan’s -16.60 REU
NEW CONNECTION CHARGE = 2.11 REU
Water 2.11 REU @ $7,900 $16,669.00
Sewer 2.11 REU @ $7,200 $15,192.00

Total Due: $ 31,861.00

Connection Fees must be paid at time of land use permit issuance.

A meter package may also need to be purchased including the appropriate sized
meter and a MIU (meter interface unit). Should you have any questions please
feel free to contact me at 810-227-5225.


































Impact Assessment
Redevelopment of Lot 4
Livingston Commons Shopping Center
Genoa Township, Michigan

December 1, 2014

Prepared for:
RG Properties
10050 Innovation Drive, Suite 100
Dayton, OH 45342

Prepared by:
Wade Trim, Inc.
555 South Saginaw Street, Suite 201
Flint, MI 48502
Charles J. Christy, PE MI #39122

3950 E. Grand River




Written Impact Assessment
for

Redevelopment of Lot 4
Livingston Commons

18.07.01 Preparer - This impact assessment is prepared and assembled by Charles J. Christy, PE.
Mr. Christy has been licensed as a professional engineer in the State of Michigan since
1993. During the past 21 years, his experience has primarily focused on land
development with commercial, industrial, and residential projects. Mr. Christy has
completed numerous site plans, special use permits, and planned unit developments
across the State.

18.07.02 Location - The project is located at Livingston Commons Shopping Center, 3950 East
Grand River Avenue, Howell, MI. The site is currently developed with a Bennigan’s
restaurant on approximately 2.03 acres (88,427sft). The site is located at the southwest
corner of the intersection of East Grand River Avenue and South Latson Road and is part
of a larger overall development which includes WalMart, Lowes, Staples, and other out
parcels.

Adjacent properties are occupied by Bob Evans (to the west), O’Reilly Auto Parts (east
across Latson), Comerica Bank (to the south), Shell Gas Station (north across E. Grand
River), Applebee’s (across E Grand River to the west), and a small strip center at the
north east quadrant of E Grand River and Latson.

An aerial photograph of the project area is included on the following page.
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18.07.03 Impact on natural Features — The site is currently developed with an approximately
6,622sft restaurant, 119 parking space parking lot, storm sewer collection system,
sanitary and potable water services, franchise utility services, and landscaping. Please
refer to plan Sheet C-0.1 for the existing conditions survey for greater detail. No
wetlands are on or adjacent to the site. See below for a snap shot of the existing
conditions.
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18.07.04 Impact on Stormwater Management — The site is currently approximately 76%
impervious and has a series of catch basins and storm sewer pipes to collect surface
water runoff. The storm system leaves the site at the northwest corner of the parcel
and enters the larger storm water management system for the overall PUD. The overall
development, when constructed, has a regional storm water management system
consisting of several basins which were designed to manage storm water from all
parcels in the PUD.

The proposed redevelopment will be approximately 72% impervious. A majority of the
existing catch basins and storm sewer pipe will be retained and utilized to convey storm
water runoff after redevelopment, maintaining the existing discharge point from the
site. Since the redeveloped site will contain less impervious surfaces due to an increase
in landscaping area, the total volume of storm water runoff will be less and the time of
concentration will be greater, resulting in a lower peak discharge rate. This being the
case, we have not quantified the decrease in runoff or peak discharge rate. We are not
proposing any changes to the regional storm water management system (basins).

The proposed work will entail removing some pavement, demolition of the existing
building and utilities, and new landscaping. A majority of the existing pavement will
remain, including storm structures and pipes. The existing asphalt that is to remain, will
be surface milled and overlaid with a new top course. Grading and earthwork, by
design, will be kept to a minimum only as required to maintain/re-establish drainage
patterns and to allow for the new landscaping.

Managing soil erosion will be accomplished with silt fences, inlet protection, and
construction entrance BMP’s. Final restoration will consist of asphalt, concrete, lawn
and landscaping. Additional detail on the soil erosion control measures can be found in
the plan submittal set, Sheets C-7.0 through C-7.3. A soil erosion and sedimentation
control permit will be applied for at the Livingston County Drain Commission office.

18.07.05 Impact on Surrounding Land Uses — The surrounding area is developed into retail uses
consisting of restaurants, gas service station, and other commercial retail
establishments. Both E. Grand River and S. Latson Road are 4 lane roads with a center
turn lane and right turn lanes where appropriate. The intersection of E. Grand River and
S. Latson Road is signalized with protected left turn lanes.

The proposed redevelopment is a similar use when compared to the existing Bennigan’s
and the uses on the surrounding properties. Hours of operation will be similar to the
surrounding uses. However, Bennigan’s is currently not open for breakfast and the
proposed development will be open for breakfast. The existing access to the site will
remain as currently configured.

The existing lighting on the site will be reconfigured. Several of the light poles will be
removed, several of the existing light fixtures will be replaced with lower wattage, and
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several new light poles will be strategically located to provide safety and security.
Overall, the redevelopment will result in lower lighting intensities.

