
GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 
JULY 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 special use, sketch plan, and 
environmental impact assessment for a proposed K-12 Livingston Christian School to 
be located within the Brighton Church of the Nazarene, located at 7669 Brighton Rd., 
Brighton, Michigan, parcel # 4711-25-400-058. The request is petitioned by Brighton 
Nazarene Church. 
 
Planning Commission recommendation of petition 

A. Recommendation of Special Use 
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (06-15-15) 
C. Recommendation of Sketch Plan (05-20-15) 

 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2… Review of a sketch plan application for an amendment 
to the approved building elevations for Brighton Church of the Nazarene, located at 
7669 Brighton Rd., Brighton, Michigan, parcel # 4711-25-400-058. The request is 
petitioned by Brighton Nazarene Church. 
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Disposition of Amended Site Plan Building Elevations (06-23-15) 
 

 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3… Review of a site plan and environmental impact 
assessment for a proposed 3,954 sq ft restaurant building, located on a vacant lot  
south of Grand River Avenue and west of Latson Rd., Howell, Michigan,  
parcel # 4711-05-400-066. The request is petitioned by Metro Design & Build, Inc. 
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (06-01-15) 
B. Recommendation of Site Plan (06-25-15) 

 
 
Administrative Business: 

 Staff report   
 Approval of June 8, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes 
 Member discussion 
 Adjournment 
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GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 
JUNE 8, 2015 

6:30 P.M. 
MINUTES 

 
CALL TO ORDER:  The meeting of the Genoa Township Planning Commission was 
called to order at 6:31 p.m.  Present were Barbara Figurski, James Mortensen, John 
McManus, Diana Lowe, Eric Rauch, Chris Grajek, and Chairman Doug Brown.  Also 
present were Kelly VanMarter, Community Development Director/Assistant Township 
Manager; Gary Markstrom of Tetra Tech; and Michelle Foster of LSL.   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  The Pledge of Allegiance was recited. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  Upon motion by John McManus and support by Barbara 
Figurski, the agenda was approved as submitted.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
CALL TO THE PUBLIC:  A Call to the Public was made with no response. 
 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #1… Review of a special use, sketch plan, and 
environmental impact assessment for a proposed K-12 Livingston Christian School to 
be located within the Brighton Church of the Nazarene, located at 7669 Brighton Road, 
Brighton, Michigan, parcel # 4711-25-400-058. The request is petitioned by Brighton 
Nazarene Church. 
 
Motion by Diana Lowe to recuse Eric Rauch.  Support by Chris Grajek.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Steve Morgan addressed the Planning Commission.  He is a member of the church.  
The petitioner is requesting an amendment to the special use permit to allow for a 
school. The average class size is estimated to be 15 at greatest. Due to the class sizes, 
the sports teams will not be large.   
 
Mr. Morgan addressed the landscaping and screening first.  A photograph taken from 
the cul-de-sac on Aljoann Drive facing the church was provided.  Approximately three 
weeks ago, the church members cleared up the dead trees and brush in this area.  
Another photograph was provided that illustrates what that area would look like in two 
years with the newly planted trees.   
 
The pastor met with the property owners of adjacent lots to discuss their concerns. He 
feels that they are all now on good terms and willing to work with each other. He 
reported that they are all in agreement with the new plans for landscaping and 
screening.  The proposed fence is over 700 feet long and is on the church property by 
10 or 15 feet for the majority of that length.   
 
A portion of the church lot would be dedicated as a park for the occupants of Aljoann. 

Kathryn
Highlight
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The property line between the new facility and the church next door will be planted with 
arborvitae.   
 
A call to the public was made regarding the landscaping.  Jay Johnson addressed the 
Planning Commission.  He is a neighbor from Aljoann.  He suggested that the park is 
not really a park, but rather a landscape buffer.  The church will maintain the property, 
but they will grant an easement to the property owners from Aljoann.  He indicated that 
he supports the current plan.  The church would take care of any dying trees, etc.  
Chairman Brown suggested they place their agreement in writing.   
 
Mike Barrett, president of the homeowners association addressed the Planning 
Commission.  He feels the meeting with the church was very productive.  He suggested 
the church place a gate in the fence for maintenance purposes.   
 
Michelle Foster indicated that the landscaping plans from 2013 had not been fulfilled, 
but it appears the petitioner is working toward that goal.   
 
Steve Morgan next addressed the traffic study.  Chairman Brown indicated that a  
traffic study for 250/35 was requested and he feels that it has not yet been provided.  
Mr. Morgan indicated the forecast date was reduced to 2018 and reduced the student 
population.  Chairman Brown indicated that the study for 250/35 was requested for the 
purpose of planning ahead.  He is requesting that a condition be placed on the facility 
use that once it hits 200, a new traffic study should be done at that point to determine 
where the traffic should flow at that time. The church believes that the traffic on Brighton 
Road has been reduced due to the new Latson Road interchange.  Mr. Morgan 
indicated Boss Engineering is already retained to review traffic flow every October.   
 
Cathy Morehouse of 5700 Site Court in Brighton, Michigan runs a private school and 
suggests that a layered drop-off/pick-up time based on last name might be a good 
option for the school.   She has found that it works well in similar situations.   
 
Chairman Brown asked if it would be possible for the school to report attendance on the 
Monday following the third Friday in September each year. Ms. VanMarter indicated that 
can certainly be required. 
 
Mr. Morgan went on to review the traffic study statistics and periods with the Planning 
Commission.    
 
Michelle Foster informs the Planning Commission that pedestrian circulation is also a 
concern on this site.   
 
The call to the public was made with the following response: 
 
Don Yaquinto lives in Pine Creek and is concerned with the increased traffic on Brighton 
Road and possible cut-through traffic in his subdivision.  If people are unable to turn left 
out of the church/school property they will turn around at the Pine Creek entrance and 
cause congestion in the left turn lane.   
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Colleen Bussey lives on Aljoann and has a child who attends the high school. She 
cannot believe that this request has gotten this far because the traffic in this area is so 
bad. She stated that drivers don’t follow the rules now and this will only make it worse.   
 
Virginia Wennerberg or 7230 Pine Vista addressed the Planning Commission.  She 
asked about what plan “b” would be for a larger capacity. Mr. Markstrom explained the 
options. She asked if the Planning Commission feels there is a maximum number that 
the petitioner could never exceed. Chairman Brown indicated that given the size of the 
building, he believes the maximum student body is 250 with a staff of 35. But 
unfortunately, he cannot give a clear answer at this time. 
 
Carol Hawley of Pine Creek Ridge asked if staff was counted, as well as teachers, such 
as nurses, secretaries, etc. The petitioner indicated the number 26 includes staff and 
teachers. She asked about custodians and lunch staff.  They are estimating the staff 
based on current numbers.  She asked if it exceeds that number, would the school 
close down. Chairman Brown discussed doing annual reviews of staff and student 
counts. 
 
Andy Koch addressed the Planning Commission. He runs the driving certification 
located at the church. He believes the impact on traffic is minimal. His hours are 9 to 5 
with the certification class. He adjusts class schedule so as not to interrupt weddings, 
funerals, etc. In an average month, he tests 25 tractor trailers, most of which have their 
reverse alerts turned off.   
 
Andrea Spanstra inquired whether weekend testing was performed. Mr. Koch indicated 
Saturdays from 8 to noon and that is usually personal vehicles.  She commended  
Mr. Koch on being respectful to the neighborhood. 
 
Conchi Freund is a resident of Pine Creek Ridge and has been for 18 years. She 
appreciates the fact that the impact on the community is being studied.  She supports 
the Livingston Christian School.  She wants to focus on the positive of what the school 
will bring to the community. 
 
The call to the public was closed. 
 
Planning Commission recommendation of petition 

A. Recommendation of Special Use 
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (03-16-15) 
C. Recommendation of Sketch Plan (05-14-14) 

 
Motion by Mr. Mortensen to table this matter to July 13, 2015. Support by Chris Grajek.  
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Kelly VanMarter will discuss Mr. Koch’s illegal non-conforming use with the Township 
Attorney to determine how to proceed.  Michelle Foster indicated that an opinion by the 
Township Attorney should be obtained.  She then reviewed her list of outstanding 
issues as requested by the petitioner.  The park will not be deeded or an easement 
provided to the neighbors.  It will remain church property and be maintained by the 
church. 



                                                         

 

June 25, 2015 
 
Ms. Kelly VanMarter, AICP, Community Development Director 
Genoa Charter Township 
2911 Dorr Road  
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re: Brighton Nazarene Church/Livingston Christian Schools Traffic Control Plan  
 
Dear Ms. VanMarter, 
 
We have made changes to the Traffic Control Plan and Traffic Impact Study for Brighton Nazarene 
Church/Livingston Christian Schools based on input and the memorandum received from the traffic sub-
consultant hired by the Church and Livingston Christian School. The changes are noted below. 
 
Traffic Control Plan 
 

1. The traffic control plan has been modified to show improved flow in the drop off and pick-up 
zone. With the use of strategically located parked staff vehicles and cones in the drive aisles and 
particular parking spaces the loading and unloading zone is more clearly established and 
maintained. Cars will not be able to enter the zone other than at its intended location. 

2. Staff will be utilized in the parking lot to coordinate the pedestrian movement across the loading 
and unloading zone for improved pedestrian safety as well as improved traffic flow. 

3. In addition to the traffic control director designated for the pedestrian crosswalk there is an 
additional traffic director that will monitor the traffic flow into and out of the site, specifically the 
queuing for left turns. 

 
Traffic Impact Study 
 

1. The body of the report was modified to incorporate information included in the Fleis and 
Vandenbrink Engineering, Inc. memorandum. The student count in the study is now indicated as 
250. 

2. Appendix C, Fleis and Vandenbrink Engineering, Inc. memorandum addressing the student 
dropoff and pick up is included. 

3. Appendix D, Roles and Responsibilities of the Traffic Directors is now included. 
4. Appendix E, Parent/Student Orientation-Traffic Control and Pedestrian Safety Guideline is now 

included. 
 
Feel free to contact us should you have any questions, or if you are in need of any additional information.  
 
             Sincerely, 

BOSS ENGINEERING COMPANY 

 

  

Brent W. LaVanway, P.E.   
Director of Engineering    
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Charles (Robert) Hensley 
4793 Aljoann  
Brighton, MI 48116 
                   
July 7, 2015 
                   
Genoa Township Planning Commission 
2911 Dorr Rd 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Regarding:  The Church of the Nazarene, Application for Zoning Variance/Special Use Permit for Pre‐K 

Through Grade 12 School 

Attention:   Kelly VanMarter – Please include this letter in the information package submitted to the 

Genoa Township Planning Commission for its consideration during the scheduled meeting 

on July 13, at which time it is scheduled to discuss and decision the above referenced 

request.   

