PLANNING COMMISSION

Chairperson
Larry Fox

HARTLAND TOWNSHIP
2655 CLARK ROAD
Hartland, MI 48353
(810) 632-7498 Office
(810) 632-6950 Fax
www.hartlandtwp.com

Vice-Chairperson
Jeff Newsom
Secretary
Keith Voight

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
THURSDAY, MARCH 23, 2017
7:00 PM

Joseph Colaianne
Sue Grissim
Michael Mitchell
Tom Murphy

1. Call to Order
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Roll Call
4. Approval of Meeting Agenda
5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
a.
b.

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Jan 26, 2017 7:00 PM
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Feb 9, 2017 7:00 PM

6. Call to Public
7. Public Hearing
8. Old and New Business
a.

Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan

9. Call to Public
10. Planner's Report
11. Committee Reports
12. Adjournment

Hartland Township

Page 1

Updated 3/16/2017 11:09 AM

HARTLAND TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING DRAFT MINUTES
January 26, 2017-7:00 PM

5.a

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

4. Approval of Meeting Agenda
a.

Motion to approve the agenda
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

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

5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
None

6. Call to Public
None

7. Public Hearing
None

8. Old and New Business
a.

Site Plan #545 Wayne Homes
Chair Fox asked Director Langer to summarize the request.
Director Langer referred to the Zoning Map and the proposed site plan for the project. He stated:
· Office buildings are on either side.
· Residential structures located behind but an office zoning.
· Building would serve as the office and a display of the products offered.
· Wayne Homes builds single family homes on acreage or a single house in a subdivision but not
entire subdivisions.
· This parcel is approximately one acre in size and is currently undeveloped.
· Requires Site Plan Approval from the Planning Commission; if granted, it will move on to
construction.
Chair Fox invited the Applicants to introduce themselves and their project. The Applicants present were
Ben Vogel & Joel Cardinal with Wayne Homes; James Barnwell with Desine Inc.
The Applicants stated the following:
· Not a developer, do not own property or subdivisions.
· Work directly with the customer through the design process.
· Customers enter the office on the first floor.
· Customers can tour the model home; it will be furnished.
· Basement has a design center with materials samples and some office space.
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PRESENT: Joe Colaianne, Thomas Murphy, Larry Fox, Jeff Newsom, Sue Grissim, Michael Mitchell,
Keith Voight
ABSENT:

5.a
Planning Commission
·
·

January 26, 2017

Side access for the production team and second means of egress for the basement area.
No more than four or five employees present on site.

Mr. Barnwell directed the Planning Commission to the Lighting Plan and the Landscaping Plan and stated
the following:
· Lighting Plan shows the average for the parking lot and the entire site.
· Landscaping provided is above the minimum required and will adequately screen the parking area
from M-59.
· There is an 80-foot setback from the road and the lot is higher than the road.
· The exterior is all brick, as required by the Ordinance.
Chair Fox directed the Planning Commission to the staff report and asked Director Langer to summarize
the outstanding items.
Off-Street Parking
Director Langer stated the following:
· Required Off-Street Parking is 19 spaces; there is a formula based on building size for this
calculation.
· Proposed are 17 spaces and does not comply with the requirement.
· Room for two banked parking spaces if needed in the future.
· Landscape Plan could be modified to accommodate these future spaces and still be compliant.
Mr. Barnwell stated the upper level of the structure included in the calculation is not truly occupied space
but is meant for display only. He stated it would be their preference to keep the landscaping in place to
screen the residential property to the south. If a future use needed the parking, the landscaping could be
adjusted at that time. They are requesting a waiver for the additional two parking spaces.
The Planning Commission briefly discussed their options.
Commissioner Mitchell asked if there were any company trucks that would be utilizing the off-street
parking. The applicant stated there are company trucks but the employees drive those vehicles home each
night so there would not be two vehicles per employee requiring parking spaces.
Commissioner Voight stated his concern is the future use. He suggested the parking spaces be identified on
the drawing as future parking but they could still be landscaped for this use. Chair Fox concurred and asked
Director Langer if not having all of the parking on the site plan could impede a future use from gaining
their Zoning Compliance approval.
Director Langer stated the following:
· This is an Office use.
· Zoning Ordinance clearly states the off-street parking calculation.
· Planning Commission approves the site plan but a change in the number of required off-street
parking spaces would require approval from the Zoning Board of Appeals.
· The Applicant’s choice is to either reduce the size of the building, making 17 spaces compliant, or
make application for a variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals. Chair Fox added they could
also revise the landscape and site plan as suggested, shading in the two banked parking spaces. If a
future use needed the additional parking, it would be on the site plan and it would not be required
to come back to the Planning Commission for approval.
Commissioner Murphy asked if the drainage and impervious surface calculations would have to be
revisited with the potential future addition of two more spaces.
The Planning Commission briefly discussed the drainage issue. It was generally agreed that there should be
appropriate storm water drainage even with the two spaces added.
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Minutes

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

January 26, 2017

Chair Fox asked if the Planning Commission was comfortable with having the banked spaces shown on the
plan but the landscaping remaining as shown for this use at this time. The Planning Commission agreed.
Loading
Director Langer stated although a loading area is not depicted, it could be placed on the site in a manner
that is consistent with how it has been previously applied to other sites. It is not currently shown on the site
plan but it would not be difficult to add.

Access Management
Chair Fox stated it was a safe assumption that Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) would
approve the driveway location. Director Langer stated it is proposed for essentially the same location and
MDOT typically will work with a property owner to locate a new driveway near a previous access. The
Applicant added MDOT communicated to them their desire for the location to remain as it was previously.
They do not yet have the approved permit yet but they did add all the revisions to the current site plan.
Landscaping - General Site Landscaping
Director Langer stated this requirement is difficult for Staff to determine compliance as the final approval
of the proposed landscaping must come from the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission briefly discussed the requirement and determined they are compliant.
Lighting
Director Langer confirmed there is a lighting plan included in the packet that shows the footcandles
throughout the site. The Ordinance requires an average for the main entrance but does not define the area
for the main entrance. The average footcandle values within the site were not included. The Applicant
indicated there are several footcandle averages and max/min calculations shown on the plan in various
places giving a general idea of that calculation. Chair Langer stated he did not foresee this as being an
issue.
Architecture/Building Materials
Chair Fox asked the Applicant to give an overview of the proposed structure.
The Applicant stated the following:
· Front is a combination of brick and stone with different patterns.
· Rear and sides are the same brick with accents of the same stone.
· Colors are consistent throughout the building.
Commissioner Voight asked if the garage door shown on the plan is the actual door to be installed. The
Applicant stated it is. Commissioner Voight stated there are no requirements for garage doors but since it is
along M-59, he is pleased to see it will be a nice looking door. The Applicant confirmed it was calculated
in with the other materials in determining compliance.
Chair Fox asked if anyone had anything to add. No additional comments were made.
Commissioner Newsom offered the following motion. Seconded by Commissioner Grissim:
Move to approve Site Plan Application #545, a request to construct a 2-story office building,
approximately 7,289 gross square feet in size, with the following conditions:
1.

Hartland Township

Approval is based on the site plans prepared by Desine Inc., dated January 11, 2017, subject to
the site and landscape plans being revised to provide the required number of parking spaces or
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Chair Fox asked what sort of materials would be delivered to the site. The Applicant replied small items
delivered by UPS or FedEx; no large items are delivered to the office. Chair Fox confirmed they could add
a Loading area to the plan. The Applicant agreed.

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

2.

January 26, 2017

Compliance with all requirements of the DPW Director, Fire Marshal, and Township Engineer
on the forthcoming Construction Plans.

Motion carried unanimously.
APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Jeff Newsom, Vice Chairman
Sue Grissim, Commissioner
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight

9. Call to Public
None

10. Planner's Report
Director Langer reported the following:
· The Ordinance Review Committee has met and compiled a list of priorities. It was fairly unanimous to
address the Farmer’s Market item first and look at the Special Event Ordinance. A meeting has been
scheduled for next week to hear directly from someone involved with the Farmer’s Market and gather
more information.
·

Staff is looking for advice from the Planning Commission. The recording secretary is having difficulty
deciphering the names of people offering Public Comments when transcribing the Minutes. Would the
Planning Commission be open to having a sign-in sheet for those who speak at the meetings being
mindful not to discourage anyone wishing to speak? The Planning Commission briefly discussed
options. The consensus was to try having a sign-in sheet for participants to voluntarily sign.