Dust control will be utilized during the demolition and construction phase to minimize
air pollution.

Due to the nature, use, and size of this project, it is not anticipated that the noise levels
generated on this site will be greater than the adjacent traffic on E. Grand River and S.
Latson Road. Additionally, since this is a retail development, the project will not
generate or cause concern with regards to: smoke, airborne solids, odor, vibration,
radioactive materials, fire and safety hazards, UST’s, or hazardous materials.

18.07.06 Impact on Public Facilities and Services — The proposed use will be nearly double in size
as the existing building. The restaurant uses of the proposed building will be
approximately 31% larger than the existing use and approximately 3,300sft of retail use
will be added to the site.

The increase in use is a fraction of the total square footage of comparable uses in the
immediate area. There are other uses in the immediate area that are larger and more
susceptible to police action. Although we have not contacted police, fire, or emergency
services regarding this project, we conclude that the respective agencies are prepared
to respond to the larger uses adjacent to our site, and therefore, have the ability to
respond appropriately to incidents on this site.

18.07.07 Impact on Public Utilities — The site is currently serviced by M.H.0.G. for water and
sanitary sewer service. An 8-inch water main and hydrants are located along the
existing interior service drive. An 8-inch sanitary sewer lead is extended to the site
across E. Grand River. The existing sewer service will be extended to the new building
and, due to its size, has the capacity to serve the proposed building (an 8-inch pipe at
minimum grade has capacity of over 500,000 GPD or 347gpm. A 6-inch pipe at
minimum grade has capacity of approximately 400,000 GPD or 277gpm).

Equivalent User Table for proposed building (to be confirmed at building permit
application stage).

User Unit Factor Qty Sub-Total

Restaurants (fast food, including drive .
thru & primary drink service) 7.5 per premise 1Ea 7:5
Restaurants (meals w/service &

. 2.4 per 1,000sft 2,200sft 5.28
dishes)
Restaurants (take out) 1.0 per 1,000sft 2,200sft 2.2
Retail Stores 0.20 per 1,000sft 3,228sft 0.65
TOTAL 15.63
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Based on a REU equivalent of 218 gallons per day, the proposed building would
generate 3,407 gallons of sewage per day (15.63 x 218).

The existing water service consists of a potable water lead and 4-inch fire protection
main. The existing 4-inch fire protection main will be extended to the new building,
providing fire protection through a fully automatic sprinkler system. A new post
indicator valve (PIV) will be installed in the 4-inch service near the existing main and a
fire department connection (FDC) will be installed on the building.

The existing potable water service connection will be demolished back to the existing
main and five (5) new services to the building are proposed.

18.07.08 Storage and Handling of any hazardous Materials — The proposed use is retail in nature.
No hazardous materials will be generated, used, or disposed of on-site.

18.07.09 Traffic Impact Study — We have completed a Trip Generation Comparison for the
redevelopment for Township review. This comparison is included at the end of this
Impact Assessment.

18.07.10 Historic and Cultural Resources — The existing structure is not more than 50 years old.

18.07.11 Special Provisions — The Owner of Lot 4 has a REA agreement with the other tenants /

Owners of the overall PUD development allowing shared use of the: internal drives,
drive access to E. Grand River & S. Latson Road, and storm water management system.
A copy of this REA is included at the end of this Impact Assessment.

18.07.12 List of Sources — Google for image in 18.07.02

18.07.13 Previous Impact Assessments — An impact assessment was previously completed for
the PUD. This impact assessment focuses on the redevelopment of Lot 4.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Livingston Commons Lot 4 Trip Generation Comparison

PREPARED FOR: Kelly VanMarter, AICP/ Genoa Township
PREPARED BY: Aimeée L. Giacherio, PE/Wade Trir%

DATE: November 7, 2014

PROJECT TASK: RGP1001.01F Phase 240 Impact Assessment
FILE LOCATION: P:\Aaal000\Agiachero\Draft\Projects\Livingston Commons\TechMemo.docx

RG Properties is proposing to redevelop the existing Bennigan’s Restaurant in the southwest
guadrant of Grand River Avenue and Latson Road in Genoa Township. This area is part of the
overall Livingston Commons Shopping Center. The redevelopment would consist of two new
multi-tenant buildings in place of the existing Bennigan's Restaurant. The overall scope was to
determine the difference in trip generation between the existing restaurant use and the proposed
redevelopment project to determine the additional trips that would be generated by the multi-
tenant use. This memorandum summarizes the expected difference in trip generation.

Existing Trip Generation

Existing trips generated by the Bennigan’s Restaurant were estimated based on the Institute of
Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) repditip Generation, Ninth Edition, 2012 Trip estimates

were developed for the existing 6,622 square foot restaurant based on the High Turnover (Sit-

Down) Restaurant use, Land Use Code 932. The weekday afternoon peak hour trip generation
estimates are shown in Table 1. This Bennigan’s Restaurant was not open during the morning

peak hour, thus the existing trip generation during the morning peak hour is zero.