 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

I am a resident of Genoa Township and a homeowner at Worden Lake Woods. I am writing this letter to 

express my concerns, frustration and disappointment with the Genoa Township Planning Commission 

and the Church of the Nazarene (Church,) resulting from its application for a zoning variance/special use 

permit to lease space to a faith‐based school where a pre‐school through grade 12 private school will be 

established. Construction of the space in question (a major expansion of the existing facilities) was 

originally approved by this Commission and the Genoa Township Board of Trustees for use as church 

classrooms and meeting space, not for use as a school.  

Please note that I write this letter as a concerned resident of the Genoa Township and my viewpoints 

are mine alone and do not represent those of the Worden Lake Woods Homeowner’s Association nor its 

residents. My comments are based on discussions with Church members/leaders and discussion of this 

topic at the three previous Planning Commission meetings. 

Premature Assumptions 

The Church and school have been advertising in multiple forms of media for applications for new 

students at the Church’s location since 2014. I became aware of this before the application for the 

zoning variance/special use permit from the Church was first discussed at the April, 2015 Planning 

Commission meeting. Following is the headline and key information from an article in the Livingston 

Daily announcing the school’s new location. (Please note that the referenced article was written prior to 
the April, 2015 Planning Commission meeting, at which time the Church’s application for the zoning 
variance/special use permit was first discussed.) 
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 Livingston Christian Schools moves to Brighton location 

Abby Welsh 8:21 p.m. EST March 6, 2015  

Livingston Christian Schools will be officially moved into Brighton Nazarene Church this fall. The 
school, preschool through 12th grade, announced its big move to its new location last fall, with 93 
percent of its students returning. The new location is at 7669 Brighton Road in Genoa Township. 

There are numerous additional announcements on the school’s website announcing plans to move to 

the Church’s campus. Knowing that the Church had not received the appropriate approvals to lease the 

space to the school, I could only assume that this commitment by the Church is a result of a promise to 

the school by the Church based on an assumption that the zoning variance/special use permit would 

receive approval via “rubber stamping” or by utilizing “delaying tactics.” My assumptions will be 

discussed/addressed later in the letter. 

It might appear from the referenced news article that the Planning Commission’s and Board of Trustee’s 

decision in this matter has already been determined. I hope that assumption is incorrect, as I believe 

that the assumptions in the article are inaccurate because approval of the zoning variance/special use 

permit enabling the Church to lease space to the school has yet to be approved! Therefore, I am raising 

my questions, concerns, frustration, and disappointment regarding the Church’s application, particularly 

the timing, and actions to date by the Planning Commission, along with its due diligence process.  

My Point of View on Faith‐Based Education 

I’ll start by stating that I have no objection to a faith‐based education. While I attended public 

elementary and high school, I completed my undergraduate work at a private, Baptist affiliated college. 

Therefore, I am not opposed to a church affiliated education; however, I also do not consider it 

necessary to ensure that the parents’ and/or students’ desired religious values are developed and 

fostered for the student; this occurs at home and through church related activities. Faith based 

education is a choice, not a requirement.  

Therefore, the Planning Commission should not consider approval of the Church’s application a 

necessity to fulfill a need or educational gap nor should the Church and/or the school consider the 

approval a “given,” which, based on previous announcements and communications, they do! 

Economic Impact 

My first concern and point of issue is the impact that the school will have on the economy of Genoa 

Township. My concerns/questions, both positive and negative, follow: 

Positives: There will be added revenue for DTE for added electrical use and for the Town of Brighton 

for additional water use. There may be additional revenue for local food vendors for lunches and 

activities. Some local merchants may also benefit from the sales from parents driving their children 

to/from school, (e.g., gas, snacks, etc.) 

Negatives: Since the school and church are 501(c)(3) organizations and exempt from taxes, I’m not 

aware of any positive impact to the tax revenues of Genoa Township. There will be added traffic, up 

to 300 cars (250 students plus staff at maximum capacity based on the application,) that will be 

using the streets to and from the school, up to two times daily for 180 days per year, adding a 
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burden on what most residents already consider horrible street and road conditions. None of the 

parents, students or staff who are driving to and from the school, who are not residents of Genoa 

Township, will share in the cost of maintaining these streets. 

Traffic Management 

There has been a great deal of discussion around this topic at the three previous Planning Commission 

meetings at which the Church’s application for the zoning variance/special use permit was discussed. 

This includes disruption to the surrounding neighborhoods, including residents of Worden Lake Woods, 

specifically noise from students, staff and cars during the school day, extracurricular activities at night 

and on weekends, and traffic management on public and private streets during school starting and 

ending times. 

The Planning Commission has asked the Church leadership for documentation to support the ability of 

the public streets and the Church’s parking to accommodate the flow of traffic, but to my knowledge 

this has yet to be (satisfactorily) provided. I believe that there has been a traffic flow proposal for the 

church’s parking lot during times of drop‐off and pick‐up but I haven’t seen anything that addresses the 

overflow of traffic while cars are waiting to enter the Church parking. There is no parking available on 

Brighton Rd. or any adjoining street, so where will these cars go until they have access to the church lot? 

Additionally, the parking lot traffic flow proposal is based on 200 students and 26 staff, yet the proposed 

zoning variance/special use permit allows for 250 students at the school. As of the June, 2015 Planning 

Commission meeting, the Church had not developed and provided a sustainable solution.  

Impact on Adjoining Residential Neighborhoods 

The area surrounding the Church is primarily residential, not commercial. At this time the Church’s 

activities, which may cause disruption to adjoining neighborhood’s livelihood and ability to enjoy our 

homes, is limited primarily to Sunday mornings and Monday evenings. If the school is approved, this is 

extended to at least eight hours per day, five days per week, 40+ weeks per year. As a result, this will 

most likely result in homes in adjoining neighborhoods to be devalued or deemed undesirable. 

I ask you, members of the Planning Commission, would you approve this application if you lived 

immediately beside the Church/proposed school or even in the general vicinity, when the increasing 

traffic problems are included in the equation?  

Timeline of Application 

With all due respect to the Church’s leadership, it should have started this application process at least a 

year ago, at the time or after they and the school decided to relocate the school to the Church, which 

was announced in fall, 2014, not 4‐5 months before the school is scheduled to open. The school and 

Church have been actively soliciting applications for new students at this location since fall, 2014, well 

before the Church had ever applied to the Planning Commission for the zoning variance/special use 

permit. Residents of Worden Lake Woods were told by an official representative of the Church that they 

verbally committed to lease the space to the school “some time ago” (sometime in 2014) and when 

asked why approval for the zoning variance/special use permit was not pursued at that time, an answer 

was not provided. We were also told that, following the verbal commitment by the Church to relocate 

the school to the Church, that several parents had started attending the Church and had made 
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“significant” contributions toward construction of the new building that would house the school and 

that if the zoning variance/special use permit wasn’t approved, that the Church may have to return the 

cash contributions or gifts‐in‐kind, resulting in significant hardship for the Church. One representative 

stated that ‘this might result in bankruptcy for the Church,’ but that was later retracted by another.  

It is obvious, at least in my mind, that the Church should not have made any commitments to the school 

prior to the Church obtaining the appropriate approvals from the Planning Commission and Board of 

Trustees. It would appear that the Church assumed that there would be no opposition and that the 

application would be “rubber stamped” or that by delaying submission of the application for a zoning 

variance/special use permit until a few months prior to the schools scheduled opening, that they would 

receive enough postponements to ensure that they would receive at least a temporary approval, since 

the students, which have now grown from 147 at the current location to more than 200 for the 2014‐

2015 school year, would have nowhere else to go. Well, yes they do! They can either attend another 

faith based school, a public school or they can be home‐schooled.  

I recognize that concessions to established procedures are sometime necessary for inexperience 

applicants when applying for zoning variances/special use permits; however, the Church has experience 

with this process and know what the time constraints and expectations are. Exceptions should NOT be 

made just because the applicant is a religious organization that is leasing space to an educational entity, 

and that’s what appears to be happening…perception is reality! 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

I spent my entire career in Lending with financial institutions and chaired numerous Credit Committees. 

The lenders were expected to come to Committee prepared to discuss the credit and defend their 

recommendation with substantiated analysis. If they didn’t, the credit was either not approved or 

unauthorized. The Committee majority determined the outcome. While I may not have always agreed 

with the majority’s decision, I supported the Committee’s decision, as did the other members of the 

Committee; therefore, the process worked! 

The Planning Commission has tabled this application for three months which, in my mind, results from 

one of two things: 

 The Church has delayed providing the requested information knowing that it would result in 

additional postponements until it was too late not to allow the school to open because the 200+ 

students wouldn’t have a place to attend school. (But, as previously stated they do ‐ public 

school, another private school or home school!) 

 This Planning Commission has deliberately not rendered a timely decision based on the 

information provided by the Church, leading to the same result. 

Whichever it is, the actions that I have witnessed over the previous three months support the 

assumption that the process is not accomplishing the results intended. As officials of Genoa Township, 

the Planning Commission has a responsibility to the Board of Trustees and the township’s citizens to 

make informed decisions, based on factual information provided and utilizing the guidelines within 

which you are bound to operate, not for what is in the best interest of The Church of the Nazarene, the 

school or Worden Lake Woods, but for the entire township! In my mind, I have not seen a sustainable 

solution to ensure little, or at the very least, manageable impact, to the surrounding affected residential 
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neighborhoods; therefore, the request is not in the best interest of the township. It adds little or no 

support to our economy, it creates added traffic that will be unmanageable, and does not support the 

residents of the township. 

If the Church has not provided all information previously requested by the Planning Commission, which 

includes a sustainable solution to the traffic issues that has been requested at least three times, by the 

next meeting on July 13, 2015 and it does not meet the standards for a safe environment for the 

students and the residents of Genoa Township, I respectfully encourage this Commission to decline their 

request for the zoning variance/special use permit, not “kick the can down the road” again by tabling 

the decision for another month or approve a 1 – 3 year “trial” permit to operate the school and then 

revisit (which is nothing more than a glorified way of kicking the can down the road!) The Planning 

Commission and Board of Trustees do not have the ability to “police” commitments by the applicant 

that are part of the Planning Commission’s or Board of Trustee’s decision, which is evidenced by 

previous commitments by the Church that were not fulfilled on a timely basis. Therefore, a “trial” 

approval without a means of policing commitments to which the applicant is to be held, is not a viable 

solution. 

As a Genoa resident who is disappointed, not only as a result of the Church’s approach/delay in 

submitting this application for a zoning variance/special use permit, but also the Planning Commission’s 

delay in making a decision, once again I respectfully ask you to make an informed decision based on the 

facts and information presented by the July 13 meeting. I understand your desire to be accommodating 

but I encourage you to maintain the integrity of the process and consider how your decision impacts all 

Genoa Township residents and our community. This will help ensure the integrity of the process and 

maintain the community’s trust in the decisions rendered by the Planning Commission and Board of 

Trustees.    