11. Committee Reports
None

12. Adjournment
Motion to adjourn
A motion was made by Commissioner Colaianne and seconded by Commissioner Voight. Motion carried
unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:38 PM.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

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

Submitted by,

Keith Voight
Planning Commission Secretary
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RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

HARTLAND TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING DRAFT MINUTES
February 9, 2017-7:00 PM

5.b

1. Call to Order - THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY 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

4. Approval of Meeting Agenda
Motion to approve the agenda

Chair Fox amended the Agenda by moving item 8.a. to 7.a. Public Hearing.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

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

5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
a.

Planning Commission - Special Meeting - Jan 12, 2017 7:00 PM
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Jeff Newsom, Vice Chairman
Thomas Murphy, Commissioner
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell
Voight

6. Call to Public
7. Public Hearing
a.

Rezoning #361 Hartland Glen Development LLC
Chair Fox opened the Public Hearing at 7:04 PM.
Chair Fox read the request: Hartland Glen Development, LLC has submitted a rezoning application to
rezone Tax Parcel No. 4708-26-100-019, 4708-26-100-00 and 4708-26-100-012 approximately 73
acres of their property that contains approximately 386 acres. The rezoning request is to change an
approximate 73-acre portion of their property from CA (Conservation Agricultural) to HDR (High
Density Residential).
Director Langer indicated on the maps the location of the parcels to be rezoned.
· Two smaller parcels are single family residential.
· Larger property is the northern 73-acre portion of the existing Hartland Glen Golf Course.
· Properties are currently zoned CA (Conservation Agriculture).
· Concept Plan indicates a residential development in the HDR (High Density Residential)
zoning category.
· Rezoning requires a Public Hearing by the Planning Commission, a recommendation by the
Planning Commission, and a decision by the Township Board.
The Applicant, Mr. Isam Yaldo, introduced his team, Dave Nona, Partner; Dan Callan, Consultant; and
stated the following:
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a.

5.b
Planning Commission
·
·
·
·

February 9, 2017

Commended the Planning Department for the thorough and comprehensive report.
Hartland Glen Golf Course originally came with 144 taps.
Committed to 720 taps for land in and around the golf course some of which was lost.
Following litigation, they currently have 602 Residential Equivalency Units (REUs) and must
find a way to use them for residential purposes.

Shannon Wehner, Lone Tree Road, Milford
· Owns property across the street from Hartland Glen.
· Like the remote nature of the area.
· Concerned about the remaining portion of the property behind the rezoning.
· No one will want to buy her house in the future with a subdivision across the street.
· Lone Tree, a private road that she and two other property owners maintain, will come into
play when the southern portion of the site is developed.
· Concerned about taxes, schools, potential rentals, high density, and wildlife displacement.
· Thinks the zoning should be less than HDR.
Gloria Poy, Cundy Road, Hartland
· CA is the lowest tax rate and is surprised that Hartland Glen is zoned CA since it is a
business.
· CA zoning was put in place for a reason, area is a watershed.
· Concerned about drainage onto her wetland property from a large development.
· Suggested Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) do a wetland study.
· Concerned about the effect on the environment, density, safety, wildlife, schools, the water
table and her well.
Sherrie Dalton, Cundy Road, Hartland
· Shares the other concerns already mentioned.
· Concerned about the effect on the lake, traffic, road, and home values.
· Master Plan calls for Medium Density.
· If a community well is required, she would propose an impact study be done.
Craig Whipple, Bobbie Street, Hartland
· Concerned with traffic, road conditions, watershed, drainage/run off, truck traffic, and public
safety/lack of police coverage.
· Area is changing.
Linda Harwood, Maxfield Boulevard, Hartland
· Agrees with previous comments.
· Concerned they will put in trailers once it is rezoned.
· Concerned about danger, traffic, noise, property values, taxes, density, types of structures that
could be built, her water and sewer.
· Highly against this proposal.
Donovan Atkins, Maxfield Boulevard, Hartland
· Concerned with construction traffic, road conditions, and traffic.
· Need to consider construction traffic and compensation for road damage during construction.
Doug Sarsen, Cundy Road, Hartland
· Concerned about wetlands, drainage and traffic.
· High Density does not fit in with Hartland Township.
· Many risks but not much benefit.
· Concerned for his well and the water table.
Bill Rains, Highland Road, Hartland
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5.b
Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

· Appreciates the rural atmosphere of the area and is opposed to a zoning change.
· Specifically opposed to the small lots and a large number of homes.
· Not opposed to development, but would like to see larger lots.
· Agrees with the previous statements made by his neighbors.
· Not the right move for Hartland.
Sean Angott. Wilson Lane, Hartland
· Encouraged everyone to read the Future Land Use Plan.
· Feels that it is not being adhered to as it should.
· There are other proposals on the horizon that are larger than this one that will impact the area.
· Concerned that it is not being viewed as a whole.
· High Density at this location could result in as many as 800 lots.
· Medium Urban Density Residential would give them 140 - 200 lots which is what they are
asking for; why go to High Density?
Chair Fox closed the Public Hearing at 7:40 PM.
Chair Fox directed the Planning Commission to the Staff Memorandum.
Section 7.4.3.A. Consistency with the adopted Comprehensive Plan.
Director Langer explained the difference between the Zoning Map and the Future Land Use Map
(FLUM).
· FLUM is the goal the Township is shooting for 20 years in the future.
· It does not mean that anything not in line with the FLUM should automatically be rezoned.
· There may be other considerations, such as infrastructure, that must be considered.
· FLUM is a tool to the Township uses to give a vision of what the Township is looking for.
· Future Land Use Plan gives a basis for the zoning so that it is not arbitrary; the zoning
classifications are part of a plan.
· Future Land Use categories and zoning categories are two different things and they do not
always match up.
· Current zoning is CA (Conservation Agricultural) an agricultural category but also a
residential category. For single family it requires a minimum lot size of two acres and 200 feet
of lot width. The proposed category of HDR (High Density Residential) is primarily for single
family residential use with a minimum lot size of 8400 square feet and 70 feet in lot width.
· Lots in the HDR category are generally served with some kind of public water and/or sanitary
sewer system.
· The HDR category is not consistent with the FLUM but it is consistent with adjacent
properties to the west, and the land to the east is in a Special Planning Area which is difficult
to determine as there may be density bonuses granted.
Commissioner Colaianne stated it is important to understand that the Comp Plan does not technically
create rights. What creates rights is the Zoning Map. Anyone can come in for a rezoning. The idea is to
have a balance of uses; a township cannot restrict some categories and uses entirely. Property owners
have a right to investment backed expectations for their land. This density is being requested because
sanitary sewer is available at this location. The request can be modified but all of the different
attributes must be considered as that is what the law requires; that is what the Future Land Use Map is
all about. The FLUM is reviewed every five years or so and changes with the community. The packet
Director Langer has put together has identified the items the Planning Commission must consider and
eventually the Township Board.
Chair Fox agreed and added good community planning puts the most intense uses near the
infrastructure that can handle it; in this Township that would be M-59 and Old US 23. He encouraged
examining the map to find out what the different colors represent as well as the density and intensity of
uses in those areas. “Rural character” is found away from those areas. It is within the applicant’s rights
to ask for a specific density or zoning classification.
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Minutes

Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

Commissioner Colaianne stated this plan is a conceptual plan; it is not being reviewed today. If the
rezoning is granted, any project would still have to go through the Site Plan Review process to be
approved.

Commissioner Grissim stated the HDR zoning category on the Zoning Map and the HDR classification
on the FLUM are not the same; if the rezoning is granted, would it ever switch over to the HDR listed
on the FLUM? Chair Fox replied it would not. The zoning is being changed. In the Comp Plan, there is
a Medium Urban Density Residential category and a Medium Suburban Density Residential category.
When referring to “Medium” clarification is needed.
Director Langer explained a chart comparing the different single family residential Comp Plan
categories and the different single family residential Zoning categories.
Chair Fox stated in considering the lot size range, one cannot take the entire acreage of a parcel and
divide it by the minimum lot size to determine how many lots are possible; there are other
considerations that must be taken out, such as wetlands and roads.
Director Langer added the names of the different categories shown on the different maps are quite
similar and it can be very confusing.
Chair Fox reiterated the request is to rezone the property. If the property is rezoned, they will follow
the rules for that zoning district as listed in the Zoning Ordinance; at that point, you do not look at the
Future Land Use Map but only the requirements for the HDR zoning district.
Chair Fox and Director Langer reviewed the FLUM and the designations for the surrounding
properties.
Commissioner Newsom asked the Director to compare the requested zoning district with what is
already present in the Township. Director Langer stated the only other area zoned HDR is the
Millpointe development. He continued stating it would be his preference that no concept plan is
submitted with a rezoning request as it tends to get people focusing on that particular plan which may
never be put forward as a development plan. Once the property is rezoned, the owner may come in
with a completely different proposal.
Commissioner Newsom asked how this plan compares with the Fiddler Grove development. Director
Langer replied that project is difficult to use in comparison as it was developed as a Planned
Development which has some flexibility in design and density if a substantial public benefit is
proposed.
The Planning Commission briefly compared some existing projects to gain a perspective of lot size.
The Applicant stated he would compare his first phase of the project with the Heritage Meadows
development.
Commissioner Colaianne asked what the lot width for that development is. The Applicant stated they
are 80 feet. Commissioner Murphy asked what the lot width for this development is. The Applicant
stated for Phase I they are 80 feet; after that is established the next phase are planned for 70 feet in
order to utilize some the 602 sewer taps.
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Chair Fox explained the proposal shown tonight is not necessarily the proposal that will come forward
if the rezoning is granted; it is a concept. What needs to be considered is all of the permitted uses in the
requested HDR zoning category or any special uses that would require an additional review process.
He continued to clarify HDR (High Density Residential) is a single family zoning category; no mobile
homes or multifamily developments are permitted in that category.

