GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
APRIL 13, 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 a rezoning application, environmental impact
assessment, and site plan for approximately 4.19 acres in Section 11, located at
6253 Grand River Avenue between Hughes Rd and Kellogg Rd, Howell, Michigan
(Parcels 4711-11-300-021, 27, 28). The applicant has requested a rezoning to remove
the Town Center Overlay District from the property (GCD/TC to GCD). The request
is petitioned by Chestnut Development, LLC.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation regarding Environmental Impact Assessment
B. Recommendation regarding Rezoning from GCD/TC to GCD.

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2… Review of a site plan and impact assessment for a
proposed 15,480 sq. ft. office building, located at 6253 Grand River Avenue between
Hughes Rd and Kellogg Rd, Howell, Michigan (Parcels 4711-11-300-021, 27, 28).
The request is petitioned by Chestnut Development, LLC.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (12-01-14)
B. Disposition of Site Plan. (02-27-15)

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3… Review of a special use, environmental impact
assessment, and site plan for a proposed remote bank ATM in an existing parking lot,
located at 3599 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, Michigan, parcel # 4711-05-400-031.
The request is petitioned by Chase Bank.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation of Special Use
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (03-05-15)
C. Recommendation of Site Plan (02-20-15)

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #4… Review of a site plan, environmental impact
assessment, and PUD amendment for a proposed redevelopment of an existing
outparcel to create two (2) outlots and construct a 4,283 sq. ft. restaurant
building, located at 3950 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, Michigan 48443,
parcel # 4711-05-400-047. The request is petitioned by RG Properties, Inc.
Planning Commission recommendation of petition
C. Recommendation regarding PUD Agreement Amendment.
D. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (03-27-15)
E. Recommendation of Site Plan. (03-26-15)

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #5… Review of a sketch plan for a proposed 876 sq. ft.
office addition located at 5000 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, Michigan, parcel
# 4711-10-300-007. The request is petitioned by Champion Chevrolet.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Disposition of Sketch Plan. (03-26-15)

OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #6…Request for review of amendments to the Genoa
Charter Township Planning Commission Bylaws.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Disposition of Bylaws

Administrative Business:
• Staff report
• ZBA Annual Report 2014
• Approval of February 9, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes
• Member discussion
• Adjournment

March 17, 2015
Planning Commission
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, Michigan 48116
Attention:
Subject:
Location:
Zoning:

Kelly Van Marter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director
Proposed rezoning from GCD/TCOD to GCD – Review #1
6253 Grand River Avenue – north side of Grand River, east of Hughes Road
GCD General Commercial District and TCOD Town Center Overlay District

Dear Commissioners:
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the proposed rezoning of the vacant 4.19-acre site from
GCD General Commercial District and TCOD Town Center Overlay District to simply GCD General
Commercial District. This proposal has been reviewed in accordance with the Genoa Township Zoning
Ordinance and Master Plan.
A.

SUMMARY

1. The Master Plan Future Land Use map identifies the site and adjacent parcels as Mixed-Use Town
Center, which is consistent with current zoning in the subject area.
2. Granting of the request has the potential to impact the overall goal/vision of the Mixed-Use Town
Center/TCOD.
3. The site plan submitted is for a conventional suburban office development and is not generally
consistent with the goals/design standards of the Mixed-Use Town Center/TCOD.
4. The distinction between current and proposed zoning is primarily related to design standards, rather
than uses. As such, development under simply the GCD would likely result in a project that is
compatible with the area and capacity of infrastructure.
5. If the Township considers removing the site from the TCOD, we suggest consideration be given to
also removing the adjacent properties to the north and east so as to not create a “hole” in the TCOD
boundary.
6. The Planning Commission and/or Township Board have the authority to initiate a rezoning in
accordance with Article 22.
7. Prior to initiating rezoning of a larger area, the Township must decide whether the original Town
Center vision remains feasible or if the concept/zoning boundary need to be re-evaluated.
B.

PROCESS

As described in Article 22 of the Zoning Ordinance, the process to amend the Official Township Zoning
Map is as follows:
1. The Township Planning Commission holds a public hearing on the rezoning and makes its
recommendation to the Township Board.
2. The Livingston County Planning Commission reviews the request and makes its recommendation
to the Township Board.
3. The Township Board considers the recommendations and takes action to grant or deny the
rezoning request.
306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400

Royal Oak, Michigan 48067

248.586.0505

Fax 248.586.0501
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C.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The site is located on the north side of Grand River Avenue, east of Hughes Road. Current zoning, as
well as existing and planned land uses in the area are as follows:
Existing Land Use
Site

Vacant

North

Residential
ADD AERIAL

East

Office/shop and nursery

South

Office/showroom and vacant

West

Multi-tenant office/service
Zoning

Site

GCD/TCOD

North

LDR

East

NSD/TCOD

South

NSD/TCOD and OSD

West

GCD/TCOD and NSD/TCOD
Master Plan

Site

Mixed-Use Town Center

North

Mixed-Use Town Center

East

Mixed-Use Town Center

South

Mixed-Use Town Center

West

Mixed-Use Town Center and
Small Lot Single Family
Residential

ADD FLU EXCERPT
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D. REZONING REVIEW
1. Consistency with the goals, policies and future land use map of the Genoa Township Master Plan,
including any subarea or corridor studies. If conditions have changed since the Master Plan was
adopted, the consistency with recent development trends in the area.
The Township Master Plan and Future Land Use map identify the site and most of the surrounding area as
Mixed-Use Town Center. This future land use category is intended for “a mixture of uses integrated into
a traditional-style development of high density single family homes, attached and detached, along with
various commercial uses including retail and office.” The site’s inclusion within the TCOD is consistent
with this description.
In the submittal, the applicant states that “the TCOD may not achieve the intended purposes as originally
contemplated” and references the lack of construction activity within the TCOD. Meanwhile, the site
plan submitted for the property depicts a conventional suburban office development that does not
generally reflect the goals outlined for the Mixed-Use Town Center.
2. Compatibility of the site's physical, geological, hydrological and other environmental features with
the host of uses permitted in the proposed zoning district.
The 4.19-acre site is currently vacant. The site plan submittal shows an existing wetland/small pond that
will be filled in to accommodate the project. The Impact Assessment indicates that the applicant is
currently in the review process with MDEQ for this activity, which would likely be needed regardless of
whether or not the site remains within the TCOD boundary.
Aside from the wetland/pond, there do not appear to be any other environmental conditions that would
impact development of the site with or without the TCOD standards.
3. The ability of the site to be reasonably developed with one (1) of the uses permitted under the
current zoning.
Aside from the ability to incorporate some mixture of residential and non-residential, the host of uses
under current (GCD/TCOD) and proposed (GCD) zoning remain essentially the same. The distinctions
between the two are primarily in the design standards.
In the submittal, the applicant states that “the TCOD design requirements present significant functional
and cost challenges that jeopardize the feasibility of the project.”
4. The compatibility of all the potential uses allowed in the proposed zoning district with surrounding
uses and zoning in terms of land suitability, impacts on the environment, density, nature of use,
traffic impacts, aesthetics, infrastructure and potential influence on property values.
Similar to the statement above, the TCOD allows a mixture of uses not permitted in the GCD on its own.
Aside from that, the differences lie within the design requirements. Generally speaking, development of
the site with or without TCOD design standards would not be expected to have an adverse impact on most
of the conditions noted under this criterion.
However, one concern is that the Mixed-Use Town Center category in the Master Plan accounts for only
0.9% of the acreage within the Township. While the percentage change would be somewhat negligible,
the removal of 4 acres from the TCOD has the potential to erode the feasibility of the original vision.
Furthermore, given the site’s proximity within the overall TCOD, its removal could adversely impact the
adjacent properties to the north and east and would create a “hole” in the overall TCOD boundary.
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If the Township sees merit in removing the subject site from the TCOD, we suggest consideration be
given to also removing the adjacent properties to the north and east. This likely warrants additional
analysis and discussion and should not be undertaken lightly as it would have an even greater impact on
the overall feasibility of developing a Town Center as outlined in the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
5. The capacity of Township infrastructure and services sufficient to accommodate the uses permitted
in the requested district without compromising the "health, safety and welfare" of the Township.
The site has access to existing public sewer, water and streets. The allowable uses are not expected to
adversely impact the capacity of public infrastructure and services. With that being said, the Township
should also consider any comments provided by the Township Engineer or Fire Department with respect
to this criterion.
6. The apparent demand for the types of uses permitted in the requested zoning district in the
Township in relation to the amount of land in the Township currently zoned to accommodate the
demand.
Similar to statements above, our biggest concern under this criterion is the impact removal of the TCOD
designation would have on the overall area planned/zoned as Mixed-Use Town Center/TCOD.
7. Where a rezoning is reasonable given the above criteria, a determination the requested zoning
district is more appropriate than another district or amending the list of permitted or Special Land
Uses within a district.
Since the distinction between existing and proposed zoning is primarily design related, we do not believe
that amending TCOD uses is an appropriate option.
In our opinion, creating a hole in the TCOD is not a reasonable approach. Similar to statements above, if
the Township deems the rezoning request reasonable, then thought should be given to also removing the
adjacent properties to the north and east from the TCOD.
Ultimately, the Township must decide if original TCOD concept still has merit or warrants re-evaluation.
8. The request has not previously been submitted within the past one (1) year, unless conditions have
changed or new information has been provided.
No rezoning applications have been submitted for this property within the past year.
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@lslplanning.com and
foster@lslplanning.com.
Sincerely,
LSL PLANNING, INC.
Brian V. Borden, AICP
Principal Planner

Michelle Foster
Project Planner

March 17, 2015
Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
Re:

Grand River Avenue Office Complex Rezoning Review

Dear Ms. Van Marter:
We have reviewed the rezoning application for the Grand River Office Complex dated March 1, 2015,
from Chestnut Development LLC. The site is located on the north side of Grand River Avenue between
South Hughes and Kellogg Roads. The petitioner is planning to construct two new 15,480 sft medical
office buildings in two separate phases. The existing parcel is zoned for General Commercial District/
Town Center Overlay District (GCD/TCOD) and the petitioner is requesting the property to just be
General Commercial District (GCD).
The petitioner argues that the adjacent sites to the east and west were complete prior to the application of
the TCOD zoning, and that meeting the TCOD requirements would present significant functional and cost
challenges to the site development.
Tetra Tech has reviewed the documents and did not find any engineering issues regarding site drainage,
or water and sewer utilities that would arise from this change in zoning classification.
Sincerely,

Gary J. Markstrom, P.E.
Unit Vice President

Joseph C. Siwek, P.E.
Project Engineer

copy: Steve Gronow, Chestnut Development, LLC

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

March 16, 2015

Kelly VanMarter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
RE:

Chestnut Landing
6253 E. Grand River
Rezoning Review

Dear Kelly:
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan for rezoning.
The plans were received for review on March 9, 2015 and the drawings are dated December 1,
2014. The project is an existing B-use building and its associated property and rezoning it to be
joined as a part of the proposed future two phase development of two (2) Type VB multi-tenant
B-use structures. The plan indicates a single 15,480 square foot building with shared parking and
access drive for phase one and a similar type development for phase two. There is no indication
whether both phases will take place simultaneously or at different times. The plan review is
based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition.
The fire authority sees no negative impact by the rezoning of the property; however the site
development must meet the fire authority site development requirements identified below as
copied from the plan review letter dated December 8, 2015.
1. Based upon Allowable Building Heights and Areas table square footage limitations,
each building shall be provided with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance
with NFPA 13, Standard for the Installation of Automatic Sprinkler Systems.
IFC 903
MBC Table 503
A. The FDC shall be located in an approved and agreed upon location by the general,
fire suppression contractors and fire authority through plan review.
B. The location, size, gate valve, and connection of the fire protection lead for each
structure shall be indicated on the utility site plan.
C. There shall be a hydrant located within 100 feet of the FDC.
2. Based upon the construction type and square footage, the building is required to be
fully fire suppressed. By providing each structure with an NFPA 13 compliant fire
suppression system, a hydrant spacing increase is allowed up to 500 feet. Provide an
additional fire hydrant for Phase 2 in the peninsula greenbelt area along the west
edge of the drive. Also, relocate HYD11 sixty feet to the east adjacent to the
dumpster enclosure.
IFC C 105
3. Future project submittals shall include the address and street name of the project in
the title block.
IFC 105.4.2
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Chestnut Landing
6253 W. Grand River
Rezoning Plan Review
4. The building shall include the building address on the building. The address shall be a
minimum of 6” high letters of contrasting colors and be clearly visible from the street.
The location and size shall be verified prior to installation.
IFC 505.1
5. The drives around both phases of building are considered access roads into the site
and shall be a minimum of 26’ wide. With a width of 26’ wide, one side of the street
shall be marked as a fire lane. Include the location of the proposed fire lane signage
and include a detail of the fire lane sign in the submittal. Access roads to site shall be
provided and maintained during construction. Access roads shall be constructed to
be capable of supporting the imposed load of fire apparatus weighing at least
75,000 pounds.
IFC D 103.6
IFC D 103.1
IFC D 102.1
IFC D 103.3
6. Access around building shall provide emergency vehicles with a turning radius of 50’
outside and a minimum vertical clearance of 13 ½ feet.
7. Each building vestibule shall be provided with a Knox Box. The location of Knox Box shall
be indicated on future submittals. The Knox box will be located adjacent to the vestibule
door of the structure.
IFC 506.1
8. Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of owner or owner’s agent,
contractor, architect, on-site project supervisor.
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the
building plans and occupancy). If you have any questions about the comments on this plan
review please contact me at 810-229-6640.
Cordially,

Capt. Rick Boisvert
Fire Inspector

www.brightonareafire.com

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
(REZONING)
March 25, 2015
To Whom It May Concern:
Please be advised that the Planning Commission of Genoa Charter Township will
conduct a public hearing on Monday, April 13, 2015, commencing at 6:30 p.m. at
the Genoa Charter Township Hall, 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, Michigan, as
required under the provisions of the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act.
As required by state law, you are receiving this notice because you have been
identified as an owner or occupant of real property within 300 feet of the subject
parcel. The property in question is approximately 4.19 acres in Section 11, located
at 6253 W. Grand River Avenue between Hughes Rd and Kellogg Rd, Howell,
Michigan (Parcels 4711-11-300-021, 27, 28).
The applicant has requested a rezoning to remove the Town Center Overlay District
from the property (GCD/TC to GCD). The request is petitioned by Chestnut
Development, LLC.
You are invited to attend this hearing. If you are unable to attend, written comments
may be submitted by writing to the Planning Commission at the Genoa Township
Hall, 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, MI 48116 or via email at kathryn@genoa.org up to
the date of the hearing and may be further received by the Planning Commission at
said hearing. In addition, all materials relating to these requests may be examined at
the Township Hall during normal business hours.
Genoa Charter Township will provide necessary reasonable auxiliary aids and
services to individuals with disabilities at the meeting/hearing upon seven (7) days'
notice to the Township. Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or
services should contact the Township in writing or by calling at (810) 227-5225.
Sincerely,

Kelly VanMarter
Assistant Township Manager / Community Development Director
KKV/kp
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SBN HOLDING LLC
1172 CRAVEN DR
HIGHLAND, MI 48356

CHRISTENSEN RALPH & LAURA
1789 S HUGHES RD
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
1797 S HUGHES RD
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

DAVID & CAROL CARY
1813 S HUGHES RD
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

WADE ORTWINE
1835 S HUGHES RD
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

BORDINE INVESTMENT CO.
1835 S ROCHESTER RD
ROCHESTER, MI 48307

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
1843 S HUGHES RD
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

AMANDA BECKWITH & MARK
IGNATOWSKI
1847 S HUGHES RD
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
1869 S HUGHES RD
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

DAKKOTA INTEGRATED SYSTEMS, LLC
1875 HOLLOWAY DR.
HOLT, MI 48842

RUSSELL & PHILLIS THOMAS
22246 VIRGINIA ST
EASTPOINTE, MI 48021

JASON & TIFFANY LINDER
233 WALLACE WAY
HOWELL, MI 48843

PUSTE ANDREA REVOCABLE TRUST
2772 GOLF CLUB RD
HOWELL, MI 48843

CHESTNUT DEVELOPMENT LLC
3800 CHILSON RD
HOWELL, MI 48843

PUSTE ANDREA REVOCABLE TRUST
6135 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48116

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
6161 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48116

SCOTT WEXLER
6201 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

TJS, LLC
6236 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

MITTEN MANAGEMENT, INC
6241 GRAND RIVER AVE #300
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

SHOWALTER EDWARD
6243 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

HOWELL MACHINE PRODUCTS
6265 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
6270 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

PUNCH & PAT INVESTMENTS LLC
6300 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
6347 W GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON, MI 48116

JUDITH STRONG
6905 VALLEY GREEN
WILLIAMSBURG, VA 23188

TJS, LLC
7200 CHALLIS
BRIGHTON, MI 48116

CRAIG & JUDITH TOLLES
7831 DEBORA
BRIGHTON, MI 48114

March 30, 2015
Planning Commission
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, Michigan 48116
Attention:
Subject:
Location:
Zoning:

Kelly Van Marter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director
Grand River Office Complex – Site Plan Review #2
6253 Grand River Avenue – north side of Grand River, east of Hughes Road
GCD General Commercial District and TCOD Town Center Overlay District

Dear Commissioners:
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the revised site plan (dated 2/27/2015) proposing a new
office development on a vacant 4.19-acre site. We have reviewed the proposal in accordance with the
applicable provisions of the Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance.
A.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
B.

Summary
The applicant is currently seeking to remove the subject site from the TCOD.
The proposed project complies with the dimensional standards of the GCD.
The Planning Commission has approval authority over the building elevations.
We request the applicant provide wall material calculations.
Planning Commission approval is needed for the excess parking proposed (approximately 138% of
that required). The applicant should present information supporting the need for excess parking.
Phase I does not have enough parking to be occupied solely by medical office.
The proposal does not meet the spacing requirements between two commercial driveways along
Grand River Avenue; however, the applicant supplied a review from the Road Commission noting
compliance with sight distance standards. The Commission has the authority to reduce the spacing
requirements.
The required loading spaces are not identified.
The landscape plan is deficient by 1 canopy tree in the parking lot.
The submittal does not include a lighting plan.
Proposal/Process

The applicant requests site plan review and approval for new office development to be constructed in two
phases. Phase I includes a 15,480 square foot building and 74 parking spaces in the southerly half of the
site, while Phase II entails another 15,480 square foot building and 105 parking spaces on the northerly
half.
The cover sheet includes parking calculations indicating that half of the square footage will be for
professional office and the other half for medical office. Professional and medical offices greater than
15,000 square feet are permitted by right in the GCD.
As a side note, the applicant is currently seeking a rezoning of the site from GCD/TCOD to simply GCD.
As such, we have reviewed the revised site plan based only on conventional GCD requirements. (Our
original site plan review letter (12/17/14) includes comments based upon TCOD requirements.)
306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400

Royal Oak, Michigan 48067

248.586.0505

Fax 248.586.0501

www.LSLplanning.com
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Subject site

Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north)

C.