 

Sincerely, 

 

Charles Robert Hensley 
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Kathryn Poppy

From: Harry Eiss <harryeiss@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, June 13, 2015 10:05 AM
To: Kelly VanMarter
Subject: Planning Commission - Brighton Nazarene Church

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Kelly:  I will appreciate it if you will pass this along to the Planning Commission. Thanks, Harry 
  
Dear Commission: 
  
Apparently, the Brighton Nazarene Church is now making claims I have had some inexplicable reversal and am 
now friends with them, delighted they are adding a school, and even willing to keep up their park for them. I 
believe you are intelligent enough to realize that something doesn’t sound right about this. In fact, it’s 
absolutely absurd. 
  
It is what they do, lie. I have been lied to, lied about and threatened by them. They seem to think they’re going 
to get their way no matter what, and it appears they are.  
  
But at the very least I am going to try and prevent them from misrepresenting me. Please do not believe 
anything they say to you about me. If you’re interested in knowing my thoughts, I’m easy to contact.  
  
Have a good day, 
Harry 



I would like to refer to past approved minutes in order to make a few points about why I believe the 
current special use permit should be denied.  My comments with regard to the past approved minutes 
are in red to reduce the amount I would like you to review. 

Approved minutes from 9-9-13 

Motion by James Mortensen to recommend to the Township Board approval of the special use 
permit, subject to:  

1. The same conditions of the special use permit granted June 2,2003 shall be complied with and 
expanded to include maintenance of all of the additional trees and bushes, as well; There are 
numerous missing trees from the group that died after they were planted many years ago.  
Photos 1-3  show where dead trees had been removed and as of yet not replaced.  There are 
in fact 4 missing trees.  These trees are needed to ensure a solid buffer to the public road. A 
follow on requirement for barrier maintenance is required.  The church was directed to 
replace and maintain the dead trees as par of the special use permit issued in 2003. 

 

Photo1 

 

Photo 2 

Kathryn
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COMMISSIONERS: YOU RECEIVED THIS BY EMAIL SHORTLY BEFORE THE JUNE 8 MEETING. MR. JOHNSTON HAS REQUESTED THAT IT BE INCLUDED AGAIN  BECAUSE HE BELIEVES THE CONTENT IS STILL RELEVANT TO THE CASE.  
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Photo 3 

2. The petitioner, with respect to the original conditions, shall provide a security guard to patrol 
the parking lot on the days the skate park is open between the hours of 9 p.m. and 12 
a.m. The church employee living on the site will be permitted to perform the security 
guard duties provided he is appropriately licensed; � 

3. Procedures will be in place, available for Township inspection, regarding the maintenance of 
the underground detention system; � 

4. Trash pick up will not be permitted until after 8a.m.; � 

5. The approval of the site plan and environmental impact assessment: �This recommendation is 
made because this commission has found that the general land use standards of 
ordinance 19.03 and article 3 are met. � 

Support by Diana Lowe. Motion carried unanimously.  

09-09-13 Approved Minutes  

Motion by Barbara Figurski to recommend to the Township Board approval of the environmental 
impact assessment, subject to:  

1. The parsonage should be listed as to the north, rather than the south in section C.  

Support by John McManus. Motion carried unanimously.�Motion by James Mortensen to 
recommend to the Township Board approval of the site plan dated 7/30/13, subject to:  

1. A note will be added to the site plan briefly describing how the underground detention system 
will be maintained; � 

2. The requirements of the Township Engineer addressed in his 8/18/13 letter will be complied 
with, as well as the requirements of the Brighton Fire Department addressed in their letter 
of 8/6/13; � 

3. The building elevations are acceptable; �The elevation that has been built does not match the 
plan presented, see photo 4.  There has been a modification to the elevation that 
drastically changes the aesthetics of the building dramatically changing the visual 
impact of the site.  Note the size of the cross relative to the approved site plan. 



4. The materials will match the existing building; �The 

5. siding at the entrance is a deep blue with a full length gold cross, see photo 4 which 
does not fit  within the guidance of matching.  There needs to be a decision about 
what the Naz must do in order to get this elevation to match the approved 
drawings.  The blue material used creates a very contrasting look and does not 
blend with the existing structure or the surrounding neighborhood. 

  

site plan as of 9-9-13 
 

 

Photo	4	non	matching	building	materials	and	change	to	site	plan	façade.	

	
6. Parking at 134% is approved;  

7. Lighting will comply with the ordinance in terms of foot candles at the property line;  

8. Language will be added to the site plan regarding the landscape plan as it relates to how the 
landscaping will be maintained to avoid future failures that have occurred in the past.  
See photo 5 and 6 (before clearing and after clearing).  The clearing process of the 
existing trees and brush has been overly aggressive and has created an eyesore 
for the community. There was a large number of live trees removed from the buffer. 
Some of the remaining live trees appear damaged and may not survive the clearing 
process.  A follow on maintenance requirement should be established here also. 
Support by Eric Rauch. Motion carried unanimously.  

 



 

 

 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Photo	5	before	clearing,	street	view	of	site.	
	
	

 
Photo	6	after	planting,	street	view	of	site	
	 	



	
	

1. Kelly VanMarter reviewed the ordinance to determine if the driver license testing is a 
special use under the ordinance. AK Services has been providing this service at the 
church for 18 years. Mr. Tengel thinks that this business should not be in a church 
parking lot, which is a residential area. Ms. VanMarter indicated, and Mr. Borden 
concurred, that this use was never lawful under the ordinance and therefore is an illegal 
use. In order for it to be a legal non-conforming use, it would have had to have been a 
lawful use when it started at that site. Mr. Mortensen said he believes if it is not an 
approved use, then it cannot be assumed to be an unapproved use--it’s a “limbo” item.  

The testing should be stopped, it is an illegal use of residential area. 

I am also very concerned that the traffic from the school will lead to issues on Main St and Al 
Joann Rd. In addition to the normal traffic count on Main Street there is a high percentage of new 
drivers in the area of the high school. Last year there were 821 parking permits issued to Brighton 
High School students. If the permit is approved and either Al Joann or Main street are impacted it 
will lead to potential safety concerns for pedestrians as well as vehicular traffic.  Al Joann road 
was built to the minimum acceptable width. If cars park on this road it will no longer allow two-way 
traffic.  The current traffic flow plan does not account for winter conditions when the lot spaces 
may be reduced due to snow.  The drop off and pick up plan is very aggressive and I do not 
believe it will be able to be executed.  The liability of running such a plan with volunteers may put 
children and volunteers in jeopardy should there be an accident. 
 
There has been discussion between the neighbors and a member of the church (Steve Gronow) 
on 29 May to discuss some of our concerns and provide feedback to the church.  
 
In summary I would request the Commission consider the following prior to plan approval.  1. 
Require replacement of the 4 dead trees on the Southern buffer area. 2. Direct a fence or 
physical barrier to be added to the entire length of the buffer plan. 3. Direct an upkeep and 
maintenance requirement for the buffer area.  4. Require more living buffer items be added to the 
Northern end (cleared portion) of the buffer area. 5. Require a traffic study to ensure there will be 
no impact on traffic on Main St. or as a minimum limit the student count initially until it can be 
determined that the pickup/dropoff plan will adequately prevent issues on Main St. 
 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration 
 
Walter (Jay) Johnston 
810-772-1128	
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July 8, 2015 
 
 
Planning Commission 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
As requested, we have reviewed the revised submittal requesting inclusion of the Livingston Christian 
Day School within the existing Brighton Nazarene Church facility at 7669 Brighton Road.   
 
Specifically, the applicant proposes to incorporate a private school with 32 employees and up to 250 
students to the existing church building(s).  The school would operate from 8AM to 3PM Monday 
through Friday, although the submittal also notes the potential for other activities outside of these hours. 
 
We have reviewed the proposal in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township 
Zoning Ordinance and provide the following comments for your consideration based on the issues raised 
at the 6/8/15 Planning Commission meeting. 
 
A. Summary 
 
1. The outstanding issues from the 2013 project approval, including landscaping and the drivers training 

operation, are being addressed by the applicant and staff. 
2. Vehicular and pedestrian circulation concerns during school drop-off and pick-up times, as stated in 

our last review and at the 6/8/15 Planning Commission meeting, remain.  The revised submittal 
includes a traffic management plan attempting to mitigate these concerns. 

3. We defer to the Township Engineer for comment on the traffic study. 
4. Any additional issues raised by the Township Engineer or Fire Department must be addressed. 
5. The church is responsible for coordinating a schedule of activities such that peak usage of both the 

church and school will not overlap.  
6. The elevation changes to the plans approved in 2013 are being addressed and are pending approval 

through a separate review. 
7. New signage is not proposed at this time.  Approval and a permit will be required if/when new 

signage is proposed. 

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

Subject: Brighton Nazarene Church – Special Land Use and Sketch Plan Review #4 
Location: 7669 Brighton Road –  northwest corner of Brighton and Aljoann Roads 
Zoning: SR Suburban Residential 
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Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking west) 

 
B. Proposal/Process 
 
The applicant requests special land use and sketch plan review/approval for the inclusion of a private 
school within the existing Brighton Nazarene Church facility.  The submittal notes that the school will 
house up to 32 employees and 250 students. 
 
Table 3.03 of the Township Zoning Ordinance lists churches as special land uses in the SR District, with 
private schools allowed as accessory to a church per Section 3.03.02(l).  In accordance with Section 
19.06, the proposal is viewed as a major amendment to an existing special land use.  Therefore, a new 
application for special land use approval is required in addition to the need for sketch plan 
review/approval. 
 
In 2013, the Township granted special land use and site plan approval for an addition to the church 
facility.  Following that approval, the applicant modified the request such that the addition would be 
handled in two phases.  Accordingly, only a portion of what was originally approved has been built. 
 
The outstanding issues of landscaping, buffering between uses, and continuation of the drivers training 
program have been resolved or are in the process of being resolved. 
 
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 Master Plan and Future Land Use Map identify the site and adjacent properties to 

the east and west as Low Density Residential.  This classification is generally intended for single-
family development on lots of at least 1-acre in area.  
 
 

Subject site 
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While the land use description in the Plan does not reference institutional uses specifically, there is an 
overall goal to “accommodate a variety of land uses that are located in a logical pattern and 
complement community goals, the surrounding land uses, environment, capacity of roads and the 
sanitary sewer, and public water system capabilities.” 
 
Similar to our findings in the 2013 project review, we believe the proposal is consistent with this goal 
as a further expansion of an existing institutional use in an area containing a mix of residential and 
other non-residential uses. 