5.b
Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

The Applicant continued stating the following:
· There are 85 acres of regulated wetlands and 10 to 12 acres of unregulated wetlands.
· The main entrance is straight from Hartland Glen Road to M-59; Cundy Road ends at
Hartland Glen Road resulting in little traffic on Cundy Road.
· Zoning being requested is basically the same zoning as shown on the Comp Plan for Heritage
Meadows and for all the properties on Maxfield Road.
· The rear of the golf course property will not be developed for a long time; at a minimum, an
18-hole golf course will be maintained.
· No matter what zoning is approved, there will be leftover sewer taps; they do not have the
land to do it.
· No storm water will drain onto any other property.
Chair Fox stated this request is for 73 acres; certainly others will want to know what the plan is for the
remaining property with the 602 REUs. If any future development of the remaining land is desired, it
would require another appearance before the Planning Commission so one does not necessarily lead to
the other. This request is for 73 acres, not for the entire 300 plus acre parcel.
Commissioner Murphy asked how many sewer taps would be used for a development at the current
zoning. The Applicant did some calculations and stated 155 one-acre lots.
Commissioner Murphy asked if the property was zoned CA when it was purchased. The Applicant
replied it was but the plan was to develop it into a golf course community and even after the litigation,
the previous planner stated on the record 1000 residential units could be constructed. He continued
stating they are not asking for anything that is not reasonable.
Section 7.4.3.B. Compatibility with the site’s physical, geological, hydrological and other
environmental features.
Director Langer stated the following:
· The 85 acres of wetland is primarily south of the rezoning site.
· The water features and possible wetlands mentioned are indicated on the plan but to his
knowledge, none have been determined to be regulated or unregulated by the MDEQ nor is it
a requirement of a rezoning to do so.
· Current use is a golf course; the desire is to change the use to a high density single family
residential use essentially eliminating a portion of the golf course.
· The Planning Commission will need to decide if the requested rezoning category is constant
and compatible with the existing land makeup which is a golf course.
Chair Fox asked when is it appropriate to request the wetlands to be identified as regulated or
unregulated. Director Langer replied at the time of development.
Commissioner Newsom stated it is important to have these studies done for many reasons already
discussed. If the rezoning is granted and an environmental impact study is done at the time of
development, we have a little bit of insurance that, if it reveals some areas of impact, they may not be
able to develop it the way they want to. We will have the capability to scope it differently once they
come with a site plan for review.
Director Langer stated it might help if you think hypothetically if this property were rezoned tonight
and became effective tomorrow morning, what impact would that have on the property? None; nothing
has happened. Switching the zoning category has no impact on the actual property. When the applicant
comes back with a development proposal, then the impact of that proposal would be determined.
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Chair Fox stated the Applicant must be confident it is not regulated wetland because the concept plan
would not work.

The Applicant stated they have a flagged and surveyed wetland map done by the previous owner when
they planned to develop the property. They made sure that they are not encroaching on any of the
wetlands that are regulated in this phase; however, it is impossible to determine what they need to do
with the rest of the property because only time will tell. They anticipate the first phase is a 7 to 10-year
project to develop, build and sell the homes. He does know, in the south section, the water table is high
and it would be very expensive to develop; it may need to remain a golf course. This overall plan is
very long-term. The rezoning area is a nicely isolated nine holes with a road that leads to the rest of the
golf course, a developable property.
Commissioner Newsom stated it is not the only phase; they need to look at the long term plan twentyplus years out. If there is more information that could be provided, it would help the Planning
Commission in making their decision today.
The Applicant stated they have the old plan the previous owner had that encompassed another 70 acres
that has been lost showing 1000 units with major changes to the golf course itself. They do not have
the financial ability to change anything with the golf course at this point. Making changes to a golf
course is very expensive. They could provide the earlier plan but big chunks of it are gone.
Commissioner Newsom stated he was more specifically referring to the wetlands inventory and
environmental impact study. The Applicant responded that could be provided.
Chair Fox agreed they would be interested in seeing that. It may be too far out in the future in the
commitment of a development plan, but the Planning Commission could at least take a look at the
wetlands portion. If in the future, the Applicant or someone else decides to develop any more at this
location, it might be interesting to see a more comprehensive plan for the balance of the site. Taking a
look at the wetlands is not a bad thing for the whole site, but seeing it for this piece would be
satisfactory.
The Applicant stated he could have it to the Planning Department on Monday.
Section 7.4.3.C. Reasonable return on investment with current classification of CA.
Chair Fox inquired as to how the Applicant came by 602 REUs.
The Applicant stated:
· There was a major plan to develop the golf course into an active adult community.
· There was a preliminary plan at the time; the developer was under contract, so they engaged
with the Township to buy 25 percent of SAD 4. They committed to it at the time.
· Those 720 taps were subdivided into five parcels each having 144 taps.
· The developer walked away, the economy tanked, homes were selling at 30 cents on the
dollar, and they ended up losing four of the five parcels.
· They ended up with 383 acres of the golf course, two homes and 144 taps.
· The lots lost were bought by others who had the shock of their life when they saw what was
imposed upon them with the sewer assessment.
· Eventually, the lots ended up in possession of the Township.
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Commissioner Newsom suggested rather than dividing this property up into a 73-acre portion and
another 200 plus acre portion, maybe we should look at the whole property instead and talk about
cluster developments. It is a large property and does affect the watershed in that area. Maybe it should
be portioned into 25 percent pieces five years at a time, we might do better looking at it
comprehensively.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

·

The Applicant stated the Township had a bond and had to make payments on the bond. Somebody had
to commit to those taps and make payments through the tax bill so the Township could pay for the
bond money, or maybe the County. The obvious person to go to for payment is the person with the big
parcel who committed to the 720 taps to begin with. The Township won the case in court.
Chair Fox asked for clarification as to why the taps were split up among five parcels one of which is 10
acres; one could not put 144 units on the one that is 10 acres. The Applicant responded that was done
by the Township Attorney in the agreement.
There was a brief discussion by the Planning Commission about the litigation and the process ending
with Director Langer stating the bottom line is the Applicant has 602 REUs assessed to the property
that he pays a substantial amount for and cannot recoup that money with a zoning category of CA; he
will need, if not the HDR category, something close to that to recoup his investment.
Chair Fox stated if in fact there is a utilization of 602 taps for this property, the expectation is to see a
denser project along M-59 and less dense further back. It would make sense that it would flow from
more dense to less dense as it gets farther away from the M-59 corridor; that is how, in his mind, a
zoning map works. The Applicant stated he wanted to do multi-family apartments on the piece close to
M-59 but the Township is saturated with apartments.
Commissioner Grissim stated she would like to support Commissioner Newsom’s comments about
viewing the entire site as a whole. The Ordinance speaks to cluster developments, working with the
land, preserving the natural corridor, having open space for wildlife to move, etc. She feels, in order to
move forward, they need to view the site holistically in order to understand how to achieve the
Applicant’s hardship with the 602 REUs while also looking at the area as a whole to look at the best
use. It makes sense to put more development toward the location of the infrastructure, but we need to
look at it holistically for many reasons.
Chair Fox stated he agrees but his internal struggle is that this request is for 73 acres, not 383; any
property owner can request a rezoning for a piece of their property and that is the only part being
considered. He agrees with looking at the wetland in its totality but he does not agree with looking at a
whole plan because that is not what is being requested.
Commissioner Grissim stated that his hardship is the 602 REUs for the whole place so to split off 10 or
20 acres is difficult to reason with.
Commissioner Mitchell agreed stating one is subconsciously reviewing the whole parcel and it does
not add up so you know where it is headed.
Chair Fox concurred.
Commissioner Mitchell continued he also agrees with Chair Fox that only the requested 73 acres are to
be considered but in fact, it is the whole parcel.
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Based on what the Township determined could be developed on the golf course, the Township
took the majority of the balance of the 720 taps and put them on the tax bill for Hartland Glen
Golf Course. From the 720, he ended up with 602; the other 118 are on other parcels on the
south. It was the Township’s judgment that 602 units could be constructed on this property;
four million dollars in sewer assessment.
Commissioner Mitchell asked Director Langer why the Township would calculate how many REUs
the entire parcel could handle. Chair Fox stated Director Langer was not here at the time and asked the
Applicant if he could answer the question.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

Commissioner Murphy asked is it possible only the 73 acres can be rezoned and the balance of the
property to remain CA. Chair Fox replied that is all he is asking, he does not know how to evaluate 310
acres that are not part of the request because there is no plan.
Commissioner Newsom stated his point is to have the wetlands more professionally evaluated and that
is not something we are prepared to do tonight.