Site Plan Review

1. Dimensional Requirements. As described in the table below, the proposed project meets the
dimensional standards of the GCD:
Lot Size
District Lot Area Width
(acres)
(feet)

Front
Yard

GCD

1

150

35

Proposal

4.19

260

37.4

Minimum Setbacks (feet)
Side
Rear
Parking
Yard
Yard
20 front
15
50
10 side/rear
39 front
74 (E)
93.1
8 side (N)
53 (W)
100 side (S)

Max.
Height

Max. Coverage

35’

35% building
75% impervious

18.4’

17% building
63.6% impervious

2. Building Design and Materials. Proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are subject to
review and approval by the Planning Commission.
The submittal includes elevation drawings showing a pitched roof building constructed of brick and
split face block. Architectural elements include a linear stone band, stone arches above the doorways
and brick soldier courses above the windows.
We request the applicant provide calculations for wall materials to ensure compliance with the
standards of Section 12.01. More specifically, use of split face block is limited to no more than 25%.
3. Parking. Based on a 50/50 split of medical and professional office uses, the full project requires 130
parking spaces, while 179 are proposed. This amount of parking represents approximately 138% of
the minimum requirement; therefore, Planning Commission approval is needed for excessive parking
in accordance with Section 14.02.06. The applicant should provide the Township with a rationale
for/evidence in support of the amount of parking.
Additionally, the Phase I parking is not adequate if the building is fully occupied by medical office.
While we do not believe this is the applicant’s intent, they should be aware of this limitation.
Proposed parking spaces and drive aisles meet or exceed the minimum standards of Section 14.06,
although the applicant should be aware that spaces are required to be doubled striped.

Genoa Township Planning Commission
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Lastly, the number of barrier free spaces exceeds the minimum amount required, which is generally
advisable for medical office uses.
4. Pedestrian Circulation. The site plan identifies an existing 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk within the
Grand River right-of-way. Internal sidewalks are proposed around both buildings, with connections
to the public sidewalk.
5. Vehicular Circulation. The plan includes a shared drive with the adjacent property to the west, as
well as a new drive on the east side of the subject site. As was noted in our first review letter, Section
15.06.02 requires 300 foot spacing between commercial driveways, while the plan provides
approximately 225 feet. However, the revised submittal includes a sight distance review by the
Livingston County Road Commission indicating compliance with their standards.
Section 15.06 gives the Planning Commission the ability to modify spacing requirements when the
applicant can demonstrate that pre-existing conditions prohibit compliance.
6. Loading. Section 14.08.08 requires 1 loading space for each building, although the revised plan does
not depict a dedicated loading space. Given the excess amount of parking proposed, the applicant
may wish to remove some parking to accommodate the loading spaces.
7. Landscaping. The following table is a summary of the landscaping required by Section 12.02:
Location
Front yard
greenbelt
Detention
pond
Parking lot

Requirements
7 canopy trees
20’ width
12 trees
120 shrubs
15 canopy trees
1,491 SF landscaped area

Proposed
7 canopy trees
37’ width
12 evergreen trees
120 shrubs
14 canopy trees
3,469 SF landscaped area

Buffer Zone
“B” (rear)

15 canopy trees
15 evergreen trees
60 shrubs
6’ wall/fence or 3’ berm
20’ width

15 canopy trees
15 evergreen trees
60 shrubs
3’ berm
20’ width

Comments
Requirements met
Requirements met
1 additional canopy tree
required (discrepancy is due
to the revised parking lot)
Requirements met

8. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure. The site plan identifies a waste receptacle and enclosure
southeast of the Phase II building, which is essentially centered on the two buildings to allow for
convenient use of a common dumpster. Sheet 6 includes details showing a masonry enclosure faced
with brick to match the building along with a wooden gate as required.
9. Exterior Lighting. The revised submittal does not include a lighting plan. A full lighting plan is
required, including location and details of all proposed exterior fixtures and a photometric plan.
10. Signs. The site plan identifies a ground sign along Grand River. Details show an approximately 20square foot sign on a brick base/surround with a limestone cap. The proposed size, height and
setback comply with Ordinance standards, although the applicant will be required to obtain a sign
permit prior to installation (if the site plan is approved).
11. Impact Assessment. The submittal includes an Impact Assessment (dated 12/1/14), which notes that
the proposed project is not expected to adversely impact natural features, public services/utilities,
surrounding land uses or traffic.
Additionally, the revised submittal includes a permit from MDEQ (issued on 2/12/15) authorizing the
work within the pond and wetland area.
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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@lslplanning.com and
foster@lslplanning.com.
Sincerely,
LSL PLANNING, INC.
Brian V. Borden, AICP
Principal Planner

Michelle Foster
Project Planner

April 2, 2015
Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
Re:

Grand River Avenue Office Complex Site Plan Review #2

Dear Ms. Van Marter:
We have reviewed the site plan documents for the Grand River Office Complex dated February 27, 2015,
from Livingston Engineering which were delivered to the Township on March 3, 2015. The site is located
on the north side of Grand River Avenue between South Hughes and Kellogg Roads. The petitioner is
planning to construct two new 15,480 sft medical office buildings in two separate phases.
Tetra Tech has reviewed the updated documents and offers the following comments for consideration by
the planning commission:
SUMMARY
1. Impact statement and plans failed to note the proposed water and sewage usage rate.
2. MDEQ permit to fill the wetland must be obtained.
3. Sanitary sewer service to be provided via gravity sewer service to the public sewer main located
near the front of the parcel. Private lift stations shall be installed inside buildings that cannot be
serviced by gravity.
4. All sanitary sewer and water main and lateral sizes should be dimensioned and labeled on the
drawings.
5. Show all proposed public utility easements on the drawings.
6. Clarify the project phasing and timing and provide information on any interim site conditions
between phasing.
7. Detail the plan for removal of the existing gravel driveway along the eastern property line and any
changes to local access.
8. Review number and location of driveway openings for the site.
9. Show grading for area between building and ROW.

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

Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Re: Grand River Avenue Office Complex Site Plan Review #2
April 2, 2015
Page 2

SITE PLAN
1. A 31,000 sft doctor’s office use will result in an estimated 18.6 REUs (0.6 REUs/1000 sft * 31,000
sft).
2. The site plan cannot be approved until a copy of an approved permit to fill in the existing wetland
is provided from the MDEQ. A permit to place riprap in the existing wetland detention area was
submitted, but the bigger concern is that according to the MDEQ wetland map viewer, a good
portion of the site area to be developed is shown as a wetland, and the site plan and permit provided
do not address this work, please clarify if a wetland delineation has been completed showing the
impacts on the site to be minimal.
3. Per the Genoa Township Sanitary Sewer and Water Design Standards, July 2008, proposals for
sanitary sewage pumping stations are to be discussed in detail with the Authority Engineer and the
Authority prior to formalization of plans. With gravity sewer currently available in the front of the
property, the development shall connect there. Buildings that cannot be serviced by gravity shall
be served by a private pump station located inside the building to be owned and maintained by the
private property owner. If the public sanitary sewer manhole is to be used for the pumped sewer
lateral discharge, it must be coated to prevent deterioration of the concrete from hydrogen sulfide
gases as part of the development.
4. Include labels and dimensions for pipe diameters, lengths and critical offsets on the utility plan.
All piping and services should be depicted in their final arrangements, including proposed method
of connection. Service details shall be in accordance with Authority details. Drawings should
include MHOG & GO standard sewer and water details, which can be found online at:
http://www.genoa.org/articles/article/watersewerdesignstandards
5. Public water main requires a minimum 25-foot-wide permanent easement. Review alignment of
water main along the east side of the property to maintain adequate distances from both the county
drain and the adjacent property line.
6. The drawings should include some more detail regarding the project phasing and timing. Some of
the utility work is clearly identified to be completed in either Phase 1 or 2. If Phase 2 will not be
constructed for a prolonged period of time, the developer should consider the construction of the
water main as part of Phase 1 to reduce future construction impacts along the proposed route and
to provide better fire protection coverage through the installation of the proposed hydrant. The
grading plan shows a high point close to the proposed phasing line, and those interim conditions
should be reviewed for the need to expand any potential soil erosion or other measures to isolate
the completed work from the undeveloped land/future construction site.
7. There is an existing easement for ingress and egress along the eastern property line. The plans
show a curb cut in the parking lot that will connect to the gravel drive as it heads north of the site.
Is the plan to allow access through the complex parking lot to the properties adjacent to the site to
the north? This new access easement should be detailed on the drawings and secured prior to
approval of the project.
8. The eastern drive will have Grand River curb drainage running onto the site towards the new catch
basin. We recommend a curb catch basin be installed where the concrete spillway is currently
located to collect Grand River drainage in the road curb line. The driveway can then be sloped out
to Grand River, as is typically seen.

Tetra Tech

Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Re: Grand River Avenue Office Complex Site Plan Review #2
April 2, 2015
Page 3

9. The front yard grading is not provided on the grading plan. This area is of concern, as the sanitary
sewer has minimal cover and any grading that lowers the site grade may be detrimental to the
utility. Proposed grading should be designed to maintain adequate cover (>4 feet) over the entire
length of the sanitary sewer laterals.
The Township should consider these issues in your discussion regarding the site plan application. The
petitioner should revise and resubmit the site plan to address the above comments prior to approval. Please
call if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Gary J. Markstrom, P.E.
Unit Vice President

Joseph C. Siwek, P.E.
Project Engineer

copy: Timm Appleton, P.E., Livingston Engineering

Tetra Tech

March 16, 2015

Kelly VanMarter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
RE:

Chestnut Landing
6253 E. Grand River
Site Plan Review – 2nd Review

Dear Kelly:
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan. The plans
were received for review on December 4, 2014 and the drawings are dated December 1, 2014.
The project is based on a proposed two phase development of two Type VB multi-tenant B-use
structures. The plan indicates a single 15,480 square foot building with shared parking and
access drive for phase one and a similar development for phase two. There is no indication
whether both phases will take place simultaneously or at different times. The plan review is
based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition.
1. Based upon Allowable Building Heights and Areas table square footage limitations, each
building shall be provided with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance with NFPA 13,
Standard for the Installation of Automatic Sprinkler Systems.
IFC 903
MBC Table 503
A. The FDC shall be located in an approved and agreed upon location by the general, fire
suppression contractors and fire authority through plan review.
B. The location, size, gate valve, and connection of the fire protection lead for each
structure shall be indicated on the utility site plan.
C. There shall be a hydrant located within 100 feet of the FDC.
2. Based upon the construction type and square footage; the building is required to be fully fire
suppressed. By providing each structure with an NFPA 13 compliant fire suppression system,
a hydrant spacing increase is allowed up to 500 feet. Provide an additional fire hydrant for
Phase 2 in the peninsula greenbelt area along the west edge of the drive. Also, relocate
HYD11 sixty feet to the east adjacent to the dumpster enclosure. (HYD11 was relocated on
plan)
IFC C 105
3. Future project submittals shall include the address and street name of the project in the title
block.
IFC 105.4.2
4. The buildings shall include the building address on them. The address shall be a minimum of
6” high letters of contrasting colors and be clearly visible from the street. The location and
size shall be verified prior to installation.
IFC 505.1

March 16, 2015
Page 2
Chestnut Landing
6253 W. Grand River
Site Plan Review
5. The drives around both phases of building are considered access roads into the site and shall
be a minimum of 26’ wide. With a width of 26’ wide, one side of the street shall be marked
as a fire lane. Include the location of the proposed fire lane signage and include a detail of
the fire lane sign in the submittal. Access roads to site shall be provided and maintained
during construction. Access roads shall be constructed to be capable of supporting the
imposed load of fire apparatus weighing at least 75,000 pounds.
IFC D 103.6
IFC D 103.1
IFC D 102.1
IFC D 103.3
6. Access around building shall provide emergency vehicles with a turning radius of 50’ outside
and a minimum vertical clearance of 13 ½ feet.
7. Each building vestibule shall be provided with a Knox Box. The location of Knox Box shall be
indicated on future submittals. The Knox box will be located adjacent to the vestibule door
of the structure.
IFC 506.1
8. Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of owner or owner’s agent, contractor,
architect, on-site project supervisor.
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the
building plans and occupancy). The applicant is reminded that the fire authority must review
the fire protection systems submittals (sprinkler & alarm) prior to permit issuance by the Building
Department and that the authority will also review the building plans for life safety requirements
in conjunction with the Building Department.
If you have any questions about the comments on this plan review, please contact me at 810229-6640.
Cordially,

Capt. Rick Boisvert
Fire Inspector

www.brightonareafire.com
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March 31, 2015
Planning Commission
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, Michigan 48116
Attention:
Subject:
Location:
Zoning:

Kelly Van Marter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director
Stand-alone ATM at Grand River Plaza – Special Land Use and Site Plan Review #1
3669 E. Grand River Avenue – north side of E. Grand River, west of Latson Road
RCD Regional Commercial District

Dear Commissioners:
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the submittal, including the application for special land use
and site plan (dated 02/20/15) proposing a new stand-alone ATM at the Grand River Plaza. The site is
located on the north side of E. Grand River Avenue, west of Latson Road, and is within the RCD
Regional Commercial District.
We have reviewed the proposal in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township
Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan.
A.

Summary

1. From a planning and zoning perspective, the special land use standards are generally met, although
we request the applicant address how the use will function given space for only 2 vehicles at a time.
2. Any comments/concerns raised by the Township Engineer or Fire Department must be addressed as
part of this project.
3. We believe the project location would be better served as an outlot allowing further development of
the site (and could make a prime site for a bank with an ATM, as opposed to a stand-alone ATM).
4. We suggest the applicant review alternate locations for the proposed ATM, such that it would not be
so near Grand River Avenue.
5. Requests for a new special land use on a developed site provide the opportunity for improvements to
any existing site design deficiencies. The Commission may wish to request details of elements such
as lighting, landscaping and waste receptacles to ensure compliance with current standards and
require upgrades where appropriate. Of note would be enhancing the greenbelt between the ATM
and Grand River.
6. The applicant needs to identify materials and colors proposed for the machine/canopy structure. An
elevation view of the south side must also be provided.
7. The Commission may request parking calculations, although current standards are likely met given
the vast size of the parking lot.
8. There is a potential traffic conflict for vehicles exiting the ATM lane and entering the two-way drive
aisle that needs to be addressed.
9. There is no specific stacking space requirement for this use, although the space provided does not
meet conventional depth standards.
10. If illumination of the machine/canopy is proposed, details must be provided.
11. Based on conventional wall sign standards, the proposed sign package does not meet Ordinance
standards (4 or 5 provided, while 1 is permitted and a 2nd may be allowed). The applicant must also
provide details of each proposed sign.
306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400

Royal Oak, Michigan 48067

248.586.0505

Fax 248.586.0501

www.LSLplanning.com
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Proposed
ATM
Subject site

Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north)
B.

Proposal

The applicant proposes to install a stand-alone ATM within the parking lot of the existing shopping
center. Table 7.02 lists stand-alone automatic drive-up teller machines as a special land use in the RCD.
As proposed, the drive-up ATM would replace four existing parking spaces in the Grand River front yard
near the westernmost driveway to the site.
C.

Special Land Use Review

Section 19.03 of the Zoning Ordinance identifies the review criteria for Special Land Use applications as
follows:
1. Master Plan. The Township Master Plan and Future Land Use map identify the site as Regional
Commercial, which is planned for higher intensity commercial uses that rely on higher traffic
volumes and easy access.
Given the use is part of an existing shopping center and within the most intensive commercial land
use classification, we are of the opinion that the proposed project is consistent with the Township
Master Plan for this site and area.
With that being said, based on goals and objectives in the Plan, we are of the opinion that this
shopping center could benefit from the creation of an outlot and the proposed ATM location appears
to be an appropriate area for such an outlot. In our opinion, the establishment of an actual bank (with
an ATM) would be preferable to a stand-alone ATM, especially given the highly visible nature of this
site.
2. Compatibility. The project is located within an existing shopping center and is minimally invasive
to the existing site layout – it replaces 4 parking spaces in a vast parking lot. Surrounding uses along
Grand River are developed with, zoned and planned for commercial uses, including several existing
drive-through facilities.

Genoa Township Planning Commission
Grand River Plaza ATM
Special Land Use and Site Plan Review #1
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Our only comment/concern under this criterion is the highly visible nature of the proposed machine.
We are unaware of any other stand-alone ATMs in this corridor that are located so near the property’s
frontage; particularly along the Township’s most highly traveled commercial corridor. The vast
parking lot has ample room to consider alternate locations and we encourage the applicant to do so.
3. Public Facilities and Services. Given the site’s location and the nature of the proposed use, we do
not expect any concerns with public facilities and services. However, we defer to the Township
Engineer and Fire Department for any specific comments/concerns they may have.
4. Impacts. The proposed ATM will replace 4 existing parking spaces in a relatively large parking lot.
The amount of impervious surface will not be increased and the project is not anticipated to adversely
impact natural features, public services/utilities, surrounding land uses or traffic.
With that being said, there is the potential that additional spaces are warranted for vehicles in waiting.
As such, we request the applicant demonstrate the need for only two spaces at the ATM. There is
ample parking around the machine, but if vehicles in wait begin to stack up, vehicular circulation
could be disrupted. This situation could also be mitigated with signage stating “do not block
driveway” or “no standing/waiting.”
5. Mitigation. The Township may require mitigation necessary to limit or alleviate any potential
adverse impacts as a result of the proposed project.
D.

Site Plan Review

1. Dimensional Requirements. The proposed ATM is located in the Grand River front yard of the site.
Aside from impervious surface limitations, for which there is no change in existing conditions, there
are no specific dimensional standards applicable to this request.
2. Building Materials and Design. The submittal does not include an indication of the materials used
for the ATM. While there are no specific requirements, it would be preferable if the project
incorporated materials consistent with the existing development. At a minimum, the applicant should
identify the proposed materials and provide an elevation view of the south side of the machine for
acceptance by the Commission.
3. Parking. The proposed project will result in the removal of 4 existing parking spaces. Although
parking calculations are not provided, the site appears to provide more than sufficient parking and the
loss of 4 spaces is not expected to have an impact on the site. If deemed necessary, the Commission
could require parking calculations to confirm our assumption.
4. Pedestrian Circulation. There is an existing public sidewalk along Grand River. The proposed
ATM placement is not expected to impact established pedestrian circulation, although we do request
confirmation that walk-up use of the machine is prohibited.
5. Vehicular Circulation. No changes are proposed to the existing driveways or traffic circulation
pattern. Access to/from the machine will follow the established one-way circulation pattern of the
parking lot, although there could be a blind spot for vehicles exiting the ATM and entering the twoway drive aisle.
We will defer to the Township Engineer for any specific guidance on this matter, but the applicant
may wish to consider use of signage and/or a mirror to assist vehicles exiting the ATM lane. Given
this situation, it could also be that this is not the proper location. Similar to the comments above, the
applicant may wish to consider alternate locations that can avoid/mitigate this situation.

