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1. Call to Order
2. Pledge of Allegiance
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5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
a.

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Jun 25, 2015 7:00 PM

6. Call to Public
7. Public Hearing
a.
b.

2015 Update to the Comprehensive Plan (Updated Future Land Use Plan and Future Land Use Map)
SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through (Site Plan with Two Special Land Uses)

8. Old and New Business
a.
b.

SP# 524-P - Fiddler Grove (Chestnut Development) Planned Development
SP# 532 - Waldenwoods Resort Outdoor Venue Resubmittal

9. Call to Public
10. Planner's Report
11. Committee Reports
12. Adjournment
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HARTLAND TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING DRAFT MINUTES
June 25, 2015-7:00 PM

5.a

1. Call to Order - THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN LARRY FOX AT 7:00
PM
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Roll Call

4. Approval of Meeting Agenda
a. Meeting agenda for June 25, 2015
1.

Motion to approve Planning Commission meeting agenda for June 25, 2015

RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Jeff Newsom, Vice Chairman
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
a.

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Jun 11, 2015 7:00 PM

Secretary Voight noted a few minor typos to be corrected in the final minutes.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Thomas Murphy, Commissioner
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

6. Call to Public
No public came forward. (Those in attendance who wished to speak waited until the public hearing for the agenda
item they were interested in.)

7. Public Hearing
a.

SP # 531 - Speedway Rebuild; Site Plan with Special Land Use

a. Site Plan #531 - Speedway Rebuild; Site Plan with Special Land Use
Chair Fox first explained the public hearing process, then opened the hearing by asking for an overview of the
project from staff planner. The planner described the proposal as a rebuild of an existing Speedway located on
the south side of M-59 east of Old US-23. The new facility will have 18 pumps and a 6,100 sq. ft. building,
which will include a café along with convenience items. The proposal also includes relocation of the M-59
access drive shared with Fountain Square, improvements to the parking lot, and expansion of the shared
detention pond. The most significant issue associated with the project is traffic generation and access. The
subject parcel will ultimately be 3.635 acres. Since an automobile fueling and convenience station is a special
land use in the GC - General Commercial district, a public hearing is required.
Following the planner’s overview, the Chair asked the applicant for comments. The applicant provided an
extensive presentation on the proposal addressing site design, landscaping, traffic, access, architecture, and
lighting. The applicant highlighted the high level of interaction with staff and MDOT on the various
traffic/circulation issues.
At the conclusion of the presentation, Chair Fox asked for public comments.
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PRESENT: Joe Colaianne, Thomas Murphy, Larry Fox, Jeff Newsom, Sue Grissim, Michael Mitchell,
Keith Voight
ABSENT:
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Mr. Yurick asked about traffic flow and the traffic study, specifically left turns, expressing concern about the
proposed relocation of the access drive.

The Chair then proceeded to a point by point discussion of the staff review; he closed the public hearing at 7:50.
Newsom asked if the left in right out and only having the shared access. The applicant’s stated that this would
result in back-up problems; other options were studied but this was the only one that MDOT would support.
Chair Fox asked if documentation from MDOT was provided, the planner stated that MDOT supported the
proposal.
Chair Fox explained the road jurisdictions but expressed concern about the traffic generation study. Mitchell
also expressed concern about the relocated access on M-59 and left turns, especially at peak times.
Voight said that he was also concerned with the left turn lane, but said some of the access problems are related
to the existing internal circulation, which will be improved. He stated that we will not be any worse off than we
are now. Murphy agreed with the comments made, comparing the circulation to another Speedway site in the
region, indicating that it will be somewhat of an improvement. Chair Fox said that he is familiar with 3
previous proposals for this site with many scenarios and models offered, and living it is different than the
computer is reflecting, though this proposal will likely be better. He said he doesn’t understand how moving the
drive east will reduce backups; but said it is important to recognize that this is already an existing business.
The outdoor display/storage was discussed with Chair Fox stating that outdoor sales were not typical in
Hartland. The applicant’s representative described the wall that will screen such items as ice, propane and
seasonal products. Murphy asked where the fuel truck will unload (at the southwest corner), and where store
deliveries will be made.
Chair Fox expressed concern about the canopy lighting stating that much research was done to develop the
Ordinance standards. He cited the White Lake Meijers as an example. The applicant’s representative listed the
light levels of other fuel stations in the area, stating that at grade the Speedway canopy will be at 18 fc and at 5’
will be around 22 fc. The planner shared recent staff research undertaken on this topic highlighting peer
communities with canopy light levels of 20 fc. Chair Fox could not recall what generated the specific numbers
now in the Ordinance; the planner suggested they were likely recommendations from International Dark Sky
Association. Chair Fox said one of the reasons for the lighting regulations was because they were unhappy with
the canopy lighting in the Township at that time. Much of his concern is the impact relative to the light level
surrounding the site. He does not want to agree to something he is uncertain of. The applicant’s representative
said the new lighting will be LED and is proposed to be one-third of what is currently existing at the Speedway;
consistency is important. Murphy suggested a focused or spotlight approach should be considered. Staff was
directed to survey the lighting levels in the vicinity of the Speedway. Chair Fox said it was more important that
it fit the context.
Newsom asked for an overview of the environmental issues, particularly on the Mobil site. He asked that a
report on the status be prepared.
The dumpster relocation, sidewalk locations, and directional signage were briefly discussed. Chair Fox asked
about the outdoor seating and whether additional parking was needed - no additional was required. The planner
also confirmed that the cross-parking easement agreements would be reviewed by the Township attorney.
The Planning Commission was asked for determinations on the proposed landscaping; Grissim commented that
1) larger scale trees should be provided, 2) more info on the knee wall should be provided, 3) foundation
landscaping is ample, 4) parking lot shows new islands, and she needs to understand what is happening with

Hartland Township

Page 2

Updated 7/8/2015 3:04 PM

Packet Pg. 3

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jun 25, 2015 7:00 PM (Approval of Meeting Minutes)

Mr. Krieger on Deer Path Lane stated that he had experience with such projects, particularly the safety aspect.
He asked about specific aspects of the fuel pumps and whether all fuel emissions would be captured (even if not
required in Michigan). He also said that moving the access to the east would have a dramatic impact on safety,
describing the conflicts. He also felt that MDOT was not an expert in this area, and further thought that a
restudy was needed.

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

June 25, 2015

Chair Fox asked about the light bollards, then moved on to the building materials. He expressed concern about
the size of the structural brick product proposed; he also asked for a rationale as to why a non-clay brick should
be approved. The applicant indicated that it was a structurally more efficient. Chair Fox asked that the window
surround be called out on the plan. Colaianne asked about the potential for music being allowed on the site;
Chair Fox stated that this would not be permitted. The issue of signage was raised and it was stated that signs
are approved administratively; electronic signs are not permitted. Color of the outdoor furniture should be
shown on the plan. Newsom asked about the possibility of swapping the location of the outdoor seating to with
the outdoor storage. He is concerned with maintenance, stating that he knows of no gas stations with outdoor
seating. Chair Fox asked that a sheet be provided showing the actual building footprint as opposed to the
prototype.
Chair Fox recommended that the proposal come back before them once the issues referenced were addressed,
especially the lighting. The applicant expressed concern in that they had to (tomorrow) make a final decision
about the site. Chair Fox responded that in his opinion this is the best redevelopment proposal that has come
forward on this site. Mitchell agreed, though traffic flow is a real concern. He reiterated a question raised by a
member of the public on whether the pumps would be “state of the art” - the applicant’s representative said that
State of Michigan regulations would be followed. Voight said that it was a nice development and didn’t see
why they wouldn’t want to go forward. Grissim agreed that it was an improvement and she could help (through
staff) with the landscaping questions. Chair Fox thanked the applicants.
RESULT:
b.

DEFERRED

SP# 530-P - Walnut Ridge Estates Preliminary Site Plan for an Amendment to a Planned Development

a. Site Plan #530-P - Walnut Ridge Estates Preliminary Site Plan for an Amendment
to the Venture Church Planned Development
Chair Fox again described the process and opened the public hearing at 9:05. The planner was asked to provide
an overview explaining that the application proposes 64 single family site condominiums on the undeveloped
land north of the Venture Church site located north of M-59 between Cullen and Hacker Roads. The entire site
is 76 acres and includes the Church’s developed portion which comprises approximately 34 of those 76 acres.
The units are generally 1/3 to ½ acre in size and the proposed layout and lot sizes are very similar to the
Crestwood PD previously approved but not built. That proposal showed 80 units on 76 acres. The land is now
proposed for development by Capital Construction, an entity separate and distinct from Venture Church. Both
the Planning Commission and the Township Board looked favorably on the proposal during the concept stage.
Key issues outstanding include: 1) the building envelopes relative to accessory structures, 2) the status of a
possible traffic signal at M-59, 3) the potential for a sidewalk connection to Hartland Estates, 4) status of the
water main extension required, 5) status of the landscape waiver requests, 6) status of the water, sewer, and road
connections to adjacent properties, and 7) an explanation of the recognizable benefits required. No staff
recommendation was offered due to the significance of the outstanding issues.
The applicant was then asked for an overview as well. The applicant’s representative briefly discussed the
project history, layout and design, emphasizing that it was the intent to develop in 2 phases in a manner that
could allow some level of construction to occur while the outstanding issues were being addressed. He
indicated that they see the issues outlined as important, and said that the water extension will certainly be
addressed. They performed the water study and will extend sewer but have questions about whether the
adjacent property will be located in the district. He said that this development is ready to proceed, but there are
a number of questions related to the adjacent property development that seem to be holding up this project.
They are requesting that Phase 1 of the project be approved this evening, with the outstanding issues to be
addressed at a later date.
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those, 5) regarding perimeter landscaping- the Norway spruce will likely outgrow the site - they are too large of
where they are proposed, 6) a few more plantings should be shown around the detention, 7) in terms of material
selections, they are largely appropriate, with the exception of creeping lilyturf and London plane tree;
substitutions should be found for these two.
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Chair Fox opened the public hearing.
Ms. Cole on Giovanni Court asked about how far the lots go back and whether the planting of pine trees is
incorporated into the plan. She also asked if the neighbors have access to the plans - the response was that all
information is available on-line.
Mr. Spencer on Giovanni Court asked if the natural buffer was to be eliminated, and if the mature vegetation
could be preserved.

Mr. Spencer asked about the retention pond location, stating that he was concerned about the direction of water
flow.
The public hearing was closed at 9:27 and the Chair asked the applicant’s to again come forward. He began
discussion on the review. The first topic was setbacks for accessory structures. Colaianne emphasized that this
must be addressed one way or another so the Township would not have to be involved. Chair Fox said that
provisions stating that outbuildings must match the principal building be included; the applicant agreed.
The sidewalk issue was raised next and Chair Fox asked about its location. Colaianne emphasized the
importance of connectivity overall. Discussion moved to the property to the west; Colaianne said he spoke with
the owner and asked if efforts had been made to meet on the issues. Chair Fox said that he has seen the plan for
the adjacent property and it would work. He suggested that a lot on the west perhaps tentatively serve as a
possible location for a connection. Another lot could be incorporated so the overall number of lots remained the
same. The paving of Hacker Road was included in this discussion. Chair Fox said the Director recommended
phasing the project, thereby allowing further consideration of connections to occur when Phase 2 is proposed.
The Chair said that an eventual connection to Hacker will be a major selling point for this development,
reiterating that connectivity is a major element of the Comprehensive Plan. Mitchell asked about the phasing
plan, which was reviewed by the applicant. Chair Fox suggested that the applicant confer with the Fire Marshal
about the requirements for temporary access. It was agreed that the warrants were probably not there to require
a traffic signal on M-59 at this point.
Discussion moved to the location of utility easements, and the applicant said that not enough is known about
adjacent development. The elevations provided by the applicant were viewed and the comments were positive.
Mitchell asked if they have 3 car garages, stating that accessory buildings may not be needed. Chair Fox said
the units were not as “vertical” as they appeared; they were proportional. The materials were described at
Murphy’s request. Chair Fox said the applicant is building similar homes in other areas. He asked that the
useable open space calculation be added to the plan. It was agreed that the conservation easement was a
positive.
Chair Fox restated that the utility issues should be resolved before the project goes before the Township Board;
the applicant’s representative said that the extensions will be made, but the timing is the question. He said that
at this point, they don’t know the best location, and that the future water and sewer locations should be
addressed in conjunction with Phase 2. Voight said that one of the outstanding issues was when these
connections would be made and this answered the question.
Chair Fox raised recognizable benefits and options were discussed. The planner emphasized that the Director
was concerned about the outstanding issues as indicated by the “no recommendation” contained in the staff
review. Mitchell asked about the timetable for Phase 2, expressing concern about the potential removal of the
secondary access if the stub road to the west is not built-out. The applicant’s representative said this is one of
the three issues that should be addressed in the future. He also said that the Township will need to do a study to
determine if the adjacent site can even be included in the district, and said they should not be held up due to
possible development of a project that is not even included in the district. Chair Fox responded that the
Planning Commission has not yet been provided with a phasing plan, therefore they don’t have anything to
approve. The applicant’s representative pointed to a note on the plan, but acknowledge there was no phasing
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A resident on Giovanni Court stated that the buffer is not year round and wishes to see something better than the
vegetation there as a screen.
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line or road information provided. The applicant asked if the road issue is resolved, how would the utility
issues be addressed? Chair Fox said this would be a discussion with the Planning Director. He said again that
the phasing proposal would likely work. The applicant expressed some frustration that they don’t know what is
happening with the property to the west; Colaianne responded that the Board requested that the applicant sit
down with the property owner to the west to discuss issues and this did not happen. The applicant said that he
did not want to do studies for another developer, and listed those elements. The applicant’s representative
asked if there was a concept plan that was of public record.
A question posed by the public about drainage was answered; all drainage would be away from Hartland
Estates.

RESULT:

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jun 25, 2015 7:00 PM (Approval of Meeting Minutes)

Chair Fox thanked the applicant.
DEFERRED

8. Old and New Business
No items scheduled.

9. Call to Public
No one came forward

10. Planner's Report
No additional information provided.

11. Committee Reports
None.

12. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned around 10:10pm.

Submitted by,

Keith Voight
Planning Commission Secretary
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Hartland Township Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Memorandum
Submitted By: David Campbell
Subject:

2015 Update to the Comprehensive Plan (Updated Future Land Use Plan and Future
Land Use Map)

Date:

July 8, 2015

Recommended Action
(No formal action required other than to hold the public hearing per the Michigan Planning Enabling Act)

Discussion
Attached is the proposed final draft of the 2015 Amendment to the Hartland Township Comprehensive
Plan, including an updated Future Land Use Plan and Future Land Use Map. This amendment would
effectively replace the Future Land Use Plan and Future Land Use Map last adopted in 2011. The
remainder of the Township's Comprehensive Plan - last adopted in 2004 - would be unchanged.

The amendment to the Plan has been distributed for a 42-day review window per the procedures of the
Michigan Planning Enabling Act; agencies that received notification and the opportunity to provide
comments included adjacent municipalities, the County, SEMCOG, and public utility providers.
Comments were received by the staff of the Livingston County Planning Department, and those
comments are attached. The Livingston County Planning Commission will review the proposed
amendment during their regular meeting on July 15, 2015, and the County Planning Department's staff
intends to provide Hartland Township with a summary of that discussion in time for the Township
Planning Commission's public hearing on July 16. No other formal comments were received.

Per the Planning Enabling Act, a public hearing shall be held following the 42-day review window. That
public hearing is an opportunity to receive public comment prior to any formal recommendation by the
Planning Commission to the Township Board. The Planning Commission's first opportunity to make a
formal recommendation to the Township Board would be at the July 30 meeting of the Planning
Commission, after they have had an opportunity to receive and review public comments. The Planning
Commission's role on July 16 is to hold the public hearing, and have further discussion if deemed
necessary prior to an opportunity for formal action on July 30.
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HARTLAND TOWNSHIP
2015 Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Adopted by the Hartland Township Board on _____
Approved by the Planning Commission on ______
This document replaces the
2011 Comprehensive Plan Amendment
pages 74 through 88 of the
2004 HARTLAND TOWNSHIP COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Adopted _______

Amendment Prepared by:
Hartland Township Planning Commission
Hartland Township Planning Department
utilizing technical information provided by:

Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION
The Future Land Use Plan is the central element of a Comprehensive Plan. It represents an
integration of all plan components and analysis by translating them into a future land use
program that communicates the goals for various uses and purposes, and graphically portrays
their future locations and interrelationships. The Future Land Use Map, the graphic
representation, should ultimately reflect the community’s vision for the future and illustrate how
residents would like their community to function over the ensuing years.
In the case of an amendment to an existing Comprehensive Plan such as this, the base
information contained in the document is generally accepted as still largely valid, with a
determination that review of only certain components is warranted. Factors that are typically
considered when amending a Future Land Use Plan include: 1) a review of existing land use
patterns, 2) an evaluation of infrastructure availability, 3) consideration of population projections
or specific characteristics of the regional market, 4) pending development projects, 5) land use
goals and economic development objectives, and 5) an evaluation of the physical
characteristics in terms of opportunities and constraints.
The leadership of Hartland Township, in an effort to encourage new residential growth and the
corresponding economic development after enduring several years of recession, determined
that it was in the Township’s best interest to undertake a targeted analysis of the Township’s
residential market. This was done with the ultimate purpose of positioning itself to capture new
residential construction as the regional housing development begins to expand. The results of
the market study would then be used as a basis for reevaluating the Comprehensive Plan,
specifically the adequacy of the various residential land use categories. Although this was
recognized as a unique approach to a Comprehensive Plan amendment, it was deemed an
effective interim measure considering that a full update was on the horizon.
At the request of the Township, the firm of Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc. conducted a target
market analysis resulting in the document entitled: An Analysis of Residential Market
Potential for Hartland Township and dated August, 2014. This document was used, as
intended, as a key resource in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan amendment, and is hereby
incorporated by reference.

OVERVIEW OF HARTLAND TOWNSHIP
The summary that follows is an excerpt from An Analysis of Residential Market Potential for
Hartland Township as contained within the Overview of Hartland Township.
Hartland Township is situated on the eastern edge of Livingston County, encompassing
approximately 37.7 square miles, and bordered by Tyrone Township to the north,
Highland Township in Oakland County to the east, Brighton Township to the south, and
Oceola Township to the west. The Township was established at the same time as the
County, in 1836, and much of its growth is attributable to the Crouse family, with the
arrival of the Crouse brothers, Robert and Chauncey, in 1842.
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Hartland Township is located approximately 10 miles north of the City of Brighton and
approximately 10 miles east of the City of Howell. The City of Ann Arbor lies 26 miles
south of the Township via U.S. 23 South and Detroit is 51 miles southeast of Hartland
Township via U.S. 23 South, Interstates 96 and 696, and the John C. Lodge Freeway.
Lansing, the State capitol, is reached via West Highland Road (M-59), Interstate 96 and
Interstate 496.
Two major thoroughfares intersect in Hartland Township: M-59, which crosses the
Township in an east-west direction, linking Interstate 96 in Howell and Interstate 94 in
the east; and U.S. 23 which, on its way from Jacksonville, Florida to Mackinaw City,
crosses the Township in a north-south direction. One other road, Clyde Road, traverses
the entire Township from east to west, and it is a gravel road west of U.S. 23. Only one
other road, Fenton Road/North Pleasant Valley Road, runs from beyond the Township’s
northern border to beyond the Township’s southern border and it turns to gravel north of
Lone Tree road. Livingston County has jurisdiction over 94 of the 106 miles of public
roads in the Township and 37 of those 94 miles are unpaved.
The nearest airport is Bishop International Airport, located in Flint, 24 miles from
Hartland Township, accommodating domestic flights and some flights to Canada.
Offering similar service is the Capital Regional International Airport in Lansing, 54 miles
away. The largest airport, approximately 51 miles from Hartland, is Detroit Metropolitan
Wayne County Airport, a Delta Airlines hub, with domestic and international service
provided by a variety of airlines.
The principal settlement in Hartland Township is the Township’s historic downtown,
Hartland Village, which flanks Avon Road/Hartland Road north of Crouse Road. The
Village is home to several important Township institutions: the Florence B. Dearing
Museum, the Hartland Music Hall, the United States Post Office, the Cromaine Village
Library, the Hartland Village Cemetery, as well as historic churches, residences, shops,
eateries, and small businesses, and the Hartland Village Elementary School on Hibner
Road. The Hartland Township Fire Hall, Hartland High School, Hartland Middle School,
and the Creekside Elementary School are all located off Hartland Road south of the
Village.
Hartland Township Hall and the 100-acre Hartland Settlers Park are located on Clark
Road; Hartland Heritage Park, which includes 10 sports fields for football, lacrosse, and
soccer, is found on Highland Road west of Fenton Road. Multiple lakes and waterways
are situated throughout the Township; Lake Walden is site of the Waldenwoods Family
Recreation Resort and the 27-hole Majestic at Lake Walden Golf Course and Jerry
Matthews driving range. The Township is also home to the 36-hole Hartland Glen Golf
Course and driving range located south of Highland Road and to the Dunham Hills golf
club on Dunham Road.
Parshallville is a smaller settlement only partially located in Hartland Township and is the
site of the Parshallville Cider Mill (formerly Tom Walker’s Grist Mill), a 136-year-old
water-powered mill, which during the autumn produces and sells cider, apples and
related foodstuffs.
The central business district in Hartland Township is now found in and around the
intersections of M-59 (Highland Road) with Old U.S. Highway 23, U.S. 23, and Hartland
Road. This area includes two major grocery stores, Meijer and Kroger, a Walmart
8
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Based on past demographic trends, the Nielsen Company, a respected provider of
Census-based demographic data, estimates that the Township’s population reached
15,055 persons in 2014, up from 14,663 persons as of the 2010 Census, an increase of
almost 2.7%. That growth was in addition to the gain of more than 3,360 persons
between the 2000 Census and the 2010 Census. Nielsen projects that the Township’s
population will climb o 15,450 persons by 2019, an increase of over 2.6% over the next
five years.
There were 3,698 households in Hartland Township as of the 2000 Census, rising to
5,154 households by the 2010 Census. Between 2014 and 2019, the number of
households is projected to increase from 5,286 to 5,426 households. The 2019
projection represents household growth of more than 46% since the year 2000.
The number of persons per household has a significant impact on the type of housing
required by households living in the Township.
▪

Just under 51% of all households currently living in Hartland Township contain
just one or two persons (almost nine percentage points below the national share
of 59.5%).

▪

17.9% contain three persons (compared to the national share of 16.2%).

▪

The remaining 31.4% contain four or more persons (24.3% nationally).

The composition of those households can also affect the type of housing required and
influence housing preferences.
▪

Approximately a third of the Township’s households can be characterized as
traditional families, e.g. married couples with children under age 18 (21.8%
nationally).

▪

Non-traditional families with children, e.g. single persons with children under 18,
represent less than 8% of the Township’s households (11.7% nationally).

▪

The remaining 58.4% of Hartland Township households do not have children
under 18 and include married couples (33.8%), other non-traditional family
households (4.3%, related adults living in the same households), and 20.3% nonfamily households (unrelated or single adults living in the same household).

Median household income in the Township is estimated at $78,122, almost 17%
higher than the Livingston County median of $66,938. More than a third of
Hartland Township’s households have incomes above $100,000 per year.
The Township’s population is less diverse than the national as a whole.
▪

Nearly 96 % of the Township’s current residents are white (71.3% nationally).
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Supercenter, and a Target store, which anchor shopping centers featuring national, local
and regional tenants, ranging from restaurants, coffee shops, beauty parlors, a Best
Western, to multiple other purveyors of goods and services.
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▪

Less than 1% are African American (12.7% nationally).

▪

1.2% are Asian (over 5% nationally).

▪

The remaining 2.3% are native Hawaiian, some other race, or a mix of two or
more races (16% nationally).

Less than 3% of the population is Hispanic/Latino by origin, predominantly Mexican,
Puerto Rican, and Cuban (17.6% nationally).
Hartland Township residents are significantly better educated than the nation as a
whole. Over 34% of all Township residents aged 25 or older have a college or advanced
degree, well above the national share of 28.4%.
Single-family detached houses are the predominant housing type in Hartland Township.
▪

Nearly 81% of the Township’s 5,574 housing units are single-family detached
houses (61.6% in the U.S.).

▪

3% are single-family attached units (5.8% nationally).

▪

1.2% are units in two-unit buildings (3.8% nationally).

▪

5.4% are located in buildings of three to 19 units (just under 14% nationally).

▪

Less than 1% are in buildings of 20 or more units (8.5% nationally).

▪

Nearly 8.7% of Township units are mobile homes, trailers, boats, RVs, or vans
(6.7% nationally).

Approximately 5% of all Township housing units are currently estimated to be vacant. Of
the 5,286 occupied units, 12.6% are rented and 87.4% are owner-occupied, a very high
homeownership rate – the national homeownership rate is 65%.
The median year built of the Township’s housing stock is 1992. Over 27% of all housing
units were built during the 1990’s, with over 20% constructed during the 1970’s, and just
under 20% between 2000 and 2004. The median value of owner-occupied dwelling
units in the Township is estimated at $200,142, almost 10% higher than the national
median of $182,100.
Residents of Hartland Township also have higher rates of automobile ownership than
the nation as a whole, in part because there is very limited public transportation in the
Township.
▪

2.3% of the Township’s households do not own an automobile (just under 10%
nationally).

▪

Less than 20% own only one vehicle (34% nationally).

▪

Nearly 78% own two or more vehicles (nearly 57% nationally).
10
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▪

Nearly 88% drive alone to work (76.4% nationally).

▪

Just under 7% car-pool (9.8% nationally).

▪

Only 0.15% take public transportation (5% nationally).

▪

Just 1.7% walk to work (less than 3% nationally).

▪

The remaining 3.5% either work at home (2.6%) or have other means of getting
to work (0.9%). (Nationally, 4.3% work at home, and over 1.7% have other
means.)

Approximately 66% of the Township’s residents over age 16 are employed in whitecollar occupations, 20.8% blue-collar, and 13.2% service and farm occupations.
Nationally, white-collar jobs make up more than 60% of all employment, blue-collar
20.4%, and service and farm occupations 18.9%.
Nearly three-quarters of the Township’s residents over age 16 are employed by private
businesses, 6% work for non-profit private companies, and 12.3% are local, State, or
federal government employees. Just 6.8% are self-employed, and 0.17% are unpaid
family workers.
By occupation, sales and related jobs account for the largest percentage of civilian
employees, at 12.1%, followed by office and administrative support at 11.7%, and
management positions at 10.7%. These are roughly comparable to the national
numbers; nationally, sales and related occupations represent just under 11%; office and
administrative support 13.7%; and management 10.7% of national civilian employment.
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census; The Nielson Company; Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The Planning Commission began its evaluation of the 2011 Comprehensive Plan following a
thorough review of the document entitled, An Analysis of Residential Market Potential for
Hartland Township. As indicated previously, this document was contracted by the Township
for the purpose of serving as a resource in the update of the Comprehensive Plan, and the
Planning Commission utilized this document throughout the process. Many other important
factors relating to residential growth were considered, including improvements contained in the
Capital Improvements Program, current and future water and sewer service needs, the status of
the Safer Roads Plan, School District and other public facility locations, and the status of known
development projects.
For purposes of this 2015 Comprehensive Plan amendment, the Planning Commission
maintained a focus on the residential elements of the 2011 Comprehensive Plan, with the
knowledge that a full update would likely occur in the near future. Prior to beginning analysis of
the individual designations however, the Residential Development policies were re-evaluated.
Since the Residential Development policies provide important context, it was necessary to
ensure that these Policies still reflected community views on neighborhood characteristics.
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The primary transportation to work for Hartland Township employees aged 16 and older
is the automobile, again because there are few transportation alternatives in the
Township.
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The Planning Commission then proceeded to evaluate each residential future land use
designation individually, assessing the adequacy of each relative to the target markets
described in the Zimmerman/Volk Analysis along with other related factors. Each residential
designation was reviewed and updated, and the locations analyzed. The Future Land Use Map
was updated to reflect the findings.
A Public Workshop was held to gain input on proposed changes prior to the required Public
Hearing. The purpose was to provide ample opportunity for any issues or concerns to be heard
before the draft document was finalized. Once the Planning Commission approved the draft
2015 Comprehensive Plan amendment, it was conveyed to the Township Board of Trustees for
review and comment. The adoption of the 2015 Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan
amendment was undertaken in accordance with all relevant provisions of Public Act 33 of 2008,
the Michigan Planning Enabling Act.
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Hartland Township is expected to continue to be a desirable community in which to live and
raise a family. The Township offers a unique blend of rural and suburban characteristics, and it
should strive to preserve these existing qualities while at the same time encourage new
residential development that will meet the needs of a future population. A variety of housing
types, forms, sizes and costs are all necessary to accommodate a diverse and growing
residential population and provide for the changes in lifestyles that such growth brings.
The following residential development policies should be followed when evaluating future
residential proposals to ensure that such new development is compatible with the existing
character of the Township, to provide housing opportunities for all lifestyles, and to offer the
amenities typical of a healthy, active community.
1.

Maintain large, landscaped buffer areas along major roadways to protect natural
viewsheds and ensure the preservation of the rural character. This is especially
important where a transition in land use intensity is separated by a roadway.

2.

Preserve existing vegetation as much as possible. When vegetation must be
removed or where a site has been previously cleared, new plantings should be installed
to ensure that the development has a lush, pleasing appearance that adds value to the
future residents of the development, as well as to the Township as a whole.

3.

Provide pedestrian amenities including sidewalks, pathways, and trail systems to
encourage safe, convenient access to adjacent pedestrian networks, and facilitate
walking, biking, and similar active, outdoor pursuits within the neighborhood itself. This
is particularly important in medium and higher density neighborhoods.

4.

Encourage varied housing types, forms, sizes and costs that complement the
existing, surrounding development patterns and integrate with the natural environment.

5.

Provide a landscape plan that includes street trees and plantings in all open and
common areas within residential developments.

6.

Where appropriate, encourage a mix of residential, retail and office uses that
residents can safely walk to and from.

7.

All internal streets and vehicular access routes should be paved and necessary
infrastructure should be designed and installed in a way that minimizes negative visual
impacts and protects community property values.

8.

Where feasible, encourage clustering of homes in order to preserve natural
features that add interest, environmental value, and wildlife habitat.

9.

Encourage open space within all new residential developments in order to accommodate
future infrastructure requirements, provide common areas, allow for recreational
opportunities, and preserve unique natural features.

10.

Design developments to provide road connections to adjacent developments.
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Continue to promote high maintenance standards and encourage improvements within
existing neighborhoods, as well as new residential developments, in an overall effort to
ensure a quality living environment for all residents.

NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES
As the number of residential dwelling units continues to increase within the Township, there will
be additional demand for nonresidential development as well. The Township will need to
encourage the use of the following design objectives to ensure that new nonresidential
development is compatible with and enhances the existing character of the Township.
1.

Provide green open spaces that are visible from the adjacent road right-of-way serving
the development site and from adjacent lower intensity use sites.

2.

When possible, group buildings into campus settings with lawns, open spaces, and
walkways encouraging pedestrian connectivity between buildings.

3.

Provide pedestrian access throughout developments. Create sidewalks and pedestrian
paths to carry pedestrians from automobile parking lots to buildings. Routes should be
planned and provided to move pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles between
adjacent buildings and sites.

4.

Preserve natural vegetation as much as possible. When vegetation must be removed or
where a site has been previously cleared, plantings should be provided to assure that
the site will be an attractive amenity to the community and present a pleasing
appearance from nearby sites and roads. The end results should be lush vegetation to
complement the proposed structures on the site and exiting sites in the vicinity.

5.

Utilize building materials that include brick, stone, and wood in combination with other
customary building materials. The structures should be constructed so as to become a
source of pride for the community. It is intended that new development establish a
consistent theme or adhere to a theme previously approved by the Township.

6.

Encourage development that is of a size and scale appropriate for its location in the
community. It should also blend harmoniously with other development in the Township.
The Township may consider increases in the scale and size of a development, including
increases in building height, when exemplary architectural and site design features
are provided and landscaping and/or decorative screening measures ensure
compatibility with nearby lower intensity uses.

7.