Traffic for a restaurant type use consists of new trips, whose sole purpose is the visit to the site,
internal or shared trips, and pass-by trips. New Trips are those that are new to the study area and
consist of motorists whose primary destination is the restaurant.

A development that contains multiple uses, such as this one, can be expected to have some
internal trip sharing. Since this restaurant is part of the Livingston Commons Shopping Center
which includes several banks, restaurants, a Wal-Mart Supercenter, a Lowe’s, etc., it is expected
that some internal trip sharing occurs between uses. A shared trip is one that visits more than one
use on the site and thus lessens the overall impact of a multiple use site on the adjacent street
system. An internal trip factor of 20% was applied to the site based onTiig'Generation

Handbook.

Pass-hy trips are typically associated with retail uses, as well as gas stations and restaurants.
Pass-by trips are comprised of vehicles already traveling on the adjacent roads, which divert
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Technical Memorandum Livingston Commons Lot 4 Trip Generation Summary

from their original path of travel to visit the development. The ultimate destination of a pass-by
trip is directed elsewhere. Pass-by trips were also applied to the existing restaurant use on the
site. The pass-by rates were based on ITHE}s Generation Handbook. Based on information
provided, a pass-by rate of 43 percent was applied to the restaurant. As a result, the existing
restaurant is estimated to generate a total of 30 trips during the during the afternoon peak hour.

Table 1 Existing Bennigan’s Weekday PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Estimate

Land Use In Out Total
Bennigan’s Restaurant 39 26 65
Less Internal Capture (20%) -8 -5 -13
Net Trips 31 21 52
Less Pass-by Trips (43%) -13 -9 -22
New Trips 18 12 30

Proposed Trip Generation

Trip estimates were then developed for the proposed redevelopment of the property to 11,903
square feet of retail and restaurant uses. The redevelopment project is proposed to consist of a
4,300 square foot bread/donut/bagel restaurant with a drive-thru facility, two 2,200 square foot
fast-food restaurants without drive-through facilities, and 3,203 square feet of specialty retail
uses such as an apparel store, real estate office, cell phone store, florist, mattress store, etc.

Trip estimates were developed for the proposed uses based upon information provided in ITE’s
Trip Generation andTrip Generation Handbook. Trips generated for the specialty retail were

based on the Specialty Retall land use, Land Use Code 826. The trip generation potential for the
bread/donut/bagel restaurant was developed based on the Bread/Donut/Bagel Shop with Drive
Through, Land Use Code 940. Trip generation estimates were developed for the two fast-food
restaurants based on Land Use Code 933, Fast-Food Restaurant without Drive-Through. None of
the proposed uses are expected to be open during the morning peak hour except for the
bread/donut/bagel restaurant.

Traffic for the proposed redevelopment will consist of both new trips, whose sole purpose is the
visit to the site, internal or shared trips, and pass-by trips. New trips are those that are new to the
study area and consist of motorists whose primary destination is the proposed project.

An area that contains multiple uses, such as this one, can be expected to have some internal trip
sharing. A shared trip is one that visits more than one use on the site and thus lessens the overall
impact of a multiple use site on the adjacent street system. Since this development is part of the
Livingston Commons Shopping Center which includes banks, restaurants, a Wal-Mart
Supercenter, a Lowe'’s, etc., it is expected that some internal trip sharing will occur between uses.
It is expected that the number of trips generated by these uses will be reduced due to their
interaction between the other uses in the development. An internal trip factor of 20% was applied
to the site based on ITE®ip Generation Handbook. This is the same factor that was applied to
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the existing Bennigan'’s restaurant. This factor was only applied to the afternoon peak hour trip
estimates, and not the morning peak hour estimates for the bread/donut/bagel restaurant.

Pass-by trips involve motorists who are diverted off of the adjacent street system to visit this
development. A portion of the trips generated by the redevelopment were assumed to be pass-by
trips. These trips divert from existing travel paths to stop at the site and then resume the original
trip path. Thus additional trips are not added to the area road system by these pass-by trips.
Surveys conducted by ITE have shown that many trips made to grocery stores, restaurants, and
shopping areas are diverted from the existing traffic on the roadway system. This is particularly
true during the weekday morning and evening peak hours when traffic is diverted from the
home-to-work and work-to-home trips. Pass-by rates were based on information provided in
ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook. A pass-by rate of 43% was used for the fast-food restaurants
and a rate of 49% was used for the bread/donut/bagel shop restaurant during both the morning
and afternoon peak hours. No pass-by was considered for the specialty retail portion of the
redevelopment.

The weekday morning peak hour trip generation estimates are shown in Table 2 and the weekday
afternoon peak hour trip generation estimates are provided in Table 3.