 
2. Compatibility.  The site is located on the north side of Brighton Road in an area already developed 

with a mix of institutional and single-family residential land uses, including Brighton High School 
southeast of the subject site.  The submittal indicates that the school’s start/end times were chosen so 
as to not coincide with the hours for the other two nearby schools. 
 
As referenced above, concerns were previously raised by residents in the adjacent neighborhood 
regarding landscaping and use of the parking lot.  Per the applicant, the landscape improvements are 
well underway and they recently added a 6-foot tall screen fence to proposal, which is along the east 
side of the parking lot to help improve buffering between uses.  As for the drivers training program, 
we remain of the opinion that it is not permitted and should be discontinued; however, the ultimate 
determination will be up to the Township. 

 
3. Public Facilities and Services.  The physical features of the site are to remain as they currently exist; 

however, use of the facility will increase by approximately 226 people per weekday (employees and 
students) with the potential for more in the future. 
 
The revised submittal includes additional details and a traffic study, as was discussed at the previous 
Planning Commission meeting.  We defer to the Township Engineer for a detailed review of this 
information; however, inclusion of the school still appears to create severe on-site congestion in the 
form of stacking/traffic back-up during student drop-off (morning) and pick-up (afternoon). 
 
Any other comments/concerns raised by the Township Engineer and/or Brighton Area Fire 
Department must be addressed under this criterion. 
 

4. Impacts.  Aside from an increase in traffic, the most likely impact will be the increased use of the site 
in general.  The applicant has indicated that school use(s) will not coincide with church use(s) and the 
current submittal includes a more detailed breakdown of activities by day/time.   
 
It is our understanding that the church will be responsible for coordinating and maintaining the 
proposed schedule of activities.  If the request is granted, the church must ensure that the proposed 
schedule is adhered to. 
 

5. Mitigation.  If any additional concerns arise as part of this review, the Township may require efforts 
necessary to limit or alleviate any potential adverse impacts as a result of the proposal. 

 
D. Use Conditions 
 
Section 3.03.02(l) provides the following use conditions related to churches: 
 
1. Minimum lot area shall be three (3) acres plus an additional fifteen thousand (15,000) square 

feet for each one hundred (100) persons of seating capacity. 
 
The submittal notes a capacity of 520 seats in the worship area, which results in the need for 
approximately 5 acres of lot area.  The site provides 15.86 net acres of lot area.  This standard is met. 
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2. Buildings of greater than the maximum height allowed in Section 3.04, Dimensional Standards, 

may be allowed provided front, side and rear yards are increased above the minimum required 
yards by one foot for each foot of building height that exceeds the maximum height allowed.  
The maximum height of a steeple shall be sixty (60) feet.   

 
Since no exterior building modifications are proposed, the submittal does not include elevation drawings.  
However, based on information contained in our 2013 review letter, this standard is met. 
 
3. Wherever an off-street parking area is adjacent to a residential district, there shall be a 

minimum parking lot setback of fifty (50) feet with a continuous obscuring wall, fence and/or 
landscaped area at least four (4) feet in height shall be provided.  The Township Board may 
reduce this buffer based on the provision of landscaping, the presence of existing trees or in 
consideration of topographic conditions.   

 
The site is adjacent to residential zoning on each side.  The entire row of parking along the east side of the 
site encroaches into the 50-foot setback, although there is existing landscaping between the parking lot 
and neighborhood. 
 
As referenced throughout this letter, the applicant is implementing the landscape improvements required 
as part of the 2013 approval.  Additionally, a long length of 6-foot tall screen fencing has been added to 
the plans along the east side of the parking. 
 
4. Private schools and child day care centers may be allowed as an accessory use to churches, 

temples and similar places of worship where the site has access to a paved public roadway. 
 
The site has access to a paved public roadway.  This standard is met. 
 
E. Sketch Plan Review 
 
1. Dimensional Requirements.  As previously noted, the project entails a new use for the existing 

facility, though no exterior changes are proposed. 
 

2. Building Materials and Design.  Similar to the statement above, no exterior building changes are 
proposed.  However, as a side note, the applicant has requested sketch plan approval to modify the 
previously approved building elevations. 
 

3. Parking.  Based on the information provided, as an individual use the church requires a greater 
amount of parking than the private school.  As previously described, peak use of the church and 
school will not occur at the same time. 

 
New parking calculations have not been provided; however, based on our 2013 review, the site 
provides more than enough parking for the church use.  In fact, the Township granted an increase in 
the amount of parking provided as part of that project approval. 
 

4. Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation.  No changes are proposed to the existing/previously 
approved circulation patterns.  However, the updated traffic impact study indicates that on-site 
circulation is projected to be highly congested during school drop-off and pick-up times.  The 
applicant provided a traffic control plan, including traffic directors and a pedestrian crosswalk, based 
on traffic projections to facilitate smoother circulation and safe student access. 
 
We will defer to the Township Engineer for any technical comments on the updated study, but remain 
concerned about the projected congestion. 
 

5. Landscaping.  The submittal does not propose additional landscaping. 
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6. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure.  The waste receptacle and enclosure approved as part of the 2013 

project were compliant with current standards.  The current submittal does not identify any changes.   
 

7. Exterior Lighting.  The applicant is not proposing any changes to exterior lighting. 
 
8. Signs.  The applicant is not proposing any new signage at this time.  If proposed, the applicant should 

submit details for the Commission’s consideration.  A sign permit is required prior to the installation 
of any new signage. 
 

9. Impact Assessment.  In summary, the amended Impact Assessment (6/15/15) notes that the project is 
not anticipated to adversely impact natural features, public services/utilities, surrounding land uses or 
traffic. It also indicates that the City of Brighton has been notified of the additional public water 
supply and that they existing septic system is private and currently being reviewed by the County.  

 
10. Traffic Study.  The applicant has prepared an updated traffic impact study update (6/23/15) to 

forecast trip generation for potential growth up to 250 students.  We will defer to the Township 
Engineer for any technical comments on the updated study. As already mentioned, we are concerned 
about the on-site congestion during peak school times. 

 
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    Michelle Foster 
Principal Planner    Project Planner 

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


 

 

Tetra Tech 
401 South Washington Square, Suite 100, Lansing, MI 48933 

Tel 517.316.3930   Fax 517.484.8140    www.tetratech.com 

 
July 7, 2015 
 
Ms. Kelly VanMarter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re:   Livingston Christian School 
 Special Land Use Permit Application and Sketch Plan Review #4 
 Traffic Study and Site Circulation Plan Review #3 
 
Dear Ms. VanMarter: 
 
The petitioner for the proposed Livingston Christian School was asked to provide a traffic study in accordance with 
the Township’s ordinance.  The initial submittal was reviewed by Tetra Tech on April 21, 2015. In late May, the 
petitioner provided a second response letter and a copy of a revised Traffic Study completed by the petitioner’s 
traffic engineering firm, Boss Engineering.  Review comments were provided in our June 3, 2015, letter. The 
petitioner received additional instructions from the planning commission and has submitted a revised traffic study 
for review and approval.  Tetra Tech has completed a review of this latest study and offers the following comments 
for Township consideration in approving the site plan:  
  
SUMMARY 
 

 The revised study and accompanying memo from Fleis & Vandenbrink provides the requested analysis of 
the onsite traffic flow and level of service analysis for the existing driveway.  The memo dated June 23, 
2015, from Fleis & Vandenbrink projects 127 pick-ups for the future student enrollment of 250.  From this 
basis and a target average of 5.5 minutes per pick-up, a minimum of at least 325 feet of sidewalk would 
need to be available for the pick-up zone. The traffic plan indicates an area of 325 feet in front of the 
building for this zone, however, there is some concern that due to the irregular alignment of the sidewalk 
along the building that vehicles will disrupt the plan by pulling up close to the building and out of the pick-
up line. The petitioner should add additional traffic management provisions for keeping vehicles in the 
proposed 24-foot-wide space for stacking in order to maintain effective circulation.  It is also a concern that 
the entire zone does not have a continuous sidewalk to accommodate the students.  Again, temporary 
measures will need to be made to separate the students waiting for parent pick up from the parking lot 
traffic. 

 It is imperative that the school provide proper instruction to the traffic management volunteer to keep the 
flow of traffic on site moving according to the plan presented.  At this time, we do not see an impact to 
Brighton Road as long as parents are directed to either a traffic queue or one of the many on-site parking 
spots. 
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Tetra Tech 

 
It appears the petitioner has performed the analysis and provided the supporting data requested for managing the 
traffic for the proposed use.  Based on the revised documents, we have no further objections to approval of the site 
plan for approval contingent on the comments above being addressed.  If you have any questions regarding this 
review, please call. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
 
 
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E.     Joseph C. Siwek, P.E. 
Unit Vice President     Project Engineer 
 
Copy: Steve Morgan 



 

July 2, 2015 
 
 
 
Kelly VanMarter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 
 
RE: Brighton Nazarene Church Expansion 
 for Livingston Christian School 
 7669 Brighton Rd. 
 Site Plan Review 
 
Dear Kelly: 
 
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the comments regarding the sketch plan for 
the Nazarene Church use as Livingston Christian School.  The original plan was reviewed on June 
24, 2013 and again on July 15, 2013.  The current plans were received for review on June 29, 
2015 and the drawings are dated May 31, 2013 with a letter dated May 20, 2015.  The project is 
based on building a 16,120 S.F. expansion to the existing church building (size of existing building 
not provided).  The new addition is being requested for approval as an educational use.  The 
plan review is based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition.  
 
Previously, the applicant has attempted to address the fire department’s concerns by submitting 
a letter from a Mr. Steven Morgan identifying that the fire authority concerns are noted and 
under evaluation by an engineer and that other items were existing and previously approved.   
 
The following item has yet to be addressed and parking configuration and planning is ongoing 
without this consideration.  
 

 
1. Access to and from the building shall provide emergency vehicles with an outside turning 

radius of 50’ and a minimum vertical clearance of 13½ feet.  (Provide a plan with a truck 
turning template applied would satisfy the turning radius requirement.) 

IFC 503.2.4 
 

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 
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06-08-15 Unapproved Minutes 
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OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2… Review of a sketch plan application for an amendment 
to the approved building elevations for Brighton Church of the Nazarene, located at 
7669 Brighton Road, Brighton, Michigan, parcel # 4711-25-400-058. The request is 
petitioned by Brighton Nazarene Church. 
 
Eric Rauch rejoined the meeting. 
 
Gary Anscombe, Construction Manager for the church addressed the Planning 
Commission.  He apologized to the Board and the Township and knows that he should 
have applied for an amended site plan and the church had no reason to think of it.  
It takes full responsibility. 
 
The approved elevation was not a buildable design.  Therefore, the amendment is 
requested. The north half of the elevation drained into the wall.  The roof was changed 
to prevent ice dams and water pooling.  Additionally, the handicap elevator needed to 
be changed. 
 