Commissioner Newsom stated this is only the first phase; they need to understand what is planned for
the rest of the property. The Planning Commission is only looking at a small portion of it and it is not
good enough for him to make a decision on the rezoning at this point. There is not enough information.
Section 7.4.3.D. Compatibility of all potential uses allowed in the proposed HDR District with
surrounding uses and zoning.
Director Langer summarized the HDR information in the Zoning Ordinance and the permitted uses. He
also referred to the Zoning Map to highlight surrounding zoning classifications. For the most part,
Staff feels the HDR zoning category and the uses permitted is consistent with the surrounding uses.
Section 7.4.3.E. Capacity of infrastructure and other public services and street system.
Director Langer stated generally public services means public water; public sewer, sanitary and storm
sewer; and streets. Street access available is Cundy Road and an existing private roadway within the
golf course that the Applicant intends to use as part of his development. Sanitary sewer has already
been discussed; he has 602 REUs available. Public water is not available but Staff did contact the
Livingston County Health Department. Individual wells could be problematic but there is an option for
a community well which would satisfy that requirement; however, no documentation has been
submitted for this particular element. Chair Fox asked if it was a requirement at this point. Director
Langer stated not unless the Planning Commission decides in order to meet that criteria, information
must be provided.
Commissioner Newsom asked how far the public water line extends in that part of the Township.
Director Langer stated it is quite a distance away near Clark Road.
Chair Fox asked the Applicant what his plan is for providing water to the development. The Applicant
stated he intends they will have individual wells and comply with all the requirements. If that is not
possible, they will explore a community well. Chair Fox pointed out the HDR zoning requires only a
10-foot side yard setback but the County needs 12 feet to move their equipment in and out to serve the
wells so the wells cannot be in the backyard. The Applicant stated he would make sure the structures
were placed to allow the County the required access.
Section 7.4.3.F. Capability of the street system to accommodate the expected traffic generated by uses
allowed in the requested zoning district.
Director Langer stated this determination is difficult as a traffic impact study is not required for a
rezoning; however, there is access to Cundy Road which is very near M-59. Without input from a
traffic engineer, it is difficult to know what percentage of cars would go west on Cundy Road and what
percentage would travel out to M-59 but it is presumed the vast majority would proceed to M-59. Since
this is a concept plan there have been no discussions with the Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT) regarding the impact this development would have at that location or if MDOT would require
any modifications; those conversations happen at the point of development but generally speaking, this
project is accessible to a street network. Some improvements may be required.
Chair Fox asked if Hartland Glen Drive goes on to Cundy or M-59. The Applicant stated Cundy Road
ends at Hartland Glen Drive; Hartland Glen Drive intersects with M-59.
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The Applicant brought out a plan that was placed on camera.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

Section 7.4.3.G. Apparent demand for uses permitted in the HDR District.

Chair Fox asked the Applicant, notwithstanding the 602 REUs driving the rezoning, what makes him
think people want to buy this type of housing? The Applicant replied they did a study of Hartland
Township and found there are only two developments that are comparable. They feel confident they
will be successful; a golf course community is very desirable.
Section 7.4.3.H. Ability to comply with zoning regulations.
Director Langer stated this is not particularly applicable to this case; Staff sees no reason why a
development and any of its permitted uses could not be constructed in full compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance on this site.
Section 7.4.3.I. Appropriateness of the requested zoning district.
Director Langer stated this is for the Planning Commission to examine how appropriate the requested
HDR zoning category is at this location and if it is consistent with the surrounding properties.
Section 7.4.3.J. Amendment of permitted or special uses versus rezoning.
Director Langer stated Staff does not see any concerns with any of the permitted uses or special use
permit uses allowed in the HDR category; it appears this current request would be consistent with this
criteria.
Section 7.4.3.K. Exclusionary and Spot Zoning Issues.
Director Langer stated “Exclusionary” and “Spot Zoning” are two terms used generally in planning;
Staff used some outside sources to aid in defining these terms in the staff report. Spot Zoning is where
a small area is zoned in such a way that it is isolated and is not consistent with any of the surrounding
properties. Exclusionary Zoning is almost the opposite of that where certain uses are totally excluded
within the boundaries of the Township. Staff does not see any concerns with the Applicant meeting
these criteria.
Section 7.4.3.L. Submittal of similar request within one year.
Chair Fox stated the Applicant has not submitted anything within one year.
Section 7.4.3.M. Other Factors.
Chair Fox stated he is struggling with how to deal with 380 acres in a 73-acre request.
Director Langer suggests it is best to answer the question you have been asked and the question is
would you rezone these 73 acres from CA to HDR. Whatever you do, make sure you are just
answering that question.
Commissioner Mitchell asked if it is the Applicant’s intent to develop these 73 acres in a couple of
phases or multiple phases. The Applicant stated at a minimum two phases; if the first 48 lots go well,
they will move on to the next phase. Chair Fox clarified that would include coming back for the
subdivision site plan review and all that is required for that process.
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Director Langer stated we rely on the Applicant to provide some documentation as part of their
presentation to identify if there is a demand for this type of residential development; however, the
write-up from the Applicant did not address this item. If the Planning Commission desires, it can
request the Applicant to provide some documentation regarding demand.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

Chair Fox asked if the Planning Commission would be willing to allow these 73 acres to be rezoned.
He continued by reminding the Planning Commission they do not have to decide tonight, but if they
choose not to decide, they need to determine when they will come back and make a decision so that all
parties are informed before they leave.

Commissioner Mitchell agreed stating he could render a decision tonight but he would prefer to
postpone. During this discussion new information was presented and he would like the opportunity to
do some additional research; it would be in the best interest of all parties to postpone a decision.
Commissioner Murphy agreed stating it is hard to differentiate between the 73-acre parcel and the
balance of the property in question. In general, he is not ready to make a decision.
It was the consensus of the Planning Commission to postpone a decision and come back in two weeks
at the February 23, 2017 meeting.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

POSTPONED [UNANIMOUS]
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Thomas Murphy, Commissioner
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell
Voight

Next: 2/23/2017 7:00 PM

8. Old and New Business
None

9. Call to Public
Gloria Poy, Cundy Road, Hartland
· Feels there is a certain amount of financial pressure to rezone this property.
· The residents in the area should not be punished due to the property owner’s bad investment.
· The whole acreage should be taken into consideration because of the watershed and wetlands in the
area.
· She owns property that contains a connecting wetland and has concerns.
Doug Sarsen, Cundy Road, Hartland
· Regarding access, he feels due to the placement of the lots, traffic will increase on Cundy Road.
Shannon Wehner, Lone Tree Road, Milford
· Asked if the rezoning is not approved what will happen to the land. Is it going to be abandoned and
then we will face this again with someone else?
Commissioner Colaianne stated there are two possibilities; he could walk away from the property and someone
else would have to deal with the same issues, or he could take us to court. Zoning creates rights on a property.
When an applicant gets a denial on a zoning change, a judge gets to make the decision and they may look at it
very differently than the Planning Commission and the Township Board. Comments from the public are taken
very seriously but they also have to consider the property owners’ rights within the parameter of the law.
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Commissioner Colaianne stated the Township Board typically does not make a decision the same night
as a public hearing; they will often take the time to address some of the questions and concerns voiced
during the meeting or even request more information be provided. It would be his suggestion that they
wait to make a decision at a later date and also get Commissioner Voight’s perspective as well.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

Chair Fox stated they all should be concerned; if they did walk away from the property, those 602 REUs will sit
there with it. He stated we try hard to do everything possible to make things work. You can tell we are all in
deep thought.