Table 2 Proposed Weekday AM Peak Hour Trip Generation Estimate

Land Use In Out Total
Bread/Donut/Bagel Restaurant 83 83 166
Less Pass-by Trips (49%) -41 -41 -82
New Trips 42 42 84

Table 3 Proposed Weekday PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Estimates
. Total Internal , Pas«-by New
Land Use tuc | D28 | Trips Trips | NetTrps

(SF) In |Out | In |Out| In {Out| In |Out | In | Out
940 | 4,300 ]| 40 42 8 8 32 34 16 16 16 18

Bread/Donut/Bage
Restaurant w/Drive-Thru
Fas-Fcod Restaura

(No Drive-Thru)
Fas-Food Restaura 933 | 2200 30| 28| 6| 6| 24 22 10 10 W 12
(No Drive-Thru)

Spec. Reta 82€ | 3,20 | 13 | 16 3 3 1C | 13 0 0 1C | 13
Total 1151114 23 | 23 | 90 | 91 | 36 | 36 | 54 | 55

933 | 2,200| 30| 28 6 6 24 27 19 10 14 12

No access changes to the overall shopping center are proposed with the redevelopment of the
restaurant lot. The existing accesses for the Livingston Commons Shopping Center are to be used
to access these new land uses. There are currently two accesses to Grand River Avenue, one of
which is signalized, and three accesses to Latson Road, two full movement accesses and one
right in/right out only access.
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Table 4 shows the difference in overall trips estimated between the existing restaurant and the
proposed redevelopment project based on detailed land uses.

Table 4 Trip Generation Difference

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
Scenario Net Trips P_?s.-sby .Il_\: ﬁ)";’ Net Trips P.?s‘asby New Trips
In |[Out| In |[Out| In |[Out] In | Out| In Out In | Out
Existing Restaura 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 | 21 13 9 18 12
Proposed Redevelopm: | 83 | 83 | 41 | 41 | 42 | 42 ] 9C | 91 36 36 54 55
Difference +83 | +83 | +41 | +41 | +42 | +42 | +59 | +7C | +23 | +27 | +3€ | +43

As expected, the proposed development will generate more trips than the existing restaurant use
during both the morning and afternoon peak hours. However, the net trip difference is less than
100 directional trips under both peak hours and the actual new trip difference is less than 50
directional trips under both peak hours.

The largest difference in trips between the two occurs during the morning peak hour. This is due
to the existing Bennigan’s restaurant not being open for breakfast. However, the existing
restaurant use approved for this site likely doesn't restrict a restaurant from being open during
the morning peak hour. In fact, if it was open, this same size restaurant would generate 72 net
trips and 31 new trips, after pass-by traffic is accounted, for with 17 inbound and 14 outbound
trips, thus lessening the morning peak hour trip difference. In addition, morning peak hour
traffic volumes for this shopping center are lighter than during the weekday afternoon peak hour.
Both the Lowe’s and Wal-Mart Supercenter generate fewer trips during the morning peak hour
than during the afternoon peak hour. In addition, the fast-food restaurants and banks that are part
of this shopping center are not open during the morning peak hour. Therefore, it is expected that
the additional trips generated by the bread/donut/bagel restaurant during the morning peak hour
can be accommodated by the existing driveways for the shopping center as there are less overall
trips from the shopping center during this same time period.

Please feel free to contact us at any time if you have questions regarding the information
provided in this memorandum or if you need any additional information.
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01/12/15 Unapproved Minutes

GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
JANUARY 12, 2015
6:30 P.M.

MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER: The meeting of the Genoa Township Planning Commission was
called to order at 6:30 p.m. Present were Chairman Doug Brown, James Mortensen,
Barbara Figurski, Eric Rauch, and Chris Grajek. Absent was John McManus. Also
present were Kelly VanMarter, Township Community Development Director and
Assistant Township Manager; and Brian Borden of LSL.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Ms. Figurski moved to approve the agenda. The motion was
supported by Mr. Mortensen. Motion carried unanimously.

ELECTION OF OFFICERS: Chairman Brown asked whether the election of officers
should be postponed with the absence of Mr. McManus. It was decided that Ms.
VanMarter would call for a motion. Ms. VanMarter made a call for a motion for a chair,
vice chair, and secretary. Mr. Mortensen made a motion that the incumbents be elected
as officers: Doug Brown as Chair, Diana Lowe as Vice Chair and Barbara Figurski as
Secretary. Diana Lowe seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

CALL TO THE PUBLIC: A call to the public was made with no response.

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #1... Review of sketch plan for a proposed 12,439 sq. ft.
church and coffee shop to occupy space within the multi-tenant building located at
the northwest corner of Grand River Avenue and Genoa Business Park Drive (2394
Genoa Business Park Drive), Brighton, Michigan 48114, parcel # 4711-13-103-001.
The request is petitioned by The Well c/o Lindhout Associates.

Ms. Holly Osterhout of Lindhout Associates addressed the Planning Commission on
behalf of the petitioner. The Well currently resides at 7191 Grand River Ave. In line for
ownership of the retail center at 2394 Genoa Business Park Drive, they are looking to
relocate to this building with current tenants remaining. The church is interested in the
empty portion of the building. The Grand River Grill and The Well church will need
shared use of the parking area on Sundays which was the impetus for the sketch plan
review. Currently, a mortgage company and dental office are also housed at the
location. The floor plan was reviewed.