Genoa Township Planning Commission
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6. Stacking Spaces. In conjunction with the comments above (SLU #4), drive-up facilities need to
provide space for vehicles waiting in line. Such spaces must be located to prevent vehicles from
backing up and interfering with traffic circulation and/or parking spaces. There are two spots
available for stacking (one active, one waiting), while any additional vehicles will block at least a
portion of the drive aisle(s).
While there is not a specific requirement in the Ordinance for this type of use, Section 14.06.05 does
state that stacking spaces are to be a minimum of 9’ x 20’. The drive-up area provides sufficient
width, but its depth is less than the typical requirement. There is approximately 36 feet of usable
depth for two vehicles without encroaching into drive aisles.
7. Landscaping. The submittal does not identify any existing or proposed landscaping. The
Commission may wish to request details of existing plantings to ensure compliance with current
requirements. Of particular note would be improvements to the landscape island between the
proposed ATM and Grand River Avenue due to its highly visible location. We encourage the
applicant to go beyond minimum greenbelt requirements and incorporate a mix of trees and shrubs to
enhance the site.
8. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure. The submittal does not identify a waste receptacle/enclosure. If
deemed necessary, the Commission may request details to ensure compliance with current standards.
If there are deficiencies, improvements could be required as part of this project.
9. Exterior Lighting. The submittal does not include lighting details (existing or proposed). If the
ATM will be illuminated, the applicant must provide details. Furthermore, if deemed necessary, the
Commission may request details of existing lighting to ensure compliance with current standards.
10. Signs. Article 16 does not specifically address signage for this particular use. In our opinion, the best
fit is to utilize conventional wall sign standards which would restrict the applicant to 1 sign of not
more than 10% of the canopy/machine area. A 2nd sign may be permitted by the Planning
Commission per Footnote 2(b) of Table 16.1.
Based on the submittal there are at least 4 signs and likely a 5th on the south side (for which no
elevation was provided). Additionally, we are of the opinion that the sign mounted atop the canopy
structure is not permitted (closest fit is a roof sign, which is a prohibited sign).
The applicant needs to provide details in terms of the number and size of each sign proposed for the
Commission’s consideration.
11. Impact Assessment. The submittal includes an Impact Assessment (dated March 5, 2015). In
summary, the Assessment notes that the project is not anticipated to adversely impact natural features,
public services/utilities, surrounding land uses or traffic.
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@lslplanning.com and
foster@lslplanning.com.
Sincerely,
LSL PLANNING, INC.
Brian V. Borden, AICP
Principal Planner

Michelle Foster
Project Planner

April 2, 2015
Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
Re:

Chase ATM
Special Land Use Permit Application and Sketch Plan Review

Dear Ms. Van Marter:
We have reviewed the sketch plan submittal from Bud Design and Engineering Services, Inc. dated March
5, 2015, and delivered to the Township March 9, 2015. The petitioner is proposing to construct a remote
drive-up bank ATM in the parking lot of the existing Grand River Plaza, 3669 E. Grand River Avenue,
and has applied for a Special Land Use Permit.
The facility is being proposed in the outer extant of the existing parking lot and will replace several
existing parking spaces. There are no proposed sewer or water service needs for this development and
there will be no negative impacts to the existing site drainage patterns.
Our review found no engineering-related impacts to the existing site from the proposed changes indicated
on the sketch plan, and therefore we have no objections to the proposed Special Land Use request.
Please call if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E.
Unit Vice President

Joseph C. Siwek, P.E.
Project Engineer

copy: Andrew Andre, PE – Bud Design & Engineering Services Inc.

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

March 17, 2015

Kelly VanMarter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
RE:

Chase Remote ATM – (in Grand River Plaza parking lot)
3669 E. Grand River
Site Plan & Special Use Review

Dear Kelly:
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan. The plans
were received for review on March 11, 2015 and the drawings are dated February 13, 2015 with
latest revisions dated February 20, 2015. The project is based on a new remote ATM located in
the parking lot of the Grand River plaza. The plan review is based on the requirements of the
International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition. Previous comments appear to be addressed by the
applicant in the revised submittal.
1. If the structure is provided with an address it must be provided to the fire department, and
shall be included on the building. The address shall be a minimum of 6” high letters of
contrasting colors and be clearly visible from the street (Grand River). The location and size
shall be verified prior to installation.
IFC 505.1
2. Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of contractor, architect, on-site project
supervisor during construction. The owner and owner’s agent contact information must be
provided to the fire authority following construction; in the event of an emergency.
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the
building plans and occupancy). If you have any questions about the comments on this plan
review please contact me at 810-229-6640.
Cordially,

Capt. Rick Boisvert
Fire Inspector

March 25, 2015
To Whom It May Concern:
There will be a public hearing on Monday, April 13 at 6:30 p.m. at Genoa
Township Hall, located at 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, Michigan for a Special
Land Use Permit in your general vicinity.
The property in question is located at 3599 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell,
Michigan, being Parcel No. 4711-05-400-031. The Special Land Use has been
requested for a proposed remote bank ATM in an existing parking lot. The request
is petitioned by Chase Bank.
You are invited to attend this hearing. If you are unable to attend, written comments
may be submitted by writing to the Planning Commission at the Genoa Township
Hall, 2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, MI 48116 or via email at kathryn@genoa.org up to
the date of the hearing and may be further received by the Planning Commission at
said hearing. In addition, all materials relating to these requests may be examined at
the Township Hall during normal business hours.
Genoa Charter Township will provide necessary reasonable auxiliary aids and
services to individuals with disabilities at the meeting/hearing upon seven (7) days'
notice to the Township. Individuals with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or
services should contact the Township in writing or by calling at (810) 227-5225.
Sincerely,

Kelly VanMarter
Assistant Township Manager / Community Development Director
KKV/kp
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HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3461 DEWDROP LANE
HOWELL, MI 48843

GORDISH GREGORY & SUZANNE
3535 SNOWDEN LANE
HOWELL, MI 48843

GUICHICI, GRANT
3622 STRATTON LANE
HOWELL, MI 48843

MOWERS BRIAN R & CATHY M
3634 STRATTON LANE
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3669 E GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

WEST MARK D
3735 SNOWDEN LANE
HOWELL, MI 48843

POKOYOWAY, PAUL M. & PATRICIA
3764 SNOWDEN LANE
HOWELL, MI 48843

LANGOLF CHARLES & RENAE CAMPAU
3776 SNOWDEN LANE
HOWELL, MI 48843

BOWMAN, KYLE A. & ELIZABETH
3813 SILVER CHARM LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3883 E GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

EAST GRAND RIVER LLC
4244 MACQUEEN DR
W BLOOMFIELD, MI 48323

SPEEDWAY SUPER AMERICA ‐ PROP
TAX
539 SOUTH MAIN STREET
FINDLAY, OH 45840

MICHIGAN COMMERCE BANK
8700 NORTH SECOND ST
BRIGHTON, MI 48116

BRICKNER, SUSAN E.
PO BOX 2038
HOWELL, MI 48844

SCHMALZRIED PROPERTIES
PO BOX 208
UNION LAKE, MI 48387

PAYLESS SHOESOURCE #5260
PO BOX 3560
TOPEKA, KS 66601‐3560

KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS
PO BOX 44
HOWELL, MI 48844

RDC ENTERPRISES III LLC
PO BOX 469
PINCKNEY, MI 48169

POPOVSKI, TOMISLAV
PO BOX 806
HOWELL, MI 48844

TACO BELL CORP | DUCHARME
MCMILLEN
PO BOX 80615
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46280

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3413 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3421 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3425 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3433 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3437 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3445 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3449 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3457 DEWDROP LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3469 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3471 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3473 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3477 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3500 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3536 SNOWDEN LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3548 SNOWDEN LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3555 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3560 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3560 SNOWDEN LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3564 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3572 SNOWDEN LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3579 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3584 SNOWDEN LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3591 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3596 SNOWDEN LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3598 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3599 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3600 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3601 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3601 STRATTON LN
HOWELL, MI 48843

OWNER OR OCCUPANT
3603 E. GRAND RIVER
HOWELL, MI 48843

Bud Design & Engineering Services, Inc.
10775 S. Saginaw St. Suite B | Grand Blanc, MI 48439 | Ph: 810.695.0793 | Fax: 810.695.0569 | www.buddesign.com

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
CHASE BANK REMOTE ATM
A. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR PREPARATION
ANDREW ANDRE, PE
BUD DESIGN & ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC.
10775 S. SAGINAW ST, SUITE B
GRAND BLANC, MI 48439
MR. ANDRE IS A PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER IN THE STATE OF MICHIGAN AND HAS 19YEARS OF EXPERIENCE WITH SITE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS. SEVERAL PROJECTS
HAVE BEEN WITHIN GENOA TOWNSHIP.
B. MAP AND WRITTEN DESCRIPTION/ANALYSIS OF THE PROJECT SITE
THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS A REMOTE BANK ATM THAT WOULD BE PLACED WITHIN
THE EXISTING PARKING LOT OF THE GRAND RIVER PLAZA. SEVERAL PARKING
SPACES WOULD BE REMOVED FOR THE PROPOSED REMOTE ATM, WITH THOSE
PARKING SPACES BEING SOME OF THE FURTHEST REMOVED FROM THE RETAIL
CENTER AND RARELY USED. THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT
WITH THE BUSINESS USES OF THE AREA AND WOULD PROVIDE A CONVENIENT
BANKING OPPORTUNITY FOR CUSTOMERS. THE PROPERTY IS ZONED RCD, WHICH
WAS ESTABLISHED TO ACCOMMODATE RETAIL SERVICES FOR THE TOWNSHIP AND
SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES.
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C. IMPACT ON NATURAL FEATURES
THE LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT DOES NOT IMPACT ANY NATURAL
FEATURES. THE REMOVAL OF ASPHALT PAVING IS PROPOSED FOR THE
INSTALLATION OF THE REMOTE ATM.
D. IMPACT ON STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
A SMALL AREA OF ASPHALT PAVEMENT WILL BE SAWCUT AND REMOVED FOR
INSTALLATION OF THE REMOTE ATM. A SMALL AMOUNT OF SOIL WILL BE REMOVED
AND REPLACED DURING CONSTRUCTION, SO BEST-MANAGEMENT-PRACTICES SUCH
AS NOT LEAVING THE REMOVAL AREA EXPOSED FOR ANY SIGNIFICANT PERIOD WILL
BE EMPLOYED. THE EXISTING AREA IS COVERED WITH ASPHALT PAVEMENT AND NO
ADDITIONAL IMPERVIOUS SURFACE IS PROPOSED, THEREFORE SURFACE WATER
RUNOFF WILL NOT INCREASE AS A RESULT OF THIS PROJECT.
E. IMPACT ON SURROUNDING LAND USE
THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THE SURROUNDING
COMMERCIAL AND RETAIL DEVELOPMENTS WITHIN THE AREA. NO INCREASE IN
LIGHT, NOISE, OR AIR POLLUTION IS ANTICIPATED WITH THE PROPOSED REMOTE
ATM.
F. IMPACT ON PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES
PUBLIC SERVICES SUCH AS FIRE AND POLICE WILL HAVE DIRECT ACCESS TO THE
PROPOSED PROJECT AREA. BEING SITUATED WITHIN AN EXISTING PARKING AREA
PROVIDES VISIBILITY TO PUBLIC SERVICE AGENCIES AND THE ABILITY TO GAIN
ACCESS IF REQUIRED.
G. IMPACT ON PUBLIC UTILITIES
NO PUBLIC UTILITIES ARE PROPOSED AS PART OF THIS PROJECT.
H. STORAGE AND HANDLING OF ANY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
NO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS WILL BE HANDLED OR STORED AS PART OF THIS
PROJECT.
I. IMPACT ON TRAFFIC AND PEDESTRIANS
THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS LOCATED WITHIN THE EXISTING PARKING AREA OF THE
GRAND RIVER PLAZA, WHICH IS LOCATED NORTH OF GRAND RIVER AVENUE. THERE
IS AN EXISTING COMMERCIAL DRIVEWAY TO GRAND RIVER AVENUE LOCATED WITHIN
APPROXIMATELY 150-FEET OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT. THE REMOTE ATM
LOCATION HAS BEEN LOCATED SUCH THAT VEHICULAR ACCESS IS EASILY PROVIDED
FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS. THE REMOTE ATM IS A SERVICE LOCATION THAT WILL
NOT HAVE ANY EMPLOYEES. NO ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC GENERATION IS ANTICIPATED
ON THE PUBLIC STREETS AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
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01/12/15 Approved Minutes

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.
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 façade 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 I-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 façade, 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 façade will be highly visible. Perhaps wrapping the façade 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 façade 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
question 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 façade 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 sitdown 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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April 6, 2015
Planning Commission
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, Michigan 48116
Attention:
Subject:
Location:
Zoning:

Kelly Van Marter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director
Redevelopment of Livingston Commons Lot #4 – Site Plan Review #4
Southwest corner of Grand River Avenue and Latson Road
NR-PUD Non-Residential Planned Unit Development District

Dear Commissioners:
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the revised site plan (dated 3/26/15) proposing the
construction of two new drive-through restaurants for the 2.03-acre site currently occupied by a
Bennigan’s restaurant.
The site is located at the southwest corner of Grand River Avenue and Latson Road within Phase I of the
Livingston Commons PUD, which is zoned NR-PUD. We have reviewed the proposal in accordance
with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance.
A.

Summary

1. The project proposes several amendments to the PUD Agreement.
2. The Planning Commission has approval authority over the building elevations, including materials
and colors.
3. The height of the parapet wall needs to be increased and, generally speaking, the proposal entails a
gray, relatively blank building.
4. Two rows of front yard parking are proposed, which seems to conflict with the draft changes to the
PUD Agreement.
5. We suggest crosswalk striping be added between the sidewalk connection and building.
6. We see the potential for several vehicular conflicts.
7. The Commission may wish to request details on existing greenbelt plantings to ensure current
standards are met. Additionally, proposed parking lot plantings are deficient.
8. The landscape plan in the prior submittal contained significantly more plantings.
9. The light fixture labels are not clearly identified on the lighting plan.
10. We do not see the need for 2 drive-through wall signs or a 3rd monument sign.
11. The full project may warrant a traffic impact study, as opposed to the trip generation comparison
provided.
12. The applicant needs to provide details of any fencing or trash receptacles proposed for the outdoor
dining patio.
13. We suggest the Township prohibit signage on the umbrellas proposed for the outdoor dining patio.

306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400

Royal Oak, Michigan 48067

248.586.0505

Fax 248.586.0501

www.LSLplanning.com

Genoa Township Planning Commission
Livingston Commons Lot #4
Site Plan Review #4
Page 2

Lot #4

Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north)
B.

Proposal

The applicant requests site plan review/approval for two new drive-through restaurants; one is noted as a
Panera Bread, while the other is labeled as “future.” Given the nature of the submittal, we are under the
impression the applicant is only seeking approval of the Panera Bread restaurant at this time.
Drive through restaurants would typically require special land use approval; however, proposed
amendments to the PUD Agreement would permit 2 drive-through restaurants on Lot #4, with future
drive-through restaurants allowed with special land use approval (regardless of the 500-foot spacing
requirement.
C.

PUD Agreement

Similar to previous submittals, the applicant proposes amendments to the existing PUD Agreement.
Changes proposed include:






Inclusion of the Red Olive site into the PUD;
Separation of Lot #4 into two lots – 4A and 4B;
Allowance for two drive-through restaurants on Lot #4 without the need for special land use
approval;
Allowance for future drive-through restaurants with special land use approval, but removal of the
500-foot spacing requirement; and
Allowance for one row of “tease” parking in the front yard of Lot #4.

As was previously discussed, inclusion of the Red Olive site is logical and will allow internal crossaccess.
The inclusion of two drive-through restaurants on Lot #4 is not expected to be harmful given the site has
no direct access to either main roadway and future drive-through restaurants will require special land use
review to determine their potential impacts.
The change regarding front yard parking is a bit confusing in that: a) “tease” parking is not defined; and
b) the site plan shows two rows of parking in both the Grand River and Latson front yards.

Genoa Township Planning Commission
Livingston Commons Lot #4
Site Plan Review #4
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D.

Use Conditions (Drive-through Restaurant)

Section 7.02.02(j) provides the following conditions for drive-through restaurants:
1. Principal and accessory buildings shall be setback fifty (50) feet from any adjacent public right
of way line or property line.
This standard is met.
2. The establishment of a new drive-through restaurant shall require the lot be separated a
minimum of five hundred (500) feet from any other lot containing a drive-through restaurant.
Proposed changes to the PUD Agreement would allow drive-through restaurants regardless of spacing
between uses.
3. Only one (1) access shall be provided onto any street.
Lot #4 does not have direct access to either Grand River Avenue or Latson Road. Vehicular access to this
part of the development will be via the existing interior service drive, which provides access to both
public roadways.
4. Such restaurants constructed adjacent to other commercial developments shall have a direct
vehicular access connection where possible.
The site plan includes internal access points to the remainder of the Livingston Commons development.
E.

Site Plan Review

1. Dimensional Requirements. As described in the table below, the proposed Panera Bread complies
with the dimensional standards for this PUD:
District
NRPUD
Proposal

Lot Size
Lot
Width
Area
(feet)
(acres)

Minimum Setbacks (feet)
Front
Yard

1

150

70

2.03

270
(Latson)

106 (Grand River)
99 (Latson)

Side
Yard

Rear
Yard

Parking

20 front
10 side/rear
20 front
135 (NW)
70 (SW)
10 side
145 (S)
25 rear
15

50

Max.
Height

Lot Coverage

35

35% building
75% impervious

19.5

6.6% building
70.2% impervious

2. Building Materials and Design. The proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are
subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission.
The proposed building is constructed of brick, which is consistent with the requirements in the PUD
Agreement. Color renderings indicate the building will be varying shades of gray.
Additional comments are that it appears as though roof-top mechanical equipment will not be fully
screened by the parapet wall, the west elevation is essentially a blank wall and overall, the building
generally lacks many of the design/architectural features expected for a new building in a PUD.
The height of the parapet must be increased and the applicant should add decorative features to the
building. The previous version of this project included a variety of colors, canopies and decorative
elements to help break-up the facades. Granted, the project has changed substantially from the last
submittal; however, the currently proposed building is essentially blank with little architectural
character.