Provide parking areas that are carefully incorporated into the plans so as to avoid a wide
expanse of parking lot separating commercial structures from the fronting roads.
Landscaped yard spaces and islands should be placed so as to break up the expanse of
large parking lots. Encourage, wherever practical, joint use and reciprocal parking areas
to reduce the amount of hard surface materials and allow for full utilization of the existing
parking areas.

8.

Manage automobile traffic associated with the site so that only necessary vehicle drives
and streets are constructed. Wherever practical, encourage joint access drives and
streets in order to avoid unnecessary disruption of the natural environment, avoid
14
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9.

Promote clustering of sites to encourage preservation of natural features within a
development.

10.

Encourage the development of alternative energy and green industries within the
community.

SETTLEMENT AREA DEVELOPMENT POLICIES
Much of the Township’s rural, historic character derives from the Hartland Village and the
Parshallville Settlement. Maintaining a balance between preserving these communities, while
sustaining their continued viability, is imperative to protecting the heritage of Hartland Township.
Every effort should be made to ensure that the unique qualities of these settlements continue to
be preserved, and that new development proposed respects the size, scale, use and design of
the existing land use and development patterns.
1.

Encourage a viable mix of complementary retail, office, and residential uses. Create a
retail-oriented mix of businesses that encourages an active pedestrian environment and
promotes both convenience and destination shopping

2.

Encourage designs that are compatible in terms of materials, style, and scale, with the
varied and interesting historic architecture in the Village.

3.

Encourage one and two story buildings that allow a mix of uses by incorporating
residential, commercial, and office uses. Locate and design buildings that are conducive
to pedestrian activity. Promote a mix of uses by supporting retail on the first floor, and
allowing office and/or residential use on the second floor.

4.

Maintain safe and attractive pedestrian connections between parking areas and the
Village by providing designated sidewalks, landscaping, and pedestrian scale lighting.

5.

Promote the Village as a Township-wide asset that enhances property values,
community identity, and helps create a sense of place.

6.

Promote development that reinforces the consistent use of traditional urban design and
architectural design elements. Encourage development patterns that visually tie the
area together. Require sidewalks and public spaces in the front of proposed
development in order to allow for outdoor seating or other public congregation.

7.

Encourage uses that avoid objectionable noise, glare or odors, and those that result in
vibrant outdoor spaces and associated uses such as outdoor seating and street cafes.

8.

Encourage reinvestment and redevelopment by providing incentives (density
bonuses, parking waivers) for the creation of mixed use development.

9.

Strive to maintain the existing development pattern by establishing “build-to” lines,
allowing alley vehicular access, and encouraging street/sidewalk orientation.
15
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promote best access management practices, and provide economical access
solutions.
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10.

Locate off-street parking to the rear of the buildings. Avoid requiring parking in excess of
that necessary to support a successful mixed use business district by allowing shared
parking. Carefully manage the relationship between parking and loading activities;
maintain separations between pedestrian and vehicular traffic.

11.

Continue to encourage activities such as street fairs, farmers markets, music on the
plaza, and similar events that bring people into the Village and promote it as a
Township-wide gathering area.

12.

Maintain and encourage public and quasi-public land uses that enhance the
framework of the Village.

AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION AND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT POLICIES
The existing land use map identifies areas of the Township known for agricultural use. With
large tracts of land and a demand for alternative energy resources, there is an opportunity to
preserve the agricultural land that helps define Hartland’s heritage, while creating an innovative
economic development resource for the community. A map should be developed that
delineates the areas of the Township that are considered “prime” for agricultural preservation.
1.

Adopt ordinances and policies that promote continued use of farmland and discourage
unplanned land divisions that hinder continued farming on prime agricultural sites.

2.

Adopt ordinances and policies that promote alternative energy use in conjunction with
the preservation of agricultural sites.

3.

Minimize adverse impacts on agricultural lands adjacent to development areas by using
appropriate buffer zones and site planning.

4.

Provide and support local enterprises for economic viability and community networking,
such as farm markets and on-site farm stands.

5.

Adopt ordinances and policies that promote alternative energy that is consistent with the
site and architectural standards of the community.
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The Future Land Use Map graphically portrays Hartland Township’s plan for development.
Sixteen land use designations are included in the categories for assignment in the Future Land
Use Plan. The land area comprised of designations are summarized in the table below. The
descriptions of the uses often suggest design characteristics and site amenities that are
determined to be desirable. For example, the notion of an “Estate Residential” designation is to
help the reader visualize what an estate might look like with substantial yard areas surrounding
a home in a rural setting. Those descriptions assist in the formation of Zoning Ordinance
provisions and planned development agreements, and the translation of the established vision
into land use regulations.

Category

Acres

Percent

Rural Residential (1 unit per 3 acres)
Estate Residential (1 unit per 2 acres)
Low Suburban Density Residential (1 unit per 1- 2 acres)
Medium Suburban Density Residential (1 unit per 1/2-1 acres)
Medium Urban Density Residential (1 unit per 1/3-1/2 acres)
High Density Residential (MFH Parks)
Multiple Family Residential (1 unit per 1/8 acres)
Village Residential
Village Commercial
Special Planning Area
Commercial
Office
Planned Industrial Research and Development
Residential Recreation
Public/Quasi Public
Surface area of lakes and road right-of-way

869.10
12,046.50
1,677.60
2,931.00
911.80
166.40
574.80
179.60
17.50
149.50
417.10
161.70
627.30
1,281.20
752.90
1,066.00

3.65%
50.55%
7.04%
12.30%
3.83%
0.70%
2.41%
0.75%
0.07%
0.63%
1.75%
0.68%
2.63%
5.38%
3.16%
4.47%

23,830.00

100%

Total
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Single family residential land use has been and will continue to be the predominant land use
within the Township. Approximately 18,600 acres are planned for single family residential use.
Six intensities of single family detached residential land uses have been included within this
plan. Each of the single family residential categories will permit development of similar land
uses; however, the intensity of these uses will vary.
Certain nonresidential uses may be necessarily located in residential areas. For example,
public and private schools, and churches can be successfully integrated under certain
conditions. If future nonresidential uses are permitted, they should be controlled as special land
uses and developed in accordance with existing zoning provisions, assuring that the site is
adequately sized and designed to reduce any adverse impacts. In particular, such uses should
be screened and buffered from adjacent residential areas. It should be noted that existing
schools and parks are designated as Public/Quasi-Public.
New development adjacent to watercourses must be sensitive to the waterfront, and
disturbance to existing natural features should be minimized. Adequate buffers and setbacks
should be provided from the waterfront. New development, to the extent possible, should
maintain the general scale and character of adjacent residential properties.
The densities indicated for the six intensities of single family residential uses described below
largely include area required for right-of-ways, utilities, and other public improvements.
Rural Residential.
General Location. Several areas in Hartland continue to enjoy a rural lifestyle and
coexist with agricultural uses. These areas have been planned for parts of the Township
where large parcels of land have been preserved. All of the 869 acres of planned for
Rural Residential land uses are located north of M-59 and west of US-23 in the vicinity
of the Parshallville settlement.
Intended land Uses. The Rural Residential designation is planned to accommodate
agricultural uses in combination with large lot residences. Agricultural uses are
encouraged in the Rural Residential designation including crop production, the raising
and keeping of domestic and farm animals, and similar agriculture-oriented uses. Also,
based on the desire expressed by the Township to manage residential growth in a
manner that maintains the predominantly rural character of the Township, the Rural
Residential designation is intended to permit new residential development on larger
pastoral lots.
Characteristics. To preserve the rural character of the Township, new development
within the Rural Residential areas should be designed to protect existing natural and
environmental features and compliment to the existing qualities. The Rural Residential
designation is intended for residential development with an average density of three (3)
or more acres per dwelling unit.
Estate Residential.
General Location. This designation has been planned for 12,046 acres, and is the
predominate type of residential land use intended for the Township. It encompasses
18
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Intended land Uses. The Estate Residential areas are intended to provide for very low
density residential development. Where appropriate, agricultural uses are also
anticipated within this designation.
Characteristics. The Estate Residential designation is intended to permit new
residential development on lots with an average density of two (2) or more acres per
dwelling unit. Development within the Estate Residential designation should be
considered as a transition area between the Rural Residential areas and the more
intense single family residential and nonresidential areas of the Township. The
residential development within this designation should be designed to protect view sheds
from adjacent roadways. It should also be buffered from adjacent lower intensity land
uses, as well as from higher intensity uses. New Estate Residential development should
have access to paved streets, interior sidewalks or other pedestrian amenities, and
feature ample landscaping with open space and park areas.
Low Suburban Density
General Location. Approximately 1,677 acres of land have been planned for future
Low Suburban Density residential land use. The Low Suburban Density Residential
designation is one of the larger designations in terms of land area in the Township. The
two principal areas with this designation include land on the north side of M-59 on the
eastern side of the Township, stretching from Clark Road to the eastern boundary, and
around the perimeter of Long Lake.
Intended land Uses. This land use designation has been planned to accommodate a
low density, traditional, neighborhood form of residential use, and to function as a
transition from the Estate Residential designation and other higher intensity residential
and nonresidential land uses. Long term agricultural uses are not expected to be
maintained in the Low Suburban Density Residential areas though a continuation of
some uses is expected.
Characteristics. New development within these areas should be compatible with
the established large lot building pattern. New development should be encouraged to
provide through streets, ample landscaping, open space, park areas, and pedestrian
amenities. Landscaped buffers should be provided between such development and
M-59 and other major thoroughfares.
The Low Suburban Density Residential land use designation is intended for new
residential development on lots with an average density of one (1) to two (2) acres
per dwelling unit.
Medium Suburban Density Residential.
General Location. This designation is also one of the larger land use categories; it has
been planned for approximately 2,931 acres of the Township. These areas include
some of the most recent development in the community. Hartland Estates, San Marino
Estates, Meadow View Estates, Autumn Woods and other similar single family
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developments are all located within Medium Suburban Density Residential areas.
This land use designation has been assigned to the areas adjacent to Tyrone Lake and
Dunham Lake, as well as the areas adjacent to the Township waste water treatment
plant. Other areas include the Clark and Dunham Road vicinities, where opportunities
exist for somewhat higher densities.
Intended land Uses. The Medium Suburban Density Residential areas are intended to
provide for slightly denser neighborhoods with larger lot homesites. As indicated by the
name, these neighborhoods tend to be more suburban, than rural, in character.
Characteristics. The Medium Suburban Density Residential designation will permit
new housing development on lots with an average density of ½ to 1 acre in area per
dwelling unit.
Medium Urban Density Residential.
General Location. The areas adjacent to Round, Handy and Maxfield Lakes,
Millpointe subdivision, and Cobblestone Reserve site condominiums, are all included in
the Medium Urban Density Residential designation. The undeveloped land northeast of
the Clark and Dunham Road intersection, as well as southwest of the Old US-23 and
Bergin Road interchange, is part of this designation which when combined totals
approximately 911 acres.
Intended land Uses. The Medium Urban Density Residential designation is
intended to reflect the existing densities and character of the identified areas and to
provide opportunities for new development that is consistent with the referenced
neighborhood patterns.
Characteristics. In the Medium Urban Density Residential areas, land can be
developed at a density of approximately two (2) or three (3) dwelling units per acre. Lot
sizes are anticipated to be 8,000 to 20,000 square feet per dwelling.
High Density Residential
General Location. This land use designation has been planned for 166 acres of
the Township. The identified area currently supports a single high density residential
development and no other such uses are anticipated.
Intended land Uses. Uses intended for the High Density Residential designation are
manufactured home parks.
Characteristics. Development within this designation provides an important
housing alternative. Similar to other neighborhoods, such uses should include
adequate buffers and landscaping both to create an attractive environment, as well as to
provide screening from differing uses. Manufactured home parks, due to the densities,
should have access to public sewer and water service, and related infrastructure such
as a developed road system. In the High Density Residential designation, land can be
developed with a minimum lot area of 4,000 square feet.
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General Location. Multiple Family Residential land uses are planned for approximately 574
acres within the Township. Attached condominium complexes and the existing apartment
complex are found in this designation. It specifically includes the condominiums east of
Hartland Road and south of Dunham Road, and the Oakbrook Apartment complex south of M59 and west of Old US-23. Undeveloped areas for Multiple Family Residential include lands
north of M-59 and east of Clark Road, significant areas within the Waldenwoods Resort
complex, and areas adjacent to the Planned Industrial R&D designation at the Clyde Road
interchange.
Intended Land Uses. The Multiple Family Residential designation is considered appropriate
for land that is bordered on one or more sides by nonresidential uses and on the other sides by
lower intensity single family designations. The Multiple Family Residential designation can
serve as a buffer between higher intensity uses and single family uses.
Characteristics. Multiple Family Residential developments may consist of attached single
family homes, townhouses, or one to two story apartment buildings. New developments should
have access to a paved primary road and have paved internal streets, along with amenities
including open space and park areas, sidewalks, and infrastructure built to an adequate
capacity. Landscaped buffer areas should be provided between the multiple family use and
adjacent single family residential uses. Multiple Family Residential areas are intended to permit
developments with a maximum density of eight (8) units per acre.

Settlement Areas
There are two distinct historic settlement areas in Hartland Township, the Hartland and the
Parshallville settlements. While both of these areas have similar characteristics and historic
significance within the Township, their development patterns differ. Future land use
designations for these areas are described as follows:
Hartland Settlement Area Within the Hartland Settlement Area, two types of land use patterns
are envisioned: Village Residential and Village Commercial. Both designations are intended to
facilitate preservation of the traditional development patterns and existing buildings within the
area:
Village Residential
General Location. The Village Residential category is generally located between Crouse Road
and School Street outside of Avon Road throughout the Settlement Area.
Intended Land Uses. The Village Residential category within the Hartland Settlement is
intended to recognize the established residential grid pattern that has evolved over the years, as
well as encourage new residential uses with the same types of characteristics.
Characteristics. Buildings within this category should be designed to complement the historic
character of the settlement. Sidewalks, street trees, and other traditional neighborhood
amenities should be required. In addition to allowing new residential construction, the Township
should continue to encourage the preservation and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock.
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Village Commercial
General Location. The Village Commercial designation is located along both sides of Avon
Road through the Settlement area.
Intended Land Uses. This designation is intended to recognize the mixture of retail, office, and
residential use along Avon within the Hartland Settlement.
Characteristics. New land uses should be designed to complement the existing architecture
and established development pattern of the Hartland Settlement. Nonresidential uses should
have a low impact on the surrounding residential area and generate low traffic volumes. New
development should provide traditional village amenities such as sidewalks, street trees, and
other streetscape improvements. The preservation, rehabilitation, or adaptive reuse of existing
structures should be encouraged.
Parshallville Settlement Area Within the Parshallville Settlement Area, two distinct types of
land use patterns have developed and are planned to continue in the future. These land use
designations include Village Residential and Village Commercial. Both designations are
intended to permit new development while encouraging the preservation of the established
character. These designations are described as follows:
Village Residential
General Location. This designation encompasses the majority of the Parshallville Settlement.
Intended Land Uses. This designation is intended to permit new residential development.
Characteristics. New development should be compatible with the established development
pattern and have access to a primary road and have paved streets and sidewalks.
Village Commercial
General Location. A limited amount of commercial land uses exist within the Parshallville
Settlement area. Due to the limited amount of area available within the Settlement to
accommodate additional commercial uses and parking, new commercial land uses should
include only those areas that have historically been utilized as such.
Intended Land Uses. This land use designation is intended to permit limited commercial land
uses within the Parshallville Settlement area.
Characteristics. Commercial land uses permitted within this designation should have a
minimum impact on traffic volume.
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New residential development within the Hartland settlement area should be at a density
compatible with the surrounding uses.
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General Location. With the projected increase in population within the Township, and the retail
and service demands that will be created by the increase, approximately 417 acres have been
planned to accommodate future commercial land uses. The majority of commercial land uses
within the Township are concentrated around the M-59 and US-23 interchange. This is the
most intensive commercial area in the Township. Such uses should remain close to the
interchange and not sprawl along M-59. Other smaller areas of commercial land uses are
planned at the US-23 and Clyde Road interchange as well as on the west side of Old US-23,
between Crouse Road and M-59.
Intended Land Uses. Land uses in this category are intended to provide for both the sale of
convenience goods and personal/business services for the day-to-day needs of the immediate
neighborhood and provide for auto-oriented services, customer and entertainment services, and
the sale of soft lines (apparel for men, women and children) and hard lines (hardware, furniture
and appliances). As the community and region continues to grow, there will be additional
demand for commercial uses within the Township.
Characteristics. Commercial development should be of a high quality architectural design with
generous landscaping and screening from adjacent lower intensity uses. Parking areas should
be limited to the minimum amount necessary to service the proposed land use, be broken up
with large planting strips and landscaped islands, and provide safe and efficient circulation. The
Township should encourage access management by limiting the number of curb cuts along
major thoroughfares and encouraging cross access between developments.

Office
General Location. Future office land uses have been planned for approximately 161 acres of
the Township. Office land uses have been located in areas that contain existing office
development as well as in areas that have high visibility along M-59, between Clark Road and
Bullard Road.
Intended Land Uses. This classification is intended to permit the construction of professional
and medical office complexes, municipal buildings, and other low intensity commercial uses that
are accessory to office uses (such as quick-printing, copying and mailing businesses).
Characteristics. New office developments should incorporate adequate landscaping and
buffers and have a high quality architectural appearance. Future office developments should
not exceed three stories in height to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses.

Planned Industrial Research and Development
The word “Planned” in this designation’s name is intended to convey the Township’s intentions
to partner with private developers or public entities in the creation of planned developments
consistent with the provisions of the Michigan Zoning Act and the Township’s Zoning Ordinance.
In anticipation of population growth and the resulting demand such growth will place upon
Township services, additional nonresidential land use areas will be required. These uses will
help stimulate the local economy, provide jobs, and contribute to a diverse tax base in order to
23
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General Location. On the Future Land Use Map, PIRD has been planned for
approximately 627 acres of the Township. Two distinct areas have been designated for
future Planned Industrial Research and Development. These areas are the Clyde Road
and US-23 interchange and the Old US-23 corridor, south of M-59.
Intended land Uses. The PIRD designation is intended to permit industrial land uses
that consist of small parts fabrication, research and development testing firms,
laboratories, electronics firms, and office research uses. Such uses typically do not
produce the negative effects often associated with heavy industrial development, such
as noise, glare, odor, dust, heavy truck traffic, and fumes. Industrial uses envisioned for
the Township will be generally conducted within a completely enclosed building with
minimal or no outdoor storage areas. The PIRD category is also intended to permit
office complexes, including medical facilities, financial institutions, public and private
recreational facilities, and ancillary services that support the planned industrial research
uses.
Characteristics. Planned industrial research and development facilities should be
located in areas where an adequate level of infrastructure exists, thus providing for
access to water and/or sewer services, paved roads, and highway interchanges. When
necessary, the design of such facilities should incorporate buffering from lower intensity
uses.
Clyde Road and US-23 Interchange Area. New facilities at this interchange
should be developed as a planned development within a campus-like setting with
generous landscaping and attractive buildings. Such development should not
contain uses that create heavy truck traffic, noise, glare, or emissions that are
typical of most industrial areas. In particular, the Township should encourage
adequate landscaped areas, and open space or natural buffers between planned
industrial areas and adjacent residences.
Old US-23 Area. This area has historically been used for industrial purposes
and the Township should continue to support those existing light
industrial/technology uses while encouraging new, complementary uses of an
appropriate size and scale. Since this area is highly visible from both Old US-23
and US-23, generous landscaping and high quality architectural design should be
encouraged. Outdoor storage and industrial yards should appropriately screened
from view.

Residential Recreation
General Location. This land use designation encompasses 1,281 acres in area and
has been planned for the Wadenwoods Resort and Majestic Golf Course located north
of M-59 and west of US-23.
Intended land Uses. Land uses in this category include single family residences,
multiple family residences, campgrounds, golf courses, banquet facilities, outdoor
driving ranges, clubhouses, hotels, bike paths, pedestrian trails, and athletic fields
24
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facilitate Township growth and allow it to continue to provide the quality of service its residents
have grown to expect.
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Characteristics. The location specified includes many interesting natural
features including woodlands, wetlands, lakes, ponds, all situated within a picturesque
rolling topography. Lake Walden, one of the most scenic lakes in the Township, is the
dominant natural feature in this area. Any new development proposed should be
designed to be sensitive to existing uses and respect the environmental context.

Public / Quasi-Public
General Location. Approximately 752 acres of land within the Township have been
designated for public and quasi-public land uses. Government offices, fire stations,
schools, churches, cemeteries, parks, and Township or municipal property such as
the water and waste water treatment plant are included in this designation. Such uses,
by nature, are not usually limited to a specific zoning district or development area since
flexibility in siting public facilities is essential. Moreover, these uses are generally
considered to be compatible with most land uses within the Township.
Intended land Uses. This designation includes the varied forms of public and quasipublic uses referenced previously that are critical to healthy, functioning communities.
Such uses generally are determined to be complementary in nature and do not
necessarily conflict with residential land uses.
Characteristics. The design of new public and quasi-public uses should be consistent
with the established building pattern, of quality design, and include generous
landscaping and pedestrian amenities. Public and quasi-public uses under the
jurisdiction of the County, State, or Federal government, or other public entities, should
be developed only in close consultation with the Township.

M-59 / Pleasant Valley / Fenton Road Special Planning Area
The Planning Commission designated a Special Planning Area (SPA) on the west side of the M59 intersection at Pleasant Valley/Fenton Road. It is the intention of the Planning Commission
to work closely with the land owners in that area to establish the terms of an agreement for a
mixed-use planned unit development (PUD). About 149 acres are included in the SPA.
The Planning Commission has determined that the PUD can be created within an environment
that encourages pedestrian linkage between activity nodes and resource features. The
following principles have been agreed upon for the SPA:
1.

Development within the Special Planning Area shall provide for a variety of
housing forms (for example, single-family, townhouses, condominiums, apartments and
senior housing), along with retail, office recreation and entertainment space.

2.

Development within the Special Planning Area shall provide for public facilities and
other neighborhood amenities.
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designed and operated in a planned and unified manner. Integrated design and
preservation of the natural landscape is crucial to successful development within this
designation.

7.a.a

3.

Development within the Special Planning Area shall provide pedestrian and vehicular
links between internal land uses and adjacent property not necessarily located within the
SPA .

4.

Development within the Special Planning Area shall comply with the Township’s goal of
to creating walkable pathways to the Township settlement areas and other public and
private facilities.

5.

New development shall be designed to harmoniously coexistence with pre-existing
historical and natural features within the Township.

6.

New development proposed for the Special Planning Area must include landscape,
streetscape, traffic and architectural solutions that are superior in design and visual
enhance the community. Design that respects the existing historic features is essential

Natural Resource / Conservation Recreation.
Along with the many ponds, lakes, and wetlands found through Hartland Township, the
landscape is traversed with watercourses of various types. These water resources contribute
significantly to the character of the community and enhance its reputation as a desirable place
to live. Providing for residential development in proximity to water resources, however, comes
the potential for degradation of that very resource, and the unfortunate consequences can
include environmental contamination, a diminishment in aesthetic appeal, and a corresponding
loss of property value. Specific examples of damage that can occur include soil erosion from
storm water runoff, well contamination from improperly operating septic systems, and lake
contamination from excessive sedimentation. In order to reduce the potential for such loss,
development proposed in proximity to sensitive water resources must be undertaken in an
environmentally sound manner, in a way designed to reduce the potential for contamination.
The environmentally sensitive areas in the Township are identified on the Opportunities and
Constraints Map contained in the Comprehensive Plan. This Map identifies the larger lakes and
significant watercourses, however, it is not the purpose of a Future Land Use Plan to document
all such constraints on individual parcels. This Future Land Use Plan, instead, sets forth a
Natural Resource/Conservation Recreation designation that is intended to apply to those areas
containing water resources such as the land around ponds and lakes, adjacent to streams, and
in proximity to wetlands. Its purpose is to specify that development taking place in these
sensitive areas, regardless of the designation shown on the Future Land Use Map, is
undertaken in an environmentally safe and sustainable manner.
Considering that many units have been constructed on the numerous lakes in Hartland
Township, and that many have chosen to live in Hartland specifically for this particular amenity,
it is important to balance the live-ability of these areas with protection of the resource. Though
other governmental entities, including the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, the
Livingston County Drain Commission, and the Livingston County Health Department, have the
larger responsibility for protecting water resources, the Township can consider both policy and
regulatory measures that allow for development while also protecting important resources.
These include minimizing construction that negatively impacts water resources, requiring
municipal water and sewer for new residential development adjacent to lakes, and requiring
conservation easements over recharge areas. For the purpose of the Comprehensive Plan in
general, the following descriptions are provided:
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Conservation Recreation. The areas adjacent to the fragile watercourses within
the Township are designated Conservation Recreation. These areas are
intended to serve as a buffer that minimizes the adverse impact of new or existing
development along these watercourses. The areas considered Conservation Recreation
are an underlying land use and is not part of the Future Land Use Categories.
Lakes / Streams. The Township has thirteen (13) significant water bodies that are
connected through an extensive watercourse network. The Lakes and Streams are
considered an underlying land use and are not part of the Future Land Use Categories.
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Livingston County Department of Planning
MEMORANDUM
Livingston County Planning Commissioners and the
Hartland Township Board of Trustees

Kathleen J. Kline-Hudson
FROM:
AICP, PEM
Director
Robert A. Stanford
AICP, PEM
Principal Planner
Scott Barb
AICP, PEM
Principal Planner

Kathleen Kline-Hudson, Director

DATE:

July 6, 2015

SUBJECT:

MP-03-15 Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan Update

The Hartland Township Planning Commission and Planning Department have
prepared an amendment to the 2004 Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan
consisting of a new Future Land Use Plan and a Future Land Use Map. Hartland
Township had also amended this Future Land Use chapter and map in 2011;
therefore this 2015 amendment would replace the 2011 amendment and the
following County Planning review contrasts and compares the proposed 2015
language to the adopted 2011 language.
Following is a summary of the draft document. County Planning Staff comments are
noted in bold, italic underline.
Future Land Use Plan
Introduction: The Introduction of the Future Land Use Plan has been expanded
to include a listing of factors that are typically considered when amending a
Future Land Use Plan. Factors such as: 1.) a review of existing land use
patterns, 2.) an evaluation of infrastructure availability, 3.) consideration of
population projections or specific characteristics of the regional market, 4)
pending development projects, 5) land use goals and economic development
objectives, and 5) an evaluation of the physical characteristics in terms of
opportunities and constraints.

Department Information
Administration Building
304 E. Grand River Avenue
Suite 206
Howell, MI 48843-2323

(517) 546-7555
Fax (517) 552-2347

Web Site
co.livingston.mi.us

The Introduction has also been expanded with the following explanation of the
approach to this Comprehensive Plan Amendment:
The leadership of Hartland Township, in an effort to encourage new
residential growth and the corresponding economic development
after enduring several years of recession, determined that is was in
the Township’s best interest to undertake a targeted analysis of the
Township’s residential market. This was done with the ultimate
purpose of positioning itself to capture new residential construction
as the regional housing development begins to expand. The results
of the market study would then be used as a basis for reevaluating
the Comprehensive Plan, specifically the adequacy of the various
residential land use categories. Although this was recognized as a
unique approach to a Comprehensive Plan amendment, it was
deemed an effective interim measure considering that a full update
was on the horizon.
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The Introduction concludes by stating that Hartland Township hired the firm of Zimmerman/Volk
Associations, Inc. to conduct a target market analysis resulting in the document entitled: An
Analysis of Residential Market Potential for Hartland Township. The document was used as a
key resource in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan amendment.
County Planning Staff Comments: Although utilizing and incorporating a residential market
analysis in the update of a Comprehensive Plan may be unique, the Michigan Planning
Enabling Act instructions local governments to “make careful and comprehensive surveys
and studies of present conditions and future growth within the planning jurisdiction with due
regard to its relation to neighboring jurisdictions.” Hartland Township’s inclusion of the
residential market analysis is a good addition to the amended comprehensive plan.

Overview Of Hartland Township: This section of the Future Land Use Plan chapter contains
an excerpt from An Analysis of Residential Market Potential for Hartland Township. This
section is new, as an excerpt of the previous residential market study was not incorporated into
the 2011 Comprehensive Plan amendment.
The excerpt of the analysis includes: a location and transportation evaluation; a description of
community institutions and cultural amenities; an identification of Hartland Township’s central
business district as the area surrounding the intersection of M-59 and U.S. 23; a population and
household demographic breakdown that identifies that housing is primarily needed for one and
two person households without children; an income, race, education and housing demographic
breakdown that identifies a median household income of $78,122 (above that of Livingston
County as a whole), a 96% composition of white residents, residents that are better educated
than the nation as a whole, and a predominance of single-family detached housing; and lastly,
an economic demographic breakdown that finds that residents have a higher rate of automobile
ownership than the nation as a whole, the automobile is resident’s primary transportation to
work and approximately 66% of Township residents are employed in white-collar occupations.
Summary of Findings: This section currently contains a synopsis of Hartland Township
demographics, but since the 2015 amendment contains an excerpt of the residential market
analysis that includes demographics, this Summary of Findings has been revised to now contain
further explanation of the Hartland Township Planning Commission’s process to amend the
Comprehensive Plan following a thorough review of An Analysis of Residential Market
Potential for Hartland Township. This process led the Planning Commission to focus on the
residential elements of the 2011 Comprehensive Plan including: Residential Development
policies; residential future land use designations, and the mapping of residential future land use
designations.
Residential Development Policies: This section has not changed substantially. The language
throughout the section has been improved however, the content is relatively unchanged. The
following two new policies have been added:
 Encourage varied housing types, forms, sizes and costs that complement the
existing, surrounding development patterns and integrate with the natural
environment.
 Where appropriate, encourage a mix of residential, retail and office uses that
residents can safely walk to and from.
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Settlement Area Development Policies: The language throughout the section has been
improved however, the content is relatively unchanged. The section contains a new opening
paragraph that provides a good overview of the Hartland and Parshallville settlement areas and
their importance to the total Hartland Township community. Following is an example of existing
language vs. amended language of the same Settlement Area Development Policy:
 Existing: Discourage commercial and business uses that create objectionable noise,
glare or odors.
 Amended: Encourage uses that avoid objectionable noise, glare, or odors, and those
that result in vibrant outdoor spaces and associated uses such as outdoor seating
and street cafes.
Agricultural Preservation and Alternative Energy Resource Development Policies: The
language throughout the section has been improved however, the content is relatively
unchanged.
Future Land Use Designations:
Hartland Township is utilizing the same sixteen future land use designations in this master plan
amendment. This section begins with a revised table of the sixteen designations and the acres
and percent of land that is devoted to each category. The amended version of this table shows
that over ½ of Hartland Township’s future land use will be in Estate Residential (1 unit per 2
acres). The table also illustrates a decrease in other more rural residential categories, an
increase in median to higher density residential categories and an increase in the commercial
future land use category.
The next part of this section includes a description of each of the sixteen future land use
categories. Each future land use category is described by:

General Location

Intended Land Use; and

Characteristics (including recommended density)
The description of each future land use is relatively unchanged in this proposed amendment.
County Planning Staff Comments: The General Location paragraphs of each future land
use category contain the total number of acres planned for each use in the Township.
Unfortunately, these numbers have not been updated for approximately half of the
categories to correctly match the future land use table at the beginning of the section.
Future Land Use Map (see attached map for reference):
Larger modifications to the Future Land Use Map are proposed as follows:

The Commercial designation includes some new parcels along the north side of M59 east of the interchange and Clark Road and at the southeast side of the
interchange north of Round Lake. The designation no longer includes some parcels
on the east side of Old U.S. 23 north of Dunham Road.
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Larger modifications to the Future Land Use Map are proposed as follows:

The Rural Residential designation in the northwest quadrant of the Township has
decreased in size because a large 81 acre parcel in the middle of the designation is
now noted as Public/Quasi-Public. This parcel is owned by Hartland Consolidated
Schools.

An eastward expansion of the Office designation south of Bullard Lake along the
north side of M-59, and a decrease in the Public/Quasi-Public designation in this
same area.

An increase in the Public/Quasi-Public designation south of the Village of Hartland
(Section 16) and a shift from Medium Suburban Density Residential to Medium
Urban Density Residential in this same area.

A large parcel consisting of 159 acres along the west side of U.S. 23 south of Bergin
has been changed from Planned Industrial/ R & D to Medium Urban Density
Residential.