There will be a new color in front.  The colored rendering is not an exact duplicate of the 
colors, but samples were provided.  They were unable to exactly duplicate the brick 
color, so there has been a change to allow for which areas will have brick.  The roof line 
has been changed to accommodate water/snow. This has already been built.  There is 
no brick left with which to meet the ordinance. 
 
Chris Grajek asked about using cultured stone.  The petitioner indicated that it’s 
possible to use brick or cultured stone. The split faced block could possibly be used to 
match. 
 
Mr. Rauch asked about utilizing an awning structure to break it up.   
 
Mr. Mortensen indicated he would not be comfortable approving anything without a 
rendering.  The petitioner could obtain one within a week or so.  The next meeting is 
July 13. 
 
Mr. Grajek asked about the percentage of brick. Ms. Foster indicated since it’s in a 
residential section, no percentages apply. 
 
Mr. Grajek indicated the renderings would be helpful if the colors are accurate. 
 
The petitioner indicated he would like to continue working on the interior of the entrance 
system while this matter is pending. The building department would need him to do that.   
 
The petitioner will look into making the south wall a darker color and adding windows to 
the south wall.  Ms. VanMarter suggested carrying the brown of the roof up the south 
wall and north wall. 
 
Mr. Mortensen and Mr. McManus would like to see renderings as well. 
 
A call to the public was made. 

Kathryn
Highlight



06-08-15 Unapproved Minutes 
 

Page 5 of 5 
 

 
Mike Barrett addressed the Planning Commission.  He asked for clarification regarding 
percentage of brick.   
 
Colleen Bussy addressed the Planning Commission and indicated she thinks the 
structure is too big.  Jay Johnston again addressed the Planning Commission regarding 
the color. Andrea Spanford indicated she thinks it looks like a warehouse.   
 
The call to the public was closed. 
 
The architect is present and agrees with all of the ideas/comments. 
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Disposition of Amended Site Plan Building Elevations (received on 05-29-15) 
 
Motion by James Mortensen to recommend approval of the amended site plan subject 
to future approval of exterior building materials.  Staff may issue a temporary land use 
permit to allow the petition to continue working on the interior.  The temporary land use 
permit will expire on July 21, 2015 if not renewed.  Support by Diana Lowe.  Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3…Review of the Genoa Charter Township Capital 
Improvement Plan.  
 
Mr. Mortensen has an issue with the road projects rejected by the voters being included.  
He is also opposed to the solar panels. 
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Disposition of Capital Improvement Plan  
 
Motion by James Mortensen to adopt the capital improvement plan with the exception 
of the road projects and solar panel.  Support by Diana Lowe.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
 
Administrative Business: 

 Staff report.  Kelly VanMarter gave a staff report to the Planning Commission. 
 Approval of May 11, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes.  Motion by Barbara 

Figurski and support by James Mortensen to adopt the minutes as amended.  Motion 
carried unanimously. 

 Member discussion.   
 Adjournment.  Motion to adjourn by Barbara Figurski at 10:04 p.m.  Support by 

John McManus.  Motion carried unanimously. 
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July 8, 2015 
 
 
Planning Commission 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
As requested, we have reviewed the revised submittal requesting a revision to the building façade from 
the previously approved site plan for the Brighton Nazarene Church at 7669 Brighton Road. 
 
We have reviewed the proposal in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Genoa Township 
Zoning Ordinance and provide the following comments for your consideration. 
 

 
Picture of new façade (proposal will remove blue color and add masonry to match along lower level) 

 
Proposal/Process 
 
The applicant requests sketch plan review/approval for changes to approved building elevations for the 
Brighton Nazarene Church.  Specifically, the submittal proposes changes in materials and design to the 
east elevation, which was approved as part of the 2013 expansion project. 
 
Since a) the proposed change in materials was not deemed to be to a higher quality material and b) the 
applicant has already initiated construction of the new façade, the Township determined that Planning 
Commission review/approval is necessary. 
 
 

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

Subject: Brighton Nazarene Church – Sketch Plan Review #2 
Location: 7669 Brighton Road –  northwest corner of Brighton and Aljoann Roads 
Zoning: SR Suburban Residential 
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Brighton Nazarene  
Sketch Plan Review #2 
Page 2 
 
Sketch Plan Review 
 
The only item for consideration is the change in building materials and design – no other changes are 
proposed to the approved site plan as part of this request. The approved plans included brick along the 
lower level of the addition with metal siding and a pitched metal roof above.   
 
The rendering included with the revised submittal includes mostly metal siding, although masonry to has 
been added along the lower level of the addition.  The roof has also been changed from a pitched roof to a 
flat roof. 
 
Additionally, the blue color has been removed from the rendering with a gray/tan-type color in its place as 
depicted in the rendering. However, the sample provided by the applicant at the 6/8/15 meeting indicated 
that the rendering and material colors do not match.  The revised submittal indicates that the proposed 
material and color samples will be presented to the Commission at the upcoming meeting. 
 
Although the proposed awning is in keeping with the texture and color of the building façade, it is our 
opinion that it may be too similar.  The awning was suggested to help break up the height of the façade 
and delineate the entryway at a pedestrian scale. The proposed awning is too similar to the façade material 
and does not provide enough architectural variation to break up the wall.  The applicant may want to 
submit further detail on the proposed awning to determine if it meets the intent of the requested design 
standards.  
 
In our opinion, this is an improvement from what was previously proposed.  The materials and color 
palette appear to match the rest of the building and are generally more consistent with the residential 
character of the area; however, the applicant must demonstrate that materials and color will match and/or 
be compatible with the remainder of the building. 
 
Ultimately, Planning Commission has review/approval authority over the proposed changes. 
 
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    Michelle Foster 
Principal Planner    Project Planner 

mailto:borden@lslplanning.com
mailto:foster@lslplanning.com
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July 8, 2015 
 
 
Planning Commission  
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, Michigan 48116 

 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
At the Township’s request, we have reviewed the revised site plan (dated 6/25/15) proposing the 
construction of a new Culver’s drive-through restaurant on the west side of Lot #4 in the Livingston 
Commons PUD (adjacent to the recently approved Panera Bread drive-through restaurant). 
 
The site is located at the southwest corner of Grand River Avenue and Latson Road within 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 and PUD Agreement for the 
development. 
 
As a side note, the Township recently approved a Panera Bread drive-through restaurant on the east half 
of Lot #4, as well as amendments to the PUD Agreement for Livingston Commons. 
 
A. Summary 

 
1. The Planning Commission may reduce/waive side yard parking lot setbacks per Section 14.06.11. 
2. The Planning Commission has approval authority over the building elevations, including materials 

and colors. 
3. In our estimation, the building provides too much fiber cement siding and EIFS (at least 80% of each 

façade must be natural materials, such as brick or stone).   
4. The applicant must provide material and color samples for the Commission’s consideration. 
5. The drive through is deficient by 2 stacking spaces.  The applicant requests a reduction in the stacking 

space requirement given the nature of the business, which typically has a lower percentage of drive 
through traffic.  In our opinion, this requires a deviation via the PUD Agreement. 

6. The main east/west drive aisle is deficient in terms of width for two-way traffic. 
7. Large delivery trucks will need to drive over curbs to navigate the site.  This should be avoided to the 

greatest extent possible. 
8. The landscape plan is deficient by 5 canopy trees. 
9. The waste receptacle area appears to be larger than needed. 
10. We suggest an easement or shared access agreement be provided allowing cross access between both 

halves of Lot #4. 
11. The submittal does not include details or cut sheets for the pole mounted light fixtures. 
12. The proposal includes 4 wall signs – 1 is permitted and a 2nd may be allowed by the Planning 

Commission. 
13. The applicant must demonstrate/confirm compliance with the standards of Section 16.07.02(e) for the 

electronic changeable message sign. 
14. The proposed menu boards exceed the maximum area allowed by Ordinance. 
 

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

Subject: Culver’s drive-through restaurant – PUD Site Plan Review #2 
Location: Southwest corner of Grand River Avenue and Latson Road 
Zoning: NR-PUD Non-Residential Planned Unit Development District 
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Aerial view of site and surroundings (looking north) 

 
B. Proposal 
 
In accordance with the recently approved changes to the Livingston Commons PUD, the applicant 
requests site plan review/approval for a new Culver’s drive-through restaurant on the west half of Lot #4. 
 
Recent amendments to the PUD Agreement permit 2 drive-through restaurants on Lot #4 – the recently 
approved Panera Bread and the currently proposed Culver’s. 
 
C. 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. 
 
The proposed Culver’s is within 500 feet of the recently approved Panera Bread; however, the PUD 
Agreement specifically allows for two drive-through restaurants on Lot #4, regardless of their spacing. 
 
3. Only one (1) access shall be provided onto any street. 
 
Lot #4 does not provide direct access to/from Grand River Avenue or Latson Road.  Vehicular access is 
provided via the existing 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 proposed site plan includes access to the remainder of the Livingston Commons development. 
 

Project area 
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D. 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 

Lot Size  Minimum Setbacks  (feet)  
Max. 

Height Lot Coverage Lot 
Area 

(acres) 

Width 
(feet) 

Front 
Yard 

Side 
Yard 

Rear 
Yard Parking 

NR-
PUD 1 150 70 15 50 22 front 

10 side/rear 35’ 35% building 
75% impervious 

Proposal 1.12 
220 

(Grand 
River) 

95 (Grand River) 126 (W) 
34 (E) 54 (S) 

 20 front 
0 side* 
15 rear 

22’-4” 8.1% building 
75% impervious 

 
* Section 14.06.11 allows the Planning Commission to reduce or waive side or rear parking lot setbacks 

where a shared access driveway, connected parking lots, frontage road, or rear service drive is 
provided. 

 
2. Building Materials and Design.  The proposed elevations, including colors and materials, are 

subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission.   
 
Building materials include stone veneer, fiber cement siding and EIFS.  The PUD Agreement requires 
at least 80% of wall surfaces to be natural materials (such as brick or stone); however, in our 
estimation, the proposed building does not appear to meet this standard (too much fiber cement siding 
and EIFS).  The applicant should either provide material calculations for each façade to demonstrate 
compliance or increase the use of natural materials (stone).   
 
Additionally, the applicant must provide color renderings and a material/color sample board for the 
Commission’s consideration. 
 

3. Parking.  As outlined in the table on Sheet C-1, 43 spaces are required for the proposed Culver’s.  
Additionally, 2 RV spaces, 3 waiting spaces and 10 stacking spaces are also required. 
 
The plan provides for 62 parking spaces, including the required barrier free, RV and waiting spaces. 
As a side note, the parking spaces that are marked as ‘large vehicle spaces’ are stripped as typical 9’ 
by 18’ spaces on the plans. The applicant must correct this inconsistency.   
 