There is a parking agreement under development with the neighboring Cross Pointe
office building, which currently contains eight tenants, one tenant is open on Sundays,
an urgent care. Therefore a large area of parking is available on Sunday. Staff members
are to park in designated parking in the back of the church building. Chairman Brown
asked about worshippers who arrive late on Sundays, potentially parking in the
restaurant spaces. Is there parking available at PDQ parking? People will park where
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they feel like parking. Ms. Osterhout indicated that the congregation is aware of the
parking needs and the worshippers will park in good faith.

Mr. Mortensen indicated that the parking calculation appears to include existing uses
plus the worship service. The church is now the restaurant’s landlord and will not want
an unhappy tenant. Mr. Grajek indicated that the biggest issue might be that once
parking spots fill up, there may be traffic flow issues.

Ms. Osterhout indicated that the engineer review requested a copy of an impact
assessment; however, Ms. VanMarter indicated to her that an impact assessment is not
usually required for a sketch plan. The utilities REU square footage calculation is less
for a church than it would be for retail. Regarding ADA compliance, the sidewalk is in a
private easement and is not required to be a barrier free sidewalk. The site is required
to have six barrier free spaces and that is already provided. The church does not want
to encourage wheel chair worshippers to cross the parking lot. The parking lot could be
re-striped if additional wheel chair access is needed.

Mr. Rauch asked how many barrier free parking spaces are required on the Cross
Pointe property? Ms. Osterhout indicated that their total includes the Cross Pointe
parking area.

Chairman Brown indicated that previous environmental impact assessments should be
available through the Township which would help to complete that project if needed. Mr.
Markstrom indicated that pedestrian flow was the concern in the review. Some
designation of a crosswalk there would be helpful to alert drivers of increased
pedestrian flow. Mr. Markstrom encouraged white striping on the pavement.

Mr. Borden indicated that the ordinance does permit shared parking and that to satisfy
the ordinance there is a requirement for a signed document between property owners.
Also additional details should be spelled out demonstrating to the Commission that the
shared parking will actually work; for instance, how shared usage by both property sites
might occur during weekday hours.

Chairman Brown asked about additional metrics. How many parishioners are there and
what other uses might the church have during the week? Ms. VanMarter asked about
weddings and funerals.

Pastor Jeff Waterman was present to address the Commission. Sunday mornings have
approximately 200 people who attend across two services. During the week there is a
Wednesday night service and a Thursday night group which meets. Youth and college
age student groups meet and these events include about 25 attendees. There is also a
fitness class. Regarding weddings and funerals, these activities are generally
outsourced to other facilities that are better equipped to handle them. An Agreement
exists with Cornerstone Presbyterian.

Mr. Rauch asked about a parking team. Pastor Waterman indicated that there is an
active team. Coning is done. Also, early morning band members are encouraged to
park in more inconvenient spaces. The church envisions that this will be a temporary
location and that expansion is planned into a different facility at some future date. The
building is a gift from someone and use is planned for a few years. With no plan to
expand use at this location, the footprint is expected to remain the same.
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Ms. VanMarter asked about the ADA standards and how someone in a wheelchair who
is at Cross Pointe might make it over to the restaurant. Ms. Osterhout indicated that the
intention is to not encourage wheelchair use through the parking lot area. It would be
encouraged that someone would get in their car at Cross Pointe and then park again
nearer the restaurant. Ms. VanMarter indicated that good weather might encourage
folks to attempt to cross the parking lot and asked about existing ramps and whether or
not a ramp might be installed. Ms. Osterhout stated that the current proposal is in
compliance with the ADA, meeting barrier-free code and building code. Mr. Markstrom
indicated that ramps eliminate a trip hazard and cost a few hundred dollars more. Ms.
Osterhout indicated the church is on a strict budget for the build-out.

Pastor Waterman indicated that the church would do whatever the commission and the
architectural firm believes is right. Ms. Osterhout indicated that a ramp may reduce the
parking lot by one space. Pastor Waterman reiterated that the code is being met.

Chairman Brown indicated that the fire department is interested in 6” high letters and
the lockbox. Ms. Osterhout indicated that this would be complied with. Chairman Brown
asked if the petitioner was fully aware of the connection fees. The Pastor indicated that
the connection fees have been noted.

A call was made to the public with no response.

Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Disposition of Sketch Plan. (12-18-14)

Mr. Mortensen moved to approve the sketch plan dated December 18, 2014 for a
church and coffee shop at 2394 Business Park Drive, subject to the following:

1. The applicant will provide a shared parking agreement for 68 spaces in a form
satisfactory to Township staff prior to the granting of the land use permit.

2. Should the use of this facility change or expand beyond the existing parking
limitations, a site plan review may be required by the Planning Commission and
possibly the Township Board.