County Planning Staff Comments: Each of these proposed modifications to the Future
Land Use Map appear to be reasonable and appropriate.
County Planning Staff highly recommends that Hartland Township discontinue the links
to the Comprehensive Plan Amendments in 2011 and integrate these 2015 text and map
amendments into one complete Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan, so that there is
just one document that a prospective developer or resident must consult.

Staff Recommendation: Approval. The proposed amendments update the Future Land Use
component of the Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan, and these changes will establish and
maintain sound land use policies for years to come. County Planning Staff strongly urges the
Hartland Township Planning Commission to integrate the proposed text and map changes into a
complete 2015 Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan product.
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Hartland Township Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Memorandum
Submitted By: David Campbell
Subject:

SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through (Site Plan with Two Special
Land Uses)

Date:

July 9, 2015

Recommended Action
No action recommended. Please see attached review packet and Planning Department's review letter
dated July 8, 2015.

Discussion
Please see the attached materials for SP#533, a site plan with two special land uses for Mugg & Bopps.
Mugg & Bopps is a gas station with convenience store and drive-through Dunkin' Doinuts / Baskin
Robbins, proposed at the northeast corner of M-59 and Clark Road. The subject property is zoned GC General Commercial; both the gas station and the drive-through restaurant require Special Land Use
approval from the Township Board subsequent to a recommendation by the Planning Commission.

Financial Impact

Attachments
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Supervisor
William J. Fountain

OFFICE OF THE PLANNING DIRECTOR
David R. Campbell, AICP

Clerk
Larry N. Ciofu

2655 Clark Road
Hartland, Michigan 48353
(810) 632-7498 Office
(810) 632-6950 Fax
dcampbell@hartlandtwp.com

Trustees
Joseph W. Colaianne
Matthew J. Germane
Glenn E. Harper
Joseph M. Petrucci

MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 8, 2015

To:

Hartland Township Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Mugg & Bopps Fuel Station and Convenience Store, with Dunkin
Donuts/Baskin Robbins Drive-Through Restaurant
Site Plan and Special Land Use Application #533
Automobile fuel/convenience station and drive-through restaurant on 4.95 acres
GC-General Commercial Zoning District
(Parcel ID# 4708-22-100-052)

Overview
The applicant, Todd Lekander of Evergreen-Clark LLC, is requesting approval for construction
of a Mugg & Bopps Fuel Station and Convenience Store, with a Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins
drive-through Restaurant. The Mugg & Bopps store is proposed to be a stand-alone on the
northeast corner of M-59 and Clark Road (see attached Vicinity Aerial). Parcel # 4708-22-100052 was recently created via an approved boundary line adjustment and is4.95 acres in size. A
plan sheet identifying current conditions has been provided.
Per Section 3.1.14.D.xviii of the Township Zoning Ordinance “automobile fueling and
convenience stations”such as the proposed Mugg & Bopps are deemed a Special Land Use in
the GC-General Commercial zoning district, and are thereby subject to the criteria and
standards contained within Sections 4.58 and 6.6 of the Township’s Zoning Ordinance. Also
deemed a Special Land Use in the GC zoning district per Section 3.1.14.D.xiv is a restaurant
with drive-through service. Since the proposed Mugg & Bopps use is an automobile fueling and
convenience station, along with a proposed drive-through Dunkin’ Donuts/Baskin Robbins fastfood restaurant with drive-through service, the proposed development requires approval of a
site plan with two (20 Special Land Uses. The subject applicationconsists of two parts: 1)
special land use and site plan approval for the Mugg & Bopps fuel and convenience station, and
2) special land use and site plan approval for the Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins fast-food drivethrough restaurant. Although there are technically two elements, all are incorporated into one
combined site plan that can be reviewed and approved concurrently.
Per the Hartland Township Zoning Ordinance and the State’s Zoning Enabling Act, a public
hearing is required for the two special land use applications. Given the requirements for
publishing a notice for the special land use, the public hearing has been scheduled for July 16,
2015. The applicant’s request is as follows:
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Treasurer
Kathleen A. Horning

Request: Special land use and site plan approval for a Mugg &Bopps fueling and convenience
station with Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins fast food drive-through restaurant, located at the
northeast corner of the intersection of M-59 and Clark Road, east of the US-23 interchange.
The proposal includes the fueling station with 14 dispensers providing automotive fuels, along
with a convenience store offering retail and grocery items such as milk, bread, chips, coffee,
candy, soda, water, pizza, sandwiches, breakfast foods, newspapers and many other items the
public expects to find available in such a convenience station. Additionally, approximately 5% of
the retail sales area will be devoted to beer and wine sales. The outside sales proposed include
propane exchange, mulch, hanging baskets, windshield solvent, and road salt.
The Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins (the fast-food drive-through component) serves donuts,
pastries, ice cream and customary, related fast food items. The Mugg & Bopps shows a small
counter style seating area for five individuals, while the Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins shows 8
tables for 2 intended to serve a total of 16 customers.
The same owner has at least two existing stores with the same offerings; one on Michigan
Avenue in Howell, and another on Grand River just of the 96 interchange in Brighton.
Applicant Information
Applicant/Property Owner

Evergreen-Clark, LLC (Todd Lekander et al)
PO Box 708
Howell, MI 48843
todd@cdo10.com

Project Engineer:

ACE Civil Engineering
Patrick Keough, P.E.
5040 Queensway
Howell, MI 48843
Advantagece@att.net

Project Architect:

F. Matt Ray
2914 Shawnee Lane
Waterford, MI 48329
fmrayarch@comcast.net

SPECIAL LAND USE REVIEW – General Standards
The Mugg & Bopps Fuel and Convenience Station and Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins fast food
drive-through restaurant is proposed for a single parcel located in the GC-General Commercial
zoning district north of M-59 and east of Clark Road. The GC zoning district allows for
automobile fuel and convenience stations as a special use; it also allows for a fast food drivethrough restaurant as a special use. The parcel proposed for development is 4.95 acres in size;
the actual site development area is described as 3.61 acres.
In accordance with Section 6.6 – Special Uses, of the Hartland Township Zoning Ordinance, the
following standards shall serve the Planning Commission and Township Board as the basis for
decisions involving such uses. Each proposed use or activity shall:
A.
B.

Be harmonious and in accordance with the objectives, intent, and purposes of this
Ordinance.
Be compatible with the natural environment and existing and future land uses in the
vicinity.
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C.
D.

E.
F.

Be compatible with the Hartland Township Comprehensive Plan.
Be served adequately by essential public facilities and services, such as highways,
streets, police and fire protection, drainage ways and structures, refuse disposal, or that
the persons or agencies responsible for the establishment of the proposed use shall
be able to adequately provide any such service.
Not be detrimental, hazardous, or disturbing to the existing or future neighboring uses,
person, property or the public welfare.
Not create additional requirements at public cost for public facilities and services that will
be detrimental to the economic welfare of the community.

The following is the applicant’s response to the above criteria:
Our development at the NE corner of Clark Road and M-59 should be a good fit for the
community. We will make new service available to both residents and visitors of
Hartland Township in an area where these services while expected, have not been
provided to date. Specifically, our development will provide easy access to fuel and
convenience items for local families and all people traveling the west bound corridor on
M-59 in HartlandTownship.
Our site designated as General Commercial per the Hartland Township Comprehensive
Plan and fronts on M-59. It has been designed to fit between Clark Road on the west
and a wetland on the east. The goods and service we provide include motor fuels, milk,
bread, chips, beer, wine, coffee, ice cream, donuts, candy, soda, water, pizza,
sandwiches, breakfast foods, newspapers and many other items the public expects to
find available in a convenience travel center.
All utilities are readily available for use at this site. Access for police, fire safety and
public will be provided from both M-59 and Clark Road. Our development follows the
Hartland Township 2014 Strategic Plan. We will develop new commercial where the
Township expects growth. We believe the structure we plan to build is of a quality and
style that will be pleasing to the eye. The bike and walking paths being extended, built
and supplemented at this main intersection will improve pedestrian mobility of this entire
area. This new commercial development will help take the consumers eye off the
sanitary sewer pump station located immediately at the Clark and M-59 corner.
Further, having motor fuel available from our location will reduce the number of times
west bound M-59 travelers must take the time to make a left turn across traffic in order to
get the other existing fuel centers.
We believe our development will be a benefit to the entire community.
The Planning Department believes the proposed use can and will meet the criteria listed above
demonstrated, in part, through the site plan w/ special land use review process. Coordination
with the Michigan Department of Transportation, the Livingston County Road Commission, the
Township Engineer and the Department of Public Works will be ongoing through this process to
address traffic issues, storm water management, new tank installation, PIPP requirements, and
all other issues identified through the review process.
SPECIAL LAND USE REVIEW– Applicable Site Standards
In addition to a finding by both the Planning Commission and the Township Board that the
criteria listed above have been satisfied, the Use Standards of Section 4.58 of the Zoning
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Automobile Fueling and Convenience Station(Sec. 4.58)
1. Frontage. Such uses shall have access to and front upon a hard surface, major
thoroughfare.
Planning staff finding: The subject property is located on, and has access to, M-59, a
hard surface major thoroughfare, and Clark Road, a major collector. Staff understands
Clark Road to be a LCRCClass A road from M-59 to Rovey Drive.
2. Minimum Lot Width. The minimum lot width required for such uses shall be 200 ft.
Planning staff finding: The parcel on which the fueling station is located is 439.27 ft. in
width.
3. Minimum Setbacks. Pump islands shall be a minimum of forty (40) feet from any public
right-of-way or lot line. Tanks, propane, and petroleum products shall be set back at
least fifteen (15) feet from any lot line. Overhead canopies shall be setback at least
twenty (20) feet from the right-of-way with materials consistent with the principal building.
The proposed clearance of any canopy shall be noted on the site plan. Details on all
lighting under the canopy shall be provided.
Planning staff finding: Pump islands are setback in excess of 40 ft. from M-59 and Clark
Road; the tanks and fuel products are setback in excess of 15 ft. from any lot line.
Canopy line is setback in excess of 20 ft. from the right-of-way. The canopy has a 15’ 8”
clearance; the columns are shown as painted steel, with the canopy itself shown as a
prefinished metal in M&B green. The canopy’s columns are shown to be a 4” face brick
with decorative concrete block below. The average illumination level under the canopy
is shown to be 32 fc. Building materials and site lighting to be discussed in more detail
below.
4. Ingress and Egress. Ingress and egress drives shall be a minimum of thirty (30) feet
and a maximum of forty (40) feet in width. No more than one (1) such drive or curb
opening shall be permitted for every seventy five (75) feet of frontage or fraction thereof,
along any street. The nearest edge of any such drive shall be located at least twentyfive (25) feet from the nearest point of any property zoned or used for residential
purposes. Curb openings for drives shall not be permitted where the drive would create
a safety hazard or traffic nuisance because of its location in relation to other ingress and
egress drives, its location in relation to other ingress and egress drives, its location in
relation to the traffic generated by other buildings or uses or its location near vehicular or
pedestrian entrances or crossings.
Planning staff finding: The drive separation meets the 75 ft. requirement; however, the
separations are subject to more stringent requirements; these will be discussed in more
detail in the site plan review component. It should be noted at this point that in a 45 mph
zone, a 300 ft. distance separation is required between commercial drives, and the two
drives shown along Clark do not comply with that minimum. The proposed southerly
drive on Clark aligns with Rovey Drive, consistent with good access management
practice. In terms of meeting the maximum drive opening width requirements, the north
access is between 30 and40 ft., the south access appears to be less than 30 ft., and the
east access point (right in/right out) is in excess of40 ft.
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Ordinance applies to an automobile fueling and convenience station. Those standards are
listed below, followed by staff’s findings on each:

The proposed M-59 driveway is a channelized right-in / right-out only driveway for
westbound M-59. It is proposed to straddle the east property line such that it can be
shared with a future commercial development to the east. The existing right-turn lane for
Clark Road will be extended further east to accommodate right turns to the proposed
driveway.
The Livingston County Road Commission (LCRC) has jurisdiction over access to Clark
Road, and the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) has jurisdiction over all
access points off to M-59. Review comments accepting the drive locations have been
received from the LCRC; Planning Department has not been copied on any reviews or
approvals from the MDOT.
5. Layout. Gasoline pumps shall be located so that motor vehicles do not park on or
extend over abutting landscaped areas, sidewalks, streets, buildings or adjoining
property while being served. Vehicle washing shall occur completely with an enclosed
building. Doors/openings shall be oriented so they face away from an abutting
residential district or adjacent thoroughfares unless screened.
Planning staff finding: The proposal complies with the layout relative to the location of
gasoline pumps. No vehicle washing is proposed.
6. Screening. Where adjoining a residential district, a solid fence or wall six (6) feet in
height shall be erected along any common lot line consistent with the applicable
standards of Sections 5.11 and 5.20. Such fence or wall shall be continuously
maintained in good condition. The Planning Commission may require landscaping,
including a berm, as an alternative.
Planning staff finding: The northern property line is adjacent to the Heritage Meadows
single-family planned development. The applicant is proposing a 6’ decorative block
wall at the rear property line as screening. The wall is positioned adjacent to the rear
property line, effectively screening two single family residential lots (with existing homes)
to the north, and a small portion of a third. A detail of the wall clearly illustrating material
and color must be provided on the plan. The wall should be effective as both a visual
and sound screen. Per the site plan, the speakers for the menu board face north toward
the residential development. Relative to likely sound levels, the applicant’s
correspondence states that the speakers at 50’ are less than 53decibels, and the
distance between the speakers and the screen wall is approximately 270 ft. Normal
conversation at 3’ typically registers 60-65 decibels.
A Planning Commission determination is needed as to whether the proposed screen wall
is acceptable, and whether additional landscaping will be required on either side of the
wall, and whether existing vegetation on the north third of the site should be preserved.
Additional information on this topic is provided relative to landscaping within the context
of the site plan review below.
7. Outdoor Storage. There shall be no outdoor storage or display, except within an area
defined on the site plan approved by the Planning Commission and which extends no
more than ten (10) feet beyond the building.
Planning staff finding: Three8’ by 9’ outdoor sales areas are proposed along both sides
of the Mugg & Bopps south vestibule, as well as east of the north vestibule. A 4’1” tall
masonry wall is proposed to screen all 3 outdoor sales areas. The wall will screen the
sides, and a portion of the front of the each. A canopy over the entrances will provide
overhead cover. It should be noted that though the plans illustrate a wall, the
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8. Traffic Impact. An analysis of the traffic impacts shall be provided in conjunction with the
site plan.
Planning staff finding: A traffic impact study prepared by Tetra Tech has been provided
to the Township, the MDOT, and the LCRC. The study recommends improvements to
Clark Road including a right-turn lane at both the driveways proposed along Clark, along
with an extension of the existing right-turn lane along westbound M-59 east of Clark;
those improvements recommended are shown on the site plan. Despite notable
increases in average delays in the PM peak hour at Clark Road’s southbound approach
to westbound M-59 (from LOS C at 19.0 seconds to LOS D at 25.4 seconds), no
mitigation is proposed at that intersection. Consistent with the special land use criteria
of Section 6.6.D, the applicant should offer as part of their response to this letter a
rationale for not offering a solution to this increase in delay.
Staff has been in contact with both the LCRC and the MDOT regarding the potential for
a traffic signal at westbound M-59 and Clark Road. MDOT has not yet offered formal
comments; LCRC has confirmed that the MDOT has jurisdiction over a potential signal
at the intersection of a State highway and a County road. The anecdotal evidence is
that a signal at the intersection is already necessary given existing volumes, and will
become more so as the vacant commercial properties along the north side of M-59
continue to develop. In addition to the often long delays for Clark Road traffic turning
right onto westbound M-59 in the PM peak hour, there are often very long delays for
vehicles trying to get from Clark across two lanes of westbound traffic to the westboundto-eastbound M-59 turnaround.
The challenge is that the additions to that M-59 / Clark Road traffic from new
developments have been incremental, so no one development (Mugg & Bopps, KFC,
Ramco outlots, Hartland Township Hall, Hartland High School, Heritage Meadows, etc.)
is solely responsible for the additional traffic that triggers a new signal. At some point, a
new development will tip the scales to meet MDOT’s warrant for a new signal at that
intersection. The question at that point will be whether it is equitable for that developer
to have to pay for the signal exclusively. The Township might consider some sort of
equitable monetary contribution by each new development to a fund that could someday
pay for a traffic signal at Clark and 59, but determining what every development’s fair
share would be comes with its own challenges.
9. Lighting. A canopy is subject to lighting standards provided in Section 5.13 – Lighting.
Planning staff finding: A photometric plan has been provided and details will be
discussed within the context of the site plan review. The Zoning Ordinance currently
states that canopy lighting may be no more than 5 fc, and the canopy lighting for the
Mugg & Bopps is shown to be an average of 32 fc. The Township recognizes that
lighting under the canopy needs to be bright enough to promote customer safety, but not
so bright that it detracts from the safety of passing motorists and/or is designed to serve
as a“beacon”. It should be noted that the Planning Commission may modify the lighting
standards based on consideration of the factors contained in Section 5.10.8 of the
Zoning Ordinance. Planning staff has done some field research on this issue and is
prepared to discuss with the Planning Commission some recommendations on
appropriate light levels under a canopy.
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correspondence provided states that “blocking customer access to these sales areas
with screening makes them impractical for customer use”.

10. Groundwater Protection. The applicant shall submit a detailed Pollution Incidence
Protection Plan (PIPP). The PIPP shall describe measures to prevent groundwater
contamination caused by accidental gasoline spills or leakages, such as special check
valves, drain back catch basins and automatic shut off valves, as approved by the Fire
Department.
Planning staff finding: Review of groundwater contamination prevention proposal to be
undertaken by the Fire Marshal and the Department of Public Works (DPW)in
coordination with the MDEQ and will be listed as a condition of approval.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Since the application includes the fast food drive-through restaurant component, the Use
Standards of Section 4.58 of the Zoning Ordinance apply as well. Those standards are listed
below, followed by staff’s findings on each:
Fast Food and Drive-Through Restaurants (Sec. 4.28)
1. Minimum Frontage. The site shall have a minimum of two hundred (200) feet of frontage
on a paved major thoroughfare unless accessed via a service drive or marginal access
road.
Planning staff finding: The subject property has in excess of 200 feet of frontage on M59, a paved major thoroughfare.
2. Location of Driveways. Ingress and egress points shall be located at least sixty (60)
feetfrom the intersection of any two (2) streets (measured from the nearest right-of-way
line).The use of secondary access drives in accordance with Section 5.10.2 is required.
Planning staff finding: Spacing requirement has been met relative to the proposed
driveway’s distance to any public street intersections. Access and site circulation will be
discussed in more detail in the site plan review component. It should be noted at this
point, however, that the M-59 driveway access is intended to be shared by the subject
property, as well as the property to the east. In order to ensure that proper cross access
is allowed, cross access easement and maintenance agreements must be provided and
agreed to by both property owners. The easement language should be clear that a
future development on the adjacent parcel has the right to reconstruct the proposed
driveway in a manner generally consistent with the possible future driveway connection
shown on Sheet 3. A legal description of a future construction easement may be
appropriate. This requirement will be listed as a condition of approval.
3. Control of Sound Level. Devices for the transmission of voices shall be so directed
ormuffled as to prevent sound from being audible beyond the boundaries of the site.
Planning staff finding: Correspondence provided by the applicant references general
information from Wentworth Technology regarding volume from speaker post, however,
there is no reference in the correspondence to this specific location/project.
Specifications on the actual speaker system proposed for this site, along with anticipated
decibel levels and direction, must be provided on the site plan. No sound may emanate
from a source other than the approved speakers related to the menu order
board.Applicant should evaluate opportunities to direct drive-through speaker sound to
the west / northwest rather than directly to the north.
4. Stacking space and lanes shall be provided as specified in Section 5.8, Off-Street
Parking Requirements. Additionally, the site design must allow for unimpeded circulation
around the building outside of the drive-through lanes.
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Planning staff finding: In excess of 10 stacking spaces are provided, including 5 in
advance of the ordering station, consistent with Section 5.8 of the Zoning Ordinance.
The requirements are that stacking spaces be at least 22 ft. in length, please add length
dimension. By-pass is proposed at two points around the menu board to prevent being
“stuck” in the drive-through lane.
Planning Department seeks better information for the benefit of the Planning
Commission on internal circulation, including for passenger vehicles, delivery trucks, and
emergency responders. This could be in the form of a circulation plan (overlaid with
turning templates), a wayfinding / signage & striping plan, or a combination thereof.
Applicant should make a concerted effort to justify Township support for a unique layout
that has a number of potential conflict points between drive-through customers,
customers circulating through the site, and customers entering/exiting the site. Drivethrough uses typically do not include parking and public access in the rear of their
buildings; in proposing it for this site, the applicant has proposed a unique circulation
pattern that he must make a concerted effort to address, explain, and justify support for.
Should the Planning Commission, following full review and consideration of the special use and
site plan application as presented, determine that proposed special land use meets the
standards described above, it shall prepare a recommendation for consideration by the Hartland
Township Board of Trustees. Before any determination is made, a public hearing shall be held
allowing for any members of the public to comment on the proposal. This public hearing has
been scheduled for July 16, 2015. The Planning Commission may recommend approval,
approval with conditions, or denial of the special use permit application. The Planning
Commission’s decision, the basis for the decision, and all conditions imposed, shall be
described in a written statement, which shall be made a part of the record of the meeting. The
Township Board is the final approval authority for a special land use.
SITE PLAN REVIEW – Applicable Site Standards
Site Description
The site is located on the north side of M-59, east of the Clark Road intersection. The subject
property is 4.95 acres in size; the ultimate development area is shown to be 3.61 acres. As
indicated previously, the proposal is for a new Mugg & Bopps fuel and convenience station,
along with a Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins fast food drive-through restaurant. The Mugg &
Bopps is situated on the easterly portion of the building, with Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins on
the west. The canopy sheltering the fuel pumps are located on the M-59 frontage while the
drive-through is located north of the north parking area and requires crossing a two-way traffic
pattern. The parcel will be accessed by a right-in/right-out driveway off west bound M-59, and
two proposed commercial drives off Clark Road. The southern most drive from Clark Road is
aligned with east access of Rovey Drive.
The parcel is zoned GC-General Commercial, similar to those parcels to the east, west and
south (across M-59). The property to the north is zoned Planned Development, accommodating
the single family residential site condominium development, Heritage Meadows of Hartland.
Three residential lots share the north property line. In terms of buffering, a 6’ decorative wall is
proposed at the north property line to serve as a buffer between the commercial and residential
areas.
Impact Assessment
A traffic impact study was provided to the Township, the Livingston County Road Commission,
and the Michigan Department of Transportation. Livingston County has jurisdiction over Clark
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As discussed above, the Township does have the authority to require improvements to the
public roads beyond those required by the respective road agencies as a condition of approving
the special land use. This could include consideration by the Planning Commission and
Township Board of mitigation at the intersection of M-59 and Clark Road, where the traffic from
proposed development is expected to cause further delays and reduction in existing levels of
service.
The study evaluated four existing intersections in both the AM and PM peak hours:
 Eastbound M-59 and the westbound-to-eastbound turnaround west of Clark Road
 Westbound M-59 and the eastbound-to-westbound turnaround west of Clark Road
(signalized crossover in front of Tim Hortons-Belle Tire)
 Westbound M-59 and the eastbound to-to-westbound crossover east of Clark Road
 Southbound Clark Road and westbound M-59
The study found that the addition of the Mugg & Bopps traffic results in a notable increase in
delays at two of the three turnarounds, and at Clark Road. These increases in delays are more
significant in the PM peak hour. Particularly:
 Average delay for southbound Clark at westbound M-59 in the PM peak hour
increases 6.4 seconds in the PM peak hour
 Average delay for the westbound –to-eastbound crossover increases 5.4 seconds in
the PM peak hour
 Average delay at the eastbound-to-westbound crossover increases 3.1 seconds in the
PM peak hour
Delays were also forecast at the three proposed driveways, showing favorable results.
As discussed below, the study assumes over half of the trips to be generated are “pass by”
trips. However, many of these pass-by trips are making two U-turns through the M-59
turnarounds that they wouldn’t have otherwise had to make in their regular travels. Another
significant portion of those pass-by trips will exit the site via one of the two proposed Clark Road
driveways and back out to westbound M-59; those are pass-by trips that wouldn’t have
otherwise travelled on Clark.
Traffic Generation
Per the March 2015 Traffic Impact Study included with the submittal, the proposed use will
generate nearly 3,300 trips over an average 24-weekday; half of those trips will be inbound and
half outbound. This includes 234 trips during the morning peak hour and 256 trips during the
evening peak hour. What is very notable is that over half these trips will be “pass-by” trips,
comprised of vehicles travelling that section of road in route to their destination elsewhere and
stopping into the proposed use along the way. In that sense, pass-by trips are not new traffic,
but traffic already on the road. However, because the proposed use is along a divided
boulevard, some of these pass-by trips are vehicles travelling eastbound that are now using the
turnarounds in the median to get into the site, a movement they would have not otherwise
made. Those “pass-by” vehicles are then effectively “new” vehicles to the turnarounds.
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Road while MDOT has jurisdiction over M-59. LCRC has accepted the study’s
recommendations, while comments have not been received from MDOT as of the date of this
letter.

7.b.a

Lot Size (Sec. 3.14)
 Required – minimum lot area
Without sewer
40,000 sq. ft.
With sewer
20,000 sq. ft.
 Proposed – the 4.95acre site is served by public sewer and water
 Meets Requirement? Yes
 Comment – (none)
Frontage (Sec. 3.14)
 Required – minimum lot width of 200 ft. (per the special use requirements)
 Proposed – lot width, upon reconfiguration, will be 439.27’ on M-59 and 486.92’ on Clark
Road
 Meets Requirement? – Yes
 Comment – (none)
Building Setbacks (Sec. 3.14)
Setback

Required

Proposed

Front (south)
Front (west)
Side (west)
Rear (north)

80’
50’
15’
40’

142.9’
115.9’
142.1’
329.2’



Meets Requirements?
(Y / N)
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Comment

With sewer

Comment – (none)

Accessory Building Setback (Sec. 3.24)
 Required – per Sec. 3.24.21, no accessory structure may be located in a front yard
 Proposed – dumpster proposed for the side yard and meets setbacks
 Meets Requirement? – Yes
 Comment – (none)
Building Height (Sec. 3.14)
 Required – 35 ft. or 2.5 stories, whichever is less
 Proposed – 29’
 Meets Requirement? – Yes
 Comment – (none)
Accessory Building Height (Sec. 3.14)
 Required – 15 ft. or 1 story, whichever is less
 Proposed – N/A
 Meets Requirement? – N/A
 Comment – (none)
Lot Coverage (Sec. 3.14)
 Required – principal structure: 75%
 Proposed – 3.33%
 Meets Requirement? – Yes
 Comment – (none)
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Dumpster Enclosure (Sec. 5.7)
 Required – dumpster designed, enclosed, and screened per requirements; dumpster
materials must match the building
 Proposed – 8’ high masonry enclosure to match or complement bldg façade with a wood
gate, situated on a 6” of concrete (all drive areas appear to be concrete)
 Meets Requirements? – TBD, Planning Commission determination required
 Comments –dumpster materials must match or complement the the bldg; bldg is brick as
opposed to masonry
Off-Street Parking (Sec. 5.8)
 Required – fuel & convenience: 2 spaces per pump (7), plus 1 for every 200’ of gross
retail floor area (6000 sq ft), plus 1 for each employee; (14+30+3=47)
 Required – fast food drive-through: 22 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. of useable floor area
(600) plus 1 per employee at peak plus 10 stacking(13+6+10=29)
 Total Required – 47+29= 76
 Required – spaces must be 10’ X 20; aisle width must be 24’; parking is not permitted in
a required front yard setback
 Proposed – 64
 Meets Requirement? – TBD, Planning Commission determination required
 Comment – parking summary does not match the site plan; per Section 5.8.4.H.
Planning Commission may modify the numerical requirements for off-street parking,
based on evidence that another standard would be more reasonable; considering that
this is a combined site, the proposed reduction in required spaces may be appropriate;
staff feels there is a reasonable expectation for shared parking between the proposed
uses
Barrier-Free Parking
 Required – barrier-free spaces in a location most accessible to the building entrance,
with at least 1 space van-accessible
 Proposed – 3 barrier-free spaces, both van accessible, nearest the entrance
 Meets Requirement? – Yes
 Comments – (none)
Parking Lot / Driveway / Internal Roads Setbacks
 Required – off-street parking in commercial districts may only be located in a side or rear
yard or non-required front yard; may not be permitted within 20 ft of a single family
district, nor within 10’ of a road ROW, or 25’ from a front lot line, nor 10’ from a side or
rear lot line
Setback

Required

Proposed

Front (south)

80’

Front (west)
Side (east)
Rear (north)

50’
10’
10’

14 at fuel
pumps
none
none
none

Meets Requirements?
(Y / N)
Yes

Comment
fuel pump parking
spaces required

Yes
Yes
Yes
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Site Requirements

Loading (Sec. 5.9)
 Required – 1 loading space for up to 5,000 sq. ft. of floor area
 Proposed – underground fueling position shown south of pump islands with an adjacent
“loading” location
 Meets Requirements? – sufficient loading areas are available north of building
 Comments – loading area should be shown on final site plan
Access Management and Non-Residential Driveway Standards (Sec. 5.10)
The Mugg & Bopps fuel and convenience station is proposed to be accessed via a right-in/rightout on M-59, along with a two, full movement accesses from Clark Road. The Ordinance
specifies one access per parcel, one additional is allowed for parcels with 500’ of continuous
frontage.
 Required –Per Sec. 5.10.5, the spacing between the proposed right-in/right-out access
on M-59 (posted 55 mph) and a cross road intersection should be 350 ft. and is subject
to approval by MDOT; the minimum spacing between commercial drives on a 45 mph
road is 300’
 Proposed – spacing between the M-59 access and the Clark Road intersection is app.
370’, and the spacing between the commercial drives on Clark Road is app. 220 ft.; the
Planning Commission may determine that the additional access is justified; the drive
locations on Clark Road are subject to approval by the Livingston County Road
Commission
 Meets Requirements? – TBD
 Comments – the 3 driveways in the proposed location and configuration are subject to
Township, Livingston County Road Commission, and MDOT review and approval.
Applicant has stated that the two drives are necessary along Clark Road because Clark
is only a Class A road from M-59 to Rovey, and their fuel trucks are only permitted on
Class A roads. Planning Commission might consider measures to prohibit outbound
lefts at the southern Clark Road driveway, allowing them only at the northern Clark Road
driveway. Figure 5 of the traffic study shows a significant volume of peak hour traffic
turning left out of the site onto Clark Road. It seems advisable that this movement only
be permitted at the north driveway, reducing the potential for conflict with vehicles
queued at the southbound approach of Clark.
Landscaping and Screening (Sec. 5.11)
A. Greenbelt Landscaping
 Required – 1 canopy tree for every 30 ft, 3 ornamentals for the initial 40 ft., and 1 per
20 ft. thereafter
 Proposed – 39 canopy trees (red maple); 59 large shrubs (large juniper) – a note
indicates that 25% was added for general site landscaping
 Meets Requirements? – TBD, Planning Commission determination required
 Comments – numerical requirements met; a greater mix of materials and less
uniformity may be necessary; configuration differs somewhat from Ordinance
requirements (greenbelt trees shown in locations other than the “greenbelt” as
defined by Zoning Ordinance)
B. Foundation Landscaping
 Required – must equal 60% of the front and sides of the proposed building; must be
8-10 ft. in width, and consist of 1 ornamental or columnar tree and 6 medium or 8
small shrubs for every 30 ft.
 Proposed – 15 ornamentals (hornbeam) stated but 12 shown

12
Packet Pg. 55

Attachment: SP533 Mugg & Bopps Full Review Packet (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

7.b.a





Proposed – 90 small shrubs (boxwood or potentilla) provided in an approx. 8’ bed
and in parking drive-through islands (25% added for general site landscaping)
Meets Requirement? – TBD, Planning Commission determination required
Comment – numerical requirements largely met; a greater mix of materials and less
uniformity may be necessary