Sherrie Dalton, Cundy Road, Hartland
· Repeated her concerns about the lake and the runoff.
· Concerned about the impact on everything outside of the development.
Gail Offen, Maxfield Road, Hartland
· Expressed her support for more studies to be done regarding the watershed and the lakes.
· Understands the fear of property rights but if you are going to grant these rights, then also grant the
residents the ability to know exactly what is going to happen and what the impact will be.
· Expressed a concern that the Farmer’s Market has disappeared from the visibility they had before and
would like to see them enjoy the patronage they had in a more visible location. Many vendors dropped
out this past year. She would like to see it on a future agenda and assist in finding a new location.
· The Highland Farmer’s Market may not happen this year which makes the Hartland market even more
valuable.
Commissioner Colaianne encouraged her to speak to the Township Board and gave a summary of recent
discussions. Commissioner Murphy stated the Ordinance Review Committee is looking at that issue and is
trying to come to a decision as soon as possible. The Township understands the value of the Farmer’s
Market.
Sarah Sarsen, Cundy Road, Hartland
· Concerned about the “high density” in the HDR designation. Understands investments were made and
things change but high density is a concern. Would like to see medium density.
Chair Fox stated there are two residential designations with higher density than HDR.
Chair Fox thanked the public for coming to the meeting and sharing their thoughts. The Planning Commission
does listen to what you say and represents everyone.

10. Planner's Report
Director Langer reported the following:
· The Ordinance Review Committee has met and is looking at the Farmer’s Market issue.
· The market is permitted under the Special Events Ordinance.
· This ordinance limits the market to a public or quasi-public property.
· The Farmer’s Market believes if they do not have a more visible location they will cease to exist.
· There are no suitable public or quasi-public properties with high visibility on M-59 that would be
suitable.
· The Township Board must take action.
· Treasurer Horning raised the issue at a recent Township Board meeting.
· The goal is the Township Board may be directing the Planning Commission to look at that issue in
the near future.
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Randle Samuels, Maxfield Road, Hartland
· Asked if there is a plan to redefine the HDR designation to allow higher density?
· What is the Township’s concern?
Director Langer explained the difference between the HDR Zoning District and the HDR Future Land Use
designation. The Planning Commission restated the reasonable return on investment discussion and a property
owner’s right to use his property within the zoning classification and request a different zoning.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

February 9, 2017

11. Committee Reports
None

12. Adjournment
a.

Motion
A motion was made by Commissioner Colaianne and seconded by Commissioner Newsom. Motion
carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:15 PM.
APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Jeff Newsom, Vice Chairman
Colaianne, Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell
Voight

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Feb 9, 2017 7:00 PM (Approval of Meeting Minutes)

RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

Submitted by,

Keith Voight
Planning Commission Secretary
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Hartland Township Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Memorandum
Submitted By: Troy Langer
Subject:

Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan

Date:

March 15, 2017

Recommended Action
The Planning Department recommends the Planning Commission approve Site Plan Application #17-002,
a request to amend the approved site plan for Walnut Ridge Estates PD, to reduce the rear setback for 49
condominium units and to amend the previously approved landscape plan to modify the tree species,
subject to the following conditions:

1. Approval is based on the site plan, Sheet C3, prepared by Boss Engineering, dated February 20,
2017; and
2. The applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan that reflects the approved tree substitutions.
3. (Any other conditions the Planning Commission deems necessary.)

Discussion
The applicant is requesting to amend the previously approved site plan that was approved under SP #530F (Final Plan), specifically to adjust the rear yard setback for several of the condominium units. The
approved site plan for SP #530-F, dated December 29, 2015, shows the building envelope for each unit
which includes a 40-foot rear yard setback. The applicant is requesting to reduce the rear yard setback
from 40 feet to 25 feet, or 20 feet for specific condominium units in order to allow additional buildable
area for homes with 3 or 4-car garages, per the applicant. The applicant claims there is unintended
demand for larger garage space and slightly larger homes that demand a larger footprint of the lot to
construct the homes. The revised rear setbacks pertain to units in each of the three phases. The applicant
has provided Sheet C3, dated February 20, 2017, (prepared by Boss Engineering), which shows the
revised rear setbacks.

The applicant is also requesting to amend the previously approved landscape plan dated May 13, 2015 for
Walnut Estates PD. The request is to substitute the plant species for five different trees due to the
difficulty in obtaining the trees. The applicant has provided a list of the proposed tree substitutions. If
approved by the Planning Commission, a revised landscape plan would be required.
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Attachments
SP 17-002 staff memo 031617 (PDF)
Recorded Agreement_River Church PD (PDF)
1st Amendment to PD RECORDED

(PDF)

Jack Lansing Email 3.09.2017 (PDF)
Walnut Ridge PD Apprd Sheet C3 122915

(PDF)

Walnut Ridge landscape plan tree subsitutions

(PDF)

SP #17-002 Proposed Sheet C3 022017 (PDF)
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Board of Trustees
Joseph W. Colaianne, Trustee
Matthew J. Germane, Trustee
Glenn E. Harper, Trustee
Joseph M. Petrucci, Trustee

MEMORANDUM
Date:

March 16, 2017

To:

Hartland Township Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Walnut Ridge Estates
Site Plan Application #17-002
Amendment to the approved plans for Walnut Ridge Estates Planned
Development (PD)
Proposed amendment to the previously approved plans for Walnut Ridge Estates
Planned Development (Site Plan Application #530). The request is to amend the
rear yard setback and building envelope for several condominium units in Walnut
Ridge Estates and amend the approved landscape plan. The residential
development is on the north side of Highland Road between Cullen and Hacker
Roads, and north of the Venture Church site (8457 Highland Road). Walnut
Ridge Estates is comprised of Tax Parcel ID #4708-19-300-021 & #4708-19-300022.

Applicant Information
Property Owner

Applicant

Walnut Ridge Estates, LLC
1295 Maxfield
Brighton, MI 48114
Jack Lansing
P.O. Box 1702
Brighton, MI 48116

Site Description
The subject property is the site of Venture Church (formerly The River Community Church) on
the north side of M-59 between Cullen and Hacker Roads. The property consists of three
parcels with two owned by Venture Church (4708-19-300-020 & 4708-19-300-022) totaling 55.1
acres, and one owned by Walnut Ridge Estates LLC ( 4708-19-300-021) totaling 21.1 acres.
The entire site is 76.2 acres, with the Church’s developed portion including the church building,
parking lot, and detention pond comprising approximately 34 of those 76 acres. The property is
zoned PD (Planned Development).
To the east is the Hartland Estates single-family residential development, to the north and west
are acreage parcels zoned CA (Conservation Agriculture), and to the south is the San Marino
single-family residential development.
Walnut Ridge Estates Planned Development was approved in 2016 under Site Plan Application
#530, with 64 site condominium units, and a future 65th unit, on approximately 42 acres of
undeveloped land north of Venture Church.
2655 Clark Road, Hartland, MI 48353 | (810) 632-7498 | HartlandTwp.com
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Walnut Ridge Estates SP #17-002
March 16, 2017
Page 2

Request
The applicant is requesting to amend the previously approved site plan that was approved
under SP #530-F (Final Plan), specifically to adjust the rear yard setback for several of the
condominium units. The approved site plan for SP #530-F, dated December 29, 2015, shows
the building envelope for each unit which includes a 40-foot rear yard setback. The applicant is
requesting to reduce the rear yard setback from 40 feet to 25 feet or 20 feet for specific
condominium units in order to allow additional buildable area for homes with 3 or 4-car garages.
The applicant claims there is unintended demand for larger garage space and slightly larger
homes that demand a larger footprint of the lot to construct the homes. The revised rear
setbacks pertain to units in each of the three phases. The applicant has provided Sheet C3,
dated February 20, 2017, (prepared by Boss Engineering), which shows the proposed rear
setbacks.
The applicant is also requesting to amend the previously approved landscape plan dated May
13, 2015 for Walnut Estates PD. The request is to replace several of the trees with different
varieties of trees due to availability issues in obtaining the tree species shown on the approved
landscape plan. The applicant has provided a list of the proposed tree substitutions. If approved
by the Planning Commission, a revised landscape plan would be required.
Site History
Crestwood (2005)
In 2005, the subject parcel was the location of Crestwood, a planned development of 80 singlefamily units by Ivanhoe-Huntley. Crestwood received a recommendation for final approval from
the Planning Commission in October 2005 and final approval from the Township Board in
November 2005. The parcel was rezoned from CA (Conservation Agricultural) to PD as part of
that approval. A 20-year sewer assessment was obligated to the property for 80.0 REU’s.
Construction on the project never commenced, but the parcel retained its PD zoning designation
and the sewer obligation remained.
The River Community Church (2013)
The River Community Church (now known as Venture Church) purchased the subject parcel
(76.2 acres) in 2009 and presented a conceptual planned development plan to the Township in
2013. The planned development request included the church building, parking, detention basins,
and driveway on the southern portion of the site. A running/workout trail is shown starting from
west church parking lot and traveling north of the church site. The northern portion of the site is
labeled as “Future development”. Recreational areas are also included as part of the future
development. The project was intended to be built in phases with the construction of the church
to occur first and the development of the residential component and/or recreational areas to
occur in the future. Future expansion to the church building could be part of a future phase as
well. The site plans for the church were developed in anticipation of a future residential use. The
easterly church driveway was designed to the specifications of a private road which now
provides access to Walnut Ridge Estates. Infrastructure was designed to accommodate future
extensions to serve a residential development. The plans did not show a conceptual layout for a
residential development nor were yard setbacks for a condominium unit discussed at that time.