3. Because of the parking limitations, the church will appoint a parking team from
the congregation to facilitate parking in the safest manner possible.

4. Appropriate markings will be applied to the southern end of the crosswalk to the
neighboring property such as white striping to improve safety of pedestrians.

5. The requirements of the Township engineer will be complied with and in addition
a copy of the environmental impact assessment prepared originally for the site
will be reviewed jointly by the applicant and Township staff to ensure its’
applicability.

6. The requirements of the Brighton Area Fire Authority spelled out in their letter
dated December 29, 2014 will be complied with.

7. Signage will be in accordance with the Township sign ordinance and will require
Township staff approval.

8. Township staff will review existing landscaping, dumpsters, and lighting to ensure
that they are in compliance with existing standards.

Supported by Ms. Lowe. Motion carried unanimously.
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OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2... Review of a site plan, environmental impact, and PUD
amendment for a proposed redevelopment of an existing outparcel to demolish the
existing Bennigan’s Restaurant and construct a new 12,000 sqg. ft. multi-tenant
building, located at 3950 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, Michigan 48443,

parcel # 4711-05-400-047. The request is petitioned by RG Properties, Inc.

Mr. Jim Blair of RG Properties addressed the Planning Commission on behalf of

the petitioner. Bennigan'’s is closing its doors and as a result RG Properties will be
getting the property back, which leads to this evening’s proposal. This brings changes to
the Phase 1 PUD, including incorporating the new Red Olive restaurant building. RG
Properties will also become the sub-lessee of the adjacent Walmart owned parking
area, which permits improvements to be made to that area as well.

The proposed building is primarily brick and masonry with some EIFS, which includes
wood-grain tile on the front fagade to provide for the corporate branding of a Panera
Bread Restaurant. Two rows of parking in the front are also part of the PUD
amendment. Another change includes an entry feature which acknowledges the
Township. RG Properties has worked exhaustively with Township staff to find a location
for this feature. MDOT and the Livingston County Road Commission indicate they will
not allow the sign within the right of way.

Ms. VanMarter stated that the original PUD called for Latson Road to be shifted to the
West. This permitted a gateway entry sign. Then when the Phase 2 PUD came in, the
sign was proposed to be included near the 1-96 ramp. However, the final grading is
much lower than anticipated and the sign could be put there but would be too low to be
visible.

Mr. Mortensen indicated that another proposal of equal value might be required of the
petitioner. Mr. Blair indicated that no cost estimates were assumed previously.

Mr. Grajek indicated that the Commission is interested in seeing a gateway sign.

Ms. VanMarter explained the original proposal in Phase 1 was that the sign would exist
on Lot A. Lot A is currently owned by RG Properties. The original Phase 1 rendering of
the sign was shown.

Chairman Brown asked about the amount of land the original sign might have required.
Mr. Blair indicated that due to the lack of scale, an estimate is difficult. Ms. VanMarter
indicated that RG Properties was to build the sign. Genoa Township was to maintain it.
Phase 2 moved the sign nearer the ramp. In Phase 1, the sign was in the Lot-A vicinity.
Mr. Blair indicated the recently proposed sign could be dressed up with endcaps and
landscaping with uplighting to illuminate it in the evenings as shown in the original
Phase 1 rendering.

Chairman Brown indicated that it was his belief that both signs would be provided.
Mr. Blair indicated that RG Properties is obligated to provide one.

Referring to the building fagade, Mr. Borden indicated that the wood grain tiles are a bit

unusual and there is a lot of EIFS. The requirement is 80 percent natural materials. The
front of the building does not meet 80 percent though the entire building does appear to
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meet it. The rear facade will be highly visible. Perhaps wrapping the facade around the
building is a possibility. The front of the building should be upgraded to increase appeal.

Mr. Blair indicated that the cornice could be brought to the back of the building to the
parapet height. Some shadow lines, a transom window effect could also be included.
The building currently meets the natural materials requirement. The overall building
exceeds the 80 percent outlined in the agreement.

Mr. Mortensen indicated that at issue is the artistic part of the building. Mr. Blair
indicated that material samples were not available for tonight’s meeting. Mr. Rauch
indicated that the EIFS might mainly be covered by signage and asked about the drive
thru. Mr. Blair indicated that the drive thru has been moved to the back of the building to
maintain the proper stacking for the drive thru. Mr. Rauch asked whether roof-top units
would be hidden. Mr. Blair indicated roof top units would not be visible except one. The
one could be concealed. Mr. Rauch indicated that the back of the building is an issue.
Mr. Blair indicated that the middle of the parapet in the back could be raised. Mr. Rauch
asked if there was consideration for metal canopies instead of cloth. Mr. Grajek
indicated that the aesthetic needs of the facade are not satisfied. The parapets certainly
help. More architectural character is desirable.

Mr. Borden stated he would like to see both signs, if possible. The Genoa sign feature
at the corner of Latson and Grand River would enhance the corridor. There is also a
guestion about proposed drive thru use.