C. Parking Lot Landscaping
 Required – landscaped endcaps for parking areas of 10 or more spaces; 1 canopy
tree per 180 sq. ft. of interior area, with 50% of the interior area covered with small or
medium shrubs
 Proposed – 1 landscaped endcap (with a “foundation” ornamental as opposed to a
canopy tree)at northwest corner, and 1 unlandscaped endcap at southeast corner of
building
 Meets Requirement? – TBD, Planning Commission determination required
 Comment – determination needed as to whether the intent of the parking lot
landscaping provisions have been met; no rationale for the modification has been
provided. Staff’s recommendation would be that it be enhanced to better meet the
intent of the Zoning Ordinance.
D. Perimeter Landscaping
 Required – evergreen hedge row a minimum of 3 ft. in height planted or staggered to
create continuous screening for parking lots visible from a ROW; 1 canopy or
evergreen tree for every 30 ft., along with understory shrubs for screening purposes
for perimeter areas not visible from a ROW
 Proposed –34 Norway spruce at 8’ shown to address 800’ of perimeter; the spruce
are located mainly on the north and east of the development area (25% added for
general site landscaping)
 Meets Requirement? – TBD, Planning Commission determination required
 Comments –numerical requirements met; perimeter appears to be quite adequately
addressed; anevergreen hedge to screen Clark Road parking spaces may be
considered
E. Detention/Retention Area Landscaping
 N/A (underground detention now proposed)
F. Screening of Residential Districts
 Required – visual screen at least 8 ft. in height from a single family residential zoned
property; mechanical equipment must be screening (none shown)
 Proposed – a 6’ wall, as opposed to a landscaped visual screen, is provided at the
north property line
 Meets Requirement? – Planning Commission determination required
 Comments – the special land use provisions (Sec. 4.58) require a wall; the Planning
Commission may require landscaping and a berm as an alternative, or a combination
thereof; staff is recommending that since this site is vegetated with several large
trees, that a survey of existing trees located on the northern third of the property be
undertaken and that these trees be required to remain; additionally, the proposed
wall should be positioned so as not to require removal of any larger trees or
positioned in a manner that could potentially damage their root systems
G. General Site Landscaping
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Required – the applicant shall provide additional trees and shrubs equating to 25% of
the minimum required for each Plant Material Category and used to further enhance
the site’s overall landscape plan
Proposed – the applicant has added 25% to the various categories indicated on the
landscape plan
Meets Requirement? – Yes
Comments – should the preservation of areas of existing vegetation in accordance
with the suggested tree survey is accepted, those areas should be shown on the site
plan and also considered as general site landscaping

General Landscape Plan Comments:
 The site, provided existing mature trees remain, would appear to be quite sufficiently
landscaped in terms of amount and location of proposed plan material; more
variation, especially in the type of canopy trees offered, should be considered
 It should be noted that hydro-seeding is proposed throughout including those areas
that will likely be undisturbed; this should be clarified on the landscape plan
 Only a spade edge is being proposed; consideration should be given to requiring
both edging as well as weed barriers as none are noted
 Irrigation does not appear to be noted
 There appears to be a conflict regarding mulch, with both shredded hardwood and
river bed stone referenced (it is unclear where the shredded hardwood is to be
located)
 Compliance with all applicable standards contained in the Zoning Ordinance should
be referenced on the landscape plan
 The Planning Commission may modify the specified requirements provided it is in
keeping with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance per Section 5.11.7
Sidewalks and Pathways (Sec. 5.12)
 Required – the Planning Commission may require sidewalks or safety paths as a
condition of site plan approval
 Proposed – new sidewalk sections are proposed along M-59 andClark Road
 Meets Requirement? –Yes
 Comments – (none)
Lighting (Sec. 5.13)
A. Intensity
 Required – max. 0.5 fc along property line adjacent to residential, or 1.0 fc along
property line adjacent to non-residential; average fc between 2.4 and 3.6 in the
parking area and 5.0 at entrance; may not exceed 10 fc on site; canopy lighting shall
not exceed 5.0 fc.
 Proposed – photometric plan indicates an average of 0 fc along all property lines; an
average of 3.9 fcin the parking lot; 5.5 fc at building entrance; with very minor
exceptions adjacent to the canopy – considerably less than 10 fc throughout the site;
canopy lighting averages 32 fc
 Meets Requirement? – TBD, Planning Commission determination required
 Comments –the Planning Commission has the flexibility to modify the stated
standards; staff recognizes that the 5.0 fc max under the canopy is well lower than
industry minimums and supports a higher illumination level; Planning Department
staff has conducted some field research of gas canopy lighting in the vicinity and will
be prepared to discuss our recommendations at the public hearing on July 16
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B. Fixture Height
 Required – 25’ or the height of the principal building, whichever is less, measured
from the ground level to the centerline of the light source; building is 29’ in height
 Proposed – 22’6” aluminum light poles (20’ pole on 2’6” base)are referenced
 Requirements? – Yes
 Comments – detail references the poles as either LA or LE, and 8 LA and 3 LE poles
are referenced on the photometric plan
C. Fixture Type
 Required – detail of all (including canopy) lighting fixtures needed including
specifications for shielding, wattage and illumination
 Proposed – specifications for proposed light fixtures are shown on the photometric
plan, and drawings of both the poles and wall packs are shown on Sheet 5; no
drawings of the canopy lighting (LC) or the single LD fixture north of the menu board
are shown; actual cut sheets with colors, along with a verification that all lighting is
“full cut-off “ is necessary
 Meets Requirement? – No
 Comments – additional information required to be shown on the plans
General Lighting Plan Comments:
 The Planning Commission may modify these lighting standards based on Sec.
5.13.8. :
Modifications. The Planning Commission may modify these lighting standards based
on consideration of the following: the position and height of buildings, other
structures, and trees on the site; the potential off-site impact of the lighting; the
character of the proposed use; and, the character of surrounding land use. In no
case shall the lighting exceed the maximum building height in the district in which it is
located.
Water Supply and Wastewater Disposal (Sec. 5.16)
The proposed development will be served by municipal water and public sewer service. Please
see the DPW Director’s review for more information.
Walls and Fences (Sec. 5.20)
A 4’1” screen wall intended to screen the three 8’ by 9’ outdoor sales/display
areas located on both sides of the south entrance and to the east of the north (rear)entrance the
materials proposed are consistent with those of the primary building. Planning Commission to
make a determination on building materials, and all accessory walls (dumpster enclosure,
outdoor sales screening, wall along north property line) should be constructed of the same
material
Architecture / Building Materials (Sec. 5.24)
Architecture Comments:
 The building is attractive in terms of design, materials, and architectural details; it
should serve to complement the nearby development
 Façade Materials Calculation – The façade materials must comply with the
specifications for Façade Materials Group #1. The materials proposed should be
provided in table form (example below):
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Materials Group #1A: Proposed Façade Materials by Percentage by Elevation
Group #1A
Metal 20% Brick 40%
Décor.
Trim 15%
Glass 50%
Awnings 10%
(Max)
(Min)
Masonry
(Max)
(Max)
(Max)
25%(Max)
North
South
East
West
Applicant only provided a total for all elevations- the % by elevation was not provided
TOTAL
39.7%
37.3%
8.6%
.4%
12.2%
.5%









Roof appurtenances: a rooftop HVAC system is proposed and a detail of the metal
parapet screening is provided on the elevations sheet
Colors: the renderings illustrate primarily earth tone colors as required; all
specifications (including paint colors, etc.) must be provided
Materials: percentages should be listed for each elevation side as indicated by the
table; specifications on all materials must be provided; elevations call for 4” face
brick, which Staff optimistically assumes is a full clay brick cladding - applicant
should be prepared to discuss the proposed face brick product to the Planning
Commission
Meets Requirement? – TBD; Applicant proposes an underage of brick and an
overage of metal, but that metal overage (and brick underage) is due to the relatively
high roof pitch and not for lack of quality materials on the vertical face of the building
Comments – additional details in compliance with the Section 5.24 of the Zoning
Ordinance must be provided unless the Planning Commission accepts the
calculations as shown; color renderings with applicable specifications, along with
sample boards, must be provided for Planning Commission review; Staff feels that –
so long as it can be confirmed that the applicant is proposing a clay brick cladding –
the proposed building and gas canopy are of a high quality design that satisfies the
intent of Section 5.24 of the Zoning Ordinance
Please note that the elevations should be corrected – north elevation appears to be
labeled as “South Elevation”

Signage (Sec. 5.26)
Proposed signage will be reviewed separately upon submittal of required application(s); the
signs currently shown on the plans appear to exceed Zoning Ordinance allowances for a multitenant commercial building. Approval of the site plan with special land uses does not constitute
approval of the signage program.
SITE PLAN REVIEW – Applicable Use Standards
Fast Food and Drive-Through Restaurants (Sec. 4.28)
Please see Special Land Use Review – Applicable Site Standards.
Automobile Fueling and Convenience Station (Sec. 4.58)
Please see Special Land Use Review – Applicable Site Standards.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Hartland Township DPW Review
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The May 27, 2015 review (attached) noted that REU’s are assigned for service stations as 1.0
per premise plus 0.15 per nozzle. For stations with multiple uses, add .50 per 1,000 square feet
of building area for a mini-mart; a fast food designation will be necessary at 7.0 REUs per fas
food restaurant. The total required is 12.7 for both sewer and water; the applicant currently
owns 25 sewer REUs and 15 water REUs, and no additional purchase is required. Hartland
Township DPW approves the plan contingent on satisfying the 6 items listed in their review
letter.
Hartland Township Engineer’s Review
The June 8, 2015 review (attached) provided several sets of comments pertaining to the water
supply, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, and paving/grading. It indicates that subject to the
items being addressed in future plan submittals, there are no objections to the approval of the
preliminary site plan. Since that June 8 review letter, the applicant has revised their plans to
show underground detention. Township Engineer felt that change could be addressed during
their review of construction plans and did not feel a revised review letter was warranted based
on that change.
Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Review
The June 15, 2015 review (attached) indicates that the project was drawn as being within the
requirements for accessibility. Six additional comments were provided regarding local
requirements and/or procedures. The Fire Marshal’s Office approved the submittal contingent
on addressing the issues stated.
Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT)
No formal review comments received as of the date of this letter. An email received on July 8
stated the Traffic Impact Study of March 2015 would be reviewed by MDOT as soon as
possible.
Livingston County Road Commission (LCRC)
The May 14, 2015 review contains a list of 9 issues to be addressed by the applicant on
construction plans. Those comments do not appear to impact the layout of the site plan.
Recommendation
The Planning Department is of the opinion that the proposed plan is a quality development that
should proceed toward approval. However, the Planning Department is also aware that the
Planning Commission does not typically take formal action on a site plan with a number of
issues that remain unresolved. Unresolved issues with the Mugg & Bopps site plan w/ special
land use include site landscaping, site lighting (particularly under the gas station canopy), site
parking deficiency, building materials (underage of brick, overage of metal panels), internal
circulation, access management (including turn restrictions at the Clark Road driveways), and
screening from adjacent residential properties (sound, light, visibility). The Planning Department
scheduled a public hearing for the project in order to give the applicant an opportunity to
received feedback from the Planning Commission on a number of these issues so that they can
be addressed on a future submittal
Recommended Motion
None offered by the Planning Department based on recommendation discussed above.
Planning Department will have recommended motion language available at the July 16 meeting
should the Planning Commission wish to make a formal motion and requests recommended
motion language.
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Site Plan Date Rcvd. 6/29/15
Applicant Correspondence: 6/29/15
Hartland Township DPW Review: 5/27/15
Hartland-Deerfield Fire Authority Review: 6/15/15
HRC Review: 6/8/15
Livingston County Road Comm. Correspondence: 5/14/15
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Attachments:

cc:
Todd Lekander
Evergreen-Clark, LLC
PO Box 708
Howell, MI 48843
todd@cdo10.com
ACE Civil Engineering
Patrick Keough, P.E.
5040 Queensway
Advantagece@att.net
F. Matt Ray
2914 Shawnee Lane
Waterford, MI 48329
fmrayarch@comcast.net

Foster Swift, Twp Attorney (via email)
HRC, Twp Engineer (via email)
R. West, Twp DPW Director (via email)
M. Bernardin, Hartland FD Fire Marshall (via email)
J. Rowell, LCBD (via email)
W. Ramirez, MDOT (via email)
M. Goryl and K. Hiller, LCRC (via email)
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2655 Clark Road
Hartland MI 48353
Phone: (810) 632-7498
Fax: (810) 632-6950
www.hartlandtwp.com

MEMO
TO:

David Campbell, Planning Director

FROM

Robert West, Public Works Director

DATE:

May 27, 2015

RE:

Site Plan Review for Special Use

DEVELOPMENT
NAME:

Evergreen-Clark Gas Station / Convenience Store
4708-22-300-052

APPLICATION #

533

The Department of Public Works (DPW) has reviewed the submitted plans in regards to
municipal utilities.
REUs
Site Plans for the proposed Evergreen-Clark Gas Station / Convenience Store proposes 7
fueling islands (assume 2 nozzles per island for a total of 14 nozzles), in addition to a 7,200
square foot convenience store plus a fast food drive through restaurant.
REUs are assigned for service stations as 1.0 per premise plus 0.15 per nozzle. For stations
with multiple uses, add 0.50 per 1,000 square feet of building area for a mini-mart. If
applicant proposes to prepare and serve food similar to other establishments in the area,
a “fast food” designation will be necessary at 7.0 REUs per fast food restaurant.
Nozzles (14): 1.0 + (0.15 * 14) =
Mini-Mart:
7,200 sf / 1000 sf * 0.50 =
Fast Food:
TOTAL:

Owned
Required
# REUs Needed
Cost Each
Total Due Each

REU Summary
Sewer REUs
25
12.7
0
$8,467.89
0

2.10
3.60
7.00
12.70

Water REUs
15
12.7
0
$4,916.67
0
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Water main material, sizes and connection detail sheet.
Water service lead location, size and materials including fittings.
Sanitary sewer material and sizes and connection detail sheet
Monitoring manhole for sewer connection and location if required
Hydrant model (EJ5BR) shown on plans
Utility easements noted as public or private.

Please feel free to contact me with any further questions or comments regarding this
matter, and thank you for your time.
Robert M. West
Public Works Director
T:\DPW\Plan Reviews & Permitting\Site Plan Reviews & Permits\Evergreen Clark Gas Station Review - Special Use 5-27-2015.docx
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PRINCIPALS
George E. Hubbell
Thomas E. Biehl
Walter H. Alix
Keith D. McCormack
Nancy M. D . Faught
Daniel W. Mitchell
Jesse B. VanDeCreek
Roland N. Alix
SENIOR ASSOCIATES
Gary J. Tressel
Kenneth A. Melchior
Randal L. Ford
William R. Davis
Dennis J. Benoit
Robert F. DeFrain
Thomas D. LaCross
Albert P. Mickalich
ASSOCIATES
Jonathan E. Booth
Michael C. MacDonald
Marvin A. Olane
Marshall J. Grazioli
James F. Burton
Donna M. Martin
Charles E. Hart
Colleen L. Hill-Stramsak
Bradley W. Shepler
Karyn M. Stickel

HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC.
OFFICE: 105 W. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843
PHONE: 517.552.9199
FAX: 517.552.6099
WEBSITE: www.hrc-engr.com
EMAIL: info@hrc-engr.com

Hartland Township
2655 Clark Road
Hartland, MI 48353
Attn:

Mr. David Campbell, Planning Director

Re:

Preliminary Site Plan Review
Evergreen-Clark Fuel Station
Section 22, Hartland Township
Site Plan Application No. 533

HRC Job No. 20150435.20

Dear Mr. Campbell:
As requested, this office has reviewed the plans for the above project as prepared by
ACE Civil Engineers (plans dated April 25, 2015, received by the Township on May
20, 2015). We have the following comments:
General
1. All permits are to be obtained prior to the start of construction. At this time, the
permits for this development may include: MDEQ wetlands; MDOT; LCRC;
LCDC Soil Erosion & Sanitary Sewer Lead; Hartland Township Sanitary Sewer
Lead and Water Lead Construction; Livingston County Building.
Water Supply
1. The proposed water supply improvements must be designed in accordance with
Hartland Township Engineering Design Standards.
2. The location of the existing and proposed fire hydrants along with the fire hydrant
coverage of the proposed building will require the review and approval of the
Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority.
Sanitary Sewer
1. The proposed sanitary sewer lead must be designed in accordance with Hartland
Township Engineering and Livingston County Drain Commissioner Design
(LCDC) Standards.
2. Provide a detail of the proposed sanitary sewer lead connection on the plans.
Storm Drainage
1. The proposed storm water collection system must be designed in accordance with
Hartland Township Engineering Design Standards.
2. A detention basin maintenance agreement will be required to be submitted prior to
as-built plan approval or be included in the Development Agreement.

Y:\201504\20150435\06_Corrs\Design\2015_06_08_EvergreenClark_SitePlanReview.docx
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Paving & Grading
1. The proposed paving and grading improvements must be designed in accordance
with Hartland Township Engineering Design Standards.
2. Provide a cross-section of the proposed pavements and sidewalks on the plans.
Subject to these items being addressed in future plan submittals; we have no objection
to the approval of the proposed preliminary site plan. One (1) complete set of the site
plan should be submitted to the Township Planning Department for review.
If you have any questions or require any additional information, please contact the
undersigned.
Very truly yours,
HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC.

Michael P. Darga, P.E.
MPD/mpd
pc:

Hartland Twp; B. West; D. Lutz; M. Bernardin
HRC; R. Alix, J. Booth, File

Y:\201504\20150435\06_Corrs\Design\2015_06_08_EvergreenClark_SitePlanReview.docx

Packet Pg. 66

Attachment: SP533 Mugg & Bopps Full Review Packet (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

Evergreen-Clark Fuel Station
June 8, 2015
HRC Job Number 20150435.20
Page 2 of 2

HARTLAND DEERFIELD FIRE AUTHORITY
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FIRE MARSHALS OFFICE
Voice: (810) 632-7676
Fax: (810) 632-2176
E-Mail: firemarshal@hartlandareafire.com

July 1, 2015
TO: Planning Commission
Attn: Zoning Department
Hartland Township
2655 Clark Rd.
Hartland, MI 48353
RE:

Evergreen-Clark LLC Special Use #533
Based upon review of the site plan stamped in red by Hartland Township on May 20, 2015, the project
was drawn as being within the requirements for accessibility contingent upon the following:
This office recommends that the fire hydrant that is existing along Highland Rd (in the middle of the
proposed Highland Rd. entrance) be moved to a location that is accessible year around in the landscaped
area to the west of the existing location. This is to ensure that a hydrant is accessible from both Clark
and Highland Rd.



Additional comments regarding local requirements and/or procedures:









A Supra brand lock box shall be installed prior to obtaining the certificate of occupancy from
Livingston County Building Department. An order form has been attached with this review. (Hartland
Township Ordinance #77-506.1.1)
An address visible from the center of Highland Rd. right-of-way. (Hartland Twp. Ordinance #77505.1)
A LadderPort™ Ladder Receiver (Type 1, Type 2, Type3 or Type 4) shall be installed if equipment
and/or appliances are installed on the roof top, in a location as agreed upon by this office. A catalog
and order form has been attached with this review. (MBC 306.5 & Hartland Twp. Ordinance #77504.1.1)
ALL emergency lighting and exit signage shall be wired to a dedicated and labeled circuit breaker.
(Municipal Requirement)
Plans for Commercial Hood Suppression Systems(if applicable) shall be submitted to this office and
reviewed. Once reviewed the prints will be available for pick-up and taken to the Livingston County
Building Department so a permit can be pulled. UL 300 system tests will be conducted using a “wet
test” using an agent recommended by the manufacturer. (Hartland Twp. Ordinance #77105.7.1.1)
All other requirements of NFPA 30A shall be followed.

The Fire Marshals Office approves the submittal of Site Plan Application # 533. Any revised drawings
affecting the Fire Department must be submitted for review.
Yours In Fire Safety,

Michael R. Bernardin
Fire Marshal
cc: Fire Chief Adam L. Carroll, File
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Livingston County Road Commission
3535 Grand Oaks Drive  Howell, Michigan 48843-8575
Telephone: (517) 546-4250  Facsimile: (517) 546-9628
Internet Address: www.livingstonroads.org

1/21/2015

NORMAL LOADING:
Axle Spacing

Maximum Axle Load

Over 9’0”................................................................ 18,000 lbs.
3’6” – 9’0” .............................................................. 13,000 lbs.
Less than 3’6” ........................................................ 9,000 lbs.
Tandem Axle Set ................................................... 32,000 lbs. (16,000 each axle)
Two Tandem Sets allowed on Vehicle Combinations
No axle load shall exceed 700 lbs. per inch of tire width or as indicated above, whichever is less.

REDUCED LOADING:

(65% of Normal)

Over 9’0”................................................................ 11,700 lbs.
3’6” – 9’0” .............................................................. 8,450 lbs.
Less than 3’6” ........................................................ 5,850 lbs.
Tandem Axle Set ................................................... 20,800 lbs. (10,400 each axle)
Two Tandem Sets allowed on Vehicle Combinations
No axle load shall exceed 450 lbs. per inch of tire width or as indicated above, whichever is less.

LIVINGSTON COUNTY ALL WEATHER ROADS
NORMAL LOADING
AUSTIN DRIVE, DURANT DRIVE, PACKARD DRIVE – Transwest Industrial Park
AVALON COURT – west off Kensington Court
BARRON ROAD – Oak Grove east to Livingston Aggregates
BLAINE ROAD – M-59 south 1050 ft. to Wal-Mart drive
BURKHART ROAD – M-59 to Grand River
CHALLIS ROAD – Brighton City Limits to R.R. Tracks
CLARK ROAD – M-59 north 300 ft. to Rovey Drive
EULER ROAD – Grand River north to end of pavement
FLEMING ROAD – Grand River north ¼ mile
FORD COURT
GRAND OAKS DRIVE
GRAND RIVER AVENUE
HAMBURG ROAD – in village of Hamburg from M-36
HARTLAND ROAD – M-59 north 2300 ft. (including roundabout)
HIGHLANDER WAY – Grand River to M-59
HYDRAULIC DRIVE – east off Burkhart
KENSINGTON COURT – south off Silver Lake Road
KENSINGTON ROAD – Buno to Silver Lake Road
LATSON ROAD – from M-59 south to the eastbound ramp of I-96
LAWSON DRIVE – Grand River north 1303’( to Roundabout)
LEE ROAD – From Whitmore Lake Road east to Fieldcrest (through Roundabout’s)
LOCHLIN DRIVE – off Kensington Court
MALTBY ROAD – Whitmore Lake Road to Rickett Road
OAK GROVE – M-59 to Barron Road
OLD US 23 ROAD – Grand River to North County Line
PINCKNEY ROAD – from I-96 to Howell City Limit
PINCKNEY ROAD – from M-36 North one mile to Fykes Gravel Pit
PLEASANT VALLEY – M-59 south to Lone Tree Road
RUNYAN LAKE ROAD – Clyde Road south to Transfer Station
SILVER LAKE ROAD – Kensington Road west ½ mile
SPENCER ROAD – Old US 23 west to I-96
VICTORY LANE – Grand River south to end
WHITE LAKE ROAD – Bennett Lake Road to US 23
WHITMORE LAKE ROAD – Grand River to Eight Mile
All other roads will be subject to reduced loadings during Spring Restrictions. This list is subject to change.
David R. Peckens  Chairman
Michael Craine  Managing Director

Stephen F. Crane  Vice Chairman
Jodie M. Tedesco  County Highway Engineer

John T. Dunleavy  Member
Steven J. Wasylk  Deputy Director
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

convenience market and fast-food restaurant development in Hartland Township, Michigan.

FINDINGS

1. The proposed development is located on the northeast quadrant of westbound M-59 (Highland Road)
and Clark Road. Within the vicinity of the proposed development, M-59 is an MDOT five-lane
boulevard (two lanes eastbound and three lanes westbound), and Clark Road is a two-lane County street.
M-59 runs in the east and west direction and Clark Road runs in the north and south direction.

2. The site plan currently includes a 14-pump gas station with convenience store attached to a 2,000 sq. ft.
fast-food restaurant with drive-through service window.

3. A background traffic scenario was developed to approximate traffic conditions of the adjacent roadway
system prior to construction of the proposed development. Background traffic is generated from other
developments in the area and normal yearly increases in traffic, which are unrelated to development of
this proposed project. The development is expected to reach build out by 2016. A one-percent annual
growth rate was decided to be appropriate for use in forecasting the background traffic growth.

In addition to the background growth rate, traffic forecast for the KFC development to the east of the
site was also included as part of the background traffic scenario. This development is anticipated to
generated 0 new trips during the AM peak hour (KFC does not currently serve breakfast) and 27 new
trips during the PM peak hour within the study limits for this development.

Therefore, the one-percent annual growth rate was applied to the existing traffic volumes for the build
out year of 2016. These volumes were combined with the forecast volumes for the KFC development.
This scenario approximates traffic conditions in one year as if the development was not built. Analysis
of the background traffic scenario provides a basis for evaluating future traffic impacts directly related
to development of the project site.
Traffic Impact Study, March, 2015
Hartland Township, Michigan
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The following items summarize the results of our traffic impact study for the proposed gas station with

7.b.b

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

43% from and 48% to the east

47% from and 45% to the east

50% from and 47% to the west

48% from and 50% to the west

7% from and 5% to the north

5% from and 5% to the north

5. The proposed development is forecast to generate 234 total trips during the AM peak hour (118 inbound
and 116 outbound) and 256 total trips during the PM peak hour (129 inbound and 127 outbound). The
trip generation for the proposed development was calculated using the equation, when given, or the
average rate as outlined in the most recent edition (9th Edition) of Trip Generation, published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

6. The background traffic volumes and the site-generated traffic volumes were combined to develop a total
future traffic scenario.

7. A level of service (LOS) analysis was completed for existing, background, and total future traffic
conditions for the intersections of:


Westbound M-59 and the Eastbound to Westbound Crossover West of Clark Road;



Eastbound M-59 and the Westbound to Eastbound Crossover West of Clark Road;



Westbound M-59 and Clark Road; and



Westbound M-59 and the Eastbound to Westbound Crossover East of Clark Road.

The three proposed driveways were analyzed under the total future conditions.

Traffic Impact Study, March, 2015
Hartland Township, Michigan
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4. A trip distribution model was developed for the AM and PM peak hours based on existing traffic patterns.
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8. The following tables show the results of the level of service analysis for the signalized intersection of
Westbound M-59 and the Eastbound to Westbound Crossover West of Clark Road.

Level of Service Analysis for Westbound M-59 and the
Eastbound to Westbound Crossover West of Clark Road
2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

Westbound M-59

A (2.7)

A (2.7)

A (2.8)

Northbound Crossover

D (37.5)

D (37.4)

D (37.4)

Overall

A (6.9)

A (6.9)

A (6.8)

Approach

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.

PM Peak Hour
Level of Service Analysis for Westbound M-59 and the
Eastbound to Westbound Crossover West of Clark Road
2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

Westbound M-59

A (4.7)

A (4.8)

A (4.9)

Northbound Crossover

D (36.4)

D (36.4)

D (36.3)

Overall

A (9.5)

A (9.6)

A (9.6)

Approach

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.

9. The following tables show the results of the level of service analysis for the unsignalized intersection of
Eastbound M-59 and the Westbound to Eastbound Crossover West of Clark Road.
AM Peak Hour
Level of Service Analysis for Eastbound M-59 and the
Westbound to Eastbound Crossover West of Clark Road
Approach
Eastbound M-59
Southbound Crossover

2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

A(-)

A(-)

A(-)

C (16.7)

C (16.8)

C (18.7)

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.

Traffic Impact Study, March, 2015
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AM Peak Hour
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PM Peak Hour
Level of Service Analysis for Eastbound M-59 and the

Approach
Eastbound M-59
Southbound Crossover

2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

A(-)

A(-)

A(-)

C (24.4)

D (25.2)

D (30.6)

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.

10. The following tables show the results of the level of service analysis for the unsignalized intersection of
Westbound M-59 and Clark Road.
AM Peak Hour
Level of Service Analysis for Westbound M-59 and Clark Road
Approach
Westbound M-59
Southbound Clark Road

2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

A(-)

A(-)

A(-)

C (15.5)

C (15.7)

C (19.4)

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.

PM Peak Hour
Level of Service Analysis for Westbound M-59 and Clark Road
Approach
Westbound M-59
Southbound Clark Road

2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

A(-)

A(-)

A(-)

C (18.6)

C (19.0)

D (25.4)

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.

Traffic Impact Study, March, 2015
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Westbound to Eastbound Crossover West of Clark Road
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11. The following tables show the results of the level of service analysis for the unsignalized intersection of

AM Peak Hour
Level of Service Analysis for Westbound M-59 and the
Eastbound to Westbound Crossover East of Clark Road
Approach
Westbound M-59
Northbound Crossover

2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

A(-)

A(-)

A(-)

B (13.9)

B (14.0)

C (15.4)

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.

PM Peak Hour
Level of Service Analysis for Westbound M-59 and the
Eastbound to Westbound Crossover East of Clark Road
Approach
Westbound M-59
Northbound Crossover

2015
Existing

2016
Background

2016
Future

A(-)

A(-)

A(-)

C (18.6)

C (19.0)

C (22.1)

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.

12. The following table shows the results of the level of service analysis for the intersection of Westbound
M-59 and the South Site Driveway.

Level of Service Analysis for Westbound M-59 and the South Site Driveway
Approach

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

A(-)

A(-)

B (12.4)

C (15.4)

Westbound M-59
Southbound Site Driveway
1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.

Traffic Impact Study, March, 2015
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Westbound M-59 and the Eastbound to Westbound Crossover East of Clark Road.
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13. The following table shows the results of the level of service analysis for the intersection of Clark Road

Level of Service Analysis for Clark Road and the West Site Driveway
Approach

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Northbound Clark Road3

A (0.3)

A (1.3)

Southbound Clark Road3

A (0.1)

A (0.1)

Eastbound Rovey Drive4

B (11.0)

B (11.4)

Westbound Site Driveway

A (9.0)

A (9.1)

1.
2.
3.
4.

(XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.
Results presented are for left-turn movement; through movement is unopposed and experiences no delay.
Volumes for Rovey Drive estimated based on discussions with the Livingston County Road Commission

14. The following table shows the results of the level of service analysis for the intersection of Clark Road
and the North Site Driveway.

Level of Service Analysis for Clark Road and the North Site Driveway
Approach

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Northbound Clark Road

A(-)

A(-)

Southbound Clark Road3

A(-)

A(-)

Westbound Site Driveway

B (11.1)

B (11.4)

1. (XX.X) Average seconds of delay per vehicle.
2. ( - ) Approach is unopposed and experiences no delay.
3. Results presented are for left-turn movement; through movement is unopposed and experiences no delay.

Traffic Impact Study, March, 2015
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and the West Site Driveway.

7.b.b

RECOMMENDATIONS

No traffic signal or roadway improvements would be required to help mitigate traffic impacts due to
background traffic; which is unrelated to the proposed developments traffic:

Future 2016 (Development Traffic)
The following roadway improvements would help mitigate traffic impacts due to development of the site as
proposed:

1. The proposed gas station with convenience market and fast-food restaurant will utilize the three proposed
driveways as shown on the site plan. The South Site Driveway should be constructed with an exiting
right-turn only lane, the West Site Driveway should be constructed with a shared exiting through and
right-turn lane, and the North Site Driveway should be constructed with separate left-turn and right-turn
lanes, as shown on the site plan.
2. A right turn lane should be constructed on westbound M-59 (Highland Road) at the South Site Driveway
with 250 feet of storage in accordance with MDOT design standards.
3. A right turn lane should be constructed on northbound Clark Road at both the West Site Driveway and
the North Site Driveway in accordance with Livingston County Road Commission design standards.
4. All driveways should be constructed in accordance with MDOT or Livingston County Road Commission
standards, as appropriate.

Traffic Impact Study, March, 2015
Hartland Township, Michigan
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Background 2016 (No Development Traffic)
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east ELEVATION GAS CANOPY

west elevation
similar - opposite
hand

SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

site plan review
05-19-2015
site plan review
06-20-2015
'MUGG & BOPPS' SIGN - standard
recessed canopy sign can WITH
WHITE ILLUMINATED LETTERS (18'-4"
X 24") 36.66 SQ. FT.