Packet Pg. 21

Attachment: SP 17-002 staff memo 031617 (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)

The residential development is planned to be constructed in three phases. Currently, the project
is in Phase I, which includes the construction of condominium Unit #1-23. Unit #24-49 will be
constructed in Phase II and the remaining units will be constructed in Phase III (Unit #50-64).

The River Community Church Planned Development (PD) project was approved by the
Township Board in August 2103 under Site Plan application #511. As part of the project, the
Township and the developer entered into a Planned Development Agreement on August 20,
2013. The PD Agreement outlines the allowed uses for the PD as well as the developer’s and
Township’s obligations for future expansions. Future expansions would require additional
approvals and amendments to the PD plan and PD Agreement. The name of the church was
changed to Venture Church which was constructed between 2013 and 2014, and opened in
March 2015.
Walnut Ridge Estates PD (2015)
In 2015, an application was submitted for a 64-unit single-family condominium development with
an option for a 65th unit, known as Walnut Ridge Estates. The proposed development required
an amendment to the original PD Agreement and site plans of the River Community Church PD.
The residential project was reviewed under Site Plan Application #530 which was approved by
the Township Board on March 15, 2016. The approved site plans are dated December 29, 2015.
The original PD Agreement was amended as part of this request as noted below. A Master
Deed and Condominium By-Laws for Walnut Ridge Estates Condominiums were also required.
1st Amendment to the PD Agreement (2016)
The first amendment to the PD Agreement, dated April 20, 2016, outlines the specifics of the
residential development including phasing of the construction of the condominium units, future
site improvements, and obligations of the Developer (Venture Church), the Residential
Developer (Walnut Ridge Estates, LLC), and the Township. Specifics on yard setbacks for the
condominium units were not noted in the 1st Amendment to the PD Agreement.
Site Plan Procedure
The applicant is requesting to amend the rear setback of the condominium unit which was
established on the approved Final Site Plan under SP #530 for Walnut Ridge Estates.
Additionally the applicant is requesting amend the approved landscape plan for the
development, dated May 13, 2015 regarding tree substitutions.
Yard setbacks were not established as part of the original PD Agreement for the River
Community Church PD or in the 1st Amendment to the PD Agreement. The Final Site Plan,
dated December 29, 2015 for SP #530 shows the building envelope and yard setbacks for each
condominium unit. Sheet C3 lists the required setbacks under “General Notes”. Since the
original PD Agreement and 1st Amendment to the PD do not provide language regarding the
building envelope and yard setbacks, staff considers the current request as an amendment to
an approved site plan which is subject to the review and approval of the Planning Commission.
A textual amendment to the PD Agreement is not required as part of this request, thus approval
from the Township Board is not necessary. The request to amend the landscape plan is also
considered an amendment to an approved plan and is subject to the review and approval of the
Planning Commission.
Proposed Amendment to the Site Plan for Rear Yard Setbacks
Sheet C3 of the approved site plans for Walnut Ridge Estates (SP #530) shows the building
envelope for each condominium unit. Each unit has the same required setbacks as follows: front
and rear yard, 40 feet; and side yard, minimum of 5 feet on one side and 25 feet on the other for
a combined total of 30 feet and a minimum 30 feet between buildings. The offset building
envelopes are consistent with the approved Crestwood plan intended to facilitate side-entry
garages. The setbacks are listed under “General Notes, Note #7”, on Sheet C3.
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Walnut Ridge Estates SP #17-002
March 16, 2017
Page 3

Currently, the residential project is in Phase I and construction of several homes has started. An
informal meeting was held between the applicant and the Township on February 13, 2017 to
discuss the applicant’s concerns with the building envelope. Per the applicant, the preference is
to have a slightly larger footprint than first anticipated and a 3 or 4-car garage instead of a 2-car
garage. The current building envelope does accommodate that design. In order to facilitate the
option of having a larger footprint and increase the buildable area, the applicant is requesting to
modify the rear setback for those lots that back up to open space. This is applicable to units in
Phase I, II, and III of the residential development. The applicant has submitted a proposed plan,
Sheet C3, prepared by Boss Engineering, dated February 20, 2017. The rear setback for the
condominium units along the eastern property line of Walnut Ridge Estates would remain at 40
feet. This includes Unit 1-3, 24-28, and 50-56 (15 units).
The proposed rear setback for the remaining 49 units is 20 feet or 25 feet as noted on submitted
plan (Sheet C3). Sheet C3 shows the proposed building envelope for each unit and lists the
proposed setbacks under “General Notes, Note #7”. The revised rear setback does not affect
the open space for the development as the boundaries of the condominium units are not
changed.
The following chart summarizes the existing and proposed rear setbacks:
Unit #

Existing
Rear Setback
1-3, 24-28, 50- 40 feet
56
4-21, 23, 29,
40 feet
32-35,
37-49,
57-64

Proposed
Rear Setback
40 feet

# of Units

20 feet

45

22, 30, 32, 36

25 feet

4

40 feet

15

As a general note, although the setbacks are proposed to change, the homes would not be any
closer to the surrounding developments. Those units that back up to existing residential
development would not be modified.
Proposed Amendment to the Landscape Plan for Tree Species Substitutions
The applicant has requested to substitute the tree species for five different types of trees due to
the difficulty in obtaining the trees that were originally approved. The approved landscape plan,
(Sheet C6), dated May 13, 2105 provides a plant list with the plant name, quantity, and size of
each plant type. The applicant has not provided a revised landscape plan, however a proposed
plant substitution list was submitted to staff via an e-mail communication on March 9, 2017. The
plant substitutions include canopy, evergreen, and ornamental tree species. The number of
trees in each category is not changing nor are the tree locations changing. Also the size of each
tree would remain the same as noted on the plant list on the previously approved landscape
plan.
The canopy trees are used as street trees and are also planted in the central park landscaped
area and around two detention basins. The evergreen trees are found along the southern end of
Walnut Ridge Estates; in the central park landscaped area; and around two detention basins.
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The ornamental trees are planted in the central park landscaped area and around two detention
basins. A copy of the previously approved landscape plan is provided (Sheet C6) showing the
locations of the subject trees and the current tree species. If the tree substitutions are approved
by the Planning Commission, staff would suggest the applicant provide a revised landscape
plan showing the new tree species and a revised plant list.
Following is a summary of the previously approved trees and proposed tree substitutions:
Tree Category

Tree species
per Approved Plan

Proposed Trees

# of Trees
(Existing/Proposed)

Canopy/Street Tree

Legacy Sugar Maple

Canopy/Street Tree

Village Green Zelkova

Green
Mountain 19
Sugar Maple
Elm cultivar
23

Evergreen Tree

Colorado Blue Spruce

White Spruce

31

Ornamental Tree

River Birch

Serviceberry

20

Recommendation
The Planning Department recommends the Planning Commission approve Site Plan Application
#17-002, a request to amend the approved site plan for Walnut Ridge Estates PD, to reduce the
rear setback for 49 condominium units and amend the previously approved landscape plan to
modify the tree species, subject to the following conditions:
1. Approval is based on the site plan, Sheet C3, prepared by Boss Engineering, dated
February 20, 2017; and
2. The applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan that reflects the approved tree
substitutions. Tree locations, quantities, and sizes shall remain consistent with the
previously approved landscape plan.
3. (Any other conditions the Planning Commission deems necessary.)
Attachments:
 Original Planned Development (PD) Agreement (The River Community Church Project),
dated August 20, 2013
 1st Amendment to the PD Agreement, dated April 20, 2016
 Communication via e-mail from Jack Lansing, dated March 9, 2017
 Approved Site Plan for Walnut Ridge Estates, dated December 29, 2015, Sheet C3, PDF
version only
 Approved Landscape Plan for Walnut Ridge Estates, dated May 13, 2015, Sheet C6,
showing subject trees to be replaced, PDF version only
 Proposed Site Plan for Walnut Ridge Estates (with revised setbacks), dated February 20,
2017, Sheet C3, PDF version only
CC:

Jack Lansing
P.O. Box 1702
Brighton, MI 48116
jack@ccgbuilders.com

T:\PLANNING DEPARTMENT\PLANNING COMMISSION\2017 Planning Commission Activity\SP #17-002 Walnut Ridge Amendment\Staff memo\SP
17-002 staff memo 031617.docx
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fLAN"NED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

(The River Community Church
Project)

This PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT (''Agreement") is entered into by and
among Tiffi RIVER COMMUNITY CHURCH, a Michigan ecclesiastical corporation, whose
address is 10171 Bergin Road, Howell, Michigan 48843 (the "Developer") and the TOWNSHIP
OF HARTLAND, a Michigan municipal corporation, whose address is 2655 Clark Road,
Harland, Michigan 48353 (the "Township").

RECITALS:
A.
Developer is the owner of certain real property consisting of approximately 76.19
acres located in the Township as more particularly described on Exhibit "A" attached hereto (the
"Property").
B.
Developer desires to develop the Property as a planned development under
Section 3.1.18 of the Township's Zoning Ordinance consisting of a church building and
associated improvements to be built on the south approximately 1/3 of the Property and the
future development as church, residential, and/or recreational project on approximately the north
2/3 of the Property, said total development to be known as "The River PD."

C.
The Township's Planning Commission considered The River PD for conceptual
site plan approval on February 14, 2013 and the Township's Board reviewed The River PD
conceptual site plan on March 5, 2013.
D.
A public hearing for The River PD was held by the Township's Planning
Commission on April 11, 2013.
E.
At its meeting held on May 9, 2013, the Planning Commission moved to
recommend approval of preliminary planned development project and plan. Thereafter, on May
21, 2013, the Township Board approved The River PD Preliminary Site Plan finding that The
River PD met the applicable criteria set forth in Section 3.1.18 of the Zoning Ordinance.
F.
An application and final site plan package for The River PD, including site
improvement plans, landscape plans, the principal uses of the Property and all necessary
easements or easements of record which shall be executed and recorded in accordance with the
terms of this Agreement (hereinafter collectively referred to as the "Site Plan") were submitted to
the Township and, subject to the Developer entering into this Agreement setting forth certain
terms and conditions of The River PD, was reviewed and recommended for approval by the
Hartland Township Planning Commission on July 25, 2013 and reviewed and approved by the
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G.
The Zoning Ordinance requires the execution of a planned development
agreement in connection with the approval of the fmal Site Plan for the development which
agreement shall be binding upon the Township and Developer and other owners within the
development. A copy of the approved Site Plan for The River PD is attached as Exhibit "B"
hereto.
H.
The Township and Developer now desire to enter into this Agreement which,
among other things, shall set forth the mutual and respective covenants, obligations and
undertakings of the Township and Developer with respect to The River PD.
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual covenants of the
parties described in this Agreement and with the express understanding that this Agreement is
required in connection with final site plan approval, the parties agree as follows:
Article I- Gwern! Terms

!.1
Developer and the Township acknowledge and represent that the foregoing
recitals are true and accurate and binding upon the parties.
1.2
The Township acknowledges that the Site Plan incorporates the conditions and
requirements set forth by the Township Board for preliminary approval of The River PD and,
therefore, the Township grants approval of the final Site Plan in accordance with the procedures
set forth in the Zoning Ordinance and this Agreement.
1.3
The terms, provisions and conditions of this Agreement are and shall be deemed
to be of benefit to the Property and shall run with and bind the Property and shall bind and inure
to the benefit of the successors and assigns of the parties to this Agreement.
1.4
The "Planned Development" or "PD" zoning classification shall permit the
Developer to develop the Property in phases and the Developer agrees to develop the Property in
accordance with the approved Site Plan. The initial development phase will include construction
of the proposed church (as labeled on the approved Site Plan), including the auditorium, lobby
and children's ministry wing. Future expansion phases would consist of an administrative wing,
chapel and additional children/student ministry area. Use of the facility will be limited to and
include all activities typical of a church. The PD zoning classification shall also permit the
Developer to develop the northern forty-two (42) acres of the Property (depicted and described
on the approved Site Plan as "Future Residential and/or Church/Recreation") in the future for a
church and/or residential or recreational uses, provided that the Township first approves an
amended site plan for the Future Residential and/or Church/Recreation area and appropriate
amendments to this Agreement are approved.
1.5
The approved Site Plan for The River PD includes this Agreement and all exhibits
attached hereto and shall incorporate all material representations of the Developer made in the
following plans and documents submitted in pursuit of The River PD approval to the extent that
such representations are not inconsistent with the recitals and terms contained herein.
1.5.1 Final River PD Plans revised as of August 14, 2013 and consisting of 29 plan
sheets, prepared by Boss Engineering (Thorn Dumond) and Lindhout Associates
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1.5.2 Any and all public or private easements contemplated by this Agreement
including without limitation utility easements, emergency access easements or
conservation easements.
The Township enters into this Agreement on the assumption that all plans and supporting
documentation submitted to the Township are true and accurate. If there are discrepancies
between the supporting documenlation and this Agreement including exhibits, this Agreement
shall controL
1.6

Effect ofPD Approval; Adjustments.

1.6.1 The Developer and Township acknowledge approval of the Site Plan for the
general configurations, road layouts and locations and amount of land occupied by
permitted uses and setbacks as applicable.
1.6.2 Adjustments including, but not limited to, minor realignment of roads, minor
adjustments to setbacks and property configurations and other similar minor changes
which are required by other reviewing agencies or by on-site or engineering conditions
and which do not alter the overall layout or integrity of the Site Plan shall be permitted in
accordance with Section 3.1.18H of the Zoning Ordinance. Such minor adjustments shall
not require amendment to this Agreement. All other revisions to the approved Site Plan
including approval of the Future Residential and/or Church/Recreation shall be in
accordance with Section 3.1.18 ofthe Zoning Ordinance.
1. 7 Permits from Review Authorities. All permits from review authorities or agencies
that have jurisdiction applicable to The River PD shall be submitted to the Township prior to the
start of construction including, but not necessarily limited to, permits from the Livingston
County Road Commission ("LCRC"), Michigan Department Of Transportation ("MDOT"),
Livingston County Drain Commissioner ("LCDC") and the Michigan Department of
Environmental. Quality ("MDEQ"). It shall be the responsibility of Developer to obtain all
required permits. The Township will cooperate with the Developer's efforts to obtain such
permits and will execute such applications, permits or other documents required of the Township
by the applicable slate and county regulatory agencies. Developer shall be responsible for
securing all permits associated with the construction of the church building.
Article 2

Deye!oper's Ohligatjoi!S

2.1
As a benefit to the general community, Developer will install and mainlain a
runiling/workout trail with workout stations as described and/or depicted on the Site Plan. The
trail will be ins!alled so as to start at the west church parking lot in order to allow the community
to park near the gathering area and start of the traiL The trail will run northwards from the church
area within a green belt having a minimum width of six (6) feet. Workout stations will be spaced
approximately 114 mile apart along the trail and will conlain outdoor workout stations (such as a
chinning bar) where appropriate, as well as signage instructing on the workout for that station.
By executing this Agreement, Developer grants to the public an easement for ingress, egress,
parking, gathering and use of the traiL

I

'
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2.2
As a general benefit to the public the Church will allow the Hartland Community,
including the Township, use of its state of the art facility for events such as concerts, productions
and meetings.
2.3
Developer shall install landscaping, signage and lighting in accordance with the
landscaping plans ("Landscaping Plan") which is part of the Site Plan. Said Landscaping Plans
show the installation of additional screening as a benefit to the residents of Hartland Estates
Condominium.

i

i
'