Additionally, the drive through lane provides only 8 of the 10 required stacking spaces.  We have 
reviewed Culver’s restaurants in several communities and they have previously demonstrated that 
drive through usage is less than a conventional fast food type restaurant, in which case fewer stacking 
spaces typically works. 
 
The Impact Assessment states that the nature of this particular business entails a much smaller 
percentage of drive through traffic.  Accordingly, the applicant requests that the Township grant a 
reduction in the required number of stacking spaces.  The Ordinance does not provide discretion on 
this matter and we are of the opinion that it requires a deviation via the PUD Agreement. 
 
For the most part, the parking spaces and drive aisles meet or exceed the dimensional standards of 
Section 14.06; however, a portion of the east/west drive aisle nearest Grand River is deficient in terms 
of width (24’ required vs. 17’ provided).  Lastly, Sheet C-1 identifies the use of looped (double 
striped) spaces. 
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4. Pedestrian Circulation.  The plan identifies the existing sidewalks along Grand River with a new 

connection proposed between the public sidewalk and the site.  Similar to the approved Panera 
development, crosswalk striping has been added to increase pedestrian safety.  Sidewalks are also 
proposed along the majority of the building, separating parking and drive aisles from the building. 
 

5. Vehicular Circulation.  As noted above, the site does not have direct access to Grand River, but 
rather has access to/from the internal service drive and across the Panera site (east half of Lot #4).   

 
As previously noted, the main east/west drive aisle does not provide the required width (24’) for two-
way traffic.  Additionally, the truck turning template shown on Sheet C-1 indicates that large delivery 
trucks will drive over at least two curbed areas.  This is likely to result in future issues of site 
maintenance and should be avoided to the greatest extent possible. 

 
6. Loading.  The Impact Assessment states that deliveries will take place outside of business hours with 

sufficient space in the drive through lane to accommodate loading/unloading. 
 

7. Landscaping.  We have reviewed the landscape plan as follows: 
 

Location Requirements Proposed Comments 
Front yard 
greenbelt 

(Grand River 
& Latson) 

8 canopy trees 
8 evergreen trees 
30 shrubs 
20-foot width 

3 canopy trees 
3 existing trees 
63 shrubs 
22-foot width 
 

Deficient by 2 canopy trees and 
8 evergreen trees* 

Parking lot 16 canopy trees 
hedgerow 

11 canopy trees 
2 existing trees 
hedgerow 

Deficient by 3 canopy trees* 
 

 
 The applicant has indicated that additional trees will be provided, but the revised landscape plan 

does not reflect this. 
 

8. Waste Receptacle and Enclosure.  The project includes a new waste receptacle area southeast of the 
proposed building with a 6-foot masonry enclosure faced with stone veneer matching that used on the 
building. 
 
Details on Sheet A-12 show the required concrete base pad and enclosure.  The area enclosed is much 
larger than needed for the dumpster shown.  We request the applicant explain the need for an over-
sized waste receptacle area.  Additionally, vehicular access to this area is accommodated via the 
Panera site.  The applicant should provide an easement or shared access agreement across the two 
halves of Lot #4. 
 

9. Exterior Lighting.  The submittal proposes 3 new pole-mounted light fixtures; however, pole height 
and cut sheets were not provided for these lights. The applicant needs to provide details. 
 
The plan also proposes 24 wall mounted fixtures.  Details and cut sheets provided show that these 
fixtures are downward directed in accordance with the requirements of Section 12.03.  

 
The photometric grid provided shows readings above 1.0 fc at the east lot line; however, this lot line 
is shared with Panera within the same PUD.  As such, we do not believe this spillover will create any 
adverse impacts.  
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10. Signs.  In total, the submittal includes 1 monument sign (with a reader board), 4 wall signs and 2 

menu boards.  Per Section 16.07, 1 monument sign, 1 wall sign and 2 menu boards are permitted.   
 
The Planning Commission may permit a 2nd wall sign in certain circumstances, such as obstructed 
views and building orientation.  The monument sign is 60 square feet in area, per the Ordinance and 
PUD agreement. 
 
The electronic changeable message component of the monument sign complies with most of the 
standards of Section 16.07.02; however, the applicant must confirm/demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of paragraph (e). 
 
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.  Any proposed signage in excess of 
current Ordinance standards should be addressed within the PUD Agreement. 

 
A sign permit is required prior to installation of any new signage. 
 

11. Impact Assessment.  The submittal includes an updated Impact Assessment (dated 6/1/15).  In 
summary, the Assessment notes that the project is not anticipated to adversely impact natural features, 
public services/utilities, surrounding land uses or traffic.  We defer to the Township Engineer as to 
whether a more detailed traffic impact study is needed. 

 
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    Michelle Foster 
Principal Planner    Project Planner 

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


 

 

Tetra Tech 
401 South Washington Square, Suite 100, Lansing, MI 48933 

Tel 517.316.3930   Fax 517.484.8140    www.tetratech.com 

July 8, 2015 
 
Ms. Kelly Van Marter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Re: Culver’s Restaurant Site Plan Review #2 
 
Dear Ms. Van Marter: 
 
We have reviewed the resubmitted impact assessment and site plan documents prepared by Williams & Works for 
the Culver’s Restaurant development dated June 25, 2015. The site is on the southwest corner of the intersection of 
Grand River Avenue and Latson Road. The petitioner is planning to construct a new Culver’s Restaurant complete 
with drive-thru on the site of existing Walmart overflow parking in the Livingston Commons PUD.  
 
We offer the following comments for consideration by the planning commission:  

SUMMARY 
1. Show existing utility easements clearly on site plan. 

2. Include only the Township Standard Details to be utilized on the project. Use details to revise water service 
connection layout 

SITE PLAN 
1. MHOG water mains have existing 25-foot easements which must be shown on the drawings. Sanitary sewer 

main easements are based on depth, as noted in the Township Design Standards. 

2. The petitioner shall cross out any Township standard details that are not applicable to the project. Suggest 
reviewing commercial water service connection detail. 

 
The petitioner has satisfactorily addressed our primary concerns from the initial review.  We recommend the above 
comments be addressed on the construction drawings which are required to be submitted to MHOG for review. 
Please call if you have any questions. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
  
Gary J. Markstrom, P.E. Joseph C. Siwek, P.E. 
Unit Vice President Project Engineer 
 
copy: Ronald J Nelson, Metro Design & Build 



 

July 1, 2015 
 
 
 
Kelly VanMarter 
Genoa Township 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI  48116 
 
RE: Culver Restaurant 
 ??? E. Grand River 
 Site Plan Review 
 
Dear Kelly: 
 
The Brighton Area Fire Department has reviewed the above mentioned site plan.  The plans 
were received revised drawings for review on June 29, 2015 and the drawings are dated June 
25, 2015.  The project is based on a new 3,954 square foot A-2 occupancy use building.  The plan 
review is based on the requirements of the International Fire Code (IFC) 2012 edition.  
 
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 

A. The FDC shall be located on the South face of the building, outside of the fire sprinkler 
riser.  This is not indicated on the plan.  This will place it within 100’ of the existing fire 
hydrant on site.  (Revised on Plans) 

 
2. Future project submittals shall include the address and street name of the project in the title 

block.  (Address not yet assigned) 
       IFC 105.4.2 

3. 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 (Grand 
River).  The location and size shall be verified prior to installation.  (Revised on architectural 
Drawings) 

          IFC 505.1 
4. The access road into the site shall be a minimum of 26’ wide.  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.  
(Provided at 28’ & 26’ widths) 

      IFC D 103.6 
      IFC D 103.1 
      IFC D 102.1 
      IFC D 103.3 

5. Access around building shall provide emergency vehicles with an outside turning radius of 
up to 55’ and an inside turning radius of 30’.  The drive shall be provided with a minimum 
vertical clearance of 13 ½ feet.  Provide an emergency vehicle traffic flow to indicate that 
emergency vehicles will be able to access around the structure and out without crossing 
over curbs, parking or landscaping.  (Provided on sheet C-2 & C-3) 

 
6. The Knox box will be located adjacent to the front door of the structure.  The box location 

shall be approved by the fire department and installed in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s instructions.  (Revised on architectural Drawings) 



  
  July 1, 2015 
  Page 2  

   Culver Restaurant 
                                                                                                               ??? E. Grand River   

Site Plan Review 

 
www.brightonareafire.com 

          IFC 506.1 
7. Provide names, addresses, phone numbers, emails of owner or owner’s agent, contractor, 

architect, on-site project supervisor.  (Revised on architectural Drawings) 
 

8. Provide address for the project on future submittals.  (Address not yet assigned) 
 
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 810-
229-6640. 
 
Cordially, 

 
Capt. Rick Boisvert 
Fire Inspector 
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Genoa Township     June 1, 2015 
2911 Dorr Road 
Brighton, MI 48116 
 
Attn: Genoa Township  

Planning Commission 
 
Re:   Impact Statement for proposed  

Culvers Restaurant   
 Grand River & Latson Road  
 

Name(s) & address(es) of person(s) responsible for preparation 
Metro Design and Build Inc Architectural Concepts 
20031 Carlysle   6650 Crossing Rd. S.E. 
Dearborn, MI. 48124  Grand Rapids, MI. 49508 
Ron Nelson    Ken Watkins 

 
Maps & written description/analysis of the project site 

This site is currently being used and maintained by Wal Mart and 
is owned by RLG Howell LLC. The site consists of a portion of the 
Bennigan’s parking lot and the remote overflow parking spaces 
for Wal-Mart.  The lot fronts Grand River Ave. on the North, is 
improved with asphalt paving, lot lighting, curbs, storm drainage, 
and access to the “Ring Road” on the South side. The proposed 
Culvers project would be utilizing 48711 SF of the existing parcel. 
Please refer to submitted plans for locations of existing features. 
 

Impact on natural features 
This project will enhance the current area by reducing paved 
areas with the addition of new landscaping and a new facility. 
All natural features were eliminated during the initial 
development of the site when the paving and site improvements 
were installed. Therefore there will be no impact on any natural 
features. 
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Impact on storm water management 

This project will actually improve the existing storm run-off for this 
site by reducing the existing impervious pavement by approx. 
4000 SF with new landscaping. Silt fencing will be used on the 
perimeter of the site during construction and filters will be placed 
over all existing and new storm basins. The site naturally drains to 
the existing regional detention system for the Livingston 
Commons project and meets all standards of the governing 
agencies. 
 