184'

3'

pre-finished metal fascia
PRE-FINISHED m&b GREEN

PRE-FINISHED METAL DOWNSPOUT

18'-8"

4" FACE BRICK

10'-2"

13'-5"

15'

PREF-FINISHED METAL COPING

4" DECORATIVE CONCRETE BLOCK
CONCRETE ISLAND

8"

FINISH PAVING

SOUTH ELEVATION - GAS CANOPY
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

184'-0"

Checked By: FMR
28'

8'
4'
typ.
2'

28'

28'

28'

28'

28'

8'
8" raised concrete
island

24'

Drawn By:

FMR

typ.

03-12-2015

6'

DATE:

2'

indicates outline of
canopy - above
24'

12'

dual gas dispensers
(back to back)

Project No.
18'-4"

1507
title:

steel column

6'
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STEEL COLUMN - PAINT

GAS CANOPY
ELEVATIONS

3" x 4" downspout & 6"
pvc boot w/ cleanout

Sheet No.

plan detail - GAS CANOPY
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"

A-4.3
Packet Pg. 85

Attachment: ARCHITECTURAL SET (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

EVERGREEN - CLARK,
LLC
HOWELL, MI

7.b.c

DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS

2914 SHAWNEE LANE
WATERFORD
MICHIGAN
48329
248-208-1655
FMRAYarch@comcast.NET

COPYRIGHT 2015 THIS DOCUMENT AND
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PROPRIETARY AND
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BASKIN ROBBINS WALL SIGNAGE

2
A-4.4

NOT TO SCALE

DUNKIN' DONUTS WALL SIGNAGE

1
A-4.4

NOT TO SCALE

MENU BOARD SIGN
NOT TO SCALE

PROPOSED:

MUGG &
BOPPS DUNKIN
DONUTS
M-59 & CLARK RD.
HARTLAND, MI
PRELIMINARY

site plan review
05-19-2015

5
A-4.4

DRIVE THRU AWNING SIGNAGE

4
A-4.4

NOT TO SCALE

DUNKIN' DONUTS WALL SIGNAGE
NOT TO SCALE
south (front) elevation
mugg & bopps
mugg & bopps WALL SIGN
reader board
MUGGS&BOPPS GAS CANOPY SIGN:
subtotal

21.0 sq. ft.
32.0 sq. ft.
36.0 SQ. FT.
89.0 sq. ft.

dunkin - baskin SIGNAGE
Dunkin donuts
baskin robbins
MEDALLION SIGN
subtotal

47.95 sq. ft.
34.22 sq. ft.
9.0 SQ. FT.
91.17 sq. ft.

North (rear) elevation
c4x7.25 steel channel
formed letters

R19
'-1 1
2"

1'-6"

.100 pan formed
polycarbonate face

mugg & bopps
Mugg & bopps sign
Reader board
subtotal

21.0 sq. ft.
32.0 sq. ft.
43.0 sq. ft.

dunkin-baskin SIGNAGE
dunkin donuts
baskin robbins
subtotal

15.57 sq. ft.
10.0 sq. ft.
25.57 sq. ft.

Checked By: FMR
Drawn By:
DATE:

FMR

03-12-2015

west elevation
Dunkin-baskin SIGNAGE
drive thru awning

18'-0"

monument sign (HIGHLAND ROAD):
MONUMENT SIGN (CLARK ROAD):
.125 pan formed
polycarbonate back

Project No.
48.0 sq. ft.
64.0 sq. ft.
64.0 SQ. FT.

1507
title:

2'-0"
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site plan review
06-20-2015

SIGNS

steel channel canopy frame

Sheet No.

14'-0"

6
A-4.4

MUGG & BOPPS WALL SIGN
SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

21.0 sq. ft.

7
A-4.4

MUGG & BOPPS GAS CANOPY SIGN
SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

36.0 SQ. FT.

SIGN area calcs

A-4.4
Packet Pg. 86

Attachment: ARCHITECTURAL SET (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

3
A-4.4

EVERGREEN - CLARK,
LLC
HOWELL, MI

7.b.c

DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS

2914 SHAWNEE LANE
WATERFORD
MICHIGAN
48329
248-208-1655
FMRAYarch@comcast.NET

8'-0"

8" CHANGEABLE TEXT
OF 0.3" THICK
HIGH-IMPACT ACRYLIC
LETTERS
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED
W/ HIGH OUTPUT
FLUORESCENT BULBS

48 X 96
WALL MT.
CHANGEABLE
LETTER
ILLUMINATED
SIGN

HIGH-IMPACT
POLYCARBONATE FACE

STEEL CABINET W/
BAKED ENAMEL
FINISH (BLACK)
8" CHANGEABLE TEXT
OF 0.3" THICK
HIGH-IMPACT ACRYLIC
LETTERS

EVERGREEN - CLARK,
LLC
HOWELL, MI

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED
W/ HIGH OUTPUT
FLUORESCENT BULBS
HIGH-IMPACT
POLYCARBONATE FACE

PROPOSED:
5
A-4.5

ILLUMINATED DIRECTIONAL SIGNS

4
A-4.5

DRIVE - THRU HEIGHT BAR

MUGG &
BOPPS DUNKIN
DONUTS
M-59 & CLARK RD.
HARTLAND, MI
PRELIMINARY

site plan review
05-19-2015

STEEL CABINET W/
BAKED ENAMEL
FINISH (BLACK)

48 X 96
WALL MT.
CHANGEABLE
LETTER
ILLUMINATED
SIGN

site plan review
06-20-2015

8" CHANGEABLE TEXT
OF 0.3" THICK
HIGH-IMPACT ACRYLIC
LETTERS
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED
W/ HIGH OUTPUT
FLUORESCENT BULBS
HIGH-IMPACT
POLYCARBONATE FACE

3
A-4.5

10"

PRE-FINISHED METAL
COPING

1'-4"

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED
TRANSLUCENT SIGN FACE

8" HIGH INTERCHANGEABLE
COPY LETTERS

Checked By: FMR
EXTRUDED ALUMINUM
FRAME

PRE-FINISHED METAL
COPING

DATE:

ELECTRICAL CONDUIT

03-12-2015

Project No.

1507

MIN.

ELECTRICAL CONDUIT
3'-6"

GRADE

FMR

1'-4"

C.M.U
(SAME AS BUILDING)

GRADE

MIN.

10"

Drawn By:

2'-1 1/2"

C.M.U
(SAME AS BUILDING)

2'-1 1/2"

NO LEAD 1.99
DIESEL 1.99
BEER WINE

WE'VE GOT WHAT YOU FORGOT

3'-6"

SIGN FACE

EXTRUDED ALUMINUM
FRAME

4'-721"

8" HIGH INTERCHANGEABLE
COPY LETTERS

4'-10 1/2"

BEER WINE

SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

12'-3"
SIGN FACE

MAX.

NO LEAD 1.99
DIESEL 1.99

INTERNALLY ILLUMNATED
TRANSLUCENT SIGN FACE

7'

SIGN FACE

4'-721"

4'-10 1/2"

MAX.

12'-3"
SIGN FACE

ILLUMINATED READER BOARD SIGN

12'-6"

12'-6"

7'
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4'-0"

8'-0"

title:

SIGNS
CONC. FTG.

CONC. FTG.

13'-0 1/2"

13'-0 1/2"

2'

2'

2
A-4.5

MONUMENT SIGN CLARK ROAD
SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

64.0 sq. ft.

1
A-4.5

MONUMENT SIGN HIGHLAND ROAD
SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

64.0 sq. ft.

Sheet No.

A-4.5
Packet Pg. 87

Attachment: ARCHITECTURAL SET (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

48 X 96
WALL MT.
CHANGEABLE
LETTER
ILLUMINATED
SIGN

STEEL CABINET W/
BAKED ENAMEL
FINISH (BLACK)

4'-0"

4'-0"

8'-0"

COPYRIGHT 2015 THIS DOCUMENT AND
subject MATTER
CONTAINED HEREIN IS
PROPRIETARY AND
property of MATTHEW
RAY ARCHITECT, whom
shall retains all rights,
without limitation.
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7.b.d
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Attachment: C-2 EXISTING CONDITIONGS (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

7.b.e

Packet Pg. 89

Attachment: C-3 SITE PLAN (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

7.b.f

Packet Pg. 90

Attachment: C-4 GRADING (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

7.b.g

Packet Pg. 91

Attachment: C-5 DRAINAGE CALCS (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

7.b.h
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Attachment: C-6 DRAINAGE AREA (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

7.b.i
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Attachment: C-7 SOIL EROSION (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)

7.b.j
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Attachment: C-8 LANDSCAPE (06-25-15) (1742 : SP# 533 - M-59 and Clark Gas Station w/ Drive Through)
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Luminaire Schedule
Symbol

Label

Quantity
8

LA

8
LB

Number

Manufacturer

Description

Catalog Number

Lamp

Lithonia

DSX1 LED WITH (2) 30 LED

DSX1

LED

Lighting

LIGHT ENGINES, TYPE T3M

_1000_40K_T3

OPTIC, 4000K, @ 1000mA

M_MVOLT_HS.i

WITH HOUSE SIDE SHIELD

es

Lamps
1

Filename
DSX1_LED_60C

Lithonia

WST LED WITH 1 MODULE, 10

WST LED 1

Lighting

LED's, 700mA DRIVER, 4000K

10A700/40K SR4

A700_40K_SR4

COLOR TEMPERATURE, TYPE 4

MVOLT

_MVOLT.ies

LED

1

WST_LED_1_10

Lumens Per
Lamp
14516.56

Light Loss
Factor
0.9

0.0
Wattage
208.96

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1926.783

0.9

24

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

LENS

0.0
0.0

32
LC

Lithonia

KACM LED GEN 1 HLM, 63

KACM LED 1

ONE 108.6-WATT LED,

Lighting

LEDs, 530mA DRIVER, 4000K

63B530/40K SR5

DOWNLIGHT POS.

1

KACM_LED_1_6

8663.229

0.9

109

0.0

3B530_40K_SR

COLOR TEMPERATURE, TYPE 5

0.0

5.ies

0.0

LENS
1
LD

0.0

Lithonia

DSX1 LED WITH (2) 30 LED

DSX1

LED

1

DSX1_LED_60C

Lighting

LIGHT ENGINES, TYPE T4M

_1000_40K_T4

OPTIC, 4000K, @ 1000mA

M_MVOLT.ies

19770.03

0.9

0.1

209.28

0.2

0.3

0.6

0.9

1.2

1.6

1.9

3.8

3.2

2.7

2.2

1.6

0.9

0.4

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.8

1.5

1.3

0.9

0.6

0.1

0.3

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.3

0.7

1.2

1.6

2.0

2.5

3.4

LA
3.6

0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

2.0

2.8

3.7

3.9

4.6

4.1

3.2

2.5

1.9

1.1

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.6

1.0

1.5

2.1

2.9

2.8

2.7

4.0

4.5

3.6

2.8

2.0

1.1

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.5

0.7

1.1

1.7

2.0

1.9

1.9

3.4

3.9

3.8

3.1

2.2

1.0

0.4

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.6

0.8

0.8

0.9

1.1

2.5

3.4

3.5

3.3

1.9

0.7

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.8

2.8

3.8

3.4

2.7

1.6

0.6

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1
3
LE

Lithonia

DSX1 LED WITH (2) 30 LED

DSX1

LED

1

DSX1_LED_60C

Lighting

LIGHT ENGINES, TYPE T3M

_1000_40K_T3

OPTIC, 4000K, @ 1000mA

M_MVOLT.ies

19735.3

0.9

0.0

209.28
0.2
0.2
0.1

0.0
0.0
0.0

Statistics
Description

Symbol

Avg

Max

Min

Max/Min

Avg/Min

BUILDING ENTERENCE (TYP)

5.5 fc

5.5 fc

5.5 fc

1.0:1

1.0:1

LTG VALUES UNDER CANOPY

32.0 fc

34.8 fc

23.3 fc

1.5:1

1.4:1

OVERALL LTG VALUES

1.6 fc

34.8 fc

0.0 fc

N/A

N/A

PARKING LOT

3.9 fc

22.9 fc

0.2 fc

114.5:1

19.5:1

PROPERTY LINE

0.0 fc

0.8 fc

0.0 fc

N/A

N/A

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.4

0.9

2.9

3.8

3.3

2.5

1.6

0.6

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.3

0.7

2.7

3.7

3.4

2.6

1.6

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.4

2.0

2.9

3.0

2.9

1.6

0.5

0.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1
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Note
1. SEE MH COLUMN OF LUMINAIRE LOCATIONS FOR MOUNTING HEIGHTS.

0.0

0.0

2. SEE LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE FOR LIGHT LOSS FACTORS.
0.0

THE ENGINEER AND/OR ARCHITECT MUST DETERMINE APPLICABILITY OF THE LAYOUT

0.0

TO EXISTING / FUTURE FIELD CONDITIONS. THIS LIGHTING LAYOUT REPRESENTS ILLUMINATION LEVELS
CALCULATED FROM LABORATORY DATA TAKEN UNDER CONTROLLED CONDITIONS IN ACCORDANCE WITH

0.0

ILLUMINATING ENGINEERING SOCIETY APPROVED METHODS. ACTUAL PERFORMANCE OF ANY MANUFACTURER'S
VARIABLE FIELD CONDITIONS. MOUNTING HEIGHTS INDICATED ARE FROM GRADE AND/OR FLOOR UP.

0.0
0.0

GBA DOES NOT ACT AS THE CIVIL OR STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND DOES NOT DETERMINE BASE REQUIREMENTS.
POLES SPECIFICATIONS ARE NOT INCLUDED WITH EXTERIOR LIGHTING PHOTOMETRIC ANALYSIS.

0.0

THESE LIGHTING CALCULATIONS ARE NOT A SUBSTITUTE FOR INDEPENDENT ENGINEERING
ANALYSIS OF LIGHTING SYSTEM SUITABILITY AND SAFETY. THE ENGINEER AND/OR ARCHITECT
IS RESPONSIBLE TO REVIEW FOR MICHIGAN ENERGY CODE AND

0.0
0.0

LIGHTING QUALITY COMPLIANCE.

LA

LD

LE

0.0

Luminaire Locations

0.0

Location
No.

Label

X

Y

MH

Orientation

Tilt

1

LA

5271.87

3136.18

25.00

350.96

0.00

2

LA

5121.09

3123.99

25.00

0.00

0.00

3

LA

5036.04

3255.57

25.00

90.00

0.00

4

LA

5036.30

3331.29

25.00

90.00

0.00

5

LA

5044.63

3500.74

25.00

90.00

0.00

6

LA

5088.24

3401.01

25.00

270.00

0.00

7

LA

5372.08

3121.85

25.00

350.96

0.00

8

LB

5159.81

3324.52

12.00

0.00

0.00

9

LB

5229.02

3293.24

12.00

90.00

0.00

10

LB

5178.32

3262.71

12.00

180.00

0.00

11

LB

5130.21

3262.67

12.00

180.00

0.00

12

LB

5103.97

3293.44

12.00

270.00

0.00

13

LC

5086.69

3193.67

15.00

0.00

0.00

14

LC

5086.69

3177.67

15.00

0.00

0.00

15

LB

5208.31

3324.00

12.00

0.00

0.00

16

LB

5121.94

3324.00

12.00

0.00

0.00

17

LB

5217.56

3262.67

12.00

180.00

0.00

18

LD

5179.27

3424.30

25.00

180.00

0.00

19

LA

5035.90

3568.90

25.00

180.00

0.00

20

LE

5296.12

3331.48

25.00

270.00

0.00

21

LE

5313.04

3218.29

25.00

227.18

0.00

22

LE

5280.12

3384.42

25.00

239.03

0.00

23

LC

5098.69

3193.67

15.00

0.00

0.00

24

LC

5098.69

3177.67

15.00

0.00

0.00

25

LC

5110.69

3193.67

15.00

0.00
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Hartland Township Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Memorandum
Submitted By: David Campbell
Subject:

SP# 524-P - Fiddler Grove (Chestnut Development) Planned Development

Date:

July 9, 2015

Recommended Action
Move to forward REVISED Site Plan Application #524-P, the Preliminary Planned Development Site
Plan for Fiddler Grove, to the Hartland Township Board with a recommendation of conditional approval
subject to the following:
1. The applicant satisfy the conditions of approval recommended by the DPW Director, Township
Engineer, and Fire Marshal on subsequent submittals; and
2. The applicant submit a Development Agreement and condominium documents for review by the
Township Attorney with the Final PD Site Plan; and
3. The applicant revise the Landscape Plan on the Final PD Site Plan submittal per the direction of
the Planning Commission; (and)
4. (Any other conditions of the Planning Commission).

Discussion
Attached the Planning Commission will find the review package for REVISED SP# 524-P - Fiddler
Grove (Chestnut Development), including reviews from the Planning Department, DPW, Engineer, and
Fire Marshall. Also attached is the revised plan submitted by the applicant on July 1, 2015, which the
applicant hopes addresses the outstanding issues noted by the planning Commission during their first
review of this preliminary PD site plan on June 11, 2015. Fiddle Grove is proposed to be developed as 25
detached condominium units on a vacant 9-acre parcel on the south side of M-59 just east of Cullen Road.

Financial Impact

Attachments
SP524P Chestnut REVISED Full Review Packet (PDF)

Packet Pg. 103
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Fiddler Grove_Site Plan_6-30-2015

(PDF)

HartlandLetter5.12.15 (PDF)
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OFFICE OF THE PLANNING DIRECTOR
David R. Campbell, AICP

Clerk
Larry N. Ciofu
Treasurer
Kathleen A. Horning

2655 Clark Road
Hartland, Michigan 48353
(810) 632-7498 Office
(810) 632-6950 Fax
dcampbell@hartlandtwp.com

Trustees
Joseph W. Colaianne
Matthew J. Germane
Glenn E. Harper
Joseph M. Petrucci

MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 8, 2015

To:

Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Chestnut Development (Fiddler Grove)
REVISED Planned Development Preliminary Site Plan,
Application No. 524-P
25 detached condominium units on 9 vacant acres(Parcel ID#4708-29-100-009)

1. Applicant
Applicant – Steve Gronow, Chestnut Development
Property Owner –Chestnut Development LLC (Steve Gronow)
Engineer –Livingston Engineering (David LeClair, PE)
2. Site Description
The subject property is 8.99 vacant acres on the south side of M-59, just east of where Cullen
Road terminates at M-59 (Parcel ID No. 4708-29-100-009). The property is zoned PD-Planned
Development, is designated as Public/Quasi-Public on the 2011 Future Land Use Map, and is
proposed to be re-designated Medium Suburban Density Residential (MSDR) on the inprogress update to the Future Land Use Map. To the east is the Autumn Woods single-family
planned development (zoned PD, Planned Development), and to the west is the San Marino
Meadows single-family development (zoned SR, Suburban Residential). While no wetland
delineation has been submitted, the parcel consists mostly of upland based on wetlands
inventory data provided by Livingston County GIS. The parcel has 450 feet of frontage along M59. While the legal description of the north property line shows that line to lie about 10 feet
south the centerline of M-59, the State’s planned right-of-way map shows a 60’ half right-of-way,
which is where the front property line would lie for the purpose of determining front yard
setbacks. The property is within the service area of municipal water and sanitary sewer.
3. Site History
The Public/Quasi-Public designation was assigned on the Future Lane Use Map because the
property was previously owned by the Presbytery of Detroit, Inc. (purchased in 1993) who
envisioned building a church there. The PD zoning was assigned to the parcel at the same time
as the approval of the Autumn Woods planned development. Likely because of the church use
envisioned for the subject property, no road connections (or allowances for future road
connections) were planned within the Autumn Woods development.
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The applicant submitted two different Planned Development Conceptual Plans for consideration
by the Planning Commission and Township Board. The first Conceptual Plan showed an 18unit single-family site condominium with lot sizes comparable to the Autumn Woods planned
development. That Conceptual Plan went before the Planning Commission on June 26, 2014
and the Township Board on July 22, 2014. A significant portion of the discussion on that
conceptual plan – and multiple subsequent discussions with staff and consultants - centered
around infrastructure improvements, particularly extending the 12” water main to the subject
property’s west property line and looping the main for the proposed development with the
existing 8” stub of the Autumn Woods main.
The applicant submitted a revised Planned Development Conceptual Plan in December 2014,
and that plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on January 29, 2015 and by the
Township Board on March 3, 2015. Both boards centered their conversations around the
proposal’s density, and with that came discussions on building setbacks, open space, and
separation from adjacent single-family developments. Also discussed was M-59 access,
road/sidewalk/emergency connections to neighboring developments, pedestrian amenities and
recreation amenities. The proposed layout of the 25-unit Conceptual Plan submitted in
December 2014 is very similar to the Preliminary Site Plan submitted in May 2015.
The applicant’s Preliminary Planned Development Site Plan was reviewed by the Planning
Commission at a public hearing held on June 11, 2015. The Planning Commission settled on a
list of issues they wished the applicant address on a resubmittal. That resubmittal was received
by the Planning Department on July 1, 2015 and is the focus of the following review letter.
4. Planned Development Procedure
Based on the current standards of the Township’s Zoning Ordinance, approval of a Planned
Development is a three-step process. A Concept Plan, Preliminary Plan, and Final Plan are all
reviewed by the Planning Commission and the Township Board, with the Planning Commission
making a recommendation and the Board having final approval at each step. The process
usually requires a rezoning from the existing zoning district to the Planned Development (PD)
zoning district. As part of the rezoning, a public hearing is held before the Planning Commission
consistent with the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act; this public hearing is held at the same
meeting during which the Planning Commission reviews and makes a recommendation on the
Preliminary Plan. The public hearing for the Preliminary Plan was held on June 11, 2015.
Approval of the Final Plan by the Township Board usually constitutes a rezoning of the subject
property to PD.
In the case of the subject parcel, it was rezoned to PD as part of the Autumn Woods planned
development approval. The subject parcel is zoned PD without an active development plan or
development agreement tied to it. The applicant has not requested a rezoning from PD to any
other zoning classification, so the Township will follow the standard procedure for a planned
development – including a public hearing – even though an actual rezoning to PD is not
required.
It is worth noting that the applicant’s proposal seeks significant deviations from the standards of
the Hartland Township Zoning Ordinance (building setbacks, secondary road access, etc) along
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with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan (residential density), and the Planned Development
process is likely the most favorable means for the applicant to obtain approval of those
deviations.
5. Proposed PreliminarySite Plan
A. General
The applicant proposes a 25-unit detached condominium, or a “traditional” condominium
where the unit is defined as the interior walls inward. Everything from the interior walls
outward (roofs, siding, driveways, yards, etc.) would be common element owned and
maintained by a condominium association. As such, there are no individual lots; no lot
lines, lot area, lot width, individual yards, etc.
The site plan provides the proposed building footprints, which are very similar for most of
the 25 units with the exception of proposed Units 7 and 18, which are shallower. There
is a mix of 40-foot wide units and 42-foot wide; the 40-foot units are single-story ranches
and the 42-foot units feature a second story with optional bonus room. Both include a
finished lower level. Most proposed units feature a 2,400 square foot ground floor
footprint with an attached 2-car garage; approx. 1,800 of first-floor living space plus a
22’x24’ garage. The proposed garages project approx. 6 feet beyond the remainder of
the unit. The applicant has included proposed floor plans for the 40 and 42-foot units,
along with a color rendering of a front building elevation. The applicant has stated that
there will be some variation in the design of the units (colors, siding materials,
architectural features, etc.), but the footprint of each building will be very similar.
A stormwater detention basin is proposed along the south and east perimeter (both
adjacent to the Autumn Woods development).
A 5’ sidewalk is proposed along the M-59 frontage, and along the east side of the
proposed cul-de-sac terminating at proposed Unit 17. A sidewalk on one side of the
proposed road was one of the revisions sought by the Planning Commission during their
review on June 11. The woodchip walking path shown on the plan reviewed by the
Planning Commission on June 11 has been eliminated from the plans in lieu of the
proposed interior sidewalk.
Section 3.1.18.E has specific requirements for the information to be included within a
planned development Preliminary Plan submittal. The original Preliminary Plan
submittal received on April 27, 2015 did not sufficiently address these requirements and
the Planning Department advised the applicant to revise and resubmit. The resubmittal
received on May 20, 2015 addressed enough of the outstanding issues that the Planning
Department made the decision to schedule a public hearing for June 11, 2015. Those
plans were further revised based on the direction the applicant received from the
Planning Commission on June 11.
B. Proposed Density
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Section 3.1.18.C of the Zoning Ordinance states that the residential density in a planned
development shall be consistent with the density designation within the Township’s
Comprehensive Plan and that Plan’s Future Land Use Map. The subject property is
designated Public / Quasi-Public, which is not a residential designation and therefore
does not have a planned residential density. The Planning Commission is currently
working on a 5-year update to the Comprehensive Plan and FLU Map, and the
designation of the subject property is proposed to be Medium Suburban Density
Residential (MDSR, the same designation as the properties adjacent to the east, west
and south). That MDSR designation calls for 1-2 dwelling units per acre (0.5-1 acre per
dwelling unit). Calculated based on gross acreage, the Preliminary Site Plan proposes a
density of 2.78 units per acre, which makes it a higher density than the planned densities
of the properties surrounding it as well as the density proposed on the updated 2015
FLU Map. The Autumn Woods development has 140 units on a gross acreage of 72.6
acres, or 1.93 units per gross acre.
Much of the discussion of the Planning Commission and the Township Board at the
Concept Plan review stage centered around the proposed density of the 25-unit
proposal. Some Planning Commission and Township Board members were generally
favorable to the proposed density, although others indicated they would need to have a
better sense of features including building design, landscaping, sidewalks, open space
amenities, etc. The June 11 meeting of the Planning Commission focused mostly on
those design issues.
C. M-59 Access
A single undivided private road approach on the south side of M-59 is proposed. The
centerline of the proposed private road access is approximately 250 feet east of the
centerline of Cullen Road, 620 east of the centerline of Clover Ridge Drive (San Marino),
and 930 feet west of the centerline of Autumn Glen (Autumn Woods). A deceleration
and acceleration taper are shown on the Preliminary Plan. MDOT Brighton TSC has
stated in written correspondence that an extension of the existing center left turn lane
just west of the proposed driveway would not be warranted based on the number of new
PM peak hour inbound trips generated by 25 new single-family condominiums. MDOT
has repeatedly acknowledged there would be a real safety benefit to accommodate left
turns both in and out of the proposed private road via an easterly extension of the
existing left-turn lane serving Cullen Road, but states that 25 new homes would not
generate enough turning movements to require it.
MDOT states that sight distance to the east is unobstructed, and that sight distance to
the west is about 700 feet where 570 feet is the minimum stopping distance. MDOT
recognizes some safety concerns with the proposed location relative to Cullen Road, but
further states that shifting the proposed driveway in one direction or the other each
comes with its own safety concerns. They have also stated that extending the existing
right-turn taper at Cullen Road further east to act as a bypass lane for the proposed
driveway would be problematic, as westbound vehicles entering the lane to make the
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northbound right turn onto Cullen risk a collision with westbound vehicles using the
pavement as a passing lane to avoid vehicles slowing to make the turn into the proposed
private road.
Section 3.1.18.E.ii.b.i of the Zoning Ordinance requires a traffic impact analysis to be
included as part of a Preliminary Site Plan for a Planned Development. A TIA was
included with the preliminary site plan submittal received on May 20, and is discussed
below.
D. Traffic Generation
As stated above, a review by the MDOT of the 25-unit concept indicated that the volume
of trips to be generated by 25homes would not warrant the requirement of a center left
turn lane at the proposed drive.
The Traffic Impact Analysis included with the revised submittal received on May 20 finds
that the proposed development will generate 240 new trips on an average weekday (9.6
new trips per home); 120 in and 120 out. The TIA assumes a 50/50 split of eastbound
vs. westbound commuter trips, with 7 outbound left turns (to westbound M-59) in the
morning peak hour and 8 inbound left turns from M-59 in the evening peak hour.
Planning Department questions the 50/50 split but it is likely not significant given the
projected traffic volumes. MDOT estimates 11 inbound left turns in the PM peak hour
based on their own calculations.
While the MDOT has not required the applicant make improvements to the State
highway as a condition of approval for approving a private road approach (other than the
standard acceleration / deceleration tapers), one of the requirements of any Planned
Development is for the applicant to provide recognizable and substantial public benefits.
As such, the Township may seek improvements to M-59 above and beyond the
minimums required by MDOT.
The applicant has fulfilled their requirement for submittal of a traffic impact per Section
3.1.18.E of the Zoning Ordinance.
E. Internal Vehicular/Pedestrian Circulation
The proposed private cul-de-sac runs north-to-south and is the only proposed
ingress/egress for the development. The road will be required to meet the Township’s
design and construction standards for a private road serving 25 dwelling units, meaning
it will be required to be built to public road requirements of the Livingston County Road
Commission. The private road component can be approved as part of the overall
Planned Development (as opposed to a separate approval process as is typically
required for a private road proposed as part of a land division).
The terminus of the proposed cul-de-sac is approximately 700 feet from the edge of the
eastbound lane of M-59; private cul-de-sacs longer than 600 feet are to be avoided
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unless there is an opportunity to connect to a through road in the future. Given the
proposed layout and the layout of the developments surrounding the subject property, a
future connection to the proposed cul-de-sac appears unlikely. The Township does
have the authority to allow private roads longer than 600 feet where it can be
demonstrated that it would be impractical to make and/or plan for a secondary
connection. The Planning Commission was favorable toward the length of the proposed
private road during their discussions on June 11, so long as other design requirements
for the road were addressed.
Section 5.23.5.C.xi requires concrete mountable curb for curbed private roads. Details
on Sheet 6 show a 2’ mountable curb for the private road where it is to be constructed
outside of MDOT’s M-59 right-of-way. The Hartland Fire Marshal is also requiring
mountable curb in lieu of secondary access and/or residential sprinklers.
Section 5.23.5 requires a 66’ private road easement for all private roads. That 66’
private road easement is shown on the latest revision to the site plan.
Section 5.23 of the Zoning Ordinance includes the standards for private roads. Section
5.23.5.E.vi states that private roads serving more than 24 dwelling units shall have at
least two points of access to a public road. The proposed private road serves 25 units
with only one point of access (without the benefit of any secondary emergency access)
and therefore exceeds the threshold for a private road with only one point of public
access. The Planned Development approval process grants flexibility for both the
applicant and the Township on adhering to a strict application of the standards of the
Zoning Ordinance, and on June 11 the Planning Commission was favorable toward the
number of units proposed on the private road so long as the road was built with a
mountable curb.
It is Staff’s understanding that the Planning Commission was favorable toward the
proposed private road’s length (greater than 600 feet with no secondary access) and the
number of units served (25 proposed, where 24 is the limit for private roads with no
secondary access) so long as the road met all other applicable design and dimensional
requirements for a private road.
The plans show a pavement width of 24’, plus mountable curb and gutter. The
Township Engineer’s review letter speaks to the design of the proposed private road.
A 5-foot concrete sidewalk is proposed along the site’s frontage, along with a 5’ internal
sidewalk along the east side of the proposed road. An internal sidewalk on only one side
of the proposed road was considered favorably by the Planning Commission during the
June 11 public hearing.
While Staff contends that consideration of non-motorized connections to neighboring
residential developments is also advisable, we recognize the aversion of the
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homeowners in the neighboring residential developments. No such connections are
proposed.
F. Setbacks
Section 3.1.18.C.vi.a of the Zoning Ordinance establishes minimum setbacks for a
planned development in the absence of specific design details (a “Pattern Book”).
These minimum setbacks for the overall development have been satisfied, relative to
setbacks from M-59 and from the perimeter property lines. However, Section
3.1.18.C.vi.b(1) requires a minimum spacing of 30 feet between all single family
structures in a planned development. The Preliminary Site Plan shows the units
generally separated by 20 feet. The 20 feet of spacing proposed is consistent with the
minimum side yard setbacks approved for the units within Autumn Woods, and is
consistent with the minimum side yard setback requirement for the MDR – Medium
Density Residential zoning district. Section 3.1.18.C does not include any minimum front
of rear yard setbacks, but states that those setbacks shall be based on good planning
and design principals. Front setbacks are measured from the road right-of-way or – in
the case of private roads – the road easement. The proposed private road is to include
a 66’ easement as required by the Zoning Ordinance. Most of the units are
approximately 45 feet from the centerline of the proposed road; with a 33-foot half rightof-way, this equates to a proposed front setback of approximately 12 feet. The garage
doors of the proposed homes would be approx. 30 feet from the curb of the proposed
road; as a comparison, homes in Autumn Woods are approx. 45 feet from the curb.The
minimum front and rear setbacks within Autumn Woods are 30 and 25 feet respectively,
which is also the minimum required in the MDR zoning district.
The plan shows a dedication of an additional 50 feet of M-59 right-of-way, creating a
front property line consistent with those along the neighboring properties on either side.
The northern wall of proposed Units 1 and 25 would be 55 feet from the front property
line, meaning the closest a home would be to the southern edge of the eastbound M-59
through-lane pavement would be about 95 feet. For reference, this would be
approximately the same distance as the house on Lot 1 of Autumn Woods, which is the
closest house to the highway in that development. The closest house to M-59 along
Clover Ridge Drive to the west (San Marino) is about 180 feet to the edge of the road.
G. Utilities
The original Concept Plan was the focus of much discussion as it pertained to municipal
water service. Section 2.1.4 of the Township’s Engineering Design Standards requires
watermains in new developments be installed from boundary to boundary; the “to-andthrough” requirement. The applicant’s contention was that extending the 12” watermain
across the subject property’s frontage was cost-prohibitive for an 18-unit development.
As a means of finding a reasonable accommodation, the Township offered some
significant concessions to a strict application of the to-and-through requirement.
Particularly, the Township offered to allow the applicant to extend the 12” water main not
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along the property’s M-59 right-of-way frontage, but at the southern end of the subject
property where a utility easement already exists south of Unit 61 in San Marino
Meadows. Further, despite that the Design Standards requirement of ductile iron for
water main, the Township was willing to allow a directional bore of HDPE (plastic) pipe
from Chestnut’s south property line through the common space of Autumn Woods to the
easement south of Lot 61; allowing the directional bore of plastic pipe would save the
applicant some cost and would preserve the existing vegetation within the off-site
common area.The Township offered these concessions as a means of looping the
proposed water system within Chestnut to the existing system through Autumn Woods, a
mutually-beneficial solution. These concessions by the Township were a good-faith
effort to accommodate the applicant’s proposal, satisfy the intent of the Township’s
design standards, and provide a public benefit in terms of enhancing fire safety and
water service reliability.
The 25-unit detached condominium proposal shows an 12” connection to the 12”
watermain stub near Chestnut’s east property line. That 12” connection would extend
across a portion of Chestnut’s frontage and from there into Chestnut’s development at
the proposed private road entrance, and follow the 66’ road easement south through the
development. The Preliminary Site Plan then shows that watermain extending through
the southwest corner of Chestnut’s property, and a note indicates it will connect to the
existing stub of Autumn Woods’ 8” system. This connection would create a system loop
through Autumn Woods, and would satisfy the Township’s to-and-through requirement of
a 12” main stubbed south of San Marino Meadows Unit 61. A note has been included
that acquisition of the necessary easement to extend the 12” HDPE water main through
the existing wooded common element of Autumn Woods would be the Township’s
responsibility. It is unclear if public utility easements already exist within this common
element.
20 water REU’s have been assessed to the subject property; 25 units are proposed
(each requiring 1 REU). DPW’s review of the Preliminary Site Plan includes discussion
on the acquisition costs of those Water and sewer REU’s.
The plan shows stormwater detention basins around the east and south perimeter, outletting to the southwest corner of the site. The Township Engineer’s preliminary review
of the stormwater management plan is attached, where they recommend preliminary
approval conditional upon items to be addressed on construction plans.
H. Design Details
The Planned Development Preliminary Plan submittal did not include a “Pattern Book”
per se, but did include what appear to be draft marketing materials that provide some of
the design detail information typically included in a pattern book. This includes
information on the style of homes envisioned (price points, size, height, architecture,
building materials, garage door orientation, etc.). Based on direction received from the
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Planning Commission on June 11, Sheet 3 now includes a detail of the two proposed
park benches within the cul-de-sac’s landscape island.
I.