Genoa Township Planning Commission
Livingston Commons Lot #4
Site Plan Review #4
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3. Parking. As outlined in the table on Sheet C-2.0, 63 spaces are required for the proposed Panera
restaurant. Additionally, 2 RV spaces, 3 waiting spaces and 10 stacking spaces are also required.
There are 71 spaces proposed within the confines of Lot #4, as well as the stacking and waiting
spaces. A note in the parking table indicates that the longer RV spaces will be provided outside of
Lot 4.
The parking spaces and drive aisles meet or exceed the dimensional standards of Section 14.06 and a
detail on Sheet C-2.1 identifies the use of looped (double striped) spaces.
4. Pedestrian Circulation. The plan identifies the existing sidewalks along Grand River and Latson
with a connection proposed between the public sidewalk and the edge of the parking lot near the
intersection.
We suggest the applicant incorporate crosswalk striping so that drivers are alerted to the potential of
pedestrians at this crossing. Sidewalks are also proposed along the north and east sides of the
building, separating the parking lot from the building.
5. Vehicular Circulation. As previously noted, Lot #4 does not have direct vehicular access to either
roadway. Instead, access is provided at 2 points to the existing internal service drive.
The last stacking space slightly encroaches into the main drive aisle. This could partially block a
main travel lane, which is not generally advisable. However, it is worth noting that the drive aisle is
2-foot wider than the minimum requirement.
In our opinion, there is the potential for vehicular conflicts/driver confusion at the entrance to the
drive-through.
Specifically, the main two-way drive aisle on the west side of the building abuts the drive-through
entrance, which is a bit unusual, although they are separated by a raised curb. Given the stacking
space comment above, if a vehicle were to enter the drive-through lane from the west, it could block a
vehicle headed north in the adjacent travel lane.
This layout also eliminates the potential to include an escape lane from the drive-through. As such,
once a vehicle enters the drive-through lane, they will not be able to leave until past the building.
We do not see the need for the parking spaces on either side of the drive-through exit lane and see
potential conflicts between use of these spaces and vehicles exiting the drive-through.
There is also a potential conflict between the loading space and access to the waste receptacle.
During previous reviews, the applicant noted that they will coordinate refuse removal; however, it
appears that the loading space could simply be shifted slightly to the south to avoid this conflict.
These are merely our observations and we will defer to the Township Engineer for any technical
concerns they may have on this layout.
6. Loading. The plan identifies the required loading space at the rear of the building. As noted above,
if the space is occupied, it has the potential to block access to the waste receptacle. If appears that the
loading space could be shifted to the south to avoid this potential conflict.
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7. Landscaping. We have reviewed the landscape plan as follows:
Location
Front yard
greenbelt
(Grand River
& Latson)
Parking lot

Requirements
17 canopy trees
17 evergreen trees
67 shrubs
20-foot width
7 canopy trees
630 SF landscaped area
Hedgerow

Proposed
Existing landscaping
20-foot width (minimum)

Comments
Township may wish to request
details to ensure standards are
met

5 canopy trees
6,851 SF landscaped area
Existing landscaping

2 additional trees are required
Applicant should demonstrate
that existing landscaping along
frontage includes screening
equivalent to the required
hedgerow

Additionally, the previous submittals for redevelopment of Lot #4 included significantly more
landscaping.
8. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure. The project includes a new waste receptacle area south of the
building. Section 12.04 requires a rear yard or non-required side yard location, unless otherwise
approved by the Planning Commission. The proposed location complies with this standard.
Details on Sheet C-2.3 identify the required concrete base pad and a masonry enclosure, which will
match materials used on the building.
9. Exterior Lighting. The submittal includes a lighting plan (Sheet C-6.0), which proposes the
installation of 4 new light poles and 7 new light fixtures on existing poles. The table identifies 3
different types (A-1, A-2 and A-3), although they are not clearly labeled on the plan. Additionally,
there is no indication of any wall mounted fixtures.
The details on Sheets C-6.0 and C-6.1 are compliant with the requirements of Section 12.03.
Additionally, the photometric readings on Lot #4 are within that allowed by Ordinance; however,
there are readings to the southwest that exceed the 10-footcandle maximum. It is unclear whether this
is an existing or proposed conditions.
10. Signs. In total, the submittal includes 3 monument signs (2 existing structures with new sign faces
added and 1 new sign for the future restaurant) and 2 wall signs. Two menu boards and 3 drivethrough signs are also shown proposed. The Ordinance allows up to 2 menu boards with a maximum
size of 16 square feet per board and directional signs with no advertising are allowed at driveways.
However, 2 of the drive-through signs are wall signs, which are not addressed by the Ordinance. The
need for these signs is unclear.
Given the site’s presence as a corner lot, 2 wall signs are permitted and the Planning Commission
may permit 2 monument signs; however, changes proposed to the PUD Agreement would allow for
the 3rd monument sign, although we do not necessarily see the need for it.
Information on sign sizes is needed to confirm compliance with the dimensional standards of Article
16; however, the applicant previously stated that it will be the tenant’s responsibility to obtain
approval and a permit prior to sign installation.
11. Impact Assessment. The revised submittal includes an updated Impact Assessment (dated 3/25/14).
In summary, the Assessment notes that the project is not anticipated to adversely impact natural
features, public services/utilities, surrounding land uses or traffic. The revised Assessment includes a
trip generation comparison.
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We will defer to the Township Engineer as to whether a more detailed traffic impact study is needed.
Based on our review, the comparison appears to be based on the difference between Benningan’s and
the two proposed drive-through restaurants. In our opinion, a study should be based on the impact on
the proposed development without comparing it to the old development.
12. Additional Considerations. The revised submittal includes furniture details for the proposed
outdoor patio dining area. Depictions include tables, chairs and umbrellas. If the area is required to
be fenced, we suggest the applicant provide those details as well. Furthermore, there is no indication
of trash receptacles, which should also be provided. Lastly, we suggest the Township consider
prohibiting signage on umbrellas.
Additionally, the Township identification signage near the intersection of Grand River and Latson has
been removed from the plans and replaced with a note only for a possible future flagpole. We suggest
this feature be retained in the development proposal, as was previously discussed.
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@lslplanning.com and
foster@lslplanning.com.
Sincerely,
LSL PLANNING, INC.
Brian V. Borden, AICP
Principal Planner

Michelle Foster
Project Planner

April 8, 2015
Ms. Kelly Van Marter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
Re:

Livingston Commons Lot 4 Redevelopment – Panera Bread Site Plan Review

Dear Ms. Van Marter:
We have reviewed the impact assessment and site plan documents for the Livingston Commons Lot #4 redesign
prepared by Wade Trim dated March 26, 2015. The site is on the southwest corner of the intersection of Grand
River Avenue and Latson Road. The petitioner is planning to demolish the existing Bennigan’s Restaurant and
develop two lots, one for a 4,383 sft Panera Bread to be constructed under this project, and the second for a future
drive thru restaurant facility.
We offer the following comments for consideration by the planning commission:
SUMMARY
1.
2.
3.
4.

Review grease trap lateral connections.
Review water service alignment.
Only include standard details applicable to the project.
Review Drive Thru lane circulation and configuration.

SITE UTILITY PLAN C-3.0
1. The petitioner plans to re-use the existing sanitary service lateral and grease trap, with a note to
coordinate with MHOG if grease trap is to be replaced. Petitioner should review the existing grease trap
and check if it meets current standards which include a separate lateral from the bathroom and kitchen
facilities, with only kitchen waste being routed through the grease trap.
2. A new storm sewer catch basin lateral is shown crossing the existing 4-inch water line that is shown to
remain in place. Verify the potential utility clearance and address if separation clearance is less than 18
inches. Concrete cradles are acceptable buffers for when less than 18 inches of spacing is available. The
proposed 2-inch water service is shown running nearly directly beneath an existing light pole; please
correct.
3. To avoid confusion, only include applicable details in the drawings. Details that will not be utilized may
be crossed out as needed.

Tetra Tech
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4. The petitioner should provide a means for cars queued in the drive thru to pull out of the line. The
concrete capped island should be detailed and allow for cars to drive over the island and exit the drive
thru.

5. Access to the drive through lane will be difficult or impossible from the main drive just to the west of it.
The drive should be relocated or reconfigured to allow traffic to turn into the drive through without
blocking the entrance drive lanes.

If the petitioner corrects the aforementioned issues, then the site plan is recommended for approval. Please call if
you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Gary J. Markstrom, P.E.
Unit Vice President
Copy:

Joseph C. Siwek, P.E.
Project Engineer

Charles Christy, P.E., Wade Trim

Tetra Tech

April 9, 2015

Kelly VanMarter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
RE:

Panera Bread
Lot 4 Livingston Commons Redevelopment
3950 E. Grand River
Site Plan Review

Dear Kelly:
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan. The plans
were received for review on March 27, 2015 and the drawings are dated March 26, 2015. The
project is based on a new 4,383 square foot assembly-use building. The site is an existing
assembly that will be demolished for the construction of the new structure. The plan review is
based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition. Previous submittal
comments for this site appear to be addressed in this submittal.
1. The building shall be provided with an automatic sprinkler system in accordance with NFPA
13, Standard for the Installation of Automatic Sprinkler Systems.
IFC 903
2. The fire protection lead must be evaluated and approved for sizing and installation by the
Marion, Howell, Oceola, Genoa Water Authority (MHOG).
3. Future project submittals shall include the address and street name of the project in the title
block.
IFC 105.4.2
4. The building shall include the building address on the building. The address shall be a
minimum of 6” high letters of contrasting colors and be clearly visible from the street. The
location and size shall be verified prior to installation.
IFC 505.1
5. The access roads into the site shall be a minimum of 26’ wide; new cut through from
Southern parking area is shown as 24’ wide and must be corrected. Access roads to site
shall be provided and maintained during construction. Access roads shall be constructed to
be capable of supporting the imposed load of fire apparatus weighing at least 84,000
pounds.
IFC D 102
6. Grassy areas located adjacent to the “Loading Zone” shall be provided with signage
identifying them as fire lanes. Signs are to be installed on both sides of the drive. Details
must be included in the submittal.
IFC D 103
7. Access around building shall provide emergency vehicles with an outside turning radius up
to 55’ and a minimum vertical clearance of 13 ½ feet. A plan with fire apparatus turning
template applied will satisfy this requirement.
IFC D 102

April 9, 2015
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8. The location of a key box (Knox Box) shall be indicated on future submittals. The Knox box
shall be located adjacent to the front door of the structure.
IFC 506.1
9. Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of owner or owner’s agent, contractor,
architect, on-site project supervisor.
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the
building plans and occupancy). The applicant is reminded that the fire authority must review
the fire protection systems submittals (sprinkler & alarm) prior to permit issuance by the Building
Department and that the authority will also review the building plans for life safety requirements
in conjunction with the Building Department.
If you have any questions about the comments on this plan review please contact me at 810229-6640.
Cordially,

Capt. Rick Boisvert
Fire Inspector

www.brightonareafire.com
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STATE OF MICHIGAN
COUNTY OF LIVINGSTON
TOWNSHIP OF GENOA
AMENDMENT TO PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
This Amendment to Planned Unit Development Agreement is made and entered into this
___ day of _____________, 2015, by RLG HOWELL LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company, and GCG HOWELL LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, both of 10050
Innovation Drive, Suite 100, Dayton, Ohio 45342 (collectively, “Owner”); PKJJ, LLC, a
Michigan limited liability company, of _____________________________ (“PKJJ); and
GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP, a Michigan municipal corporation, 2911 Dorr Road,
Brighton, Michigan 48116 (“Township”).
RECITATIONS:
Owner possesses fee title to certain real property located in Genoa Charter Township,
Livingston County, State of Michigan, described in that certain Planned Unit Development
Agreement dated April 6, 1999, and recorded at Liber 2609, Page 0205 of the records of
Livingston County, Michigan (the “Phase I PUD”).
Subsequent to the Phase I PUD, Owner and Township entered into that certain Planned
Unit Development Agreement for Phase II Land dated August 17, 2009, and recorded at 200R023916 of the records of Livingston County, Michigan (the “Phase II PUD”). The Phase I PUD
applied to Phase I and Phase II land described therein, and the Phase II PUD modified provisions
pertaining to Phase II.
In 2011 Owner and Township considered a further Amendment to the Phase I PUD
Agreement that contemplated the reconfiguration of Lot #4 into two sub-lots; provided however
the amendment was never finalized or executed, and as such is of no force or effect.
Pursuant to Article IV, Internal Road Network, subsection 4.1, the Phase I PUD
contemplated that the property formerly owned by the Prairie House Restaurant and know owned
by PKJJ (the “Red Olive Parcel”) described on Exhibit A attached hereto could benefit from an
easement established by Owner over and across the Red Olive Parcel.
Owner and PKJJ have agreed to amend Owner’s existing Declaration of Restrictions and
Easements for Outlots dated September 2, 1999, recorded September 10, 1999, at Liber 2652,
Page 0082 of the records of Livingston County, Michigan (the “Declaration”) to provide the Red
Olive Parcel with access over the access ways on the adjacent lands of Owner and to subject the
Red Olive Parcel to the terms of the Declaration.
Further, Owner and Township have agreed to amend the provisions of the Phase I PUD
and Phase II PUD regarding pylon signage and the construction of a Township identification
sign.
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Further, Owner and Township have now agreed to amend the provisions of the Phase I
PUD Agreement to provide for the reconfiguration of Lot #4 into two (2) separate lots, to be
known as Lot #4A and Lot #4B.
In connection therewith, Owner and PKJJ wish to amend the Phase I PUD and the Phase
II PUD to subject the Red Olive Parcel thereto; to modify the signage provisions; and to reflect
the reconfiguration of Lot #4 into two (2) separate lots, all pursuant to the terms contained
herein.
NOW, THEREFORE, Owner and PKJJ, in consideration of the mutual promises
contained in this Agreement, hereby agree as follows:
1.
Article 1, General Terms of Agreement, subsection 1.5, shall be amended to add the
following additional paragraph D:
D.

The configuration of Lot #4 shall hereby be modified to divide Lot #4 into two (2)
separate parcels for all purposes under the Phase I PUD, which shall be known as
Lot #4A and Lot #4B respectively, and depicted on Exhibit B attached hereto.
Township acknowledges that this modification does not substantially increase the
impact on adjoining properties or facilities and that the Remote Parking Area is
not required for the operation of the Wal-Mart on Lot #1. Township hereby
agrees that the parking space contained in the Remote Parking Areas shall be
counted as parking spaces for the use of Lot #4A and Lot #4B. Township hereby
approves the setbacks and configuration of improvements on Lot #4A and Lot
#4B as depicted on Exhibit B attached hereto. Owner acknowledges that Lot #4A
and Lot #4B shall remain subject to the terms of the Phase I PUD except as
otherwise set forth herein. Owner reserves the right to configure Lot #4A and Lot
#4B further to include the Remote Parking Areas adjacent to said Lots. Township
acknowledges that if such lots are incorporated into Lot #4A and Lot #4B, same
shall not substantially increase the impact upon adjoining properties or facilities.

2.
Article I, General Terms of Agreement of the Phase I PUD, shall be amended to add the
following additional subsection:
1.7

The Red Olive Parcel shall be subject to the terms and conditions of the Phase I
PUD, subject to the provisions of this Amendment.

3.
Article II, Land Use Authorization, subsection 2.1 of the Phase I PUD, shall be amended
to delete the sentence reading “Further, only one drive through restaurant facility shall be
permitted and such use shall only be permitted on Lot #1.” The following shall be placed in its
stead:
Drive through restaurant facilities may be allowed on Lot #4A and Lot #4B as
depicted on Exhibit B attached hereto. Additional drive through restaurant facilities may
be allowed on all parcels within five hundred feet (500’) of each other, subject to Special
3

Land Use approval by Township, including the Special Use Requirements as outlined in
the Special Land Use Regulations as they may exist from time to time. Township and
Owner agree that this use shall be considered upon providing that the stacking or queuing
of such drive through restaurant facilities shall be sufficient to accommodate expected
peak volumes and to minimize conflict with the internal road network located on the
Property, as well as any public roadways. Provided, however, no drive through shall be
permitted on the Red Olive Parcel.
4.
Article IV, Internal Road Network of the Phase I PUD, shall be amended to add the
following additional sentence:
Notwithstanding anything contained in the Phase I PUD to the contrary, the Red
Olive Parcel shall be allowed to maintain access to the Grand River Avenue existing curb
cut, provide such access shall be limited to “right-in, right-out” movement.
5.
Article VI, Site Improvements, subsection 6.5(a) shall be amended to delete the following
second sentence:
No parking in the front yard of Lot #4 shall be permitted except one row or less of
“tease” parking, which shall be allowed.
6.
Article VI, Site Improvements, subsection 6.5(b) of the Phase I PUD, and subsection
6.4(B) of the Phase II PUD, shall each be deleted, it being acknowledged that Owner shall have
no obligation to Township to provide an entranceway landmark pursuant to the Phase I PUD or
the Phase II PUD because such location or locations are not available for such signage. The
following shall be inserted instead:
The Owner shall pay to Township the sum of Twenty-Five Thousand and 00/100 Dollars
($25,000.00) within forty-five (45) days after building permits are issued for the new
improvements to be constructed on Lot #4A and Lot #4B. In consideration of such payment,
Owner shall have no obligation to install a Township identification sign and instead Township
shall install and maintain the Township identification sign at Township’s expense. The
Township identification sign shall be installed within the twenty foot (20’) set back on Owner’s
Lot A and shall be constructed as depicted on Exhibit C attached hereto. The Township
identification sign shall be a maximum of six feet (6’) in height and shall be oriented so as to be
most visible from Latson Road. Easements for such construction and maintenance of a
Township Identification sign shall be granted and accepted at the time that the Twenty-Five
Thousand and 00/100 dollars ($25,000.00) is paid to Township.
7.
Article 7, Design of Building and Signs, subsection 7.2, Signage, shall be amended to add
the following additional paragraph:
Lot #4A and Lot #4B shall be treated as separate parcels, and as such Lot #4A and
Lot #4B shall each be entitled to separate signage as described herein. Lot #4A shall retain
the existing two (2) monument signs. Lot #4B shall be entitled to one (1) additional
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monument sign for business operations thereon comparable in size to the signs located on Lot
#4A.
8.
Article VII, Design of Building and Signs, subsection 7.2, Signage, shall be amended to
delete the fourth sentence regarding the highway signs and the following sentences shall be
placed in its stead:
There shall be permitted one (1) pylon sign of a maximum of three hundred (300)
square feet, not to exceed 42’ in height, advertising users in both Phase I and Phase II, as
depicted on Exhibit D attached hereto. Additionally, the owner of the Red Olive Parcel
may install a monument sign abutting Grand River Avenue and other signs as may be
permitted under the Declaration.
APPROVED by Owner and PKJJ on this ___ day of ________________, 2015.
WITNESSES:

RLG HOWELL LLC, a Michigan limited
liability company
By: Randall L. Gunlock, Trustee under the
Amended Revocable Trust Agreement
Dated May 30, 2013, Randall L. Gunlock,
Grantor, Managing Member

_____________________________

_______________________________
By:
Randall L. Gunlock
Its:
Trustee

____________________________

GCG HOWELL LLC, a Michigan limited
liability company
_____________________________

_______________________________
By:
Glenn C. Gunlock
Its:
Managing Member

____________________________
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PKJJ, LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company
_____________________________

_______________________________
By:
_________________________
Its:
_________________________

____________________________

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________, 2015, by Randall L. Gunlock, Trustee under the Amended Revocable Trust
Agreement Dated May 30, 2013, Randall L. Gunlock, Grantor, Managing Member of RLG
Howell LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, on behalf of the company.
_______________________________
Notary Public

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________, 2015, by Glenn C. Gunlock, Managing Member of GCG Howell LLC, a
Michigan limited liability company, on behalf of the company.
_______________________________
Notary Public
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STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________,
2015,
by
_____________________________,
the
___________________________ of PKJJ, LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, on behalf
of the company.
_______________________________
Notary Public
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APPROVED by the Township Board for the Township of Genoa on the ___ day of
_____________, 2015, at a meeting duly called and held.
WITNESSES:

TOWNSHIP OF GENOA:

_____________________________

_______________________________
By:
Its:

____________________________
_____________________________

_______________________________
By:
Its:

____________________________

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________, 2015, by __________________________, who was duly authorized by the
Genoa Township Board to sign this Amendment on behalf of Genoa Township and who
acknowledged the same to be his/her free act and deed.
_______________________________
Notary Public

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________, 2015, by __________________________, who was duly authorized by the
Genoa Township Board to sign this Amendment on behalf of Genoa Township and who
acknowledged the same to be his/her free act and deed.
_______________________________
Notary Public
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EXHIBITS
Exhibit A

Legal Description of Red Olive Parcel

Exhibit B

Depiction of Lot #4A and Lot #4B

Exhibit C

Township Identification Sign

Exhibit D

Depiction of Pylon Sign
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EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF RED OLIVE PARCEL
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EXHIBIT B
DEPICTION OF LOT #4A AND LOT #4B
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EXHIBIT C
TOWNSHIP IDENTIFICATION SIGN
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EXHIBIT D
DEPICTION OF PYLON SIGN
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Impact Assessment
Redevelopment of Lot 4
Panera Bread Bakery Café #1936
Livingston Commons Shopping Center
Genoa Township, Michigan

March 25, 2015

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
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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.

3950 E. Grand River
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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.

3950 E. Grand River
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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 70% impervious after the lot
division. 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.

3950 E. Grand River
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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
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 building size will be
approximately 33% less in size than the existing building.
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.O.G. for water and
sanitary sewer service. An 8‐inch water main and hydrants are located along the
existing interior service drive. A 12‐inch water main is located along Grand River
Avenue. 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
Restaurants (fast food, including drive
thru & primary drink service)

Unit Factor

Qty

Sub‐Total

7.5 per premise

1 Ea

7.5

Based on a REU equivalent of 218 gallons per day, the proposed building would
generate 1,635 gallons of sewage per day (7.5 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,
3950 E. Grand River
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providing fire protection through a fully automatic sprinkler system. A new hydrant will
be installed along Grand River Ave. on the existing 12‐incha water main. The proposed
fire department connection (FDC) would be located on the northwest corner of the
building, 110 feet from the fire hydrant. A knox‐box would be located near the main
entrance to the building.
The existing potable water service connection will be demolished back to the existing
main and replaced with a new 2” service.
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 and a previous version of Lot 4 Redevelopment prepared in December of 2014.
This impact assessment focuses on the redevelopment of Lot 4.