Impact on surrounding land used 
This project will not impact the existing surrounding land uses. It is 
bordered on the West side by Bob Evans and on the East by the 
old Bennigans building, both similar restaurant uses. There will be 
a drive thru associated with this project and thus an external 
ordering point (speaker). The sound level emitted by this unit has 
an adjustable range of 0 to 95 db. The unit will be located in the 
rear of the building and facing the ring road and will not be 
audible to either Bob Evans or Bennigans. This speaker will 
conform to the Township noise ordinance. The stocking of this 
building takes place outside of business hours (10 AM to 10 PM 
Sunday, through Wednesday and 10 AM to midnight Thursday 
through Saturday). The truck is able to back into the drive thru 
lane to access the rear door to off-load without disruption to 
traffic. 
 

      Impact on public facilities & services 
A typical Culvers Restaurant has 10-12 employees per shift, and 
yearly guest counts of around 190,000. The peak projected guest 
count between noon and 1:00 PM would be approx. 100-120 
guests per hour with 30% of those guests using the Drive thru and 
70% using the lobby.    
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Impact on public utilities 

This development will be utilizing the existing utilities as shown on 
our plan submittals. We will be tapping into the existing 8” water 
main, the existing 8” sanitary line, and the existing 15” storm 
sewer utilizing the existing detention basin, which is a part of the 
original Wal-mart system. An average Culvers uses the following: 
 Water usage – average quarterly use is 248,000 gal. 
 Natural gas – ave. peak monthly usage is 778.47 THM 
 Electricity – ave. monthly usage is 25,880 KWH.  
All systems that are being utilized were designed to handle 
usage in excess of Culver’s needs. 
 

Storage & handling of any hazardous materials 
There will be no hazardous materials used or stored at this facility 
 

Impact on traffic & pedestrians  
This development will be accessed from the current Wal-Mart 
ring road and will not have any curb cuts onto Grand River Ave. 
Research indicates that 70% of Quick Service Restaurant (QSR) 
visits are impulse visits, from customers already on the existing 
roadways.  Consequently only 30% of the visits to Culver’s would 
be new trips for the road systems.  Overall traffic volumes will be 
minimally impacted.  Given that, the traffic levels should remain 
fairly consistent with current counts after the opening of the 
Culver’s. The new infrastructure changes, including the new I-96 
interchange and Latson Rd improvements will further negate 
any impact of traffic increases from this development.  The 
current walk along Grand River will be maintained for pedestrian 
traffic during and after construction is completed. The required 
drive thru stacking requirement of the Township is excessive for 
Culver’s operation.  Because the small percentage of drive thru 
business which is 25%-30% compared to QSR average of 70%-
80% the stacking shown on the plans is adequate for the 
intended purpose.  We are requesting that this requirement be 
lowered for this facility to an 8 car stack with 3 waiting spaces for 
a total of 11 D.T. spaces. 
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Special Provisions:   
The site is subject to the following (Special Provisions): 

- Declaration of restrictions & easements for outlets 
- Plan unit development agreement 
- Plan unit development agreement for Phase II land 
- Easement with covenant & restrictions affecting 

land (“ECR”) 
 

 If you have any questions or require more info on any of the above information, 
please give me a call @ 313.563.5847 

 
Sincerely, 
Metro Design & Build, Inc. 
 
Ronald J. Nelson - President 
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Issued For:

DRAWING  DATE:

THIS  DRAWING  AND  ALL  INFORMATION  CONTAINED  ON IT  ARE  THE  SOLE,  CONFIDENTIAL!
AND  EXCLUSIVE  PROPERTY  OF  DESIGNSCAPES.  PUBLICATION  OF  THIS  DRAWING  IS  LIMITED  !
ONLY  TO  THE SPECIFIC  PROJECT AND/OR SITE.  REPRODUCTION,  PUBLICATION,  REUSE  OR  !
MODIFICATION  OF  THIS  DOCUMENT IN  WHOLE  OR  IN  PART  IS  EXPRESSLY   PROHIBITED  !
WITHOUT  PRIOR  WRITTEN  CONSENT  OF  DESIGNSCAPES.!
!
!

1.  All landscaping to be installed by a qualified Landscape Contractor. 	


     No substitutions without prior authorization from Landscape Architect.	


2.  All plantings, including trees in lawn areas shall be mulched 	


     with 3" shredded hardwood bark mulch.	


3.  Trees and shrubs shall be planted with a plant mix consisting of 	


     1 part topsoil, 1 part peat, and 1 part existing soil.	


4.  Planting areas shall be edged with aluminum edging unless	


     noted other wise.	


5.  Lawn areas shall recieve 4" of topsoil and sod. Check with	


     specifications for topsoil availability or contact project manager.	


6.  Provide irrigation for new landscaped areas only. Irrigation system shall 	


     be designed and installed by the Landscape Contractor.	


7.  Maintenance of the landscape shall be provided for by the owner	


     and include fertilizing of lawn and plant material, yearly pruning,	


     top dressing of mulch areas every other yearand watering.	


8.  Plant materials shall be chosen and installed in accordance with	


     standards recommended by the County Cooperative Extension	


     Service or American Nursery Association.
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to Remain
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to Remain

Existing Tree

Existing Tree

Existing Tree

2 Existing Trees

Exist. 
Land.

Exist. 
Land.

Exist. 
Land.

2 Aristocrat 
Pear  

(21/2" cal.)

1 Aristocrat Pear (21/2" cal.)

1 Aristocrat 
Pear  

(21/2" cal.)

1 Deep Pink Knockout Rose (2 gal.)

11 Zagreb Coreopsis (1 gal.)

11 Zagreb Coreopis (1 gal.)

1 Morning Light Miscanthus (2 gal.)

10 Green Velvet Boxwood (24" ht.)

6 Morning Light Miscanthus (2 gal.)

5 Morning Light Miscanthus (2 gal.)

5 Deep Pink Knockout Rose (2 gal.)

11 Little 
Grapette 

Daylily  
(1 gal.)

10 Green Velvet Boxwood (24" ht.)

4 Lemon Princess Spirea (3 gal.)
7 Firewich Dianthus (1 gal.)

9 Iberis (1 gal.)

9 Iberis (1 gal.)5 Zagreb Coreopsis (1 gal.)

2 Morning Light Miscanthus (2 gal.)

6 My Monet Weigela (3 gal.)

2 Hinocki Chamacyparis (3 gal.)

2 Morning Light Miscanthus (2 gal.)

6 My Monet Weigela (3 gal.)

5 Lemon Princess 
Spirea (3 gal.)

5 Deep Pink Knockout 
 Rose (2 gal.)

13 Little 
Grapette 

Daylily (1 gal.)
3 Green Velvet  
Boxwood (24" ht.)

5 Snowcap Daisy (1 gal.)

9 Firewitch Dianthus (1 gal.)
7 May Night Salvia (1 gal.)

7 Zagreb Coreopsis (1 gal.)
1 Juneberry (8-9' ht.)

3 Spartan 
Juniper (5' ht.)

5 Red Fox Veronica (1 gal.)
9 Firewitch Dianthus (1 gal.)

9 Zagreb Coreopsis (1 gal.)
7 Snowcap Daisy (1 gal.)

4 Deep Pink Knockout Rose (2 gal.)

5 Morning Light Miscanthus (2 gal.)

3 Morning Light Miscanthus (2 gal.)

5 Iberis (1 gal.)

6 Snowcap Daisy (1 gal.)

5 Little Grapette Daylily (1 gal.)

5 Rozanne Geranium (1 gal.)

5 Royal Candles Veronica (1 gal.)

7 Kim's Knee High Coneflower (1 gal.)

6 Rosy Returns Daylily (1 gal.)

5 Zagreb Coreopsis (1 gal.)

7 Red Fox Veronica (1 gal.)

Existing  
Landscaping 

to Remain
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5 Firewich Dianthus (1 gal.)

4 Aristocrat Pear (21/2" cal.)

1 Aristocrat Pear (21/2" cal.)

2 Aristocrat Pear (21/2" cal.)

34 Little Henry Itea (18-24")

29 Little Henry Itea (18-24")

1 Capital Pear (2 21/2" cal.)

1 Aristocrat Pear (21/2" cal.)

1 Aristocrat Pear (21/2" cal.)
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1/2" Diameter 
Rubber Hose

#12 Gage Galvanized 
Soft Steel Wire

3" Hardwood Shredded 
Bark Mulch

2"x2"x3' Hardwood Stakes 
Below Grade.

Subgrade

Plant Mixture

Evergreen Planting Detail-5' and Taller (as needed)

Deciduous Trees 3" Caliper and Smaller (as needed or required)

3" Hardwood  
Shredded Bark 
Mulch

Subgrade

1/2" Dia. Rubber Hose

#12 gage Galvanized 
     Soft Steel Wire

2'x2'x6' Harwood 
Tree Stakes

Plant Mixture

Shrub Planting Detail

Balled and Burlapped 
or Potted

3" Hardwood Shredded 
Bark Mulch

3" Maintenance Edge 
or 3" Aluminum Edging

Subgrade

Plant Mixture
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11/21/11     Revised per Planning Commission

Owner
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1 /2" = 1'-0"

Culver Franchising

608-643-7980

540 Water Street
 System, Inc.

Prairie du Sac, WI 53578
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






















































































 

























 











































































 
 












• 
• 
• 




• 




• 


• 



• 



• 



• 











   



  




       

      



     

    

     

     

     

     

     











    

     









     







 


  




























 





















 











 














 




 












 
















 




 

 







 





 




















  






























  










 




 














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LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE

Symbol Label Qty File Lumens LLF WattsCatalog Number Description Lamp

M 21 A810.IES 5500 0.75 80

AA 2 94100501.ies 32000 0.75 465

AA1 1 94100501.ies 32000 0.75 930

WP 3 LTL12142.IES 5200 1.00 95

AD200-10CW-LED
ABOLITE LED ANGLED
REFLECTOR 10 LED LAMPS

KSF2 400M R3
AREA LIGHT WITH TYPE
3, SHORT,CUTOFF
REFLECTOR, FLAT
GLASS LENS.

ONE 400-WATT CLEAR
ED-28 METAL HALIDE,
HORIZONTAL POS.

KSF2 400M R3
AREA LIGHT WITH TYPE
3, SHORT,CUTOFF
REFLECTOR, FLAT
GLASS LENS.

ONE 400-WATT CLEAR
ED-28 METAL HALIDE,
HORIZONTAL POS.

LM07CWY/FC/CO
BUILDING MOUNTED
LUMINAIRE, CUTOFF
70W MH, W/ CLEAR
LAMP.

ONE 70-WATT CLEAR E-
17 METAL HALIDE,
HORIZONTAL POSITION.