Mr. Mortensen indicated that the amendment for Phase 2 did allow a drive thru as a
special use. Isn’'t that a change in the language for the rest of the PUD? The concern
with a drive thru at the neighboring Red Olive location is safe access to Grand River.

Mr. Borden asked whether it is necessary to retain the Grand River curb cut at the Red
Olive site. A drive thru might be provided if internal access was provided.

Chairman Brown indicated that the space is not available for a drive thru. It's too close
to other driveways. Other Red Olive Restaurants do not have this feature. Why is this
right-in, right-out desired?

Mr. Jim Barnwell of Desine, Inc. addressed the Commission on behalf of Red Olive. The
original intent was to use the Grand River access point as the main access to the
property. The drive way is 50 feet in length. There are mature trees present on the
property. Most customer traffic will be coming from Grand River. Mr. Mortensen asked
who owns the drive. The driveway is part of an easement on the bank’s property which
predates the bank ownership. The bank does not utilize the driveway. Chairman Brown
indicated that the curb cut may be dangerous.

An aerial of the property was presented and the trees were identified.

Mr. Carl Volmer of the Pucci & Volmer architectural firm addressed the commission on
behalf of Red Olive, stating that one of the reasons for the purchase of the property was
the curb cut.

Mr. Borden indicated that additional considerations for the Bennigan’s Lot 4
re-development include the double row parking at the front of the building. Mr. Blair
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indicated that inconvenient parking will turn customers away. People do not want to
walk far. They just won't go. Half of one row is patio area for a potential restaurant
owner. Chairman Brown asked what happens in off season. Mr. Blair stated that it
would be a raised concrete patio. Ms. Figurski asked if Panera Bread was requesting a
drive thru. Mr. Blair indicated that Panera Bread is making that request.

Mr. Rauch asked if consideration was given to making the building L-shaped. Mr. Blair
indicated that the building was considered and it didn’t layout well at that site.

Mr. Borden indicated that there are parking setbacks in the ordinance. However, the
ordinance does permit the Commission to waive the setback. It will need authorization
by the Commission. Also, the three wall signs being requested for tenants are not
permitted by the ordinance. We need to be clear that the Township is not granting a
third sign. Further, there are three outdoor patios proposed. This requires additional
features such as tables, trash cans, umbrellas, chairs, which might benefit from
administrative approval in the future. Ms. VanMarter indicated that this is a requirement
in the ordinance.

Mr. Borden cautioned that some consideration might be given for product advertising
which could be placed on outdoor umbrellas in the future. Mr. Rauch asked about what
flags would fly on the proposed Genoa gateway feature. Mr. Blair indicated that the
American flag is flying at all other RG Properties locations and it will be good to add
this one.

Discussion took place regarding the Red Olive site. Ms. VanMarter indicated that the
original PUD prohibits the use of Grand River access if internal access to the PUD takes
place. Chairman Brown asked if there is an economic reason to have the driveway
available to Grand River. Mr. Barnwell indicated that the Grand River curb cut is a
convenience issue for customers. The Ann Arbor Red Olive access is internal and it is
one of the slower selling stores.

Mr. Mortensen asked about the driveway easement for Red Olive. Ms. VanMarter
indicated that driveway exists on an exclusive easement on property owned by the
bank. An attorney would need to weigh in but it is the property of the bank. Mr. Barnwell
indicated that the applicant was originally planning a standalone parcel not an
annexation into the PUD.

Mr. Mortensen acknowledged that the Lot 4 multi-tenant building site is an important
corner in the Township. And it might be important that building materials match the
existing buildings in the PUD.

A call was made to the public with no response.

Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation regarding PUD Agreement Amendment.
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (12-01-14)
C. Recommendation of Site Plan. (12-23-14)

Mr. Mortensen moved to table the site plan dated December 23, 2014 and the
environmental impact assessment dated December 1, 2014, for a redevelopment of the
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existing Bennigan’s Restaurant to construct a new 12,000 sq. ft. multi-tenant building,
located at 3950 E. Grand River Avenue, based on the following:

1. Requests by Commission of upgrade of materials and to the building.

2. Revisions to the submitted PUD Agreements to address issues regarding the
lack of entrance sign to the Township in the vicinity of the Latson Road
interchange crossing

3. Concerns in the PUD Agreement regarding continuation of the access to Grand
River for the Red Olive property.

4. Improve the look of the building on this marquee corner and dress up the back of
the building.

Supported by Ms. Figurski. Motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Grajek indicated that as a marquee location in our community, there are many ways
that this corner could be featured. The back of the building is something that could
benefit from negotiation. The front fagade is a big concern. Mr. Mortensen indicated that
a staff meeting might take place with three members of the Planning Commission
present.

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3... Review of a rezoning, PUD amendment, site plan, and
environmental impact assessment for a proposed 3,848 sq. ft. Red Olive Restaurant,
located at 3838 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, # 4711-05-400-025. The request is
petitioned by PKJJ, LLC.