3950 E. Grand River
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Livingston Commons Lot 4 Revised Trip Generation
Comparison - Amendment # 2
PREPARED FOR:

Kelly VanMarter, AICP/ Genoa Township

PREPARED BY:

Aimée L. Giacherio, PE/Wade Trim

DATE:

March 24, 2015

PROJECT TASK:

RGP1001.01F Phase 1240 Impact Assessment Revision

FILE LOCATION:

P:\Aaa1000\Agiacherio\Draft\Projects\Livingston Commons\TechMemoREV.docx

RG Properties is proposing to redevelop the existing Bennigan’s Restaurant in the southwest
quadrant 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
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 two new uses. 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) report Trip Generation, Ninth Edition, 2012. Trip estimates
were developed for the existing 6,622 square foot restaurant based on the High Turnover (SitDown) 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 on ITE’s Trip Generation
Handbook.
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Pass-by 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
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 ITE’s Trip 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
Bennigan’s Restaurant
Less Internal Capture (20%)
Net Trips
Less Pass-by Trips (43%)
New Trips

In
39
-8
31
-13
18

Out
26
-5
21
-9
12

Total
65
-13
52
-22
30

Proposed Trip Generation
Trip estimates were then developed for the proposed redevelopment of the property to two
restaurant uses. The redevelopment project is proposed to consist of a 4,386 square foot
bread/donut/bagel restaurant with a drive-thru facility and a 3,954 square foot fast-food
restaurant with another drive-thru.
Trip estimates were developed for the proposed uses based upon information provided in ITE’s
Trip Generation and Trip Generation Handbook. 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 fast-food
restaurant based on Land Use Code 934, Fast-Food Restaurant with Drive-Through. The
proposed fast food restaurant is not expected to be open during the morning peak hour.
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’s Trip 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 49% was used during both the morning and
afternoon peak hours for both uses.
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
Bread/Donut/Bagel Restaurant
Less Pass-by Trips (49%)
New Trips

In
85
-42
43

Out
84
-41
43

Total
169
-83
86

Table 3 Proposed Weekday PM Peak Hour Trip Generation Estimates
Total
Internal
Net Trips
Size
Trips
Trips
Land Use
LUC
(SF)
In Out In Out In Out
Bread/Donut/Bagel
41
42
8
9
33
33
940
4,386
Restaurant w/Drive-Thru
Fast-Food Restaurant
67
62
13
13
54
49
934
3,954
w/ Drive-Thru
Total
108 104 21
22
87
82

Pass-by
Trips
In Out

New
Trips
In Out

16

16

17

17

26

24

28

25

42

40

45

42

No access changes to the overall shopping center are proposed with the redevelopment of the
restaurant lots. 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.
Table 4 shows the difference in overall trips estimated between the existing restaurant and the
proposed redevelopment project based on proposed land uses.
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Table 4 Trip Generation Difference
Scenario

Existing Restaurant
Proposed Redevelopment
Difference

AM PEAK HOUR
Pass-by
New
Net Trips
Trips
Trips
In Out In Out In Out
0
0
0
0
0
0
85
84
42
41
43
43
+85 +84 +42 +41 +43 +43

PM PEAK HOUR
Pass-by
Net Trips
New Trips
Trips
In Out
In
Out
In
Out
31
21
13
9
18
12
87
82
42
40
45
42
+56 +61 +29
+31
+27 +30

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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FIRST AMENDMENT TO
DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS AND EASEMENTS FOR OUTLOTS

This First Amendment to Declaration of Restrictions and Easements for Outlots is
made this ___ day of __________________, 2015, by and between RLG HOWELL LLC, a
Michigan limited liability company, and GCG HOWELL LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company (collectively referred to as “Declarant”); and PKJJ, LLC, a Michigan limited
liability company (“PKJJ”); with the consent of WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS
TRUST, a Delaware statutory trust, whose address is 2001 SE 10th Street, Bentonville,
Arkansas 72716-0050 (“Wal-Mart”); and LOWE’S HOME CENTERS, INC., a North
Carolina corporation, whose address is PO Box 1000, Mooresville, North Carolina 28115
(“Lowe’s”).
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Declarant’s predecessor in title made that certain Declaration of
Restrictions and Easements for Outlots dated September 2, 1999, recorded September 10,
1999, at Liber 2652, Page 0082 of the records of Livingston County, Michigan (the
“Declaration”);
WHEREAS, Declarant is the owner of the property described on Exhibit A attached
hereto located in Genoa Township, Livingston County, Michigan (the “Wal-Mart Parcel”).
Wal-Mart is tenant of the Wal-Mart Parcel;
WHEREAS, Lowe’s is the owner of the property described on Exhibit B attached
hereto located in Genoa Township, Livingston County, Michigan (the “Lowe’s Parcel”);
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 14 of the Declaration, Declarant has the power of
amend the Declaration with the consent of Wal-Mart and Lowe’s;
WHEREAS, PKJJ owns the property located adjacent to the Wal-Mart Parcel and
described on Exhibit C attached hereto (the “Red Olive Parcel”) and wishes to redevelop
same;
WHEREAS, Declarant also owns the property adjacent to the Wal-Mart Parcel and
described on Exhibit D attached hereto (“Lot 4”);
WHEREAS, Declarant wishes to reconfigure Lot 4 into two (2) separate lots, to be
known as Lot 4A and Lot 4B, and allocate, but not increase the total building area thereon;
WHEREAS, the Wal-Mart Parcel, the Lowe’s Parcel, the Red Olive Parcel, and
proposed Lot 4A and proposed Lot 4B are depicted on Exhibit E attached hereto;
2

WHEREAS, Declarant and Wal-Mart have entered into that certain License for
Reconfiguration and Maintenance of Parking Areas dated August 25, 2011 (the “Parking
Reconfiguration License”) attached hereto as Exhibit F;
WHEREAS, as contemplated by the Planned Unit Development Agreement dated
April 6, 1999, and recorded at Liber 2609, Page 0205 of the records of Livingston County,
Michigan; and the Planned Unit Development Agreement for Phase II Land dated August 17,
2009, and recorded at 200R-023916 of the records of Livingston County, Michigan
(collectively, the “PUD Agreement”), PKJJ has agreed to subject the Red Olive Parcel to the
terms and conditions of the Declaration in consideration for Red Olive Parcel receiving the
benefit of an access easement over the Property Used in Common (as defined in the
Declaration); and
WHEREAS, Declarant wishes to reflect the inclusion of the Red Olive Parcel; to
allocate the permissible building area on Lot 4A and Lot 4B; to reflect the use of the Remote
Parking Areas for the benefit of Lot 4A and Lot 4B; and Wal-Mart and Declarant wish to
further memorialize and place of record the terms of the Parking Reconfiguration License, all
pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth herein.
NOW, THEREFORE, Declarant and PKJJ agree that the Declaration shall be
amended as follows:
1.
Inclusion of Red Olive Parcel. As contemplated by the PUD Agreement, the Red
Olive Parcel shall be included within the meaning of “Outlots” for all purposes under the
Declaration. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the Red Olive Parcel shall be
subject to the maintenance standards set forth in the Declaration; shall be subject to
Assessments for Common Expenses; and shall benefit from the easements in favor of the
Outlots, all as more particularly set forth in the Declaration, subject to the terms set forth
herein.
2.
Section 3, Outlot Development, subsection (5), shall be amended to delete the
reference to Lot 4 - 12,000 square feet and add the following additional provision:
Lot 4A – 6,000 sf. ft.
Lot 4B – 6,000 sf. ft.
Red Olive Parcel – 6,000 sq. ft.
3.
Section 3, Outlot Development, subsection (4), shall be amended to add the following
additional provision:
The Outlots as described herein shall each be permitted to maintain one (1)
monument sign and Lot 4B shall be permitted to maintain the existing two (2)
monument signs.
3

4.
Section 3, Outlot Development, subsection (6), shall be amended to add the following
additional sentence:
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Owner of Lot 4A shall have the right to
include for its required parking the parking spaces in the South Remote Parking Area,
and the Owner of Lot 4B shall have the right to include for its required parking the
parking spaces in the West Remote Parking Area as defined in the Parking
Reconfiguration License. The parties agree and acknowledge that the Remote Parking
Areas are seldom, if ever, used and are not necessary for the operation of the WalMart Parcel. The parties further acknowledge that the Parking Reconfiguration
License provides for the maintenance of these areas.
5.
Section 6, Approval of Plans for Outlots, subsection (a), Declarant’s Approval, shall
be amended to include the following additional sentence:
Improvements on the Red Olive Parcel shall include parking lot lighting
fixtures as utilized throughout the Shopping Center and shall otherwise comply with
the requirements of the PUD as it may be amended, including without limitation open
space and set back requirements.
6.
Section 8, Access Easements for Outlots, shall be amended to add the following
additional provision:
The Red Olive Parcel shall have the right to retain its access to Grand River
Avenue for ingress and egress. Such ingress and egress however shall be restricted to
“right-in, right-out” traffic movement only.
7.
Section 9, Parking Easement for Outlots, shall be amended to add the following
additional sentences:
Declarant and Wal-Mart agree and acknowledge that they have entered into the
Parking Reconfiguration License attached to this Amendment as Exhibit F, which
provides that Declarant, as Outparcel Owner (as defined therein) has certain rights to
reconfigure the parking improvements within the South Parking Area and the West
Parking Area, subject to the obligation to pay a portion of real estate taxes for said
areas. The terms of the Parking Reconfiguration License are hereby incorporated by
reference as if fully set forth herein.
8.
Section 12, Payment of Common Expenses, shall be corrected to refer to Section 13
instead of Section 11.
9.
Section 13, Assessments, subsection b., Assessments Pro-Rata, shall be amended to
add the following additional provision:
4

Without limiting the generality of the amendment of the term “Outlots”, said
term shall include the Red Olive Parcel. The parties acknowledge that the acreage of
the Red Olive Parcel shall be included in the calculation of the pro rata share of
Common Expenses, and the Red Olive Parcel shall be subject to the payment of
Assessments for same. Assessments shall be due commencing with the year in which
this Amendment is made.
10.
Section 13, Assessments, subsection (h), shall be corrected to refer to Section 13.b
instead of Section 11.b.
11.
Defined Terms; No Further Amendment. Except as specifically set forth herein,
defined terms shall have the meanings attributed to them in the Declaration. Except as
specifically set forth herein, the Declaration shall remain unamended and in full force and
effect.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Declarant has set its hand as of the date and year first
above written.
DECLARANT: RLG HOWELL LLC,
a Michigan limited liability company
By: Randall L. Gunlock, Trustee under
the
Amended
Revocable
Trust
Agreement Dated May 30, 2013, Randall
L. Gunlock, Grantor, its Managing
Member

_________________________________
By:
Randall L. Gunlock
Its:
Trustee

GCG HOWELL LLC, a Michigan
limited liability company

_________________________________
By:
Glenn C. Gunlock
Its:
Managing Member
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PKJJ, LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company

_________________________________
By:
___________________________
Its:
___________________________

STATE OF OHIO
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ____ day of
________________, 2015, by Randall L. Gunlock, the Trustee of Randall L. Gunlock,
Trustee under the Amended Revocable Trust Agreement Dated May 30, 2013, Randall L.
Gunlock, Grantor, the Managing Member of RLG Howell LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company, on behalf of the company.
________________________________
Notary Public

STATE OF OHIO
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ____ day of
________________, 2015, by Glenn C. Gunlock, the Managing Member of GCG Howell
LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, on behalf of the company.
________________________________
Notary Public
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STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________,
2015,
by
_____________________________,
the
___________________________ of PKJJ, LLC, a Michigan limited liability company, on
behalf of the company.
_______________________________
Notary Public

7

CONSENT OF WAL-MART
Wal-Mart Real Estate Business Trust, a Delaware statutory trust, hereby consents to the
foregoing First Amendment to Declaration of Restrictions and Easements for Outlots.
WAL-MART REAL ESTATE BUSINESS TRUST,
a Delaware statutory trust

________________________________
By:
___________________________
Its:
___________________________

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS:
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________,
2015,
by
_____________________________,
the
___________________________ of Wal-Mart Real Estate Business Trust, a Delaware
statutory trust, on behalf of the trust.

_______________________________
Notary Public
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CONSENT OF LOWE’S
Lowe’s Home Centers, Inc., a North Carolina corporation, hereby consents to the foregoing
First Amendment to Declaration of Restrictions and Easements for Outlots.
LOWE’S HOME CENTERS, INC.,
a North Carolina corporation

________________________________
By:
___________________________
Its:
___________________________

STATE OF

)
) SS:
COUNTY OF
)
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me the ___ day of
________________,
2015,
by
_____________________________,
the
___________________________ of Lowe’s Home Centers, Inc., a North Carolina
corporation, on behalf of the corporation.

_______________________________
Notary Public
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Parking Reconfiguration License
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SITE PLANS
FOR

PANERA BREAD
GENOA TOWNSHIP
LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN
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Luminaire Schedule
Symbol

Qty

Label

Arrangement

MANUFACTURER

Description

Comment

7
2

A-1

SINGLE

GARDCO LIGHTING

EH-19-1-VS-450PSMH-480-BLP

Replace existing fixture, use existing 25' pole

A-2

DOUBLE

GARDCO LIGHTING

EH-19-1-VS-450PSMH-480-BLP

25ft Pole, Square, painted black

2

A-3

SINGLE

GARDCO LIGHTING

EH-19-1-VS-450PSMH-480-BLP

25ft Pole, Square, painted black

3

4

3

3

4

5

4

3

3

SITE LIGHTING NOTES:
1.

ALL LIGHTING SHALL BE METAL HALIDE.

2.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT AND REUSE CIRCUITS TO THE EXTENT PRACTICAL,
SEE ELECTRICAL ENGINEERS DRAWINGS.

3.

BUILDING MOUNTED FIXTURES ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE LOCATION, TYPE, AND
MANUFACTURER. THE SUBSTITUTION SHALL NOT INCREASE THE LIGHTING LEVELS
AND INTENSITIES INDICATED ON THIS PLAN.
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#1936
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SCALE: NTS

WMA2
LED

The 2" SSL Wall-mount Accent luminaire employs solid state technology to
provide small scale LED solutions for canopy and sign lighting. All components
are encapsulated inside a single small and attractive enclosure designed for
superior thermal performance in weather resistant applications. Offered in a
choice of light output levels, finishes, and color temperatures with a range of
mounting and light control accessories, 2" SSL Accent will perform as specified. It's aluminum construction and solid-state light source will provide years
of efficient service.
Construction:
• Separately sealed optical chamber and integral driver chamber IP67
• Easy “two-screw” integral driver access, does not disturb optical
• chamber seal
• Epoxy encapsulated electrical wire pass-through anti-wicking barrier
• Flush lens prevents puddles/water deposits in upward facing applications
• Yoke mount provides 360˚ horizontal, 200˚ vertical adjustment
• Locking horizontal pivot system to yoke features all stainless steel
• construction for exceptional strength
• Knurled knob tool-less vertical aiming lock, with tamper-resistant
• tooled locking after final aiming
• Black satin polyester powder paint is standard,
Type 3 marine-grade anodized finish optional
• Finned heat-sink housing provides exceptional thermal management

PROJECT:
TYPE:

Optics:
Lumen maintenance: 70% @ 50,000 hours
Available in a variety of axial beams in
combination with light shaping filters
HGS - Half external glare-shield field installable,
360˚ adjustable/lockable
Electrical:
Input voltage 120v-277v auto-sensing
Dimmable at 120v only
Reverse phase ELV
Power consumption 10w

Labeling:

Electrostatic sensitive device.
observe precautions for handling

4.26"
36"
REMOTE
DRIVER

2.16"

3.70"
WAC2-R
(remote driver)

WMA2-R
(Remote driver)
6.02"

36"

5"

2.16"
WAC2
WMA2
(Integral driver)

Ordering Information
Model #
WMA2
WMA2-R

CCT
27 (2700)
30 (3000)
35 (3500)

www.amerluxexterior.com

Beam Spread
Symmetric
Filter

15°, 20°
30°, 40°
60°

Finish

Accessories

BK - Black
BA - Black Anodized

HGS2
Half Glare Sheild

Asymmetric
Filter

60x10
60x30
90x60

5220 Shank Rd. Pearland, Texas 77581

(T) 281.997.5400

(F)281-997-5441

Part String
Example: WMA2 / 32 / 15 / BK

WMA2
LED

TYPE:

Data represents the use of light shaping filters

Complete photometric data (ies format) available upon request

LUMINAIRE

LUMENS

WMA2-30-15
WMA2-30-30
WMA2-30-40
WMA2-30-60
WMA2-30-60X10
WMA2-30-60X30
WMA2-30-90X60

498
378
337
328
385
345
375

IES FLOOD REPORT
PHOTOMETRIC FILENAME : AC2-30-15.IES
AXIAL CANDELA DISPLAY
V

H
V

IES FLOOD REPORT
PHOTOMETRIC FILENAME : AC2-30-40 FIXED.IES
AXIAL CANDELA DISPLAY
V

IES FLOOD REPORT
PHOTOMETRIC FILENAME : AC2-30-30 FIXED.IES
AXIAL CANDELA DISPLAY

H

H

1149

195

2298

391

3447

586

4596
Maximum Candela = 4596.332 Located At Horizontal Angle =-1, Vertical Angle = 0
H - Horizontal Axial Candela
V - Vertical Axial Candela

781
Maximum Candela = 781.19 Located At Horizontal Angle =-1, Vertical Angle =-1
H - Horizontal Axial Candela
V - Vertical Axial Candela

IES FLOOD REPORT
PHOTOMETRIC FILENAME : AC2-30-60 FIXED.IES
AXIAL CANDELA DISPLAY

IES FLOOD REPORT
PHOTOMETRIC FILENAME : AC2-30-60X10 FIXED.IES
AXIAL CANDELA DISPLAY

H

V

V

H

179

86

241

358

172

482

537

258

723

717
Maximum Candela = 716.649 Located At Horizontal Angle = 0, Vertical Angle = 0
H - Horizontal Axial Candela
V - Vertical Axial Candela

344
Maximum Candela = 344.443 Located At Horizontal Angle =-3, Vertical Angle =-3
H - Horizontal Axial Candela
V - Vertical Axial Candela

IES FLOOD REPORT
PHOTOMETRIC FILENAME : AC2-30-60X30.IES
AXIAL CANDELA DISPLAY

IES FLOOD REPORT
PHOTOMETRIC FILENAME : AC2-30-90X60.IES
AXIAL CANDELA DISPLAY
V

H

V

H

129

82

258

164

387

245

516
Maximum Candela = 515.806 Located At Horizontal Angle = 0, Vertical Angle = 0
H - Horizontal Axial Candela
V - Vertical Axial Candela

964
Maximum Candela = 964.386 Located At Horizontal Angle =-7, Vertical Angle = 0
H - Horizontal Axial Candela
V - Vertical Axial Candela

327
Maximum Candela = 327.191 Located At Horizontal Angle =-11, Vertical Angle =-5
H - Horizontal Axial Candela
V - Vertical Axial Candela