STATISTICS

Description       Symbol Avg Max Min Max/Min Avg/Min

Property Line 2.0 fc 9.9 fc 0.0 fc N / A N / A

 CALCULATIONS BASED UPON 400 WATT METAL HALIDE

 LAMPS IN LUMINAIRE WITH AN "R3" DISTRIBUTION AND

 MOUNTED AT APPROXIMATELY 30' ABOVE GRADE.
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GENOA CHARTER TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 
JUNE 8, 2015 

6:30 P.M. 
MINUTES 

 
CALL TO ORDER:  The meeting of the Genoa Township Planning Commission was 
called to order at 6:31 p.m.  Present were Barbara Figurski, James Mortensen, John 
McManus, Diana Lowe, Eric Rauch, Chris Grajek, and Chairman Doug Brown.  Also 
present were Kelly VanMarter, Community Development Director/Assistant Township 
Manager; Gary Markstrom of Tetra Tech; and Michelle Foster of LSL.   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  The Pledge of Allegiance was recited. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA:  Upon motion by John McManus and support by Barbara 
Figurski, the agenda was approved as submitted.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
CALL TO THE PUBLIC:  A Call to the Public was made with no response. 
 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #1… Review of a special use, sketch plan, and 
environmental impact assessment for a proposed K-12 Livingston Christian School to 
be located within the Brighton Church of the Nazarene, located at 7669 Brighton Road, 
Brighton, Michigan, parcel # 4711-25-400-058. The request is petitioned by Brighton 
Nazarene Church. 
 
Motion by Diana Lowe to recuse Eric Rauch.  Support by Chris Grajek.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Steve Morgan addressed the Planning Commission.  He is a member of the church.  
The petitioner is requesting an amendment to the special use permit to allow for a 
school. The average class size is estimated to be 15 at greatest. Due to the class sizes, 
the sports teams will not be large.   
 
Mr. Morgan addressed the landscaping and screening first.  A photograph taken from 
the cul-de-sac on Aljoann Drive facing the church was provided.  Approximately three 
weeks ago, the church members cleared up the dead trees and brush in this area.  
Another photograph was provided that illustrates what that area would look like in two 
years with the newly planted trees.   
 
The pastor met with the property owners of adjacent lots to discuss their concerns. He 
feels that they are all now on good terms and willing to work with each other. He 
reported that they are all in agreement with the new plans for landscaping and 
screening.  The proposed fence is over 700 feet long and is on the church property by 
10 or 15 feet for the majority of that length.   
 
A portion of the church lot would be dedicated as a park for the occupants of Aljoann. 
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The property line between the new facility and the church next door will be planted with 
arborvitae.   
 
A call to the public was made regarding the landscaping.  Jay Johnson addressed the 
Planning Commission.  He is a neighbor from Aljoann.  He suggested that the park is 
not really a park, but rather a landscape buffer.  The church will maintain the property, 
but they will grant an easement to the property owners from Aljoann.  He indicated that 
he supports the current plan.  The church would take care of any dying trees, etc.  
Chairman Brown suggested they place their agreement in writing.   
 
Mike Barrett, president of the homeowners association addressed the Planning 
Commission.  He feels the meeting with the church was very productive.  He suggested 
the church place a gate in the fence for maintenance purposes.   
 
Michelle Foster indicated that the landscaping plans from 2013 had not been fulfilled, 
but it appears the petitioner is working toward that goal.   
 
Steve Morgan next addressed the traffic study.  Chairman Brown indicated that a  
traffic study for 250/35 was requested and he feels that it has not yet been provided.  
Mr. Morgan indicated the forecast date was reduced to 2018 and reduced the student 
population.  Chairman Brown indicated that the study for 250/35 was requested for the 
purpose of planning ahead.  He is requesting that a condition be placed on the facility 
use that once it hits 200, a new traffic study should be done at that point to determine 
where the traffic should flow at that time. The church believes that the traffic on Brighton 
Road has been reduced due to the new Latson Road interchange.  Mr. Morgan 
indicated Boss Engineering is already retained to review traffic flow every October.   
 
Cathy Morehouse of 5700 Site Court in Brighton, Michigan runs a private school and 
suggests that a layered drop-off/pick-up time based on last name might be a good 
option for the school.   She has found that it works well in similar situations.   
 
Chairman Brown asked if it would be possible for the school to report attendance on the 
Monday following the third Friday in September each year. Ms. VanMarter indicated that 
can certainly be required. 
 
Mr. Morgan went on to review the traffic study statistics and periods with the Planning 
Commission.    
 
Michelle Foster informs the Planning Commission that pedestrian circulation is also a 
concern on this site.   
 
The call to the public was made with the following response: 
 
Don Yaquinto lives in Pine Creek and is concerned with the increased traffic on Brighton 
Road and possible cut-through traffic in his subdivision.  If people are unable to turn left 
out of the church/school property they will turn around at the Pine Creek entrance and 
cause congestion in the left turn lane.   
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Colleen Bussey lives on Aljoann and has a child who attends the high school. She 
cannot believe that this request has gotten this far because the traffic in this area is so 
bad. She stated that drivers don’t follow the rules now and this will only make it worse.   
 
Virginia Wennerberg or 7230 Pine Vista addressed the Planning Commission.  She 
asked about what plan “b” would be for a larger capacity. Mr. Markstrom explained the 
options. She asked if the Planning Commission feels there is a maximum number that 
the petitioner could never exceed. Chairman Brown indicated that given the size of the 
building, he believes the maximum student body is 250 with a staff of 35. But 
unfortunately, he cannot give a clear answer at this time. 
 
Carol Hawley of Pine Creek Ridge asked if staff was counted, as well as teachers, such 
as nurses, secretaries, etc. The petitioner indicated the number 26 includes staff and 
teachers. She asked about custodians and lunch staff.  They are estimating the staff 
based on current numbers.  She asked if it exceeds that number, would the school 
close down. Chairman Brown discussed doing annual reviews of staff and student 
counts. 
 
Andy Koch addressed the Planning Commission. He runs the driving certification 
located at the church. He believes the impact on traffic is minimal. His hours are 9 to 5 
with the certification class. He adjusts class schedule so as not to interrupt weddings, 
funerals, etc. In an average month, he tests 25 tractor trailers, most of which have their 
reverse alerts turned off.   
 
Andrea Spanstra inquired whether weekend testing was performed. Mr. Koch indicated 
Saturdays from 8 to noon and that is usually personal vehicles.  She commended  
Mr. Koch on being respectful to the neighborhood. 
 
Conchi Freund is a resident of Pine Creek Ridge and has been for 18 years. She 
appreciates the fact that the impact on the community is being studied.  She supports 
the Livingston Christian School.  She wants to focus on the positive of what the school 
will bring to the community. 
 
The call to the public was closed. 
 
Planning Commission recommendation of petition 

A. Recommendation of Special Use 
B. Recommendation of Environmental Impact Assessment (03-16-15) 
C. Recommendation of Sketch Plan (05-14-14) 

 
Motion by Mr. Mortensen to table this matter to July 13, 2015. Support by Chris Grajek.  
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Kelly VanMarter will discuss Mr. Koch’s illegal non-conforming use with the Township 
Attorney to determine how to proceed.  Michelle Foster indicated that an opinion by the 
Township Attorney should be obtained.  She then reviewed her list of outstanding 
issues as requested by the petitioner.  The park will not be deeded or an easement 
provided to the neighbors.  It will remain church property and be maintained by the 
church. 
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OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #2… Review of a sketch plan application for an amendment 
to the approved building elevations for Brighton Church of the Nazarene, located at 
7669 Brighton Road, Brighton, Michigan, parcel # 4711-25-400-058. The request is 
petitioned by Brighton Nazarene Church. 
 
Eric Rauch rejoined the meeting. 
 
Gary Anscombe, Construction Manager for the church addressed the Planning 
Commission.  He apologized to the Board and the Township and knows that he should 
have applied for an amended site plan and the church had no reason to think of it.  
It takes full responsibility. 
 
The approved elevation was not a buildable design.  Therefore, the amendment is 
requested. The north half of the elevation drained into the wall.  The roof was changed 
to prevent ice dams and water pooling.  Additionally, the handicap elevator needed to 
be changed. 
 
There will be a new color in front.  The colored rendering is not an exact duplicate of the 
colors, but samples were provided.  They were unable to exactly duplicate the brick 
color, so there has been a change to allow for which areas will have brick.  The roof line 
has been changed to accommodate water/snow. This has already been built.  There is 
no brick left with which to meet the ordinance. 
 
Chris Grajek asked about using cultured stone.  The petitioner indicated that it’s 
possible to use brick or cultured stone. The split faced block could possibly be used to 
match. 
 
Mr. Rauch asked about utilizing an awning structure to break it up.   
 
Mr. Mortensen indicated he would not be comfortable approving anything without a 
rendering.  The petitioner could obtain one within a week or so.  The next meeting is 
July 13. 
 
Mr. Grajek asked about the percentage of brick. Ms. Foster indicated since it’s in a 
residential section, no percentages apply. 
 
Mr. Grajek indicated the renderings would be helpful if the colors are accurate. 
 
The petitioner indicated he would like to continue working on the interior of the entrance 
system while this matter is pending. The building department would need him to do that.   
 
The petitioner will look into making the south wall a darker color and adding windows to 
the south wall.  Ms. VanMarter suggested carrying the brown of the roof up the south 
wall and north wall. 
 
Mr. Mortensen and Mr. McManus would like to see renderings as well. 
 
A call to the public was made. 
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Mike Barrett addressed the Planning Commission.  He asked for clarification regarding 
percentage of brick.   
 
Colleen Bussy addressed the Planning Commission and indicated she thinks the 
structure is too big.  Jay Johnston again addressed the Planning Commission regarding 
the color. Andrea Spanford indicated she thinks it looks like a warehouse.   
 
The call to the public was closed. 
 
The architect is present and agrees with all of the ideas/comments. 
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Disposition of Amended Site Plan Building Elevations (received on 05-29-15) 
 
Motion by James Mortensen to recommend approval of the amended site plan subject 
to future approval of exterior building materials.  Staff may issue a temporary land use 
permit to allow the petition to continue working on the interior.  The temporary land use 
permit will expire on July 21, 2015 if not renewed.  Support by Diana Lowe.  Motion 
carried unanimously. 
 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING #3…Review of the Genoa Charter Township Capital 
Improvement Plan.  
 
Mr. Mortensen has an issue with the road projects rejected by the voters being included.  
He is also opposed to the solar panels. 
 
Planning Commission disposition of petition 

A. Disposition of Capital Improvement Plan  
 
Motion by James Mortensen to adopt the capital improvement plan with the exception 
of the road projects and solar panel.  Support by Diana Lowe.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
 
Administrative Business: 

 Staff report.  Kelly VanMarter gave a staff report to the Planning Commission. 
 Approval of May 11, 2015 Planning Commission meeting minutes.  Motion by Barbara 

Figurski and support by James Mortensen to adopt the minutes as amended.  Motion 
carried unanimously. 

 Member discussion.   
 Adjournment.  Motion to adjourn by Barbara Figurski at 10:04 p.m.  Support by 

John McManus.  Motion carried unanimously. 
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