Open Space
Section 3.1.18.C requires a Planned Development to include open space; at a minimum,
that open space should meet the requirements of the site’s previous zoning district. In
this case, the minimum should be the open space requirement for the MDR zoning
district, which is 25%. Of that 25%, 10% must be usable open space. The updates to
Sheet L1 of the revised Preliminary PD Site Plan include a measurement of 3.25 acres
of “open area”, which appears to be defined as the areas 25 feet or greater from the rear
of the 25 proposed units. Open space is defined in the Zoning Ordinance as land
“planned, developed and maintained for appropriate recreational and other open space
uses for the anticipated occupants of the housing”, and 3.25 acres is the equivalent of
36.2% of the gross acreage. Note on Sheet L1 states that 2.44 acres of the 3.25 acres
of open area is usable open space, totaling 27% of the gross site area. The calculation
of usable open space did not include the proposed detention ponds.

J. Landscaping
In addition to the Landscaping and Screening requirements of Section 5.11 of the Zoning
Ordinance discussed in detail below, Planned Developments are also subject to the
landscaping requirements of Section 3.1.18.C as follows:
i.
General site requirements
 Required – All unpaved portions shall be planted with grass, groundcover
or other suitable plant material with irrigation
 Proposed – Landscape Plan (Sheet L1) includes Note 9 and 10
confirming groundcover via seeded lawn.
 Meets Requirment? – Yes
 Staff comment - None
ii.
Landscaping adjacent to roads – Applicable only to commercial/office/industrial
Planned Developments; defer to Sec. 5.11 (see comments below)
iii.
Berms – Applicable only to off-street parking lots
iv.
Screening - Applicable only to commercial/office/industrial Planned
Developments; defer to Sec. 5.11 (see comments below)
v.
Parking lot landscaping – Applicable only to off-street parking lots
vi.
Standards for plant material – Shall comply with the Sec. 5.11 (see comments
below)
vii.
Treatment of existing plant material
 Required - Where healthy plant material exists and is proposed to remain,
the Township may permit substitution of existing for required
 Proposed – Some existing vegetation along east and west property line
(some of which is “natural”, some of which appears to be planted by
adjacent property owners on the subject property) to remain and be
supplemented by 75 8’ spruce trees to create a minimum 8’ screen of the
higher density residential use
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viii.

Meets Requirement? – TBD
Staff Comment – Sheet 2 (Existing Conditions) provides an inventory of
the existing trees along the site’s perimeter, including size, species and
condition. The sheet also indicates which of the existing trees are to be
removed, which is relatively limited (less than 25%). The trees to remain
are inventories as being a mix of cottonwood, birch, oak and other native
species mostly inventoried in “Fair” to Good” condition. The Planning
Commission may consider allowing this existing vegetation to remain in
lieu of new plantings if it is their determination that doing so meets the
spirit and intent of the respective landscaping requirements. Particularly
the screening and buffering requirements discussed below. During their
discussion on June 11, Planning Commission’s direction was to fill in
more of the gaps in the perimeter landscaping between the existing
vegetation to remain and the new trees proposed.
Buffering of nonresidential uses – Applicable only to non-residential uses

The Landscaping and Screening requirements of Section 5.11 apply to a Planned
Development, including in this case the screening/buffering requirements between the
proposed development relative to the lower-density developments adjacent (Autumn
Woods and San Marino). The applicable standards of Section 5.11 are as follows:
i.
Greenbelt along public and private roads (Sec. 5.11.2.C)
 Required – A natural-appearing 20’ greenbelt along public road frontage,
consisting of 1 canopy tree every 30 linear feet (up to 50% evergreen
trees may be substituted); 3 ornamental trees or evergreen shrub for the
first 40 feet and 1 additional for every 20 feet thereafter; 15’ landscape
area along the internal private road with 1 canopy or evergreen tree every
30 feet; 450 feet of M-59 frontage equals 15 canopy trees (8 of which
could be evergreens) and 24 ornamental trees or evergreen shrubs along
M-59 frontage; 1000 linear feet of internal private road equals 33
canopy/evergreen trees
 Proposed – 16 trees (12 canopy trees and preservation of 4 existing
evergreens) and 21 junipers along M-59 greenbelt; 33 interior street trees
 Meets Requirement? – TBD; applicant seeking credit for four existing
evergreens to satisfy the M-59 greenbelt requirement
 Staff Comment –Planning Commission sought a more natural planting
pattern of the M-59 greenbelt; revised plans show the 12 proposed
deciduous trees along M-59 in a less linear pattern.
ii.
Foundation
 Required - Typically applicable to non-residential buildings.
 Proposed – Sheet 6 provides a detail for the proposed landscaping
adjacent to each unit, consisting of a landscape bed at the front of each
unit. So landscaping shown along the side or rear of each unit.
 Meets Requirement? - TBD
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iii.
iv.

v.

vi.

Staff Comment –Planning Commission might consider requiring additional
plantings around the sides and rear of each individual unit.
Parking lot – Not applicable
Retention/detention facilities
 Required – Natural/free-formed pond(s) not to exceed a 1-on-5 slope; 1
tree and 10 medium shrubs OR 1 tree and 6 large shrubs per 50 feet of
pond perimeter; applicant measures 1750 linear feet of pond perimeter,
equaling 35 trees and 350 shrubs
 Proposed – 11 trees and 222 shrubs
 Meets Requirement? - TBD
 Staff Comment – Applicant has revised the proposed landscaping around
the detention basins to address Planning Commission comments
received on June 11. This includes an effort to “naturalize” the plantings
around the detention ponds, by replacing the previously-proposed
junipers, arborvitaes and yews with viburnums, dogwoods and
bayberries. Planting patterns have also revised to be more free-form
rather than regimented. Applicant “swapped” shrubs on the exterior of
the ponds for additional perimeter screening trees (see discussion below).
Monument signs – Monument sign landscaping will be reviewed and approved as
part of a Sign Permit applicant should be aware of the standards of Section
5.11.2 as those standards pertain to monument sign landscaping
Screening and buffering
 Required – A visual screen of at least 8 feet along east, west and south
property lines; if evergreens, spaced a max. 12 feet on center in a
clustered or staggered pattern of varying heights to create a natural
appearance; 2090 feet of perimeter with trees a maximum of 12 feet on
center equals 174 trees
 Proposed – 75 8’ spruce trees, supplemented by existing trees to remain
 Meets Requirement - No
 Staff Comment – Tree quantities are insufficient and are a uniform 8’
in height. They appear to be clustered and staggered for a relatively
natural appearance but with some gaps along the south and east
property lines that do not appear to be filled in by existing trees to
remain. Planning Commission has and should continue to uphold
the requirement for a variation in evergreen tree height, including
trees up to 12 feet in height. Planning Commission must approve
crediting existing vegetation in lieu of new vegetation, and could require
screening be supplemented by a berm and/or shrubs. Information on that
vegetation to remain is detailed on Sheet 2. Considering that the
applicant is asking for a waiver of a requirement for almost evergreen
trees of up to 12 feet in height, the Planning Commission should be
thoroughly confident that preserving the existing trees to remain satisfies
the intent screening & buffering requirements at least as well as would
those trees.
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K. Exterior Lighting
No exterior lighting appears to be proposed. No photometric plan was submitted.
Applicant to confirm that no interior lighting is proposed (with the likely exception of lights
installed to home exteriors)
L. Impact on Existing Residential Developments
The proposed development is adjacent on three sides (east-west-south) to existing
single-family residential (Autumn Woods and San Marino Meadows). Sheet 2 includes
an Existing Conditions survey, and Sheet 4 is the Preliminary Grading Plan. Existing
trees to be removed have been identified on Sheet 2. Previous reviews recommended
the equivalent of a demolition/removal plan be provided identifying the trees,
landscaping, structures and/or other improvements to be removed as part of site
grading along with an “Extent of Disturbance” line. While the resubmittal did not
include this, the grading plan makes it apparent that the applicant intends to
grade right up to the adjacent property lines.
The existing conditions survey (Sheet 2) identifies improvements including improved
yards and gardens encroaching on the subject property that will presumably be removed
as part of site grading. It would certainly be a good faith effort by the applicant to
provide notice to the homeowners so they have an opportunity to salvage as much as
they can prior to site grading. Planning Commission directed the applicant on June 11 to
reach out to the homeowners affected by the pending site work; we are not aware of the
progress the applicant made in this regard.
6. Recognizable Benefit(s)
One of the eligibility criteria for a planned development is that it “shall result in a recognizable
and substantial benefit to the ultimate users of the project and to the community, and shall result
in a higher quality of development than could be achieved under conventional zoning”.
The applicant (Mr. Gronow) has provided a written statement of recognizable benefits dated
May 12, 2015. He outlines his offer of benefits into four categories; filling a housing market
void, precluding the potential development of a more intensive use, energy-efficient
construction, and the extension of the water main beyond his property to create the loop with
Autumn Woods. The Planning Department’s understanding is that the Township certainly does
not contest the obvious service and safety benefits of a water loop with Autumn Woods, but
recognizes it could be argued that extending the water main to that point is a positive accessory
to satisfaction of the Township’s “to-and-through” requirement for extending water main to the
next adjacent property.
It will ultimately be up to the applicant, Planning Commission, and the Township Board to come
to an agreement on the extent to which a recognizable benefit shall be provided for the
proposed development.
7. Legal Documents

Attachment: SP524P Chestnut REVISED Full Review Packet (1743 : SP# 524-P - Fiddler Grove (Chestnut Development) Planned Development)

8.a.a

Packet Pg. 116

Planned Development Preliminary Plan #524-P
Chestnut Development / Fiddler Grove
Revised and Resubmitted per Planning Commission Direction
Page 13 of 15

In addition to a legally-binding Development Agreement to be reviewed by the Township
Attorney, the applicant will be required to submit the legal documents for the condominium
(master deed, bylaws, private road maintenance agreement, etc). This documentation will
be required if an when the plan progresses to the Final PD Site Plan stage; at this
Preliminary stage, the Planning Commission and the Township Board should be
prepared to provide the applicant feedback on the recognizable benefits he proposes
since those recognizable benefits will be memorialized in the Development
Agreement.
Planning Commission Direction on June 11, 2015
As discussed throughout this review letter, the applicant received valuable feedback from the
Planning Commission during the public hearing held on June 11, 2015. The approved meeting
minutes reflect twelve specific directives from the Planning Commission; those twelve directives
are listed below, with Staff comments following each:
1. Show sidewalks on one side of the road
Staff comment: 5’ sidewalk proposed along east side of proposed private rod, terminating in
from of proposed unit #17.
2. Delete woodchip trails
Staff comment: Woodchip path has been eliminated.
3. Change road construction to reflect mountable curbs and the full 66’ road easement
Staff comment: Site plan shows a 66’ private road easement. Details on Page 6 show a 2’
mountable curb on either side of the 24’ private road.
4. Provide all details on the proposed park construction including bench materials (usually
pictures are provided)
Staff comment: Bench detail provided on Page 3. No other known “park” amenities.
5. Show landscape changes proposed for the cul-de-sac
Staff comment: 10 deciduous trees now proposed within the cul-de-sac island where 7 had
previously been proposed.
6. Explain how any damage to natural features due to boring will be mitigated
Staff comment: No information provided within the revised submittal. Conversations with the
applicant’s engineer indicate a boring pit will be required at either end of the directional bore,
and any existing vegetation within the approx. 10’ diameter of either pit will have to be
removed. Bore is intended to be deep enough to not affect the roots of the existing
vegetation.
7. Provide the useable open space calculation on the plan
Staff comment: Calculation provided on Sheet L1, showing 2.44 acres of usable open space
(27% of the gross acreage).
8. Naturalize the landscape plan
Staff comment: Detailed landscape plan review comments provided above. More perimeter
trees in lieu of detention pond shrubs. Detention pond shrubs are now deciduous rather
than evergreen in an attempt to be more natural. Shrubs are oriented to be more natural
and less regimented.
9. Show all retaining wall details
Staff comment: Detail on Sheet 6 shows a boulder retaining wall of a “random stone mix”.
Retaining wall extents shown on Sheet 4; walls required along a portion of the west property
line and most of the south property line.
10. Provide landscape plans for each individual unit
Staff comment: Sheet 6 shows a landscape plan for each unit, consisting mostly of a planter
bed on the entry side of each proposed driveway. Beds shown to have a combination of
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ornamental trees, shrubs, and perennials. No landscaping shown along each unit’s sides or
rear.
11. Involve the neighbors in resolving screening/buffering issues (particularly important if this is
to be considered a recognizable benefit)
Staff comment: No information provided on whether this issue is being addressed.
12. Show all encroachments on the demolition plan to alert neighbors as necessary
Staff comment: Grading plan on Sheet 4 is intended to convey that site grading will advance
all the way to the south property line, eliminating the encroachment of lawns, gardens, etc.
Staff is not aware of whether the applicant has made any attempts to discuss with affected
property owners.
Hartland Township DPW Review
The DPW Director submitted a review letter dated May 5, 2015 (attached). DPW is
recommending approval of the plan as proposed, subject to the applicant acquiring the
necessary 25 sewer REU’s and 5 water REU’s, and providing the necessary utility connection
detail on the forthcoming construction plans.The recommendations of that letter still apply to the
resubmittal received on July 1, 2015.
Engineer’s Review
The Township Engineer reviewed the Preliminary Site Plan in a letter dated May 4, 2015
(attached). Engineer recommends approval with conditions. The recommendations of that
letter still apply to the resubmittal received on Jul 1, 2015.
Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Review
The Hartland-Deerfield Fire Marshal submitted a review letter dated July 8, 2015 (attached).
Recommendation
The Planning Department believes that the proposal for Fiddler Grove was met with general
favor by both the Planning Commission and the Township Board at the Conceptual PD stage
with respect to use, density, and layout. On June 11, the Planning Commission indicated
Fiddler Grove to be a Preliminary Planned development Site Plan that could advance to the
Township Board with a positive recommendation so long as certain issues were addressed on a
revised submittal. Planning Department staff believes that the applicant has addressed the
majority of these issues on the revised plan, and that those still outstanding could be addressed
at the Final Planned Development Plan approval stage.
As such, the recommendation of the Planning Department is for the Planning Commission to
forward Site Plan Application #524-P to the Township Board with a recommendation of
conditional approval, subject to the following:
1. A determination by the Planning Commission that the proposed landscape plan satisfies
the intent of Section 5.11, particularly the use of existing vegetation in lieu of new
plantings to satisfy the greenbelt and perimeter screening-buffering requirements;
2. Confirmation by the Planning Commission that the recognizable benefits as proposed by
the applicant are acceptable.
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Planned Development Preliminary Plan #524-P
Chestnut Development / Fiddler Grove
Revised and Resubmitted per Planning Commission Direction
Page 15 of 15

A recommendation of approval by the Planning Commission should be conditional upon the
following:
1. The applicant satisfy the conditions of approval of the DPW Director, Township
Engineer, and Fire Marshal on subsequent submittals; and
2. The applicant submit a Development Agreement and condominium documents for
review by the Township Attorney with the Final PD Site Plan; and
3. The applicant revise the Landscape Plan on the Final PD Site Plan submittal to satisfy
any remaining issues as determined by the Planning Commission; and
4. (Any other conditions of the Planning Commission).
Recommended Motion
Should the Planning Commission agree with the recommendation of Staff as discussed above,
the following motion language is recommended:
Move to forward Site Plan Application #524-P, the Preliminary Planned Development Site Plan
for Fiddler Grove, to the Hartland Township Board with a recommendation of conditional
approval subject to the following:
1. The applicant satisfy the conditions of approval recommended by the DPW Director,
Township Engineer, and Fire Marshal on subsequent submittals; and
2. The applicant submit a Development Agreement and condominium documents for
review by the Township Attorney with the Final PD Site Plan; and
3. The applicant revise the Landscape Plan on the Final PD Site Plan submittal per the
direction of the Planning Commission; and
4. (Any other conditions of the Planning Commission).
Attachments:

Cc:

Revised Preliminary Planned Development Site Plan submittal received July 1, 2015
(including plan sheets and applicant’s statement of recognizable benefits dated May 12,
2015)
Vicinity Aerial
DPW review dated May 5, 2015
Twp Engineer review dated May 4, 2015
Fire Marshal review dated July 8, 2015
Planning Commission minutes of June 11, 2015

Chestnut Development
Steve Gronow
steviegronow@comcast.net
Livingston Engineering
David LeClair, PE
david@livingstoneng.com
Twp Engineer (via email)
Twp Attorney (via email)
DPW Director (via email)
Fire Marshal (via email)
Livingston County Building Official (via email)
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
2655 Clark Road
Hartland MI 48353
Phone: (810) 632-7498
Fax: (810) 632-6950
www.hartlandtwp.com

MEMO
TO:

David Campbell, Planning Director

FROM

Robert West, Public Works Director

DATE:

May 5, 2015

RE :

[X] Prelim Site Plan Review

DEVELOPMENT NAME:

Fiddler Grove (by Chestnut Development)
#4708-29-100-009

APPLICATION #

524P

[ ] Land Use Permit

[ ] Parcel Split

[ ] Other

Preliminary Site Plans for the Fiddler Grove development propose 25 residential lots. REUs are
assigned 1.0 per residential dwelling. Thus, prior to development, owner will need to purchase
25 Sewer and 5 Water REUs (Residential Equivalency Units).

Owned
Required
Cost Each
Total Due Each
TOTAL REU COST

Sewer REUs
0
25
$8,467.89
$211,697.25

Water REUs
20
25
$4,916.67
$24,583.35
$236,280.60

I approve the Fiddler Grove preliminary site plan subject to inclusion of the following details on
the construction plans:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Water main material and sizes
Water service lead location, size and materials including fittings
Sanitary sewer material and sizes
Sanitary sewer connection detail sheet
Transition detail from force main to gravity
Monitoring manhole for sewer connection and location
Hydrant model (EJ5BR) shown on plans

Please feel free to contact me with any further questions or comments regarding this matter,
and thank you for your time.

Robert M. West
Public Works Director
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May 4, 2015

PRINCIPALS
George E. Hubbell
Thomas E. Biehl
Walter H. Alix
Keith D. McCormack
Nancy M. D . Faught
Daniel W. Mitchell
Jesse B. VanDeCreek
Roland N. Alix
SENIOR ASSOCIATES
Gary J. Tressel
Kenneth A. Melchior
Randal L. Ford
William R. Davis
Dennis J. Benoit
Robert F. DeFrain
Thomas D. LaCross
Albert P. Mickalich
ASSOCIATES
Jonathan E. Booth
Michael C. MacDonald
Marvin A. Olane
Marshall J. Grazioli
James F. Burton
Donna M. Martin
Charles E. Hart
Colleen L. Hill-Stramsak
Bradley W. Shepler
Karyn M. Stickel

Hartland Township
2655 Clark Road
Hartland, MI 48353
Attn:

Mr. David Campbell, Planning Director

Re:

Preliminary Site Plan Review
Fiddler Grove
Section 29, Hartland Township
Site Plan Application No. 524P

Dear Mr. Campbell:
As requested, this office has reviewed the plans for the above project as prepared by Livingston
Engineering (plans dated April 23, 2015, received by the Township on April 27, 2015). We
have the following comments:
General
1.

All permits are to be obtained prior to the start of construction. At this time, the permits for
this development may include: MDOT ROW, MDEQ Sanitary Sewer & Water Main
Construction; LCDC Soil Erosion & Sanitary Sewer; Hartland Township Sanitary Sewer
and Water Main Construction.

Water Supply
1.

The proposed water supply improvements must be designed in accordance with Hartland
Township Engineering Design Standards.

2.

The plans indicate that a 12 inch water main will be extended through the site from M-59
to the existing Autumn Woods water main stub south of the site. The offsite water main
improvements will need to be shown from this site to the Autumn Woods connection point.

3.

The alignment of the water main shall be adjusted so the pipe is not located under the
island or pavement at the rear of the site.

HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC.
OFFICE: 105 W. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843
PHONE: 517.552.9199
FAX: 517.552.6099
WEBSITE: www.hrc-engr.com
EMAIL: info@hrc-engr.com

HRC Job No. 20150359.20

Sanitary Sewer
1.

The proposed sanitary sewer must be designed in accordance with Hartland Township
Engineering Design Standards.

2.

The plans show the existing sanitary sewer along M-59 will be extended to the high point
in the middle of the site to provide gravity service to some of the lots while the remainder
of the sites will be serviced by a low pressure grinder pump system.

3.

The alignment of the proposed sanitary sewer in front of lots 1 thru 4 shall be adjusted so
that the main is located outside of the proposed pavement.

Storm Drainage
1.

The proposed storm water collection system must be designed in accordance with Hartland
Township Engineering Design Standards.

Y:\201503\20150359\06_Corrs\Design\2015_05_04_FiddlerGrove_PrelimSitePlanReview.docx
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Hartland Township
Fiddler Grove
May 4, 2015
HRC Job Number 20150359.20
Page 2 of 2

2.

A sediment forebay should be included in the proposed detention ponds.

3.

The storm sewer system of Autumn Woods accounted for drainage from a portion of this
site. The developer’s engineer should confirm the connection location and conveyance of
this site’s drainage into the Autumn Woods storm sewer system.

4.

A detention basin maintenance agreement will be required to be submitted prior to as-built
plan approval.

Paving & Grading
1.

The proposed paving and grading improvements must be designed in accordance with
Hartland Township Engineering Design Standards.

2.

A Michigan Department of Transportation right-of-way permit is required for the proposed
M-59 approach improvements, storm water drainage discharge, and any necessary
improvements such as a passing lane.

3.

Eight (8) inches of Class II sand subbase should be shown in the asphalt pavement section,
in accordance with Township Engineering Design Standards.

Subject to these items being addressed in future plan submittals; we have no objection to the
approval of the proposed preliminary site plan. One (1) complete set of the site plan should be
submitted to the Township Planning Department for review.
If you have any questions or require any additional information, please contact the undersigned.
Very truly yours,
HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC.

Michael P. Darga, P.E.
MPD/mpd
pc:

Hartland Twp; B. West; D. Lutz; M. Bernardin
HRC; R. Alix, J. Booth, File

Y:\201503\20150359\06_Corrs\Design\2015_05_04_FiddlerGrove_PrelimSitePlanReview.docx
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HARTLAND DEERFIELD FIRE AUTHORITY

FIRE MARSHALS OFFICE
Hartland Area Fire Dept.
3205 Hartland Road
Hartland, MI. 48353-1825

Voice: (810) 632-7676
Fax: (810) 632-2176
E-Mail: firemarshal@hartlandareafire.com

July 8, 2015
TO:

Planning Commission
Attn: Zoning Department
Hartland Township
2655 Clark Road
Hartland, MI 48353

RE:

Application # 524P, request for Site Plan, for Chestnut Development/Fiddler Grove.

Based upon review of the site plan stamped received by Hartland Township on 7/1/2015, the project was drawn
as being within the requirements for accessibility.

The Fire Marshals Office approves the submittal of Application # 524P. Any revised drawings affecting the
Fire Department must be submitted for review.

Yours In Fire Safety,

Michael R. Bernardin
Michael R. Bernardin - Fire Marshal

cc: Fire Chief, Division Files
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1. Call to Order - THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN LARRY FOX AT 7:00
PM
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Roll Call
PRESENT: Joe Colaianne, Thomas Murphy, Larry Fox, Jeff Newsom, Sue Grissim, Michael Mitchell
ABSENT: Keith Voight (Excused)

4. Approval of Meeting Agenda - June 11, 2015
a.

Motion to approve meeting agenda for June 11, 2015
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
EXCUSED:

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Sue Grissim, Commissioner
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell
Voight

5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
a.

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - May 28, 2015 7:00 PM
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
EXCUSED:

ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Sue Grissim, Commissioner
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell
Voight

6. Call to Public
No public came forward (most were there for Fiddler Grove public hearing)

7. Public Hearing
a.

SP# 524-P - Fiddler Grove Preliminary PD Site Plan

a. Site Plan #524-P - Fiddlers Grove Preliminary PD Site Plan
Chair Fox first explained the public hearing process, then opened the hearing at 7:04 by asking for an overview
of the project from the Director. Director stated that the site plan is for 25 condominium units on 9 acres on the
south side of M-59; the applicant is on step 6 of a 12 step process. This is the preliminary stage and a public
hearing is required at this step; there is still a final site plan process that must take place. He explained that this
project is a traditional condominium project where all common area is jointly owned; it has one access point.
The Planning Department’s report included a review of all aspects of the project, highlighting the access,
internal circulation, landscaping, architectural design, and impact on neighboring residences. For approval of a
Planned Development, there is also an additional standard of providing a recognizable benefit that is considered
above and beyond standard requirements. In this case the primary benefit cited is extension of the water main
to loop the existing Autumn Woods system. The Planning Department is recommending approval only upon
satisfaction of various conditions and shortcomings currently found in the plan.
Chair Fox then asked the applicant for an overview. The applicant’s representative stated that the Director
outlined the project well, and he then described the project history. Key issues addressed include buffering the
neighboring development and providing pedestrian circulation; he said that a tree survey was done and the
landscaping was modified to increase buffering. He also highlighted those changes intended to address other
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Planning Commission concerns. Sidewalks are now proposed along one side of the cul-de-sac. Following these
two presentations, Chair Fox asked that members of the public with questions to come forward.
Mr. Berry on Clover Ridge asked about the impact on the installation of a 12’ water main to existing
landscaping, and whether the trees will remain.
Mr. Wyeth on Clover Ridge asked about setbacks and expressed concern about proximity considering the lot
sizes and density of the surrounding development. He also said that the project cannot be guaranteed to be only
a retirement community.
Mr. Casper on Four Seasons Dr. commented on the how the demarcation between his lot and the proposed
development would be maintained, and could this be an element in the development agreement. He also asked
about water runoff and whether the detention pond would be “wet”. He questioned a southern dimension, as
well as the financial viability of the builder.
Mr. Mack on Four Seasons Dr. said that his biggest concern was the boring that will occur in his back yard and
the impact on trees, along with supporting the comments his neighbor made.
Mr. Tatford on Inverness in Highland Township indicated that he said they had been trying to move into
Hartland for a number of years but little was available; and this location would meet his needs. He also asked
about the water supply.
Chair Fox closed the public hearing at 7:30 and asked the applicant to address the issues in the review letter
along with the questions posed by the public. The Director said that this property was once intended for a
church, and was also previously proposed as an assisted living facility.
The applicant’s representative began by explaining the lot widths relative to adjacent subdivisions; density will
be slightly higher than neighboring development. Murphy asked about the location of the sidewalk,
emphasizing the importance of community walkability; he questioned whether a sidewalk on one side is
sufficient. He said that most condos in Hartland have sidewalks on both sides of the street. The applicant was
asked to explain the rationale for sidewalks on only one side explaining that in part, it was to accommodate
parking. Chair Fox asked for opinions; Colaianne said one side would probably work and he could go either
way, Grissim agreed that one side would likely be sufficient. She said what was most important was access to
M-59; Newsom agreed that one side would be fine. Murphy stated his preference for sidewalks on both sides.
It was agreed that the plan would show sidewalks on one side in lieu of the woodchip trail.
Chair Fox opened the discussion on density. The proposed density is 2.7 units per acre. Chair Fox indicated
that the density had been preliminarily accepted at the conceptual stage. Newsom asked about the sales price - it
is to be the low $300’s. He stated that 25 homes at that price range would not negatively impact neighboring
property values.
The discussion moved to road improvements and the Director relayed that traffic counts do not warrant
improvements on M-59. He also said that off-site road improvements could be requested as a recognizable
benefit. Newsom expressed concern about the capacity on M-59 in that location. The Director explained that
requiring a turn lane would actually increase the potential for conflict, and the traffic study does not warrant a
center left turn lane. Newsom suggested that extending the 45 mph speed limit could be an option. No changes
were recommended as a result of the traffic discussion.
Chair Fox asked the Director to address the Fire Marshal’s review. The cul-de-sac is in excess of the 600’
allowed by the Ordinance, necessitating consideration of secondary access. Also, per the Ordinance, the
number of units allowed on one point of access is 24. Because this is a Planned Development, however, there
can be some deviation from the requirements. Chair Fox said that meetings on this topic did occur, and at their
conclusion, the Fire Marshal did state that if there is mountable curb, he would be satisfied with the project as
is. The Planning Commission would have to concur. Chair Fox asked if the Planning Commission is willing to
accept an additional unit, as well as a cul-de-sac over 700’. The mountable curb, which provides for a 28’ road
width, allows for somewhat of an access alternative. Discussion ensued on the practicality of the road width.
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Colaianne asked what the benefits to the Township would be in exchange for allowing flexibility. Mitchell said
he was fine with 25 units but suggested that parking be perhaps limited toone side. Murphy also said he had no
issue with 25 units. The spacing between units is proposed to be 20’, and this was agreeable to the Commission
members. Discussion occurred on the width of the required private road easement (66’), indicating that the full
width must be shown in accordance with Ordinance requirements.
The discussion moved to the park design, which is proposed to be a largely open area with benches. Newsom
said that benches are never used in such park areas, and more landscaping might be preferable. Chair Fox said
that landscaping may soften the effect of headlights and asked if an alternative could be considered; he then
asked about the definition of useable open space. Grissim suggested that an alternative to address both issues
could be considered, perhaps incorporating a hedge into the design.
The next topic discussed was utilities. Chair Fox reiterated the public questions on utility issues. The applicant
explained the water main connection proposed, indicating that the technology for directional bores is such that
there should be very minimal impact to the trees. Newsom asked if anything was in place to replace the
vegetation if damaged; Chair Fox asked that this concept be incorporated. The Director said an easement will
need to be established. The drainage plan was explained; the ponds are small and will largely be wet. Chair
Fox brought up the question on the water supply - the Director described the water main extension and proposed
loop.
Chair Fox redirected discussion to useable open space. The applicant’s representative estimated that 60% of the
open space was useable. Colaianne asked about the detention pond in the open space and whether it utilizes
new technology - the response was that this type of design is considered a best practice. The definition of
“useable” was discussed, which was, per the Director, to be suitable for active recreation.
The landscape plan and tree survey were reviewed next, with focus on the screening/buffering requirements.
Chair Fox said that the existing vegetation should remain, but questioned whether the supplemental materials
(specifically the arborvitae) were “natural”. Grissim questioned the “continual screen” requirement, agreeing
that the natural vegetation should be preserved. She asked if there were existing plants beyond the boundary
not shown on the plan. The applicant’s representative described the overall landscape plan, stating that the
focus was buffering residences. Grissim proposed more natural groupings, less formal than presently shown,
particularly near the detention ponds. She also suggested different, more naturalistic plant materials. Newsom
asked that the applicant to work with adjacent property owners to ensure screening was adequate; Chair Fox
agreed. Chair Fox also asked that substitutions be provided for the arborvitae indicating that he did not believe
these appeared to be appropriate in a natural setting. Grissim offered comments on alternative species and
agreed that gaps should be filled. She also asked for an explanation on what appeared to be a retaining wall; a
detail needs to be added. It was agreed that the intent of the greenbelt was largely met, but some staggering was
recommended by Grissim. Unit landscaping was the last item discussed; Grissim commented positively but
suggested less uniformity in the street tree plan. Regarding the proposed demolition/grading plan, it was
requested that more detail be added in order to provide neighbors the opportunity to remove any possible
encroachments.
The Director described the “recognizable benefit” element of the Planned Development provisions,
emphasizing that the applicant must go above and beyond basic requirements in order to take advantage of the
flexibility offered through these provisions. Colaianne asked about the types of benefits provided by other
applicants; the Director reviewed other projects and said the benefits were often proportional to the project.
Colaianne said the loop is beneficial, but questioned the others listed by the applicant. Mitchell agreed, and
stated that working with the adjacent property owners could potentially be considered a benefit. Newsom said
that the high end nature of the project is a positive; he also supported the proposed density. Grissim suggested
linkage with the existing wood chip trail in Autumn Woods and possibly to San Marino; the applicant’s
representative expressed concern. Colaianne recalled a project where capital was set aside for future park
improvements and said the Board would likely comment on the “recognizable benefits” component. Colaianne
said that he would prefer more in terms of recognizable benefits in exchange for the additional unit.
Chair Fox asked for additional comments; Newsom raised the question of the builder’s financial viability. The
applicant described his experience, stating that he never lost a property to foreclosure and survived the
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downturn. The timeframe for completion is anticipated to be 12 months. The elevations will be varied, as will
the individual unit landscaping.
Chair Fox asked about the other review letters; the Director responded briefly regarding the other reviews.
Chair Fox said that although he was comfortable with the project and program, it is not customarily to advance
a project with this many issues to the Board. He said that it is his preference to see the plan again with the
requested changes made; Newsom agreed. Colaianne said that the Board would likely agree with this approach
as well, mentioning that none of the issues seem to be insurmountable. The applicant’s representative asked if
the next review could be administrative; Chair Fox said that he wants to see the plan, especially the landscape
changes. He doesn’t believe this will negatively impact the timeline. Discussion ensued on the proposed
timeline. Chair Fox reiterated that the changes need to be made, and although this is a good project, procedures
need to be followed. He then listed 12 issues that need to be addressed:
1234-