Notes:

www.amerluxexterior.com

5220 Shank Rd. Pearland, Texas 77581

( T ) 281.997.5400

(F)281-997-5441
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Ordered Separately from Fixture
See pages 4-6
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6" 9" Max.
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One piece die-cast low copper aluminum in a
cylindrical shape with integral cooling fins over the entire
length, and .100" minimum wall thickness. One piece
silicone gasket between housing and lens frame.
One piece die-cast low copper aluminum
with integral cooling fins, .100" minimum wall thickness,
mates with housing to create a continuous cylindrical shape.
/ " thick clear tempered glass lens is sealed to the lens frame
by a one piece stamped silicone gasket. Lens frame secures
to housing by two stainless steel recessed captive allen-head
screws.
Die-cast aluminum with integral locking teeth
providing 6° adjustment intervals and K" NPSM plus solid
brass locknut for mounting. Clear anodized prior to
chromate conversion coating for added corrosion resistance.
Stainless steel, recessed captive allen-head screws.
Specular Alzak® aluminum optical components
mounted to aluminum frame.
4KV porcelain medium base (T-10 Incandescent
and H.I.D.); T-4 Mini-can (Halogen); 13w GX23-2 2-pin
base, 42w GX24q-3 4-pin base (Fluorescent).
All electrical components are UL and CSA
recognized with leads extending out of the swivel splice
compartment. Normal power factor ballast rated -32°F
starting (13 watt Twin Tube Fluorescent); High power factor
ballast rated 0°F starting (42 watt Triple Tube Fluorescent);
Reactor - High power factor with starting temperatures of 40°F. for HPS and -20°F. for MH lamp modes. For MH/120
volt, a step-up transformer is provided. For HPS/277 volt, a
step-down transformer is provided (H.I.D.).
Super TGIC thermoset polyester powder coat paint,
2.5 mil nominal thickness, applied over a chromate
conversion coating; 2500 hour salt spray test endurance
rating. Standard colors are Black, Dark Bronze, Light Gray,
Platinum Silver, Verde Green or White. Custom colors are
available and subject to additional charges, minimum
quantities and longer lead times. Consult representative.
UL Listed to U.S. and Canadian safety
standards for wet locations. Fixture manufacturer shall
employ a quality program that is registered to ISO 9001
standard.
Fixtures must be grounded in accordance with
local codes or the National Electrical Code. Failure to do so
may result in serious personal injury
o

u

e
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Maximum weight: 13 lb

©
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Finish

Models
50 to 70 watt H.I.D.
Medium Base Lamps
13 to 42 watt Compact Fluorescent
60 watt Incandescent
150 watt Halogen
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See page 2
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Standard Features
Fixture
Cat. No. designates CFL
fixture and beam pattern.
Single fixture EPA:
0.3 (45° tilt)
0.5 (Face on)
Beam Pattern:
Cat. No.:
Electrical Module
HPS = High Pressure
Sodium
MH = Metal Halide
PL = Compact
Fluorescent
INC = Incandescent
HAL = Halogen

Wide Flood
l CFL1

Narrow Spot
l CFL6

Cat. Nos. for Electrical Modules available:
l 50HPS120
l 50HPS277

l 70HPS120
l 70HPS277

l 50MH120
l 50MH277

l 70MH120
l 70MH277

Lamp E-17, Clear
Socket Medium Base
ANSI Ballast S-68
Type

E-17, Clear
Medium Base
S-62

E-17, Clear
Medium Base
M-110

E-17, Clear
Medium Base
M-98

l 13PL120
l 13PL277

Lamp Lamp Line
Watts Type Volts
50 HPS 277

Lamp Twin Tube, Coated NOTE: For CFL1 only.
Socket Gx23-2 2-pin Base
l 42PL120
l 42PL277
Lamp Triple Tube, Coated NOTE: For CFL1 only.
42PL operates 26, 32, and 42 watt lamps at 120 thru 277
Socket Gx24q-3 4-pin Base volts (50-60 Hz).
l 60INC120
Lamp T-10, Coated
Socket Medium Base

Finish
Super TGIC powder coat
paint over a chromate
conversion coating.

Color:
Black
Cat. No.: l BL-P
1

Dark Bronze
l DB-P

l 150HAL120
T-4, Clear
Mini-can Base
Light Gray
l LG-P

Platinum Silver White
l PS-P
l WH-P

Custom Color
l CC-P

1

Custom colors subject to additional charges, minimum quantities and extended lead times.
Consult representative. Custom color description:

© 2001 KIM LIGHTING INC. • P.O. BOX 60080, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91716-0080 • TEL: 626/968-5666 • FAX: 626/369-2695
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Fixture Options
Ordered Separately from Fixture
Barn Doors
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

Extruded aluminum, fully adjustable doors with antireflection baffles. Individually swiveled and secured on a
stainless steel frame. Easily attaches to pre-drilled holes in the
lens frame with stainless steel screws. Provides beam and
glare control.
CAUTION: Not recommended for ground mounted fixtures
in vandal prone areas.
Cat. No.
l BD-CFL/BL-P Black
l BD-CFL/DB-P Dark Bronze
l BD-CFL/LG-P Light Gray
l BD-CFL/PS-P Platinum Silver
l BD-CFL/WH-P White

Fixed Hood
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

Formed .062 thick aluminum. Easily attaches to pre-drilled
holes in the lens frame with stainless steel screws. Provides
moderate shielding for glare control.
Cat. No.
l FH-CFL/BL-P Black
l FH-CFL/DB-P Dark Bronze
l FH-CFL/LG-P Light Gray
l FH-CFL/PS-P Platinum Silver
l FH-CFL/WH-P White

Full Shield
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

3"
TYPICAL

Formed .062 thick aluminum. Easily attaches to pre-drilled
holes in the lens frame with stainless steel screws. Provides
moderate shielding for glare control.
CAUTION: Do not use in locations where leaves and trash
can collect inside shield.
Cat. No.
l FS-CFL/BL-P Black
l FS-CFL/DB-P Dark Bronze
l FS-CFL/LG-P Light Gray
l FS-CFL/PS-P Platinum Silver
l FS-CFL/WH-P White

© 2001 KIM LIGHTING INC. • P.O. BOX 60080, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91716-0080 • TEL: 626/968-5666 • FAX: 626/369-2695

10G"

3K"
4C"

10G"

3K"
4C"
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Mounting Options
Ordered Separately from Fixture
Brass In-Grade
Architectural Junction
Box
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

Brass In-Grade
Staked Junction Box
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

Stanchion Mount
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

Die-cast brass with K" NPSM fixture mount and die-cast cover. Internal
set screw provided for locking position. 21 cu in. internal volume.
l JBR-2
(2) K" NPT in bottom
l JBR-3
(2) L" NPT in bottom
l JBR-21
(2) K" NPT in sides, (2) K" NPT in bottom
l JBR-24
(4) K" NPT in sides, (2) K" NPT in bottom
NOTE: All side taps provided with plugs.
25 Year Limited Warranty:
Solid brass Junction Boxes are warranted for 25 years, from date of
sale, against manufacturing defects and failure due to corrosion.
Application Notes
• Creates a flush-mounted appearance.
• May be cast in concrete for increased stability.
CAUTION: Fixture stem and swivel must not contact soil or
standing water. Provide drainage away from Junction Box.
Die-cast brass with K" NPSM fixture mount and die-cast cover. Internal
set screw provided for locking position. 21 cu in. internal volume.
l JBR30 (2) K" NPT in bottom, (2) 19" long stakes
l JBR32 (2) K" NPT in bottom, 9' (SJTW-A) 3 wire cord and plug.
NOTE: JBR32 for use with incandescent, halogen, and fluorescent
fixtures only.
25 Year Limited Warranty:
Solid brass Junction Boxes are warranted for 25 years, from date of
sale, against manufacturing defects and failure due to corrosion.
Application Notes
• Creates a flush-mounted appearance.
• May be cast in concrete for increased stability.
CAUTION: Fixture stem and swivel must not contact soil or
standing water. Provide drainage away from Junction Box.
3" O.D. by .188" wall cast low copper aluminum with
K" NPSM fixture mount and hand hole with flush cover.
Internal set screw fixture lock accessible through hand
hole. Internal ground lug supplied with installed lead.
Cat. No.
l SM18/BL-P Black
l SM18/DB-P Dark Bronze
l SM18/LG-P Light Gray
l SM18/PS-P Platinum Silver
l SM18/WH-P White

3L" Dia.
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount

3"

3L" Dia.
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount

3" Dia.
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount

© 2001 KIM LIGHTING INC. • P.O. BOX 60080, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91716-0080 • TEL: 626/968-5666 • FAX: 626/369-2695

K"

K"
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15E"

6" MIN.
12" MAX.
18"
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Mounting Options
Ordered Separately from Fixture
Surface Mount
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

Architectural Wall Mount
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

PowerPost™ by
Engineered Products Co.
Cat. No. l EP17
l No Option

Cast low copper aluminum with mounting ears for wood
screw attachment to tree or wood structure. 5.5 cu in. splice
area with gasketed cover. K" NPSM fixture mount and K"
NPSM conduit or cord seal entry.
NOTE: Surface mount can be connected to conduit or
outdoor cord with a waterproof cord seal (by others).
Cat. No.
l J-27N/BL-P Black
l J-27N/DB-P Dark Bronze
l J-27N/LG-P Light Gray
l J-27N/PS-P Platinum Silver
l J-27N/WH-P White
Die-cast low copper aluminum with K" NPSM fixture
mount. Internal set screw provided for locking position.
Canopy attaches to stainless steel wall plate for mounting to
any standard electrical outlet box.
Cat. No.
l JW/BL-P
Black
l JW/DB-P
Dark Bronze
l JW/LG-P
Light Gray
l JW/PS-P
Platinum Silver
l JW/WH-P
White
PVC fixture molded in black with K" NPT mount is corrosion
free and UV resistant. Replaces EMT, conduit connectors
and weatherproof boxes. 100% shatter resistant against
denting and cracking. Angled bottom to eliminate cable
congestion.
NOTE: Should be used with a UL listed fixture and
grounding means (i.e., third wire) suitable for use in wet
locations.

2F"
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount

1L"
4K"

K" NPSM
Conduit
Entry

5" Dia.
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount

3J" Dia.
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount
17K"

1"
3K"
5"

© 2001 KIM LIGHTING INC. • P.O. BOX 60080, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91716-0080 • TEL: 626/968-5666 • FAX: 626/369-2695
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Mounting Options
Ordered Separately from Fixture
Architectural Junction
Box
Cat. No. (see right)
l No Option

Portable Spear Mount
Cat. No. l J-25N
l No Option

Die-cast low copper anodized aluminum cylindrical body
and matching cover with K" NPSM fixture mount. One piece
molded silicone cover gasket. Captive countersunk cover
screws. Internal set screw provided for locking position. Two
K" NPSM in bottom, 17 cu in. internal volume.
CAUTION: Junction Box must be installed high enough to
avoid contact with soil or standing water.
Cat. No.
l JB1/BL-P
Black
l JB1/DB-P
Dark Bronze
l JB1/LG-P
Light Gray
l JB1/PS-P
Platinum Silver
l JB1/WH-P
White

3" Dia.
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount

Cast iron with K" NPSM fixture mount. Hot dip galvanized
finish. 5.5 cu in. splice compartment. 9' (SJTW-A) 3 wire cord
and plug.
NOTE: For use with incandescent, halogen, and fluorescent
fixtures only.

© 2001 KIM LIGHTING INC. • P.O. BOX 60080, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91716-0080 • TEL: 626/968-5666 • FAX: 626/369-2695

4L"
Cover
(2) K" NPSM

3K" Dia.
K" NPSM
Fixture
Mount

2J"
6E"
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April 2, 2015
Planning Commission
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, Michigan 48116
Attention:
Subject:
Location:
Zoning:

Kelly Van Marter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager and Planning Director
Champion Chevrolet Office Addition – Sketch Plan Review #1
5000 E. Grand River Avenue – south side of Grand River, just east of exit 141 off I-96
NR-PUD Non-residential Planned Unit Development

Dear Commissioners:
As requested, we have reviewed the sketch plan (dated 3/26/15) proposing an expansion of the existing
office building for the Champion Chevrolet dealership. The property is located on the south side of
Grand River, just east of exit 141 off I-96, and is zoned NR-PUD.
The proposed project has been reviewed in accordance with the Genoa Township Zoning Ordinance.
A.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
B.

Summary
The project is eligible for sketch plan review and is considered a minor amendment to an existing
special land use.
The Planning Commission may wish to request updated calculations for building coverage and
parking.
Building materials and colors are subject to review and approval by the Township. The Planning
Commission has discretion to permit materials and colors that match the existing building.
The Township may wish to request details of existing landscaping and/or lighting. If deficiencies
are found, the Township may require improvements to bring the site closer to compliance with
current standards.
Review of aerial photos indicates a larger parking/vehicle storage area than shown on the plan. If
this is accurate, the plan should be revised to accurately reflect current conditions.
The site is comprised of 3 separate parcels and consideration should be given to combining them
due to encroachments of parking/vehicle storage and fencing.
At some point in the future, further expansion may result in the need for a new special land use
approval and/or full site plan review.
Proposal/Process

The applicant requests sketch plan approval for an 876 square foot addition at the rear of the existing
building. The additional space is intended as an expansion of the existing office area for the dealership.
Given the scope of the project, it is eligible for sketch plan review (as opposed to full site plan review) in
accordance with Article 18 of the Township Zoning Ordinance.
Furthermore, while automobile dealerships are special land uses, the project qualifies as a minor
amendment to an existing special land use. As such, Section 19.06.02 does not require a new review of
the special land use at this time.
306 S. Washington Ave. Ste. 400

Royal Oak, Michigan 48067

248.586.0505

Fax 248.586.0501

www.LSLplanning.com
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Subject site –
proposed addition

Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north)
C.

Sketch Plan Review

1. Dimensional Requirements. With respect to the dimensional requirements of Section 7.03, the only
applicable standards are the rear yard setback, building height and building coverage ratio.
The setback and height requirements are met, though no information is provided with respect to
building coverage. Given the size of the property, the relatively small addition is unlikely to impact
the maximum ratio; however, the Commission may wish to request updated calculations to ensure
compliance.
2. Building Materials and Design. The proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are
subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission. Based upon the submittal, the proposed
addition will match the existing building in terms of materials, color and design.
While painted concrete block is not necessarily a material that would be encouraged in commercial
districts, Section 12.01.08 allows the Planning Commission to permit building expansions where the
design and materials match the existing building.
3. Parking. Given the limited size of the proposed addition in relation to the overall size of the property
and amount of parking provided, the project is not expected to have an impact on parking for the site.
However, the Commission may wish to request updated parking calculations to ensure compliance.
4. Vehicular Circulation. Even with the proposed addition, the drive aisle at the rear of the building
will still exceed minimum driveway width requirements.
5. Landscaping. The submittal does not identify any existing or proposed landscaping. Similar to
comments provided during our last review of this site, the Commission may wish to request details of
existing landscaping to determine compliance with current standards (Section 12.02). If current
plantings are deficient, the Commission may require some amount of improvement as part of this
project.

Genoa Township Planning Commission
Champion Chevrolet Sketch Plan Review #1
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6. Exterior Lighting. The submittal does not include details of existing or proposed lighting. Similar
to comments above, the Commission may wish to request details of existing light fixtures to
determine compliance with current standards (Section 12.03). If current lighting is not in compliance,
some amount of improvement may be required as part of this project.
7. Additional Considerations. Similar to our comments during the last review of this site:




The plan submitted does not show the full extent of the area used for parking/vehicle storage and
should be updated to reflect current conditions.
The actual parking/storage area appears to cross over parcel boundary lines, as does the fencing.
The property is comprised of 3 separate parcels and, given the above situation, we are of the
opinion the parcels should be combined due to these encroachments.

Furthermore, Article 18 allows the Township to apply the cumulative expansion of a development
from the originally approved site plan. Pending approval of this project, this site will have undergone
multiple “minor” expansions and there will likely be a point in the future where the combination of
multiple expansions results in the need for a full site plan review (and possibly a new special land use
review).
It may be prudent for the Township to review the cumulative expansions of this site since the original
special land use and site plan were approved to determine the threshold where additional approvals
may be necessary.
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@lslplanning.com and
foster@lslplanning.com.
Sincerely,
LSL PLANNING, INC.
Brian V. Borden, AICP
Principal Planner

Michelle Foster
Project Planner

April 7, 2015
Ms. Kelly VanMarter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
Re:

Champion Chevrolet Office Addition
Sketch Plan Review

Dear Ms. VanMarter:
We have reviewed the sketch plan submittal from Boss Engineering Inc. dated May 22, 2014. The
petitioner is proposing to construct an approximately 20' x 44' block building addition on the southern side
of an existing building on the Champion Chevrolet property. The expansion will allow for additional office
space at the facility.
Our review found no sewer or water main related impacts to the existing site from the proposed addition
as illustrated on the sketch plan. There will be a minor increase in site impervious area due to the removal
of a landscaped area to construct the offices, and all new drainage must runoff to the existing storm water
system, which shall be verified to have enough capacity during the site plan review. With minimal site
impacts, we have no objections to the proposed addition.
When filing a site plan review application, the petitioner should be sure to review the May 2014 MHOG
Commercial REU Schedule for the increase in water usage for the addition of approximately 900 sq. ft.
of additional floor space.
Please call if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E.
Unit Vice President

Joseph C. Siwek, P.E.
Project Engineer

Copy: Boss Engineering

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

April 6, 2015

Kelly VanMarter
Genoa Township
2911 Dorr Road
Brighton, MI 48116
RE:

Champion Chevrolet Office Addition
5000 E. Grand River
Site Plan Review

Dear Kelly:
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan. The plans
were received for review on March 27, 2015 and the drawings are dated March 26, 2015. The
project is based on a new 876 square foot addition to an existing building occupied as a mixeduse business and storage. The plan review is based on the requirements of the International Fire
Code (IFC) 2012 edition. Previous comments appear to be addressed by the applicant in the
revised submittal.
1. The access road into the site shall be a maintained at its current clear width of at least 26’
wide. With the width of 26’ wide, the building side shall be marked as a fire lane. Include
the location of the proposed fire lane signage and include a detail of the fire lane sign in the
submittal. Access roads to site shall be provided and maintained during construction.
Access roads shall be constructed to be capable of supporting the imposed load of fire
apparatus weighing at least 75,000 pounds.
IFC D 103.6
IFC D 103.1
IFC D 102.1
IFC D 103.3
Additional comments will be given during the building plan review process (specific to the
building plans and occupancy). The applicant is reminded that the fire authority must review
the fire protection systems submittals (sprinkler & alarm) prior to permit issuance by the Building
Department and that the authority will also review the building plans for life safety requirements
in conjunction with the Building Department.
If you have any questions about the comments on this plan review please contact me at 810229-6640.
Cordially,

Michael Evans
Deputy Fire Chief

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Kelly VanMarter, Assistant Township Manager/Community
Development Director

DATE:

April 7, 2015

RE:

Bylaws Amendment

Dear Commissioners,
In the following documents you will find an opinion from the Township Attorney, Frank
Mancuso related to Conflict of Interest. His statements are in response to a series of
questions I asked him in regard to an upcoming petition that involves one of our
Commissioners.
Mr. Mancuso’s response to my third question finds that the Bylaw provision requiring a
recused member to exit the room to be a possible violation of the Open Meetings Act.
For this reason, the Bylaws have been revised to remedy this issue.
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.
Sincerely,

THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL IS SUBJECT TO THE ATTORNEY/CLIENT
PRIVILEGE AND IS EXCEPT FROM DISCLOSURE
GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHJIP
Opinion Regarding Potential Conflict of Interest
March 9, 2015
Questions:
1.
Does a Planning Commission Member have a conflict of interest on a matter before the
Planning Commission where the Planning Commission Member is an employee of the applicant?
For the reasons stated below, my opinion is, Yes.
2.
Can the Planning Commission Member, referenced in question 1 above, present to the
Planning Commission on behalf of the applicant? For the reasons stated below, my opinion is,
No.
3.
If the answer to question 2 above is no, can the Planning Commission Member be in the
room/audience to help answer or address any concerns of the Planning Commission on the
matter in question? For the reasons stated below, my opinion is that the Commission member is
entitled to be in the room but should abstain from addressing concerns of the Planning
Commission on the matter in question.
4.
If the Planning Commission Member is acting as the engineer for the applicant and there
is no other engineer acting on behalf of the applicant, can the Planning Commission Member
answer technical questions related to the application? For the reasons stated below my answer is
yes as to technical questions only and that the Planning Commission Member should not answer
questions or engage in discussion regarding non-technical issues.
Question 1 Response.
MCL 125.3815(9) provides in pertinent part:
Before casting a vote on a matter on which a member may reasonably be
considered to have a conflict of interest, the member shall disclose the potential
conflict of interest to the planning commission. The member is disqualified from
voting on the matter if so provided by the bylaws or by a majority vote of the
remaining members of the planning commission. Failure of a member to disclose
a potential conflict of interest as required by this subsection constitutes
malfeasance in office. Unless the legislative body, by ordinance, defines conflict
of interest for the purposes of this subsection, the planning commission shall do
so in its bylaws.
Genoa Township has adopted Bylaws as required by MCL 125.3819. The Planning
Commission’s Bylaws state the following regarding conflicts of interest:

Section 7.1
Declaration of Conflict. The Commission shall make a determination
regarding the presence of a conflict of interest. Commission members shall declare a conflict
of interest prior to any discussion on an item, when any one (1) or more of the following
occur:
(1) A relative or other family member is involved in any request for which the Commission
is asked to make a decision.
(2) The Commission member has a business or financial interest in the property involved in
the request, or has a business or financial interest in the applicant’s company, agency,
or association.
(3) The Commission member owns or has a financial interest in neighboring property. For
purposes of this Section, a neighboring property shall include any property falling
within the notification radius for the proposed development, as required by the Zoning
Ordinance, or other applicable Ordinance.
(4) There is a reasonable appearance of a conflict of interest, as determined by the
Commission member declaring such conflict.
Under Section 7.1 of the Ordinance, subparagraph (1) is not applicable since no family member
or relative of the Commission member is involved. It is also my opinion that subparagraph (2)
does not apply if there is merely an employee/employer relationship and not a business or
financial relationship (it is my opinion that an employee/employer relationship is not the same as
a business or financial interest and if the Board intended that to be the case, it could have easily
listed an “employee” relationship in this paragraph). Likewise, subparagraph (3) does not apply
because there is no indication that the Commission member owns or has a financial interest in
the subject property or any property within the notification radius.
Subparagraph (4) is a catch-all and if there is a conflict under the Ordinance, this is the
subparagraph that applies. Interesting to note is that it is for the Commission member, and not
the Commission, to determine whether or not a “reasonable appearance of a conflict of interest”
exists.
In order to determine whether or not there is a conflict of interest, we must look to the common
law as the only statutory conflict of interest deals with contracts between public servants and
public entities.1
The following statements concerning the common law conflict of interest are applicable here:
All public officials are agents, and their official powers are fiduciary. They are
trusted with public functions for the good of the public; to protect, advance and
promote its interest, and not their own. And, the greater necessity exists that in
private life for removing from them every inducement to abuse the trust reposed
1

1968 PA 317, MCL 15.321, et.seq. entitled “Contracts of Public Servants with Public Entities” See Also Op Atny
Gen 1981, No 5916 (June 8, 1981) and Op Atny Gen 1981, No 6005 (November 2, 1981).

in them . . . Fidelity in the agent is what is aimed at, and as a means of securing it,
the law will not permit the agent to place himself in a situation in which he may
be tempted by his own private interest to disregard that of his principal . . . Op
Anty Gen 1977-1978, No 5404, P720 (December 14, 1978), citing People v. Twp
Bd of Overyssel, 11 Mich 222, 225 (1863).
A conflict of interest arises when the personal interest of a public official places
him in a position where he cannot execute his public duties without affecting his
private interest, thus denying the public the fair, impartial and objective judgment
to which it is entitled. Op Atny Gen 1975-1976, No. 4869 (June 4, 1975).
Court of Appeals cases provide some guidelines as well. In the case of Abrahamson v. Wendell,
76 Mich. App. 278 (1977), the Court declared that a zoning board of appeals decision was void
because the township supervisor appeared before the ZBA as the applicant’s contractor. The
Court noted that a supervisor has power of appointment over the zoning board of appeals. The
Court held that “as a matter of law, the appearance by the supervisor before the body of which he
had appointive powers, at least in part, must be deemed an imposition of duress on the members
of the zoning board of appeals and as a result, the action of the board is void.”
In DOT v. Twp of Kochville, 261 Mich. App. 399 (2004) the Court held that appearance of the
township supervisor before the zoning board of appeals opposing variance requests for the
widening of M-84 because the variance requests, if granted, would cause the subject properties to
become more non-conforming as to setbacks, did not constitute an imposition of duress as a
matter of law. The court also found that the supervisor did not have a personal pecuniary interest
in the outcome and that he was representing the maintained his fidelity to the township citizens
by commenting on the interest of the township.
For the reasons stated in the above cited Court of Appeals decisions, it is my opinion that a
planning commission member does have a potential conflict of interest in a matter before the
commission where the applicant is the planning commissioner’s employer.
Question 2 Response.
In order to answer question 2, we only need to consider Section 7.2 of the Township Planning
Commission Bylaws. That Section provides:
Section 7.2
Requirements. Prior to discussion on a request the Commission member
shall do all oft eh following to declare a conflict:
(1)

Announce a conflict of interest and state its general nature.

(2)

Abstain from discussion or votes relative to the matter which is the subject of the
conflict.

(3)

Absent himself/herself from the room in which the discussion and voting take place.

Section 7.2 (2) is clear that the Planning Commission member should not present on behalf of
the petitioner. It is also my opinion that the Bylaws with regard to this subsection is consistent
with the case law or common law of Michigan.
Question 3 Response.
While Section 7.2 (3) requires that the Planning Commission member “absent himself/herself
from the room,” it is my opinion that subsection (3) is inconsistent with the Court of Appeals
decision in the Twp of Kochville mentioned above. I do not think that a planning commission
member should be required to absent himself/herself from the room and that such a requirement
may violate the Open Meetings Act where the commission member is not voting or participating
in discussions on the matter that is the subject of the conflict. As such, I would recommend that
the planning commission member remove himself from the commission table. He may be
present in the audience, however, he should not address concerns of the planning commission on
the matter in question. Rather, the commission member should have another person to address
the concerns of the Planning Commission.
Question 4 Response.
It would certainly be my preference for the applicant to have another engineer present to answer
the technical questions. If that is not possible or practical, it is my opinion that the Planning
Commission Member could answer technical questions only (that is questions related to the
engineering of the project). The Planning Commission Member should not engage in any other
discussion or answer non-technical questions.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Frank Mancuso
Kelly VanMarter
RE: Draft Amended Bylaws - Conflict of Interest 3.10.15
Tuesday, March 10, 2015 1:59:10 PM

Kelly:
I approve your suggested changes and recommend the amended Sections 7.1 - .7.3 for approval –
great job!
If you have any questions, please let me know.
Thank you,
Frank J. Mancuso, Jr.
Mancuso & Cameron, P.C.
722 E. Grand River Ave.
Brighton, MI 48116
Ph: (810) 225-3300
Fax: (810) 225-9110
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message and all of its contents contain information
from the law firm of Mancuso & Cameron, P.C. which may be privileged, confidential or
otherwise protected from disclosure. The information is intended to be for the addressee(s)
only. If you are not an addressee, any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the contents
of this message, or any portion thereof, is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
electronic message in error, please notify us immediately at (810) 225-3300 and destroy the
original message and all copies.
From: Kelly VanMarter [mailto:Kelly@genoa.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 10:42 AM
To: Frank Mancuso
Subject: Draft Amended Bylaws - Conflict of Interest 3.10.15

Please see the attached bylaw changes and let me know what you think.

Kelly VanMarter, AICP
Assistant Township Manager/Community Development Director
Genoa Charter Township
2911 Dorr Road, Brighton, Michigan 48116
Direct: (810) 588-6900, Phone: (810) 227-5225, Fax: (810) 227-3420
E-mail: kelly@genoa.org, Url: www.genoa.org

GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION BYLAWS
Effective immediately as adopted November 9, 2009
Amended April 13, 2015 (conflict of interest)
ARTICLE 1: AUTHORITY
These rules of procedure are adopted by the Genoa Charter Township Planning Commission
(hereinafter referred to as the “Commission”), pursuant to Public Act 33 of 2008, as amended,
being the Michigan Planning Enabling Act, (M.C.L. 125.3801 et. seq.) to facilitate the duties of
the Commission for administration of the Zoning Ordinance as outlined in Public Act 110 of
2006, as amended, being the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, (M.C.L. 125.3101 et. seq.).
The rules of procedure adopted herein include matters unique to Genoa Charter Township as
well as excerpts from the state statutes. The complete general rules and other matters covered by
state statute are attached in Exhibit A.
ARTICLE 2: PURPOSE
The general purpose of the Genoa Charter Township Planning Commission shall be to guide and
promote the efficient, coordinated development of the Township in a manner which will best
promote the health, safety, and general welfare of its people, preserve and protect the Township,
and to address the goals and recommendations of the Master Plan.
ARTICLE 3: DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION
In general, the Commission shall perform all acts required by law of a Planning Commission.
More specifically, the Commission shall perform the following duties:
(1) Draft, conduct hearings, and recommend a Zoning Ordinance, and subsequent amendments
thereto, to the Township Board of Trustees.
(2) Adopt a Master Plan, review the Plan regularly, and make necessary updates as required.
(3) Prepare an Annual Report to the Township Board of Trustees.
(4) Review and take action or recommend appropriate actions to the Township Board on site
plan, special land use, and planned unit development requests.
(5) Review Subdivision proposals and recommend appropriate actions to the Board of Trustees.
(6) Prepare special studies and plans, as deemed necessary by the Commission or Board and for
which appropriations of funds have been approved by the Township Board, as needed.
(7) Attend training sessions, conferences, or meetings as needed to properly fulfill the duties of
the Commissioner, and for which appropriations of funds have been approved by the
Township Board, as needed.
(8) Perform other duties and responsibilities as may be requested by the Board of Trustees.
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(9) Members of the Commission may conduct such site visits as deemed necessary to evaluate
the applicaton and supporting material. Site visits shall be conducted individually unless
otherwise scheduled by the Commission, obeying all requirements of the Open Meetings
Act.
ARTICLE 4: MEMBERSHIP
Section 4.1 Membership Requirements. Membership of the Commission shall consist of 7
members appointed by Township Board of Trustees. Members of the Commission shall be
residents of the Township.
Section 4.2 Terms. Each member, except the Board of Trustees representative, shall be
appointed to hold office for a three (3) year term. Vacant positions shall be filled by the Board
of Trustees for the unexpired term. The Board representative will serve at the discretion of the
Board of Trustees.
ARTICLE 5: OFFICERS
Section 5.1 Officers. The officers of the Commission are elected members of the
Commission and shall consist of the chairperson, vice-chairperson, and secretary. The Board
representative may not serve as an officer.
Section 5.2 Duties of the Chairperson. The chair shall preside at all meetings, appoint
committees; and perform such duties as may be delegated by the Commission or Board of
Trustees. The Commission chairperson shall have the right to appoint new committee members
at any time to fill a vacancy.
Section 5.3 Duties of the Vice-Chairperson. The vice-chairperson shall act in the capacity
of the chairperson in his/her absence.
Section 5.4 Duties of the Secretary. The secretary shall serve as the liaison between the
Commission and the Planning Director who is responsible for the execution of documents in the
name of the Commission, performing the duties hereinafter listed below, and performing such
duties as the Commission may determine.
(1) Minutes. The Planning Director shall be responsible for the permanent record of the
minutes of each meeting and shall have them recorded in suitable permanent records.
(2) Correspondence. The Planning Director shall be responsible for the issuance of formal
written correspondence with other groups or persons, as directed by the Commission. All
communications, petitions, reports, or other written materials received by the Planning
Director shall be brought to the attention of the Commission.
(3) Attendance. The Planning Director shall be responsible for maintaining an attendance
record for each Commission member.
(4) Notices/Agendas. The Planning Director shall issue such notices and prepare the agendas
for all meetings, as may be required by the Commission.
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Section 5.5 Duties of the Board of Trustees Representative. The Board of Trustees
representative to the Commission shall report the actions of the Commission to the Board and
update the Commission on actions by the Board that relate to the function and duties of the
Commission.
Section 5.6 Duties of the Zoning Board of Appeals Representative. The Zoning Board of
Appeals (ZBA) representative to the Commission shall report the actions of the Commission to
the ZBA and update the Commission on actions by the ZBA that relate to the functions and
duties of the Commission.
Section 5.7

Elections.

(1) At the first regular meeting of each calendar year, the Commission shall select from its
membership a chairperson, vice-chairperson, and secretary who shall serve for a twelve
month period and who shall be eligible for re-election.
(2) A candidate receiving a majority vote of the membership present shall be declared elected.
(3) Newly elected officers will assume their office immediately after the election.
Section 5.8
procedure.

Vacancies. Vacancies in offices shall be filled immediately by regular election

ARTICLE 6: MEETINGS
Section 6.1 Regular Meetings. Regular meetings of the Commission shall be held the
second Monday of every month. The dates and times shall be posted at the Township Hall in
accordance with the Open Meetings Act. Any changes in the date or time of the regular
meetings shall be posted in the same manner as originally established. When a regular meeting
falls on or near a legal holiday, the Commission shall select suitable alternate dates in the same
month, in accordance with the Open Meetings Act.
Section 6.2
Meeting Notices. All meetings shall be posted at the Township Hall according
to the Open Meetings Act. The notice shall include the date, time and place of the meeting.
Section 6.3 Special Meetings. A special meeting may be called by two members of the
Commission upon written request to the secretary or by the chairperson. The business which the
Commission may perform shall be conducted at a public meeting of the Commission held in
compliance with the Open Meetings Act. Public notice of the time, date, and place of the special
meeting shall be given in a manner as required by the Open Meetings Act, and the secretary shall
send written notice of a special meeting to Commission members not less than 48 hours in
advance of the meeting.
Section 6.4 Open Meetings. All meetings of the Commission shall be opened to the public
and held in a place available to the general public. All deliberations and decisions of the
Commission shall be made at a meeting open to the public. A person shall be permitted to
address a hearing of the Commission under the rules established in Section 6.11, and to address
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the Commission concerning non-hearing matters under the pubic comment portion of the agenda,
as established in Section 6.9 to the extent that they are applicable. A person shall not be
excluded from a meeting of the Commission except for breach of the peace, committed at the
meeting.
Section 6.5 Public Record. All meetings, minutes, records, documents, correspondence, and
other materials of the Commission shall be open to public inspection in accordance with the
Freedom of Information Act, except as may otherwise be provided by law.
Section 6.6 Minutes. Commission minutes shall be prepared by the recording secretary of
the Commission. The minutes shall contain a brief synopsis of the meeting, complete statement
of the conditions or recommendations made on any action; and recording of attendance.
Section 6.7 Quorum. In order for the Commission to conduct business or take any official
action, a quorum consisting of the majority of the voting members of the Commission shall be
present. When a quorum is not present, no official action, except for closing of the meeting shall
occur. The members of the Commission may discuss matters of interest, but can take no action
until the next regular or special meeting. All public hearings without a quorum shall be
scheduled for the next regular or special meeting and no additional public notice is required
provided the date, time, and place is announced at the meeting.
Section 6.8 Voting. An affirmative vote of the Commission members present shall be
required for the approval of any requested action or motion placed before the Commission.
Voting shall ordinarily be voice vote; provided however that a roll call vote shall be required if
requested by any Commission member or directed by the chairperson. All Commission
members shall vote on every motion placed on the floor unless there is conflict of interest, as
established in ARTICLE 7. Any member abstaining from a vote shall indicate their intention to
abstain prior to any discussion on that item and shall not participate in the discussion of that
item.
Section 6.9 Agenda. A written agenda for all regular meetings shall be prepared as followed.
The required agenda items for all regular meetings shall be:
(1) Call to order
(2) Pledge of Allegiance
(3) Worksession (if requested)
(4) Approval of Agenda
(5) Public comments and communications concerning items not on the Agenda
(6) Scheduled public hearings
(7) Administrative Business
(8) Approval of Minutes
(9) Adjournment
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Section 6.10 Rules of Order. All meetings of the Commission shall be conducted in
accordance with generally accepted parliamentary procedure, as governed by “Robert’s Rules of
Order”.
Section 6.11 Public Hearings. Hearings shall be scheduled and due notice given in
accordance with the provisions of the acts and ordinance cited in ARTICLE 1. Public hearings
conducted by the Commission shall be run in an orderly and timely fashion. This shall be
accomplished by the established hearing procedures as follows.
(1) Announce Subject. The chairperson announces each agenda item and describes the subject
to be considered.
(2) Present Proposal. The applicant provides a presentation of the proposal followed by a
staff/consultant review. Reports prepared by staff or other officials shall be considered
along with any presentations made. The Commission may ask questions of the applicant,
staff, or consultants during this time.
(3) Open Public Hearing. The chairperson summarizes the hearing rules and then opens the
hearing to the floor.
(4) Close Public Hearing. The chairperson should give ample opportunity for comment,
including a “last call” for comments. The chairperson will then close the hearing.
(5) Deliberation. Any action of the Planning Commission must be supported by reasonable
findings, which will become part of the record through minutes, resolutions, staff reports,
etc. All motions shall summarize these findings, or provide reasons for the suggested
action. If a matter is tabled to a specific meeting date, it is not necessary to re-advertise the
hearing.
(6) Action. After deliberation, the Planning Commission may take any of the following
actions:


Recommend approval or approve the proposal.



Recommend approval or approve the proposal with conditions.



Recommend denial or deny the proposal.



Table the proposal to a later date, in order to gather additional information or to
prepare Findings of Fact, or if there are unresolved issues, or at the request of a
petitioner.