Mr. Jim Barnwell of Desine, Inc. addressed the Planning Commission on behalf of the
petitioner. The existing building was built in the middle of a farm field in the 1990s.
Current conditions were caused by others and not the property owners. The current
owner’s intent behind the recent purchase was to not become part of the PUD. The
petitioner recognizes the desire of the Township and RG Properties to incorporate the
parcel into the PUD. The petitioner would like to keep a right-in right-out access to
Grand River and join the PUD. The existing building will be removed. The petitioner
would like to preserve the existing landscaping as much as possible. The proposed
building is approx. 1,000 sq. ft. larger than the existing building, predominantly brick and
stone. There is no drive-thru proposed. The petitioner is asking for a sign in the front
and in the rear. The engineer and fire department concerns are readily complied with.
Proposed parking provides what is required. Larger vehicles are not expected at this sit-
down restaurant. Vegetation is grown and substantial on both sides. The intent of the
ordinance is met though the landscaping requirement is not quite met.

Mr. Borden indicated that point number one in his letter can be stricken regarding use
calculations. Also, there are some parallel parking spaces in the parking lot. Parallel
parking is difficult for most people and is somewhat unusual. The southerly space would
be difficult to use. Mr. Barnwell indicated that employees would be parking in the
parallel spaces. The possibility of angled parking was discussed. Snow storage would
be in the corners of the lot.

Mr. Borden indicated that becoming part of the PUD will permit shared parking within
the PUD. There are some deficiencies in the landscaping plan but the applicant’s intent
is to preserve what is there which helps accommodate those deficiencies. New
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plantings are proposed within the easement areas with authorization needed by the
owner of the easement, unless the easement already provides for this. The proposed
waste receptacle requires authorization of the Commission due to side yard
encroachment. There are two signs being requested.

Mr. Markstrom indicated that the petitioner has addressed a number of items already on
the site plan. One issue with a fire hydrant is being addressed.

Mr. Grajek commended the petitioner for creating a workable and acceptable plan in a
tough spot. Mr. Mortensen indicated that language should be added to the effect that
there would be no drive thru on this site. Ms. VanMarter indicated that the PUD can be
approved to indicate that items apply to Red Olive only.

A call was made to the public with no response.

Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation regarding Rezoning from RCD to NR-PUD.
B. Recommendation of PUD Agreement Amendment.
C. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (04-25-14)
D. Recommendation of Site Plan. (12-17-14)

Mr. Mortensen moved to approve the rezoning, site plan dated December 17, 2014, and
environmental impact assessment dated April 25, 2014 for a 3,848 sq. ft. Red Olive
Restaurant, located at 3838 E. Grand River Avenue, formerly Prairie House, from RCD
to NR-PUD for the following reasons:

1. The Commission finds this rezoning is compatible with the PUD zoning of the
neighboring properties and is an improvement of the site.
2. The request is consistent with requirements in Article 10.

Supported by Ms. Figurski. Motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Mortensen moved to approve those paragraphs within the PUD Amendment which
specifically apply to the Prairie House location with the addition of a restriction that this
particular site will not be eligible for a drive thru. Seconded by Diana Lowe. Motion
carried unanimously.

Ms. Figurski moved to recommend the environmental impact assessment dated April
25, 2014. Seconded by Ms. Lowe. Motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Mortensen moved to recommend to the Township Board approval of the site plan
based on the following:
1. The off street parallel parking spaces will be marked “Employee Only.”
2. Discrepancies in the landscape plan will be fixed.
3. The applicant will supply the Township with written proof regarding planting trees
on the property to the east.
4. Plans will be modified to clarify where the ornamental lighting will be installed.
5. The requirements of the Township engineer dated January 6, 2014, regarding
the proposed hydrant and the water main easements will be complied with.
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6. Brighton Area Fire Authority has concluded their requirements have been
complied with in their letter dated December 29, 2014.

7. The signage as requested on the site plan are recommended for approval by this
Commission.

Seconded by Mr. Rauch. Motion carried unanimously.

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #4... Request to table site plan, special use, and
environmental impact assessment for a proposed new 22,600 sq. ft. industrial building
used to sort, warehouse, and distribute batteries, located at 5900 Brighton Pines Court,
Howell, Michigan 48443, parcel # 4711-15-200-031. The request is petitioned by
Brivar Construction Company.

Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Table request to February 9, 2015 meeting.

Ms. Figurski moved to table this public hearing at the request of the applicant.

Supported by Mr. Grajek. Motion carried unanimously.

Administrative Business:

e Staff report: Battery Solutions is proposing an addition and Chestnut Properties is
proposing an office complex. These are currently planned for the February
meeting agenda.

e Approval of December 8, 2014 Planning Commission meeting minutes.

Motion by Ms. Figurski to approve the minutes as amended. Support
by Ms. Lowe. Motion carried unanimously.

Member discussion

Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 9:26 p.m.
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