Show sidewalks on one side of the road
Delete woodchip trails
Change road construction to reflect mountable curbs and the full 66’ road easement
Provide all details on the proposed park construction including bench materials
(usually pictures are provided)
5- Show landscape changes proposed for the cul-de-sac
6- Explain how any damage to natural features due to boring will be mitigated
7- Provide the useable open space calculation on the plan
8- Naturalize the landscape plan
9- Show all retaining wall details
10- Provide landscape plans for each individual unit
11- Involve the neighbors in resolving screening/buffering issues
(particularly important if this is to be considered a recognizable benefit)
12- Show all encroachments on the demolition plan to alert neighbors as necessary
Newsom added that quantification of the recognizable benefits must also be provided.
The applicant’s representative asked if there was an active association in Autumn Woods and San Marino - both
were confirmed. Chair Fox said that a naturalized perimeter landscape plan would be acceptable as the
presentation to the homeowners. He affirmed that the meetings with the homeowners could occur after
preliminary site plan approval and that the Planning Commission would agree to those changes requested by the
homeowners. The Director indicated that in terms of addressing mitigation of any damage to the natural
features as the result of the boring, he would discuss options with the Township Attorney. This could be tricky
considering the work is off-site. Chair Fox stated for the benefit of the public that there were other, more
intense uses previously proposed for this site. Although the density is higher than
the surrounding
neighborhoods, it is a quality project. The Director said that a full revision would unlikely appear on the next
agenda. The next realistic date, provided revised plans were submitted in a timely manner, would be the first
meeting in July. Colaianne said that a special Board meeting in July could be considered as only 18 hours
notice was required.
Discussion on the proposed Fiddler’s Grove project was concluded by Chair Fox.
RESULT:

DEFERRED

8. Old and New Business
None

9. Call to Public
Chair Fox extended a call to the public.
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Mr. Wyeth - Clover Ridge, came forward to thank the Planning Commission, but also express concern about the size
of the project. He believes that the setbacks were not adequately addressed. He appreciated the requirement that the
applicant work with the adjacent homeowners on perimeter landscaping. He also liked the idea of capital going
toward future sidewalk improvements.
Ms. Wesley - an Autumn Woods resident, came forward and expressed appreciation for the attention to detail,
especially in terms of landscaping. She also suggested that consideration be given to requiring 3 units to be
eliminated to reduce the number of deviations necessary.
The Call to the Public was closed.

10. Planner's Report
The Director reported on the following:






Two public hearings are scheduled for June 25th - the Speedway reconstruction and the amendment to the
Venture Church PD to allow for Walnut Ridge condominium development.
Two public hearings are also scheduled for the July 16th meeting - the Comprehensive
Plan Update and
the other (potentially) is for the Mugg & Bopps fuel station/Dunkin
Donuts/Baskin Robbins proposed
for Clark Rd. and M-59. The Mugg & Bopps includes the site plan along with 2 special land uses.
Several concept plan meetings have also been held; economic development activity continues to be strong.
The Livingston County Planning Commission has formally notified the Township that it will
be
undertaking an update to the County’s Comprehensive Plan - the letter has been provided in the packets.
Tablets for the Planning Commission will be ordered shortly

11. Committee Reports
None

12. Adjournment
Chair Fox requested a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:46pm. Motion to adjourn was made and seconded, motion
carried.

Submitted by,

Keith Voight
Planning Commission Secretary
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Chestnut Home Builders
& Real Estate
3800 Chilson Rd, Howell, MI 48843

May 12, 2015
Hartland Township Planning Department
ATTN: David Campbell
2655 Clark Road
Hartland, Michigan 48353
Dear Mr. Campbell,
In regards to our proposed project, Fiddler's Grove, please consider the following
benefits the project provides for the surrounding community.
1) 
Helps fill a large void of housing for seniors 
 The homes contained within this 25
unit development serve an important and unmet need in Hartland Township for
residents in the baby Boomer age group  5565. These people are looking for
maintenance free living in less square footage with strong quality construction and well
maintained property around them. Many are currently living in Hartland in larger dated
homes that are of colonial style, and no longer meet their housing or lifestyle needs.
These Hartland residents cannot currently find housing in Hartland of this type, so they
ultimately move to other neighboring communities that do provide this type of housing.
The smaller ranch homes built here are designed to be energy efficient, maintenance
free with no need for exterior painting, no lawn or landscape care, and no winter snow
removal duties, and offer high levels of custom finish in a smart and efficient ranch
design.
2) 
The Development will preclude much more intensive uses
 The current master
Plan use for this site is QuasiPublic, which allows much more intensive uses such as
schools, churches, wastewater treatment plants, libraries, post offices, etc. These
intense uses, should a site plan proposal and rezoning come forward, would be difficult
to challenge since the property is Master Planned as such. Any of these would certainly
be met with the ire and backlash of the surrounding residential residents and create
serious conflict within the township.
Office: 8105998359

Fax: 5179476643
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3) 
Provides Highly rated Energy Efficient Construction
 Fiddler’s Grove is built with
preengineered high strength preinsulated high density steel reinforced Superior
concrete foundation systems, set on a bed of 48” compacted Limestone footings with
24” of engineered sand backfill resulting in the most waterproof, durable, and energy
efficient foundation system possible. The homes are also built with high efficiency wall
and ceiling insulation, set in 2x6 framing, lifetime roofing shingles, high quality windows
and doors, double zone 96.1 efficient Amana HVAC, all resulting in full energy star
ratings.
4) 
The development provides a loop for the 12” water main in Autumn Woods

The developer has agreed to fully construct a 12” water main extension through the
entirety of its property, (even though a 6” is all that is required for this low density), and
then directionally bore a further connection all the way under the woods to complete the
loop in Autumn Woods. This results in a great benefit to the overall Township water
system by virtue of the looping effect.
5) 
Neighbors will be consulted for input for landscaping plan
 We are contacting
and meeting with neighbors who have indicated interest in having information and input
into the screening / buffering landscape plan.
6) 
We will not be responsible for off site damage to any landscaping
, however we
will take all possible customary precautions when connecting the water main.
7) 
Proposed park construction
 will include weatherproof maintenance free benches
and a functional landscape plan, as seen on the submitted drawings.
We believe this project will be very beneficial to Hartland Township and the surrounding
communities and we thank you for your consideration of Fiddler’s Grove. Should you
have further questions or concerns regarding this letter or any other aspect of the
project please do not hesitate to contact me.
Respectfully,

Steve Gronow
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Hartland Township Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Memorandum
Submitted By: David Campbell
Subject:

SP# 532 - Waldenwoods Resort Outdoor Venue Resubmittal

Date:

July 9, 2015

Recommended Action
Move to approve specific components of REVISED Site Plan Application #532 for Waldenwoods Resort,
as follows:
1. Approve retroactively the filling of the former pond, subject to a determination that the fill
material was free of contamination and on the condition that the reclaimed land is not utilized in a
manner which will intensify the existing use; and
2. Approve the proposed site drainage and stormwater management plan as submitted, subject to the
applicant addressing the Township Engineer’s review letter dated May 20, 2015 on the
forthcoming construction plans; and
3. (Any other components as determined by the Planning Commission)

This motion is based on a finding of the following:
1. The Planning Commission waives the requirement for perimeter landscaping around the proposed
detention basin; and
2. The proposed concrete slab cannot be approved because it has the potential to intensify the
existing use without improvements to mitigate that intensification.(and)
3. (Any other findings as determined by the Planning Commission)

Discussion
Attached is a review package for SP#532, the REVISED site plan for the Waldenwoods outdoor venue.
The applicant has resubmitted based on feedback received from the Planning Commission on May 28,
2015. Comments for the revised submittal have been provided by the Planning Department and the Fire
Marshal. Waldenwoods proposed to construct drainage improvements including a new detention pond w/
bioswale, along with a 50'x100' concrete pad for hosting outdoor events. Applicant is also seeking
retroactive approval for filling of a man-made pond.

The Planning Department's recommendation is based upon a pre-established determination that the
addition of the concrete pad will intensify the existing land use and should therefore be the trigger for
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bringing the surrounding site into reasonable compliance with the applicable standards of the Zoning
Ordinance.

Financial Impact

Attachments
SP532 Waldenwoods REVISED Full Review Packet
Plan Set 6-16-15

(PDF)

(PDF)

June 17 letter from Desine Inc (PDF)
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Treasurer
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MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 8, 2015

To:

Planning Commission

From:

David Campbell, Planning Director

Subject:

Waldenwoods Resort
Site Plan Application No. 532 (Revised and Resubmitted)

RE:

Proposed Improvements to Existing Resort
9840 Crouse Road (Resort Address)
Parcel ID #4708-20-200-004 (Parcel proposed for improvements)

Applicant Information
Property Owner / Applicant: Brian Crouse, Waldenwoods Resort President and COO
Project Engineer:
Desine Inc. (Wayne Perry, PE)
Site Description
Waldenwoods Resort and Conference Center is a 1,000+ acre resort on the west side of US-23
north of M-59. The property is divided into several separate parcels under the common
ownership of Waldenwoods Properties LLC, with the exception of the Majestic at Lake Walden
golf course property owned by Majestic Golf LLC.
The proposed project is located within Parcel 4708-20-200-004, a 117-acre parcel on the east
side of Lake Walden (see Vicinity Aerial attached). Approximately two thirds of the parcel’s
legal description is encompassed by the lake. The subject site is between the existing
Friendship and Cromaine Lodges, along the eastern shore of the lake in an area that until
recently was comprised of a man-made pond and its seasonally-marshy surroundings.
Background
The original Waldenwoods Resort Site Plan Application #532 was considered by the Planning
Commission at its May 28, 2015 meeting. As the Planning Commission will recall, the submittal
of the initial application was in part to obtain retroactive approvals for the filling of a man-made
pond in late 2014. The pond was dug in the early 1980’s; before it was filled, it was a marshy
low-lying area that was the recipient of the stormwater drainage from the uplands surrounding it.
Over the years, the pond and its outlet became a maintenance challenge for the resort,
culminating in their decision prior to the late fall of 2014 to fill it. Rather than allow the filled-in
pond area to return to its previous state as a low-lying marshy area, the resort had a stormwater
drainage system installed consisting of a network of catch basins, drain tile and a swale all
ultimately outletting to the lake. Along with this drainage project, the resort did some dredging
adjacent to the lakeshore in an effort to restore/improve its availability as a useable beach.
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Retroactive approvals for these activities, along with several additional site modifications,
generated the initial application which requested approval of the following:










Retroactive approval of filling activity resulting in a site elevation change greater than
three feet (Sec. 5.3)
Approval to construct a 50’ x 100’ concrete pad to be used for hosting tented outdoor
events (Sec. 6.1)
Approval of an uncurbed gravel surface to be used as a seasonal parking area for
outdoor events and/or overflow parking for events in existing facilities (Sec. 5.8)
Approval of an 18’ gravel driveway around the perimeter of the proposed gravel surface
(Sec. 5.8)
Expansion of an existing paved driveway along the north perimeter of the proposed
project area (Sec. 5.8)
Approval of the stormwater management facilities (bio-swales and detention ponds; Sec.
5.8 and Engineering & Design Standards)
Waiver of the applicable landscaping requirements for a parking area (interior and
perimeter; Sec. 5.11)
Waiver of the applicable landscaping requirements around the perimeter of a stormwater
basin (Sec. 5.11)
Waiver of the applicable exterior lighting requirements for a parking lot (5.13)

The Planning Department’s recommendation as presented and discussed at the May 28th
meeting was as follows:
Conditional approval of the following components of Site Plan Application #532:
1. The proposed / in-progress stormwater management and drainage improvements;
2. Filling of land resulting in a change in site elevation of greater than 3 feet;.
3. The widening of the existing uncurbed commercial driveway.
Denial of the following components of Site Plan Application #532:
1. The proposed unpaved/uncurbed gravel parking area.
2. The proposed unpaved/uncurbed commercial driveways.
3. The 50’ x 100’ concrete slab.
The Planning Department could not recommend full approval of the application because the
elements recommended for denial were not in compliance with the applicable standards of the
Zoning Ordinance and the Engineering Design Standards. The Planning Department’s review
dated May 20, 2015 detailing its rationale is attached for reference purposes.
Following a detailed discussion by the Planning Commission at its May 28th meeting of the
proposed application, a motion was made to approve: 1) Storm drainage plan, 2) Retroactive
filling of the pond, 3) Concrete slab, and 4) Waiver of landscaping, all subject to the conditions
specified. The motion was seconded, the voice vote ended in a 2-2 tie, and the motion failed.
The applicant then requested that further consideration of the application be tabled; a motion
was made and approved. A copy of the Planning Commission meeting minutes of May 28,
2015 is attached for reference purposes.
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The applicant has significantly modified the proposal in response to the discussions held and it
has now been resubmitted for Planning Commission consideration.
Revised Request
The applicant, per the revised and resubmitted site plan, requests approval of the following:





Retroactive approval of filling activity resulting in a site elevation change greater than
three feet (Sec. 5.3)
Approval to construct a 50’ x 100’ concrete pad to be used for hosting tented outdoor
events (Sec. 6.1)
Approval of the stormwater management facilities (bio-swales and detention ponds; Sec.
5.8 and Engineering & Design Standards)
Waiver of the applicable landscaping requirements around the perimeter of a stormwater
basin (Sec. 5.11)

Excerpt from the applicant’s representative’s correspondence dated June 17th, 2015 (attached):
Revisions to the plans include the elimination of the proposed gravel parking lot, gravel
access drive and proposed widening of the bituminous paved drive. The storm drainage
system proposed for the parking lot and drive areas has also been eliminated and the
bio-swale area has been reduced based on the adjusted surface water runoff
calculations.
Stormwater detention calculation have been added to the plans. Surface water runoff
from the project is proposed to be detained within Lake Walden. The potential increase
in surface water elevation from the 100 year recurrence interval storm due to surface
water runoff from the project site is less than 0.002 feet.
Revised Planning Department Recommendation
Based on the Planning Department’s review, we recommend conditional approval of the
following components of Site Plan Application #532:
1. The proposed / in-progress stormwater management and drainage improvements,
subject to the applicant addressing the remaining outstanding items noted by the
Township Engineer in their review letter dated May 20, 2015, and any other issues that
may become evident as a result of the revisions; and per a determination by the
Planning Commission to waive the perimeter landscaping requirements for the
stormwater basin.
2. Filling of land resulting in a change in site elevation of greater than 3 feet, subject to a
determination that the fill material was free of contamination and on the condition that
the reclaimed land is not utilized in a manner which will intensify the existing use.
Staff cannot recommend approval on the following components of Site Plan Application #532:
1. Construction of the 50’ x 100’ concrete slab on the basis that the slab has the potential
to intensify the existing commercial land use without proportionate improvements to
bring the rest of the site into reasonable compliance with the applicable standards of the
Township’s Zoning Ordinance. (Please see further discussion below.)
To reiterate staff’s position on construction of the concrete slab, there is concern that the
addition of the slab could potentially intensify the overall use of the resort by enabling more
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and/or larger outdoor events. Staff is well aware that the Resort contests this conclusion, as
stated in Mr. Crouse’s letter dated March 30, 2015 and in Mr. Crouse’s presentation to the
Planning Commission on May 28. Staff’s concern is that the existing infrastructure, including
but not limited to access, parking, internal driveways, lighting, and walkways, may not be
sufficient to safely manage any emergency that may arise. Although the applicant proposed
addressing some of these issues in the initial submittal (such as by widening a portion of an
existing driveway), the changes were not in compliance with the minimum standards contained
in the Zoning Ordinance. The applicant is now requesting the addition of the slab, without any
improvements other than those necessitated by the filling of the pond and drainage problems
that resulted.
As discussed below, the Planning Commission has the discretion as the approving body for the
proposed site plan to make their own determination regarding whether the proposed slab
intensifies the land use. If the Planning Commission comes to a consensus that it does not,
then they have the option to approve the site plan as proposed, including the concrete pad.
Approval Process
All of the properties within Waldenwoods Resort are collectively zoned PD – Planned
Development. It was determined, however, that the subject proposal be reviewed as a site plan
per the procedures of Section 6.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. It was concluded that the scale of
the proposal is not to the level that would trigger submittal of an amendment to the Planned
Development, thereby necessitating a revised development agreement and development
master plan for the entire Waldenwoods Resort.
As such, the Planning Commission has the authority to review Site Plan Application #532 and
approve, approve with conditions, table, or deny.
Site Plan Review
Grading, Removal and Filling of Land (Sec. 5.3)
A. Section 5.3 of the Zoning Ordinance states that any filling of land which changes site
elevation by more than 3 feet requires an approved site plan, and per Section 6.1 site
plans are approved by the Planning Commission. The former pond on the site was filled
during or sometime before December 2014, and while the Planning Department cannot
confirm its former depth, it is reasonable to assume it was greater than 3 feet. It is worth
noting that the pond was not natural; aerial photography appears to show the pond not
there in 1980 but there in 1985. This is consistent with Mr. Crouse’s recollection that his
father had the pond dug around 1984.
B. In reviewing the applicable Grading Standards of Section 5.3, it appears all of the
standards have been met with the filling of the pond provided the applicant can provide
verification that the fill material did not contain hazardous materials. The Planning
Department’s understanding is that the spoils from the lake dredging and other land
balancing were used as the fill for the pond, which would indicate that the fill material
was non-hazardous.
Construction of a 50’ by 100’ Concrete Pad (Sec. 6.1)
A. The Hartland Township Zoning Ordinance does not contain dimensional standards
specific to a large concrete pad intended to host seasonal tented outdoor events. The
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Zoning Ordinance does require a review of all applicable standards of the Zoning
Ordinance when the intensity of a use is increased. One of the concerns with the
addition of the concrete pad, as described earlier, is the potential for intensifying the
overall use of the resort, including hosting more and/or larger outdoor events. The
issue then becomes whether the existing infrastructure, including but not limited to
access, parking, internal driveway network, and lighting has the capacity to safely
handle the additional number of resort patrons.
The applicant described the use in a letter dated March 30, 2015. While the letter at one
point states that the addition of the pad will not allow them to host more events than they
already do but only improve on the events they already host, it does go on to say that it
will allow them to host “slightly larger” groups. During his presentation to the Planning
Commission on May 28, Mr. Crouse repeatedly stated that the concrete pad would not
intensify the use, but would only allow Waldenwoods to improve upon their current
offerings for outdoor events by proving a clean, dry, level, and stable outdoor surface.
Planning Commission determination needed as to whether the proposed improvements
intensify the land use to the extent that additional improvements are necessary to
accommodate any increase in capacity. If the consensus of the Planning Commission is
to accept Mr. Crouse’s assurances that the proposed concrete pad will not intensify the
use, and that installation of the pad should not be a trigger for requiring additional site
improvements intended to bring that area of the resort into reasonable compliance, then
the Planning Commission could consider approving the site plan as proposed.
Landscaping and Screening (Sec. 5.11.2.H)
A. Section 5.11.2.H of the Zoning Ordinance details landscaping requirements for
detention/retention areas on commercial properties. Since the stormwater facilities
shown on the site plan will exist in a primarily natural setting within the Waldenwoods
Resort, the applicant is requesting a waiver of these additional landscape requirements.
Staff believes such a waiver to be appropriate since additional screening appears to be
unwaranted.
Planning Commission determination needed as to whether to grant a waiver to the
landscaping requirements for detention/retention areas.
Engineering and Design Standards (Sec. 5.8)
A. Per Section 5.8.8.D, compliance with the Hartland Township Engineering and Design
Standards is required for the proposed stormwater management improvements. The
Township Engineer has reviewed the revised plan and the letter is attached. Approval is
recommended provided the conditions specified are met.
Township Department of Public Works Review
The DPW reviewed the original plan submittal but declined a formal review letter for this project
since the existing site is not connected to municipal water or sanitary sewer, nor would it be
required as a condition of approval for this project. That conclusion does not change for the
revised submittal.
Township Engineer’s Review
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Township Engineer Hubbell, Roth, and Clark (HRC) submitted a review letter for the original
submittal dated May 20, 2015 (attached), where they recommended conditional site plan
approval subject to issues to be addressed on submittal of the construction plans. The
Engineer did a cursory review of the revised submittal, and maintains the same
recommendation – conditional approval subject to Engineer’s review of construction plans.
Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Review
The Fire Marshal submitted a review of the revised submittal dated June 24, 2015. In that letter,
he recognizes the long-standing concerns with Waldenwoods Resort related to emergency
access. He states that any new construction would likely be the trigger for the requirement of
secondary emergency access to the Resort. However, his letter concludes that the addition of a
concrete pad would not change the existing use group for the Resort and therefore precludes
him from requiring any access improvements. His letter does speak to the fabric flammability
standards for any tent to be erected on the proposed pad.
Suggested Motion Language
Should the Planning Commission choose to approve certain components of Site Plan
Application #532 for Waldenwoods Resort as recommended by the Planning Department, the
Planning Department offers the following motion language:
Move to approve specific components of Site Plan Application #532 for Waldenwoods Resort,
as follows:
1. Approve retroactively the filling of the former pond, subject to a determination that the fill
material was free of contamination and on the condition that the reclaimed land is not
utilized in a manner which will intensify the existing use; and
2. Approve the proposed site drainage and stormwater management plan as submitted,
subject to the applicant addressing the Township Engineer’s review letter dated May 20,
2015 on the forthcoming construction plans; and
3. (Any other components as determined by the Planning Commission)
This motion is based on a finding of the following:
1. The Planning Commission waives the requirement for perimeter landscaping around the
proposed detention basin; and
2. The proposed concrete slab cannot be approved because it has the potential to intensify
the existing use without improvements to mitigate that intensification. (and)
3. (Any other findings as determined by the Planning Commission)
Attachments:
Site Plan by Desine Inc. received June 18, 2015
Correspondence from Desine Inc. dated June 17, 2015
Vicinity aerial
Township Engineer (HRC) review letter dated May 20, 2015
Fire Marshal review letter dated June 24, 2015
Planning Department Review dated May 20, 2015
Planning Commission minutes of May 28, 2015
Letter from Brian Crouse dated March 30, 2015
CC:

Brian Crouse
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9840 Crouse Road
Howell, MI 48855
crousebr@waldenwoods.com
Desine Inc.
Wayne Perry, PE
2183 Pless Drive
Brighton, MI 48114
waynep@desineinc.com
Mike Bernardin, Hartland-Deerfield Fire Marshal (via email)
Jon Booth, HRC – Township Engineer (via email)
Mike Darga, HRC – Township Engineer (via email)
Kim Hiller, Livingston Co. Road Commission (via email)
Mike Homier, Foster Swift – Township Attorney (via email)
Todd Cox, Livingston County Drain Commission (via email)
Robert West, Township DPW Director (via email)

July 8, 2015
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May 20, 2015
PRINCIPALS
George E. Hubbell
Thomas E. Biehl
Walter H. Alix
Keith D. McCormack
Nancy M. D . Faught
Daniel W. Mitchell
Jesse B. VanDeCreek
Roland N. Alix
SENIOR ASSOCIATES
Gary J. Tressel
Kenneth A. Melchior
Randal L. Ford
William R. Davis
Dennis J. Benoit
Robert F. DeFrain
Thomas D. LaCross
Albert P. Mickalich
ASSOCIATES
Jonathan E. Booth
Michael C. MacDonald
Marvin A. Olane
Marshall J. Grazioli
James F. Burton
Donna M. Martin
Charles E. Hart
Colleen L. Hill-Stramsak
Bradley W. Shepler
Karyn M. Stickel

Hartland Township
2655 Clark Road
Hartland, MI 48353
Attn:

Mr. David Campbell, Planning Director

Re:

Site Plan Review
Walden Woods Friendship Event Site
Section 20, Hartland Township
Site Plan Application No. 532

HRC Job No. 20150410.20

Dear Mr. Campbell:
As requested, this office has reviewed the plans for the above project as prepared by
Desine, Inc. (plans dated May 5, 2015, received by the Township on May 12, 2015).
We have the following comments:
General
1. All permits are to be obtained prior to the start of construction. At this time a
LCDC Soil Erosion permit is required.
Water Supply
1. It appears that no new water supply improvements are proposed.
Sanitary Sewer

HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC.
OFFICE: 105 W. Grand River
Howell, MI 48843
PHONE: 517.552.9199
FAX: 517.552.6099
WEBSITE: www.hrc-engr.com
EMAIL: info@hrc-engr.com

1. It appears that no new sanitary sewer improvements are proposed.
Storm Drainage
1. The proposed storm water collection system must be designed in accordance with
Hartland Township Engineering Design Standards.
2. Calculations need to be included on the plans to verify that adequate storm water
detention is provided for the proposed improved area in accordance with
Livingston County Drain Commissioner Standards for a 100 year storm.
Paving & Grading
1. The proposed paving and grading improvements must be designed in accordance
with Hartland Township Engineering Design Standards.
2. Include a pavement cross-section on the plans for the proposed paving of the
access drive.

Y:\201504\20150410\06_Corrs\Design\2015_05_20_WaldenWoods_SitePlanReview.docx
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Hartland Township
Walden Woods Friendship Event Site
May 20, 2015
HRC Job Number 20150410.20
Page 2 of 2

3. Per the Township’s Engineering Design Standards, parking lots are to be 3 inches
of HMA on 7 inches of 21AA limestone. Installation of the proposed gravel
parking lot will require approval by the Planning Commission.
Subject to these items being addressed in future plan submittals; we have no objection
to the approval of the proposed site plan. One (1) complete set of the construction
plans should be submitted to the Township Planning Department for review by this
office.
If you have any questions or require any additional information, please contact the
undersigned.
Very truly yours,
HUBBELL, ROTH & CLARK, INC.

Michael P. Darga, P.E.
MPD/mpd
pc:

Hartland Twp; B. West; D. Lutz
HRC; R. Alix, J. Booth, File

Y:\201504\20150410\06_Corrs\Design\2015_05_20_WaldenWoods_SitePlanReview.docx
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Hartland Area Fire Dept.
3205 Hartland Road
Hartland, MI. 48353-1825

Voice: (810) 632-7676
Fax: (810) 632-2176
E-Mail: firemarshal@hartlandareafire.com

June 24, 2015

TO:

Planning Commission
Attn: Zoning Department
Hartland Township
2655 Clark Rd.
Hartland, MI 48353

RE:

Waldenwoods Resort – Site Plan Application #532

Based upon review of the site plan dated June 18, 2015 by Hartland Township, the project was drawn as
being within the requirements for accessibility based upon the following:
This office recognizes that there is limited accessibility for staff, visitors, and residents at Waldenwoods Resort.
Essentially, there is one way in, and one way out. This has the potential to create a major hazard for anyone
inside the resort grounds, as well as emergency services. There was a tornado that went thru the resort in 2002,
Sunshine Lodge structure fire in late 1999-2000, straight line winds that collapsed a party tent at The Majestic
golf course, and heavy traffic during the resorts annual 4th of July firework shows. Statistically speaking, it is
remarkable that the single point access has not impaired emergency services to the resort during those events.
Within the past 10 to 15 years, Hartland Township has done an excellent job with ensuring that this requirement
has been enforced, and maintaining a high standard of safety for businesses, residents, and visitors to our
community. Should there ever be any improvements to any of the facilities, it is highly recommended, and may
be required, to add a second means of access to the grounds/facilities.
With that being said, the use group of the grounds do not change with this proposed project. Since there is not a
building being built, and access is still available, this office doesn’t have codes adopted that would address
Waldenwoods Resort pouring a concrete pad. The only codes that will apply are the codes that govern the
assembly usage once a tent is placed upon the pad. The tent must meet NFPA 701 Fabric Flammability
standards, as well as NFPA 101 Life Safety Code.