ARTICLE 7: CONFLICT OF INTEREST
Section 7.1 Declaration of Conflict. The Commission shall make a determination regarding
the presence of a conflict of interest. Commission members shall declare a conflict of interest
prior to any discussion on an item, when any one (1) or more of the following occur:
(1) A relative or other family member is involved in any request for which the Commission is
asked to make a decision.
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Section 7.1 Declaration of Conflict. The Commission shall make a determination regarding
the presence of a conflict of interest. Commission members shall declare a conflict of interest
prior to any discussion on an item, when any one (1) or more of the following occur:
(1) A relative or other family member is involved in any request for which the Commission is
asked to make a decision.
(2) The Commission member has a business or financial interest in the property involved in the
request, or has a business or financial interest in the applicant’s company, agency, or
association.
(3) The Commission member owns or has a financial interest in neighboring property. For
purposes of this Section, a neighboring property shall include any property falling within
the notification radius for the proposed development, as required by the Zoning Ordinance,
or other applicable Ordinance.
(4) There is a reasonable appearance of a conflict of interest, as determined by the Commission
member declaring such conflict.
Section 7.2 Requirements. Prior to discussion on a request, the Commission member shall
Announce announce a conflict of interest and state its general nature. If the Commission
determines a conflict of interest exists, the Commission member shall:
(1) Abstain from any discussion or votes relative to the matter which is the subject of the
conflict.
(2) Absent himself/herself from the room table in which the discussion and voting take place.
Section 7.3 As Petitioner. A Commission member or Trustee shall not be heard before the
Commission as a petitioner, representative of a petitioner or as a party interested in a petition
during the member’s term of office.
ARTICLE 8: ABSENCES, REMOVALS, AND RESIGNATIONS
Section 8.1 Absences. Members of the Commission shall notify the Planning Director at
least twenty-four (24) hours in advance when they intend to be absent from the meeting.
Section 8.2 Removal. Members of the Commission may be removed by the Board of
Trustees for nonperformance of duty, misconduct in office, or upon failure to declare a conflict
of interest upon vote by the majority, after written charges have been prepared and a hearing
conducted.
Section 8.3 Resignation. A member may resign from the Commission by sending a letter of
resignation to the Board of Trustees or Township Supervisor.
ARTICLE 9: AMENDMENTS
These rules may be amended by the Commission by a concurring vote pursuant to subsection
6.8, during any regular meeting, provided that all members have received an advance copy of the
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proposed amendments at least 3 days prior to the meeting at which such amendments are to be
considered.
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GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION BYLAWS
Effective immediately as adopted November 9, 2009
Amended April 13, 2015 (conflict of interest)
ARTICLE 1: AUTHORITY
These rules of procedure are adopted by the Genoa Charter Township Planning Commission
(hereinafter referred to as the “Commission”), pursuant to Public Act 33 of 2008, as amended,
being the Michigan Planning Enabling Act, (M.C.L. 125.3801 et. seq.) to facilitate the duties of
the Commission for administration of the Zoning Ordinance as outlined in Public Act 110 of
2006, as amended, being the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, (M.C.L. 125.3101 et. seq.).
The rules of procedure adopted herein include matters unique to Genoa Charter Township as
well as excerpts from the state statutes. The complete general rules and other matters covered by
state statute are attached in Exhibit A.
ARTICLE 2: PURPOSE
The general purpose of the Genoa Charter Township Planning Commission shall be to guide and
promote the efficient, coordinated development of the Township in a manner which will best
promote the health, safety, and general welfare of its people, preserve and protect the Township,
and to address the goals and recommendations of the Master Plan.
ARTICLE 3: DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION
In general, the Commission shall perform all acts required by law of a Planning Commission.
More specifically, the Commission shall perform the following duties:
(1) Draft, conduct hearings, and recommend a Zoning Ordinance, and subsequent amendments
thereto, to the Township Board of Trustees.
(2) Adopt a Master Plan, review the Plan regularly, and make necessary updates as required.
(3) Prepare an Annual Report to the Township Board of Trustees.
(4) Review and take action or recommend appropriate actions to the Township Board on site
plan, special land use, and planned unit development requests.
(5) Review Subdivision proposals and recommend appropriate actions to the Board of Trustees.
(6) Prepare special studies and plans, as deemed necessary by the Commission or Board and for
which appropriations of funds have been approved by the Township Board, as needed.
(7) Attend training sessions, conferences, or meetings as needed to properly fulfill the duties of
the Commissioner, and for which appropriations of funds have been approved by the
Township Board, as needed.
(8) Perform other duties and responsibilities as may be requested by the Board of Trustees.
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(9) Members of the Commission may conduct such site visits as deemed necessary to evaluate
the applicaton and supporting material. Site visits shall be conducted individually unless
otherwise scheduled by the Commission, obeying all requirements of the Open Meetings
Act.
ARTICLE 4: MEMBERSHIP
Section 4.1 Membership Requirements. Membership of the Commission shall consist of 7
members appointed by Township Board of Trustees. Members of the Commission shall be
residents of the Township.
Section 4.2 Terms. Each member, except the Board of Trustees representative, shall be
appointed to hold office for a three (3) year term. Vacant positions shall be filled by the Board
of Trustees for the unexpired term. The Board representative will serve at the discretion of the
Board of Trustees.
ARTICLE 5: OFFICERS
Section 5.1 Officers. The officers of the Commission are elected members of the
Commission and shall consist of the chairperson, vice-chairperson, and secretary. The Board
representative may not serve as an officer.
Section 5.2 Duties of the Chairperson. The chair shall preside at all meetings, appoint
committees; and perform such duties as may be delegated by the Commission or Board of
Trustees. The Commission chairperson shall have the right to appoint new committee members
at any time to fill a vacancy.
Section 5.3 Duties of the Vice-Chairperson. The vice-chairperson shall act in the capacity
of the chairperson in his/her absence.
Section 5.4 Duties of the Secretary. The secretary shall serve as the liaison between the
Commission and the Planning Director who is responsible for the execution of documents in the
name of the Commission, performing the duties hereinafter listed below, and performing such
duties as the Commission may determine.
(1) Minutes. The Planning Director shall be responsible for the permanent record of the
minutes of each meeting and shall have them recorded in suitable permanent records.
(2) Correspondence. The Planning Director shall be responsible for the issuance of formal
written correspondence with other groups or persons, as directed by the Commission. All
communications, petitions, reports, or other written materials received by the Planning
Director shall be brought to the attention of the Commission.
(3) Attendance. The Planning Director shall be responsible for maintaining an attendance
record for each Commission member.
(4) Notices/Agendas. The Planning Director shall issue such notices and prepare the agendas
for all meetings, as may be required by the Commission.
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Section 5.5 Duties of the Board of Trustees Representative. The Board of Trustees
representative to the Commission shall report the actions of the Commission to the Board and
update the Commission on actions by the Board that relate to the function and duties of the
Commission.
Section 5.6 Duties of the Zoning Board of Appeals Representative. The Zoning Board of
Appeals (ZBA) representative to the Commission shall report the actions of the Commission to
the ZBA and update the Commission on actions by the ZBA that relate to the functions and
duties of the Commission.
Section 5.7

Elections.

(1) At the first regular meeting of each calendar year, the Commission shall select from its
membership a chairperson, vice-chairperson, and secretary who shall serve for a twelve
month period and who shall be eligible for re-election.
(2) A candidate receiving a majority vote of the membership present shall be declared elected.
(3) Newly elected officers will assume their office immediately after the election.
Section 5.8
procedure.

Vacancies. Vacancies in offices shall be filled immediately by regular election

ARTICLE 6: MEETINGS
Section 6.1 Regular Meetings. Regular meetings of the Commission shall be held the
second Monday of every month. The dates and times shall be posted at the Township Hall in
accordance with the Open Meetings Act. Any changes in the date or time of the regular
meetings shall be posted in the same manner as originally established. When a regular meeting
falls on or near a legal holiday, the Commission shall select suitable alternate dates in the same
month, in accordance with the Open Meetings Act.
Section 6.2
Meeting Notices. All meetings shall be posted at the Township Hall according
to the Open Meetings Act. The notice shall include the date, time and place of the meeting.
Section 6.3 Special Meetings. A special meeting may be called by two members of the
Commission upon written request to the secretary or by the chairperson. The business which the
Commission may perform shall be conducted at a public meeting of the Commission held in
compliance with the Open Meetings Act. Public notice of the time, date, and place of the special
meeting shall be given in a manner as required by the Open Meetings Act, and the secretary shall
send written notice of a special meeting to Commission members not less than 48 hours in
advance of the meeting.
Section 6.4 Open Meetings. All meetings of the Commission shall be opened to the public
and held in a place available to the general public. All deliberations and decisions of the
Commission shall be made at a meeting open to the public. A person shall be permitted to
address a hearing of the Commission under the rules established in Section 6.11, and to address
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the Commission concerning non-hearing matters under the pubic comment portion of the agenda,
as established in Section 6.9 to the extent that they are applicable. A person shall not be
excluded from a meeting of the Commission except for breach of the peace, committed at the
meeting.
Section 6.5 Public Record. All meetings, minutes, records, documents, correspondence, and
other materials of the Commission shall be open to public inspection in accordance with the
Freedom of Information Act, except as may otherwise be provided by law.
Section 6.6 Minutes. Commission minutes shall be prepared by the recording secretary of
the Commission. The minutes shall contain a brief synopsis of the meeting, complete statement
of the conditions or recommendations made on any action; and recording of attendance.
Section 6.7 Quorum. In order for the Commission to conduct business or take any official
action, a quorum consisting of the majority of the voting members of the Commission shall be
present. When a quorum is not present, no official action, except for closing of the meeting shall
occur. The members of the Commission may discuss matters of interest, but can take no action
until the next regular or special meeting. All public hearings without a quorum shall be
scheduled for the next regular or special meeting and no additional public notice is required
provided the date, time, and place is announced at the meeting.
Section 6.8 Voting. An affirmative vote of the Commission members present shall be
required for the approval of any requested action or motion placed before the Commission.
Voting shall ordinarily be voice vote; provided however that a roll call vote shall be required if
requested by any Commission member or directed by the chairperson. All Commission
members shall vote on every motion placed on the floor unless there is conflict of interest, as
established in ARTICLE 7. Any member abstaining from a vote shall indicate their intention to
abstain prior to any discussion on that item and shall not participate in the discussion of that
item.
Section 6.9 Agenda. A written agenda for all regular meetings shall be prepared as followed.
The required agenda items for all regular meetings shall be:
(1) Call to order
(2) Pledge of Allegiance
(3) Worksession (if requested)
(4) Approval of Agenda
(5) Public comments and communications concerning items not on the Agenda
(6) Scheduled public hearings
(7) Administrative Business
(8) Approval of Minutes
(9) Adjournment
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Section 6.10 Rules of Order. All meetings of the Commission shall be conducted in
accordance with generally accepted parliamentary procedure, as governed by “Robert’s Rules of
Order”.
Section 6.11 Public Hearings. Hearings shall be scheduled and due notice given in
accordance with the provisions of the acts and ordinance cited in ARTICLE 1. Public hearings
conducted by the Commission shall be run in an orderly and timely fashion. This shall be
accomplished by the established hearing procedures as follows.
(1) Announce Subject. The chairperson announces each agenda item and describes the subject
to be considered.
(2) Present Proposal. The applicant provides a presentation of the proposal followed by a
staff/consultant review. Reports prepared by staff or other officials shall be considered
along with any presentations made. The Commission may ask questions of the applicant,
staff, or consultants during this time.
(3) Open Public Hearing. The chairperson summarizes the hearing rules and then opens the
hearing to the floor.
(4) Close Public Hearing. The chairperson should give ample opportunity for comment,
including a “last call” for comments. The chairperson will then close the hearing.
(5) Deliberation. Any action of the Planning Commission must be supported by reasonable
findings, which will become part of the record through minutes, resolutions, staff reports,
etc. All motions shall summarize these findings, or provide reasons for the suggested
action. If a matter is tabled to a specific meeting date, it is not necessary to re-advertise the
hearing.
(6) Action. After deliberation, the Planning Commission may take any of the following
actions:


Recommend approval or approve the proposal.



Recommend approval or approve the proposal with conditions.



Recommend denial or deny the proposal.



Table the proposal to a later date, in order to gather additional information or to
prepare Findings of Fact, or if there are unresolved issues, or at the request of a
petitioner.

ARTICLE 7: CONFLICT OF INTEREST
Section 7.1 Declaration of Conflict. The Commission shall make a determination regarding
the presence of a conflict of interest. Commission members shall declare a conflict of interest
prior to any discussion on an item, when any one (1) or more of the following occur:
(1) A relative or other family member is involved in any request for which the Commission is
asked to make a decision.
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(2) The Commission member has a business or financial interest in the property involved in the
request, or has a business or financial interest in the applicant’s company, agency, or
association.
(3) The Commission member owns or has a financial interest in neighboring property. For
purposes of this Section, a neighboring property shall include any property falling within
the notification radius for the proposed development, as required by the Zoning Ordinance,
or other applicable Ordinance.
(4) There is a reasonable appearance of a conflict of interest, as determined by the Commission.
Section 7.2 Requirements. Prior to discussion on a request, the Commission member shall
announce a conflict of interest and state its general nature. If the Commission determines a
conflict of interest exists, the Commission member shall:
(1) Abstain from any discussion or votes relative to the matter which is the subject of the
conflict.
(2) Absent himself/herself from the table in which the discussion and voting take place.
Section 7.3 As Petitioner. A Commission member or Trustee shall not be heard before the
Commission as a petitioner, representative of a petitioner or as a party interested in a petition
during the member’s term of office.
ARTICLE 8: ABSENCES, REMOVALS, AND RESIGNATIONS
Section 8.1 Absences. Members of the Commission shall notify the Planning Director at
least twenty-four (24) hours in advance when they intend to be absent from the meeting.
Section 8.2 Removal. Members of the Commission may be removed by the Board of
Trustees for nonperformance of duty, misconduct in office, or upon failure to declare a conflict
of interest upon vote by the majority, after written charges have been prepared and a hearing
conducted.
Section 8.3 Resignation. A member may resign from the Commission by sending a letter of
resignation to the Board of Trustees or Township Supervisor.
ARTICLE 9: AMENDMENTS
These rules may be amended by the Commission by a concurring vote pursuant to subsection
6.8, during any regular meeting, provided that all members have received an advance copy of the
proposed amendments at least 3 days prior to the meeting at which such amendments are to be
considered.
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02/09/15 Unapproved Minutes
GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION
PUBLIC HEARING
FEBRUARY 9, 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, Diana Lowe, Chris Grajek, and John McManus. Also
present was Kelly VanMarter, Township Community Development Director and
Assistant Township Manager.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
APPROVAL OF AGENDA: Mr. Brown indicated there was a need to add a work
session to this evening’s meeting. Ms. Figurski moved to amend the agenda, adding a
work session to immediately follow and changing public hearing #2 to a “request to
table” as recently requested by the petitioner RG Properties. The motion was supported
by Ms. Lowe. Motion carried unanimously.
WORK SESSION: Chairman Brown indicated that Mr. Grajek has identified a potential
conflict of interest with the DeWitt Radiator petition. The Township attorney was
consulted and provided input, which needs to be discussed. Section 7.1 in Township
bylaws provides declaration of conflict, which shall be determined by the commission
and includes financial interest or reasonable reason to believe conflict of interest exists.
Mr. Grajek identified himself as an officer for First Merit Bank who provided an appraisal
for the loan involved in the DeWitt Radiator project and stated that in the event there is
any perception at all of conflict of interest, that the board recuse him of participation in
this agenda item. There is familiarity of the project and perceived advantage gained
might exist.
Mr. Brown read information on common law, quoting an attorney general’s opinion from
1977-78, stating there shall be no abuse of the public trust. Mr. Brown believes Mr.
Grajek should be recused of this project. Mr. Grajek indicated that the perception is
there and there is no down side in recusing. Mr. Brown asked that the Commission vote.
Ms. Lowe moved to recuse Mr. Chris Grajek of the DeWitt Radiator agenda item.
Seconded by Mr. Mortensen. Motion carried unanimously.
In accordance with the bylaws of the Planning Commission, Mr. Grajek agreed to be
absent from the room during discussion of the project.
CALL TO THE PUBLIC: A call to the public was made.
Mr. Tom DeWitt of Grand Oaks Drive indicated that a possible special assessment
might be considered regarding the Grand Oaks Driver. Mr. Mortensen indicated that the
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property owners might be contacted in the near future regarding that project as the
project is being discussed. Ms. VanMarter indicated a meeting occurred about a month
ago with the Livingston County Road Commission and there is work being done to bring
costs down and to move forward. The property owners will be contacted as soon as the
project details are known. Mr. DeWitt indicated that the Grand Oaks community became
aware of the possibility of a special assessment some time ago and the delay might
cause a negative response from property owners. Ms. VanMarter indicated that she
would be happy to talk further with Mr. DeWitt as the Planning Commission does not
oversee this function.
No one further was present to address the Commission and the call to the public was
closed.
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.
Mr. John Stewart, project architect from 1645 Milford Rd, Milford, Michigan addressed
the Planning Commission on behalf of the petitioner. The petitioner is interested in
adding storage with some assembly taking place in the space. An additional barrier-free
parking space is being added and an exact match of the current exterior materials is
being used. Dumpsters are out of view. No new signage is anticipated. No additional
landscape is anticipated at this time. The project is at the rear of the building, not
impacting visuals of the property. Mr. Stewart stated that Deputy Chief Mike Evans
walked through the building and asked for an additional access drive in the back and
that was agreed to along with all other fire related requests.
Mr. Brown indicated that Planner Mr. Borden indicated in his review that additional
plantings might benefit the property, along the frontage. Mr. Stewart indicated that trees
are already present along the south. Because of the scope of the project, a small
addition in the back, updating the entire site with landscaping did not seem to be a
necessity. Mr. Brown indicated that the zoning ordinance calls for plantings and that the
commission has to be careful about what they approve because they need to be in
keeping with the ordinance. Mr. Stewart asked how a small project in the back of the
property affects the entire site? Mr. Brown indicated that the ordinance has grown and
the interest in a quality community has grown and we are trying to make improvements
in that direction for the sake of everyone in the township.
Mr. Brown asked why the project was categorized as site plan review and not sketch
plan. Ms. VanMarter indicated that the project falls under the classification of a site plan
because the project affects more than 10% of the property. Had the request been for
outdoor storage, a special land use permit would have been required. Mr. Mortensen
stated that the scope of the project only calls for squaring off an L-shaped building.
Mr. McManus indicated that squaring off the building is an improvement of the property.
Mr. Stewart indicated the current area is a concrete slab and was used by a previous
owner as outdoor storage.
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Mr. Mortensen indicated that the request is such a minor change to the property, it
seems unnecessary to impose the landscaping requirement. Mr. Rauch indicated that
no aesthetic opportunity is being proposed as part of the project. Mr. Stewart indicated
that the parking lot is adequately striped. Mr. Mortensen asked about dumpsters. Where
is it? Is it enclosed? Mr. Stewart indicated that the dumpster is enclosed on three sides
and that it is below the surface of the ground. The dumpster is difficult to see from the
north because of a change in elevation and grade.
A call to the public was made with no response.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment. (01-09-15)
B. Disposition of Site Plan. (11-19-14)
Ms. Figurski moved to recommend approval of the environmental impact assessment
dated January 9, 2015, saying that a notation about the barrier free parking spot should
be added to the impact assessment. Seconded by Mr. McManus. Motion carried
unanimously.
Mr. Mortensen moved to approve the site plan dated November 19, 2014 for a proposed
4,661 sq. ft. addition for enclosed storage, located at 1275 Grand Oaks Drive, Brighton,
Michigan, subject to the following:
1. The building materials of the expansion will match the existing building.
2. One additional barrier free parking space will be provided.
3. The existing dumpster will continue to be in the truck loading dock which is below
grade.
4. The requirements of the township engineer as specified in his letter dated
January 30, 2015 and the requirements of the fire department in their letter dated
February 5, 2015 will be complied with.
5. The landscaping as presently existing will continue, although non-conforming this
Commission finds that the changes to the site are minor enough and at the rear
of the building thus not requiring a revision to the landscaping.
Supported by Ms. Figurski. Motion carried unanimously.
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2… Request to table 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.
Planning Commission disposition of petition
A. Table request to March 9, 2015 meeting.
Mr. McManus moved to table open public hearing item #2 at the request of the
petitioner. Supported by Lowe. Motion carried unanimously.
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Administrative Business:
• Staff report – The Annual Report of the Planning Commission for 2014 is
available in the packet, as required by the Michigan Planning Enabling Act.
A Grand River Office Complex might appear on the March agenda. The
Livingston Commons Lot 4 redevelopment will potentially return as well.
• Approval of January 12, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes.
Mr. Mortensen indicated that his intent was not to require the building of a ramp
but that in his motion he indicated compliance with the engineer letter which
required a ramp. Mr. Mortensen would like the minutes to be modified to indicate
no inclusion of a ramp. Ms. Figurski moved to approve the minutes as amended
and excluding the pedestrian ramp. Supported by Mr. McManus.
Motion carried unanimously.
• Member discussion
• Adjournment occurred at 7:21 p.m.
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