The Fire Marshals Office approves, the submittal of Site Plan Application # 532. Any revised drawings
affecting the Fire Department must be submitted for review.
Yours In Fire Safety,

Michael R. Bernardin
Fire Marshal
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MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 20, 2015

To:

Planning Commission

From:

David Campbell, Planning Director

Subject:

Waldenwoods Resort
Site Plan Application No. 532

RE:

Multiple Proposed Improvements to Existing Resort
9840 Crouse Road (Resort Address)
Parcel ID #4708-20-200-004

Planning Department Recommendation
The Planning Department can only recommend the Planning Commission approve certain
components of the proposed site improvements of Site Plan #532; other components cannot be
recommended for approval given the extent to which those proposed improvements are out of
compliance with the applicable standards of the Zoning Ordinance and the Engineering Design
Standards. While the Planning Department can appreciate the unique nature of the
Waldenwoods Resort and its PD – Planned Development zoning designation, staff cannot justify
exempting the applicant from meeting the design and development standards applicable to any
other commercial entity in Hartland Township.
As such, the Planning Department recommends approval of the following components of Site
Plan Application #532:
1. The proposed / in-progress stormwater management and drainage improvements,
subject to the applicant addressing the outstanding items noted by the Township
Engineer in their review letter dated May 20, 2015 and based on a determination by the
Planning Commission to waive the perimeter landscaping requirements for the
stormwater basin; and
2. Filling of land resulting in a change in site elevation of greater than 3 feet, subject to a
determination that the fill material was free of contamination and on the condition that
the reclaimed land is not utilized in a manner which will intensify the existing use; and
3. The widening of the existing uncurbed commercial driveway.
The Planning Department cannot recommend approval on the following components of Site
Plan Application #532:
1. The proposed unpaved/uncurbed gravel parking area; or
2. The proposed unpaved/uncurbed commercial driveways; or
3. The 50’ x 100’ concrete slab.
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The Planning Department’s recommendation is based on a finding that only portions of the
proposed improvements on the site plan meet the applicable design standards of the Hartland
Township Zoning Ordinance and the Hartland Township Engineering Design Standards. With
respect to the concrete slab, the finding of the Planning Department is that the slab can only
serve to intensify the use of the property without adequate provisions to bring the surrounding
site into a level of conformity reasonably proportional to that increase in intensity.
Applicant Information
Property Owner / Applicant: Brian Crouse, Waldenwoods Resort President and COO
Project Engineer:
Desine Inc. (Wayne Perry, PE)
Site Description
Waldenwoods Resort and Conference Center is a 1,000+ acre resort on the west side of US-23
north of M-59. The property is divided into several separate parcels under the common
ownership of Waldenwoods Properties LLC, with the exception of the Majestic at Lake Walden
golf course property owned by Majestic Golf LLC.
The proposed project is located within Parcel 4708-20-200-004, a 117-acre parcel on the east
side of Lake Walden (see Vicinity Aerial attached). Approximately two thirds of the parcel’s
legal description is encompassed by the lake. The subject site is between the existing
Friendship and Cromaine Lodges, along the eastern shore of the lake in an area that until
recently was comprised of a man-made pond and its seasonally-marshy surroundings.
Overview and History of the Project
The Planning Commission is well aware that Waldenwoods Resort has a long and venerable
history in Hartland Township for which the Planning Department cannot do justice in a review
letter. The history of this particular project as the Planning Department understands it can be
traced as far back as the early 1980’s, around when Waldenwoods had a pond dug in an area
that prior to that pond was a marshy low-lying area that was the recipient of the stormwater
drainage from the uplands surrounding it. The pond’s overflow outlet was to Lake Walden.
Over the years, the pond and its outlet became a maintenance challenge for the resort,
culminating in their decision prior to the late fall of 2014 to fill it. Rather than allow the filled-in
pond area to return to its previous state as a low-lying marshy area, the resort had a stormwater
drainage system installed consisting of a network of catch basins, drain tile and a swale all
ultimately outletting to the lake. Along with this drainage project, the resort did some dredging
along the lakeshore in an effort to restore/improve its availability as a useable beach.
Intentional or not, this work commenced without any Township, County, or State approvals.
Improving the drainage around the former pond was the resort’s near-term objective, but its midterm objective was to create a dry, stable area for the foundation of a future building. Until that
future building could be approved and constructed, the resort intended to pour a 50’ x 100’
foundation slab that in the interim could be used for hosting tented outdoor events. Adjacent to
that slab would be a gravel parking area, accessed by new gravel driveways across what had
been the pond and its surrounding marshy areas.
In December 2014, the Planning Department was made aware of significant clearing and earth
work occurring inside Waldenwoods Resort, along with reports/rumors of a supposed pending
delivery of a significant amount of concrete. The Planning Department visited the site upon
receipt of this information, and was provided a guided tour of the project by Brian Crouse. Mr.
Crouse gave the Township better information on the scale of the project, including assurances
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that it was not the resort’s intent to build any new buildings without the necessary reviews and
approvals. However, given the scale of the earth work and its proximity to Lake Walden, the
Township was obligated to seek input from the Livingston County Drain Commission who then
forwarded the matter on to the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). The
MDEQ subsequently sent Mr. Crouse an Order to Restore letter dated January 6, 2015. It is the
Township’s understanding based on correspondence from Mr. Crouse that the MDEQ has
subsequently issued the necessary permits for him to conclude the drainage and earthwork
conditional on Township site plan approval. As of the date of this letter, the Planning
Department has not received verification of such.
Assuming Waldenwoods is in good standing with the MDEQ conditional on Township approval,
then the project is left to seek the necessary approvals from Hartland Township. The process of
those approvals is discussed in the following section of this letter. The resort is effectively
applying for:
 Retroactive approval of filling activity resulting in a site elevation change greater than
three feet (Sec. 5.3)
 Approval to construct a 50’ x 100’ concrete pad to be used for hosting tented outdoor
events (Sec. 6.1)
 Approval of an uncurbed gravel surface to be used as a seasonal parking area for
outdoor events and/or overflow parking for events in existing facilities (Sec. 5.8)
 Approval of an 18’ gravel driveway around the perimeter of the proposed gravel surface
(Sec. 5.8)
 Expansion of an existing paved driveway along the north perimeter of the proposed
project area (Sec. 5.8)
 Approval of the stormwater management facilities (bio-swales and detention ponds.,
Sec. 5.8 and Engineering & Design Standards)
 Waiver of the applicable landscaping requirements for a parking area (interior and
perimeter; Sec. 5.11)
 Waiver of the applicable landscaping requirements around the perimeter of a stormwater
basin (Sec. 5.11)
 Waiver of the applicable exterior lighting requirements for a parking lot (5.13)
Approval Process
The Planning Director, Township Manager and the Site Plan Committee had one meeting and
several subsequent correspondences with Mr. Crouse and his representatives regarding the
appropriate approval procedure for what all agree is a unique proposal. All of the properties
within Waldenwoods Resort are collectively zoned PD – Planned Development, despite the
known existence of an approved development agreement or development master plan. Without
the benefit of those recorded documents to guide the decisions of the Township with respect to
improvements on the subject property, we are left to develop a reasonable review and approval
procedure intended to be proportionate to the scale of the proposal. After much discussion, it
was decided to treat this proposal as a site plan that can be reviewed per the procedures of
Section 6.1 of the Zoning Ordinance. The alternative would have been to determine that the
proposed project is the trigger to finally require a development agreement and development
master plan (or an amendment to such if they exist) for the entire Waldenwoods Resort by going
through the full Planned Development review and approval process. That was deemed out of
proportion with the scope of the proposal.
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As such, the Planning Commission has the authority to review Site Plan Application #532 and
approve, approve with conditions, table, or deny.
In our discussions with Mr. Crouse, it was made clear that the expectation would be for
any new improvements to comply with the current standards of the Township Zoning
Ordinance. As such, this review letter will list each proposed improvement relative to the
applicable standards of the Zoning Ordinance.
Filling of Land
Section 5.3 of the Zoning Ordinance states that any filling of land which changes site elevation
by more than 3 feet requires an approved site plan, and per Section 6.1 site plans are approved
by the Planning Commission. The former pond on the site was filled during or sometime before
December 2014, and while the Planning Department cannot confirm its former depth, it is
reasonable to assume it was greater than 3 feet. It is worth noting that the pond was not
natural; aerial photography appears to show the pond not there in 1980 but there in 1985. This
is consistent with Mr. Crouse’s recollection that his father had the pond dug around 1984.
In reviewing the applicable Grading Standards of Section 5.3, it appears all of the standards
have been met with the filling of the pond so long as it can be confirmed that the fill material
did not contain hazardous materials. The Planning Department’s understanding is that the
spoils from the lake dredging and other land balancing were used as the fill for the pond, which
would indicate that the fill material was non-hazardous.
50’ x 100’ Concrete Pad
Not surprisingly, the Hartland Township Zoning Ordinance does not have any dimensional
standards specific to a large concrete pad intended to host seasonal tented outdoor events.
The Zoning Ordinance, including Section 5.8, requires a review of all applicable standards of the
Zoning Ordinance when the intensity of a use is increased. One of the Township’s concerns
with the addition of the concrete pad is the potential for intensifying the overall use of the resort,
including hosting more and/or larger outdoor events than what they already do. In so doing, the
question is whether the existing infrastructure at the resort (access, parking, internal driveway
network, etc) has the capacity to safely handle the additional number of resort patrons,
particularly a “rush” of resort patrons coming in going at the same time for scheduled events.
Mr. Crouse addressed this issue in a letter dated March 30, 2015 (attached). While the letter at
one point states that the addition of the pad will not allow them to host more events than they
already do but only improve on the events they already host, it does go on to say that it will
allow them to host slightly larger groups.
Part of the Planning Commission’s consideration therefore needs to be whether the
proposed improvements intensify the use to the extent that additional improvements are
necessary to accommodate any increase in capacity. This could include improvements to
the site’s public access, and/or provisions for improved emergency access.
Gravel and/or Uncurbed Surfaces (Parking Lot and Driveways) without Lighting or
Landscaping
As discussed below, a gravel parking surface, gravel commercial driveways and a widened
uncurbed driveway are proposed where the Zoning Ordinance requires all such improvements
to be paved and curbed (and in the case of a parking lot, striped, landscaped and illuminated).
The Planning Commission does have the discretion to grant relief to a strict application of the
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design and dimensional requirements of the Zoning Ordinance given that the subject property is
zoned Planned Development (PD), and the planned development mechanism is established as
a discretionary development tool. In other words, if the Planning Commission were to be
convinced that – as an example - a commercial driveway of a width less than the typicallyrequired minimum is a reasonable concession, it is within their authority (and not the authority of
the Zoning Board of Appeals) to make that determination.


Gravel Parking Surface
Proposed to the east of the concrete pad described above is a gravel surface that is
intended to be used for seasonal event parking and/or overflow parking. The surface is
irregular in shape, but is approximately 160’ x 200’ or 32,000 sf (approx. 0.75 acre). No
calculation or proposed parking layout is provided indicating the number of vehicles that
could be accommodated by the proposed surface.
Section 5.8 of the Zoning Ordinance includes the standards for an off-street parking
facility. Sec. 5.8.5 requires most parking facilities to be hard-surfaced (asphalt or
concrete), curbed, striped and drained. Section 5.11 requires parking lots be
landscaped, and Section 5.13 requires they be illuminated.
The paved-and-curbed requirement would apply to the proposed parking area given that
it does not comply with the limited criteria for allowance of a gravel surface parking lot
per Section 5.8. Gravel surfaced lots are permitted for public and quasi-public parks,
cemeteries and churches for uses that are seasonal in nature. Gravel surfaces are also
permitted for heavy machinery storage areas.
The applicant may contend that, while Waldenwoods Resort is not a public or quasipublic organization, the use of the proposed gravel area is seasonal in nature and
consistent with the intent of the Township’s allowance of gravel parking areas in limited
instances. The Zoning Ordinance already recognizes that there are scenarios where a
gravel parking area for a seasonal use is a reasonable allowance (for parks, cemeteries,
etc) and could not that same reasonable intent be applied to this proposal?
The Township could counter that there are likely other instances where a commercial
enterprise would benefit from additional gravel parking of a seasonal nature, and the
Township may set a difficult precedent if they allow seasonal gravel parking for one
commercial enterprise but not another. There are likely commercial businesses in
Hartland Township that might desire to have a gravel addition to their conforming paved
parking lot to accommodate their busiest seasons. The Planning Commission would be
in a difficult position treating those commercial businesses differently if Waldenwoods
were permitted a gravel parking lot.
If the Planning Commission were to consider a gravel parking surface, it should
be upon the condition that the applicant submit a maintenance plan addressing
issues including normal wear, repair and dust control, a requirement in instances
where a seasonal gravel parking lot is permitted. The Township Engineer’s review
dated May 20, 2015 includes a review of the proposed drainage for the gravel parking
surface.
The Planning Commission must also consider whether the parking lot can be allowed
without required landscaping or illumination. The same considerations for the uncurbed
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and gravel nature of the proposed lot could also apply to an unlit lot without any
landscaping (interior or perimeter). If any new exterior lighting is to be installed for the
proposed parking area, concrete pad or driveways, that lighting should comply with the
standards of the Zoning Ordinance with respect to being full cutoff.


Gravel Commercial Driveways
Similar to the discussion above regarding a gravel parking area, Section 5.8.5 requires
that access lanes, driveways and maneuvering lanes also be paved and curbed. The
site plan proposes a new 18’ gravel drive circulating around the east and south of the
proposed gravel parking area, connecting that parking area to the existing parking areas
for the Friendship and Sunshine Lodges. Site plan also proposes a short 12’ gravel loop
driveway near the northwest corner of the proposed concrete pad, presumably to serve
as a drop-off area for events being held on the pad.
If the Planning Commission is inclined to consider gravel driveways, that consideration
should take into account much of the same rationale as consideration of a gravel parking
lot. It is worth pointing out however that the Zoning Ordinance does require that – where
gravel commercial driveways are to be permitted – they should be constructed to the
design standards of a gravel private road (22’ minimum in width with 4’ of shoulder, 26’
in width total). The gravel driveways proposed are 18’ and 12’ respectively. So in
addition to making a determination that gravel driveways can be permitted on a
commercial property that is not a public or quasi-public use, the Planning Commission
would also have to make a determination that commercial driveways can be permitted of
a width less than that required. As explained above, the Planning Commission does
have that discretion for this project given its Planned Development (PD) zoning.



Uncurbed Commercial Driveway expansion
Commercial driveways are typically required to be paved and curbed per Section 5.8.5.
An existing asphalt driveway running east-to-west between the Cromaine Lodge and the
proposed concrete pad is proposed to be widened from 10’ to 20’, but remain uncurbed.
As already discussed, the Planning Commission does have the discretion to provide
relief to this curbing requirement. The Planning Department would question the
sensibility of requiring a curb only along the new portion of pavement, particularly given
the location and function of the proposed bio-swale just below it.

Township Department of Public Works Review
The DPW reviewed the plan submittal but declined a formal review letter for this project since
the existing site is not connected to municipal water or sanitary sewer, nor would it be required
as a condition of approval for this project.
Township Engineer’s Review
Please see the review from Hubbell, Roth, and Clark (HRC) dated May 20, 2015 (attached).
The Engineer recommends approval, subject to issues to be addressed on submittal of the
construction plans as a condition of site plan approval.
Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Review
The Fire Marshal reviewed the plan submittal but declined a formal review letter for this project.

Attachment: SP532 Waldenwoods REVISED Full Review Packet (1741 : SP# 532 - Waldenwoods Resort Outdoor Venue Resubmittal)

SP#532 Waldenwoods Resort
Planning Department Review
Page 6 of 8

Packet Pg. 158

8.b.a

May 20, 2015

Suggested Motion Language
Should the Planning Commission choose to approve certain components of Site Plan
application #532 for Waldenwoods Resort as recommended by the Planning Department, the
Planning Department offers the following motion language:
Move to approve specific components of Site Plan Application #532 for Waldenwoods Resort,
as follows:
1. Approve the proposed site drainage and stormwater management plan as submitted,
subject to the applicant addressing the Township Engineer’s review letter dated May 20,
2015 on the forthcoming construction plans; and
2. Approve retroactively the filling of the former pond, subject to a determination that the fill
material was free of contamination and on the condition that the reclaimed land is not
utilized in a manner which will intensify the existing use; and
3. Approve the widening of the existing uncurbed commercial driveway. (and)
4. (Any other components as determined by the Planning Commission)
This motion is based on a finding of the following:
1. The Planning Commission waives the requirement for perimeter landscaping around the
proposed detention basin; and
2. The proposed uncurbed gravel parking area cannot be approved because it does not
meet the applicable standards of the Hartland Township Zoning Ordinance or the
Engineering Design Standards; and
3. The proposed uncurbed gravel commercial driveways cannot be approved because they
do not meet the applicable standards of the Hartland Township Zoning Ordinance or the
Engineering Design Standards; and
4. The proposed concrete slab cannot be approved because it has the potential to intensify
the existing use without improvements to mitigate that intensification. (and)
5. (Any other findings as determined by the Planning Commission)
Attachments:
Site Plan by Desine Inc. dated May 5, 2015 (received May 12, 2015)
Vicinity aerial
Township Engineer (HRC) review letter dated May 20, 2015
Letter from Brian Crouse dated March 30, 2015
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CC:

Brian Crouse
9840 Crouse Road
Howell, MI 48855
crousebr@waldenwoods.com
Desine Inc.
Wayne Perry, PE
2183 Pless Drive
Brighton, MI 48114
waynep@desineinc.com
Mike Bernardin, Hartland-Deerfield Fire Marshal (via email)
Jon Booth, HRC – Township Engineer (via email)
Mike Darga, HRC – Township Engineer (via email)
Kim Hiller, Livingston Co. Road Commission (via email)
Mike Homier, Foster Swift – Township Attorney (via email)
Todd Cox, Livingston County Drain Commission (via email)
Robert West, Township DPW Director (via email)

May 20, 2015
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1. Call to Order - THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN LARRY FOX AT 7:00
PM
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Roll Call
PRESENT: Joe Colaianne, Larry Fox, Sue Grissim, Michael Mitchell, Keith Voight
ABSENT: Thomas Murphy (Excused), Jeff Newsom (Excused)

4. Approval of Meeting Agenda for May 28, 2015
a.

Move to approve May 28, 2015 Planning Commission agenda

Motion to approve the Planning Commission Meeting Agenda made by Colaianne and seconded by Mitchell;
motion carried 5-0
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
a.

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Apr 30, 2015 7:00 PM

Motion to approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of April 30, 2015 made by Grissim, seconded by
Voight; motion carried 5-0.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Sue Grissim, Commissioner
Keith Voight, Secretary
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

6. Call to Public
No one came forward.

7. Public Hearing
No public hearing scheduled.

8. Old and New Business
a.

Site Plan # 528 - Woods Edge Final Site Condominium

a. Site Plan #528 - Woods Edge Final Site Condominiums
The Director provided an overview of the Woods Edge Final Site Condominium indicating that the application
is for approval of 21 single family site condominiums on just under 21 acres off of Maxfield Road at the south
end of Maxfield Lake. Final site condominiums are reviewed by the Planning Commission; final approval
authority rests with the Township Board. It has been reviewed by the Planning Commission twice before, and
the physical layout is relatively unchanged. The issues addressed at this stage are those associated largely with
the condominium documents including the master deed and by-laws, thereby ensuring compliance with
previously stated conditions of approval including the landscaping installation, shared driveway maintenance,
and the conservation easement. The Planning Department is recommending approval contingent on the
outstanding items being addressed.

Hartland Township
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Chair Fox then requested a presentation by the applicant. The applicant’s attorney commented on the
condominium documents. She indicated no issues with the Township attorney’s recommended changes. The
applicants introduced themselves and Chair Fox asked the Planning Commission if there were outstanding
questions. Colaianne made a motion recommending approval with conditions, the motion was seconded by
Mitchell. The Director asked that the specific items outlined by the Planning Department be referenced as well.
The motion carried 5-0.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
b.

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

Site Plan # 532 - Waldenwoods Resort

At the request of the Chair, the Director provided an overview of the Waldenwoods Resort site plan. Prior to
beginning, Grissim asked that she be rexcused, explaining that she had been asked by the applicant to do a study
of the pad area. Despite the fact that the plan before the Commission differs, it is still the same topic. She stated
that she wanted no appearance of impropriety, and therefore will not participate in the review.
The Director stated that the application proposes a concrete pad for tents, a gravel parking area, two new drives,
a paved, expanded commercial drive, improvements to the storm water system, along with waivers to lighting
and landscaping requirements. He then provided a history of the site plan stating that the application is the
outcome of site work (filling of a pond on the south end of Cromaine Lodge) prior to review. He further stated
that approval for such work is required by the Township, County and State. The application before the Planning
Commission now is an effort to obtain the necessary approvals. It should also be noted that the Site Plan
Committee determined that the current regulations are applicable to any proposed changes to the Waldenwoods
PD. The Director further said that the Planning Department is not recommending approval of certain elements
of the proposal, specifically the gravel parking lot or the concrete pad for the reasons noted in the staff report.
The reasons mainly relate to increasing intensity without bringing the remainder of the site into compliance.
The president of Waldenwoods Resort then provided a detailed overview of the proposal, indicating that it was
not the intent to increase the intensity of existing uses, but to provide a more quality experience. He also gave
additional background on the previous pond fill, stating that it was a storm water management pond that had
failed, and the resolution of the storm water issues resulted in substantial changes to the pond size and depth.
Upon discussions with all entities involved, the changes prompted the creation of the engineered site plan
before the Commission now. He stated that it was only a minor change being proposed, and expressed
concerns about a “culture clash” between the PD and the current regulations. He went on to describe the current
conditions in order to demonstrate the site plan will improve quality not quantity and provide a rationale for the
exceptions requested. He emphasized his desire to keep the facility in a resort-like, largely natural state.
Chair Fox asked for comments. Voight asked about the concrete slab and whether this was contrary to the goal
of keeping a natural, resort-like environment. The applicant said that this will simply result in a nicer event
area. He also asked whether the venues were considered public or private. Colaianne asked at what point
compliance should be required, citing that other applicants must meet the regulations, and it appears that the
changes will allow for intensification of the use. Regarding the request for a gravel parking area since paved
parking would be unused most of the time, Colaianne stated that many parking lots go unused a high percentage
of time. He indicated that he is struggling with the request, especially the parking lot. The applicant reiterated
that the request is about quality not quantity. Mitchell asked for more explanation of the new drives, the
circulation system, and the location of the filled retention pond. Voight commented that the additional parking
will be beneficial; the applicant said that the concrete pad is the higher priority. Mitchell asked if there was a
future development plan, and how did the pad factor into that. He also asked for an estimate of the number of
cars that could be parked in the proposed lot (app. 36).
The Director said that a master plan for the PD is needed; and the time for overall compliance is when vertical
development is proposed. Waldenwoods Resort needs to be viewed as a true planned development, but this
application does not yet trigger the PD revision process. Chair Fox said he could support retroactive approval
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of the pond fill and the waivers of landscaping, but is not convinced that this won’t result in increased intensity.
He emphasized that his concern is with public safety, since the role of the Planning Commission is to protect
health, safety and welfare of the public. Parking lot lighting is a safety issue. He will not support the gravel
parking lot or lack of lighting; roads need to be the appropriate width. He then asked the Commissioners if there
were other comments.
Colaianne asked for clarification on Chair Fox’s position; Fox stated that he did not support the slab. Colaianne
said that he could support the slab but is still struggling with the parking. Colaianne made a motion to
recommend approval of: 1) storm drainage plan, 2) retroactive filling of the pond, 3) concrete slab for tents, and
4) waiver of landscaping, all subject to the conditions referenced. Mitchell asked if the motion included
widening of the drive - the answer was no. The motion was seconded by Voight, and a voice vote was tied 2-2.
The applicant asked the procedure when only 4 Commissioners were present. Colaianne stated that it was a
majority of the quorum present. The applicant then requested that the item be tabled. The Director asked for
clarification on the voice vote, stating that since there was no majority, the motion fails. Colaianne further
explained procedures regarding tabling vs. postponement of an item. A motion was made by Colaianne to table
the item, it was seconded by Mitchell, and the motion carried 4-0
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
c.

TABLED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

Set Public Hearing Date for Draft 2015 Comprehensive Plan Amendment (July 16, 2015)

The Director provided brief background stating that the date requested is July 16, which allows for the 42 day
comment period. Colaianne said that he will be out of town that day. Motion made by Colaianne to set the
public hearing date for July 16th ; seconded by Voight. The motion carried.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Keith Voight, Secretary
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

9. Call to Public
No one came forward.

10. Planner's Report
The Director reported on the following:
Funding for purchase of Planning Commission tablets will be considered by the Board at their
meeting. The new tablets are Microsoft, and will include keyboards as requested.
The preliminary plan for Walnut Ridge behind Venture Church has been submitted. A public
will be set shortly.
Speedway submitted revised plans and that project will require a public hearing as well.

next
hearing

The gas station proposed for Clark Road and M-59 has been submitted; a public hearing is needed for the
gas station and drive-through restaurant components
(Dunkin Donuts/Baskin Robbins).
A public hearing has been scheduled for June 11th for Chestnut Development (Fiddlers
condominium proposal.

Hartland Township
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Staff is in the process of scheduling concept meetings for some fairly significant
residential
commercial projects, and it looks like the recent economic development
activity will be continuing.
-

and

Newest restaurant neighbor is Beal Street BBQ.

11. Committee Reports
None

12. Adjournment
a.

Motion to adjourn

Chair Fox requested a motion to adjourn the meeting. Motion to adjourn was made and seconded, motion
carried.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Keith Voight, Secretary
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

Submitted by,

Keith Voight
Planning Commission Secretary

Hartland Township
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March 30, 2015
David R. Campbell
Hartland Township Planning Director
2655 Clark Road
Hartland, Michigan 48353
Dear David Campbell,
Thank you for gather some key members of the Township staff on March 4, 2015 to review the process for how
Waldenwoods Resort needs to follow to obtain site plan approval under its currently approved PD.
The plan we have been considering was a simple one that would improve our existing outdoor venue by:
1) improving drainage: the existing drainage system had failed
2) adding a back access road: driving in the front of the site is undesirable
3) create an improved gravel parking area: so we have better controlled parking
4) add a concrete pad: to improve walking conditions for guests and staff
On March 1Oth, I received your email summarizing the Township's position regarding our meeting which left
me very disappointed. The message I got was that the township would not allow any special considerations
despite our approved Planned Development with the township for Waldenwoods Resort and its historical
architectural standards but would likely to require that all township commercial ordinances be strictly adhered
to. Furthermore, you noted that the addition of a building exactly like we added about 10 years ago would now
"trigger" the need for us "to go through the PD/PD amendment process" a very costly and time consuming
effort. When we constructed that building, it was treated as a minor change to our PD plan. What we are
proposing now is even more "minor."
After our discussion of this matter on March 24th, you suggested that Hartland Township understood from our
meeting that our plan would significantly intensify the use of the Friendship area; you suggested it might be
worth my while to write a letter to clarify since this is not my belief. After our talk I have also received
feedback from the MDEQ stating they are going to approve our drainage plan, so the next hurdle is getting
township approval so we can complete this project. Thanks for this suggestion, and I do hope this helps.
The Friendship site project is about improving our product not expanding or significantly intensifying
our use. We already conduct numerous events at this location every summer weekend but it is not up to the
standards that Waldenwoods is known for. Things to consider:
1) The site has no separate public access and there is no public visibility to the site.
2) Waldenwoods has an approved Planned Development with Hartland and conforms to architectural standards
appropriate to its historic nature.
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3) We started this as a maintenance project, but as we opened it up, it became clear that engineering design and
township approval would likely be required. We have since engaged Desine Inc and ASTI Environmental for
engineers and have hired an architect to develop plans.
4) We will not be able to do any more events as a result of this project. The main goal is to improve the existing
site not expand its use. We have been doing multiple events at this location for decades.
5) People park their cars on the grass and in other lots nearby and it works but not well. However, with
improved parking, the experience will be improved. Remember, this is for summer use only.
6) Similarly, a dry level pad will not change the size of tent utilized but will improve the experience. We will
not be able to put up bigger tents because of this project.
7) We are not building any new buildings on this site. However, at a conceptual level we are envisioning a
building that could one day be built on that location: we are not prepared to build such a building now. If we
did this, it would add a year round use to the site which would change our goals considerably but that is
potentially another project down the road. On an overall basis, a building at this site should still be a minor
change - as measured by percentage of current buildings total square footage.
8) We hope this will allow us to better serve our guests and enable handling slightly larger groups easier for us.
While we typically serve 150 guests under a tent today, we have done single events as large as 300 on this
location. We are hoping a concrete pad will make serving 200 easier for us to pull off. There is nothing
limiting us from seating 200 now; it is just hard to manage on grass. We sometimes have multiple smaller
events that could be as large as 500 people in all outdoor locations.
Again, our goal is to improve the quality not quantity of what we do at the site based on the project we've
outlined to the Township. However, we need to get approval from the Township to complete our new drainage
plan designed by our engineers at Desine Inc as quickly as possible. The rest of it is nice to have but we'd like
to get the Township's approval. However, if we have to pave the entire surface, put curb and gutter everywhere,
and conform to commercial codes designed for M59 and US23, the project no longer makes sense and I guess
we'll have to pull back and continue to serve our customers with tents erected over grass.
Please let me know if there is any further clarification that I can provide.

Bri

C. Crouse
President & COO, Waldenwoods Family Recreation Resort

"Building Quality Into The Lives Of Our Members and Guests"
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PROPOSED RUNOFF COEFFICIENT CALCULATION
1.00
Structure

Pond

0.90

0.80

Pavement Gravel

0.95

0.20

0.15

(ACRES)

Building

Lawn

Natural

Area

C Factor

401

0.05

0.02

0.48

2.89

3.44

0.17

Overland

0.19

0.02

1.74

0.71

2.66

0.24

6.10

0.20

Overall:
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Bio‐swale Calculations
Tributary Area Conditions:
Pavement Area =
Concrete Pad =
Gravel Area =
Building Area =
Lawn Area =
Undeveloped Area =

0.12
0.12
0.00
0.04
2.21
3.61

Runoff Coefficient =

Acres
Acres
Acres
Acres
Acres
Acres

C
0.90
0.90
0.80
0.95
0.20
0.15

0.20

Water Volume Required:
Tributary Area =
Rainfall Event Depth =
Percent Impervious Cover =

A =
RE =
I =

6.10
1.00
2.6

0.05 + 0.009 (I) =

Rv =

0.074

Required Volume:
3,630 (A ) ( RE ) ( Rv) = WQv =

Bio‐swale Length =
Bio‐swale Avg. Width =
Avg. Bio‐swale Depth =

L=
W=
D=

Bio‐swale Volume Provided =

1,630

Acres
inches
%

cubic feet

180.0
14.0
0.67

feet
feet
feet

1,688

cubic feet

Allowable Outflow Rate (Qo)* =

1.22

cfs

Tributary Area (A) =

6.10

Acres

Run-off Coefficient (C) =

0.20

Design Constant (Ki) =

1.22

1

2

3
Intensity
(100- yr
Storm)
(In/Hr)

4

5
6
Inflow
Outflow
Col. #2 x
Volume = Volume =
Col. #3
Col. #4 x Ki Col. #2 x
(Inches)
Qo (Cu.
(Cu. Ft.)

Duration
(Minutes)

Duration
(Seconds)

5

300

9.17

2,750

3,355

366

2,989

10

600

7.86

4,714

5,751

732

5,019

15

900

6.88

6,188

7,549

1,098

6,451

20

1,200

6.11

7,333

8,947

1,464

7,483

30

1,800

5.00

9,000

10,980

2,196

8,784

60

3,600

3.24

11,647

14,209

4,392

9,817

90

5,400

2.39

12,913

15,754

6,588

9,166

120

7,200

1.90

13,655

16,659

8,784

7,875

180

10,800

1.34

14,488

17,675

13,176

4,499

Storage
Volume =
Col. #9 - Col.
#10 (Cu. Ft.)

Storage Depth in Lake Walden:

Velocity Calculation:
10‐Year Recurrence Storm

DETENTION VOLUME CALCULATION

V=

0.58

feet / sec.

Lake Area =
Storage Depth =
=

149.32 Acres
0.0015 Feet
0.018 Inches
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