2.4
Developer has contributed fifty percent (50%) of the contracted cost for the
Township engineer to update the Township's water master plan to study the impacts this
development and its future residential phases will have on the existing system and its users.
Developer shall provide easements for proposed connections to utilities including water and
sanitary sewer for future extension to the west Property line. Developer agrees to pay for such
future extension and shall cooperate with the Township and/or Livingston County to construct
"stub" utilities to the adjacent property (described as tax identification number 4 708-19-300-006)
to the west of the Property.
2.5
If there is any future expansion of the proposed church building as shown on the
Site Plan, Developer will expand the northern parking lot if additional parking spaces are
required pursuant to the then existing Township Zoning Ordinance. Any expanded northern
parking area shall be fully curbed. Within five (5) years of the date of occupancy of the proposed
church or at the time an expansion to the church building commences, whichever is sooner,
Developer shall curb the northern parking lot regardless of whether additional parking spaces are
required due to the church building expansion.
2.6
The Developer shall perform reasonable and ordinary maintenance, repair, and/or
replacement of the Storm Water Management Facilities necessary to ensure that they
continuously perform their designed function as part of the storm water drainage system for the
development. Without limitation, the Developer shall ensure that the Storm Water Management
Facilities: (i) are kept clear and clean; (ii) do not become a public nuisance; (iii) are maintained
in a structurally sound condition; (iv) are adequately vegetated and free of significant erosion as
applicable; and (v) shall be kept free of woody vegetation. In addition, to ensure the effective and
efficient operation of all Storm Water Management Facilities, the Developer shall:
A. Limit the use of salt or other deicing practices on the Property to that which is
reasonable and customary with due regard for the health, safety and welfare of the
public and the environmental impact of such practices.
B. Prohibit the use of phosphorus fertilizer to minimize the impact on surrounding water
impoundments.

C. On a regular basis, inspect inlet and outlet pipes and inspect rip rap and pipes into the
detention basins.
D. On a regular basis, evaluate sedim.ent accumulation in the forebay.

E. On a regular basis, inspect outlets from the detention basin for any erosion into the
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F. On a regular basis, check the vegetation in and around the forebay and basin for
invasive species, particularly Phragmites and Purple Loosestrife. Iffound, they must
be removed inunediately.
G. On a regular basis, check for trash and debris blocking the inlets and outlets and
remove if present.
2. 7
Vegetation in the bioswale should be triunned every year or two, early in the
spring, to prevent woody species from taking over. Clippings from plants should be disposed of
properly as they may have absorbed hazardous toxins. Removal of vegetation clippings
following this practice removes pollutants that have been absorbed by the vegetation. Regular
maintenance activities for bioswales should include inspection of surface drainage systems to
ensure removal of any sediment buildup and trash; repair of surfaces that have been damaged by
erosion, rodents, vehicles or other causes; care of plant materials; and replacement of dead
plants. Inspection and repair to bioswales should be scheduled far enough in advance of the first
seasonal rains to allow for any repairs that may be necessary in either the storm drainage system
leading to the bioswale or in the bioswale that may restrict the flow of water causing localized
flooding and possible erosion, create sediment buildup, and create aesthetic problems that create
a poor public perception of the site.
2.8
In the event the Developer fails to maintain, repair or replace the Storm Water
Management Facilities, the Township shall notify the Developer, or its successors and assigns of
its findings in writing, and the Developer or its successors or assigns shall make required repairs,
maintenance, and replacement within thirty (30) days. In the event of an emergency situation, the
Township shall not be required to provide the notice and opportunity to cure as provided in this
paragraph, and may exercise the rights provided in the paragraph below without notice.
If the deficiencies set forth in the notice are not cured within the stated time
2.9
period, or by any extension "granted by the Township, or if an emergency situation exists, the
Township may enter onto any portion of the land as necessary and undertake any required
maintenance, repair, or replacement of the Stonn Water Management Facilities and the cost
thereof, plus a reasonable administrative fee, may be assessed against the Property and collected
as a special assessment on the next annual Township tsx roll; or may be collected by the
Township in accordance with the applicable provisions of Michigan law dealing with
foreclosures of mortgages by advertisement (the owners of the land having specifically
consented to exercise of this remedy); or by suit initiated against the owners of the Property. The
selection of remedy shall be at the sole determination of the Township and the election of one
remedy shall not be a waiver of any other remedy.
2.10 By execution of this Agreement, Developer grants to the Township, a license to
enter onto any portion of the Property as necessary to undertake any inspection, required
maintenance, repair, or replacement of the Storm Water Management Facilities.
2.11 In the event the Property, or any part thereof, is owned by more than one person
or entity, any breach of the provisions of this Section will be the responsibility and liability
jointly and severally of all the persons or entities owning any part of the Property.
2.12

Developer shall install timers to ensure that parking lot lighting on the east side of
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the church building area shall be turned off no later than 10:00 p.m. each evening. The west
parking lot lighting will also be turned off no later than 10:00 p.m. unless the facility is being
used.
2.13 At such time as the Future Residential and!or Church/Recreation on the north
portion of the Property is developed, or, if frontage pathways are installed along M-59 to abut
either the east or west boundary of the Property adjacent to M-59, Developer will, at that time,
install a hard surfaced (i.e. no dirt or gravel) frontage pathway along M-59. Developer shall also,
at such time as the Future Residential and!or Church/Recreation is developed, extend the hard
surfaced frontage pathway from M-59 north along the east boundary of the Property to the
southern boundary of the Future Residential and/or Church/Recreation as depicted on the Site
Plan..

2.14 The Developer will also make road improvements toM-59 as determined by the
MDOT. This includes but may not be limited to the addition of right-tum tapers at both of the
church's driveways, as well as extension of the center left turn lane.
2.15 Except as otherwise provided herein and in the attached exhlbits, Developer shall
adhere to the existing Zoning Ordinance of the Township.

Article IU- Tqwnsbjp's Ohijgations
3.1
The Township shall grant to the Developer and its contractors and subcontractors,
all Township permits and authorizations necessary to bring all utilities including, without
limitation, electricity, telephone, gas, cable, water, storm and sanitary sewer to the Property and
to otherwise develop and improve the Property in accordance with the Site Plan provided that
Developer has made all requisite filings and submissions, paid all requisite fees and provided
that such utilities conform to applicable state, Livingston County and Township specifications.
The Township shall not unreasonably delay providing or issuing permits, authorizations and
submissions required in connection with the development and use of the Property in accordance
with this Agreement. The Township shall cooperate with the developer in connection with the
Developer's applications for any necessary county, state, federal or utility company approvals,
permits or authorizations to the extent that such applications are consistent with the Site Plan and
this Agreement.

3.2
All improvements constructed in accordance with this Agreement and the Site
Plan shall be deemed to be conforming under the Zoning Ordinance of the Township in effect on
the date of this Agreement.
Article IY- Ml!!fuaD Obligations ;mil f!!tl!!re Jl)eyellopmoo¢
4.1
The parties understand and agree that Developer does not have specific plans for
the Future Residential and!or Church/Recreation development phase on the northern portion of
the Property and agree that such future development shall be limited to church, residential,
and!or recreational uses. The parties further understand and agree that the Future Residential
and!or Church/Recreation development will require an amendment to the Site Plan and may
require an amendment to this Agreement, both of which must be first approved by the Township
prior to development of the Future Residential and!or Church/Recreation area. The total land
covered by the church building and its related land improvements in relation to the remaining
northern portion of the land identified as Future Residential and!or Church/Recreation will be
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determined by the approved amended site plan.
4.2
Developer acknowledges and agrees that the Future Residential and/or
Church/Recreation consisting of forty-two (42) acres described and depicted on the Site Plan is
not currently exempt from ad valorem taxes and will be assessed at a per-acre rate established
annually based on sales data of comparable property. The approved millage rates will be applied
to the assessment for taxation in addition to any special assessments, current or future. At the
time of development of the Future Residential and/or Church/Recreation, that portion of the
Property will be split from the church portion and the church property will become an exempt
parcel as provided by law and given its own tax identification number. Nothing in this
Agreement shall be construed to limit or prevent a property tax appeal as provided by law.
Article V- MNpW!!t!mte QNjgatiops

5.1
The sidewalks, running/fitness trails, recreational facilities and other
improvements installed within the interior of the Property shall be maintained by Developer..
The Developer shall be responsible for maintaining the landscaping improvements identified on
the Landscaping Plan. The Developer shall indemnify and hold harmless the Township from and
against any and all claims for injuries and/or damages arising out of the use or maintenance of
the sidewalks or trails within the Property except those claims arising from the negligence or
willful misconduct of the Township, its agent or employees.
Article VI -- IBestrnctiops

6.1
No regulated wetlands on the Property, if any, shall be modified in any manner by
any person or entity including Developer or its authorized representatives unless all necessary
permits for such modification have been issued by all governmental units or agencies having
jurisdiction over such wetlands within the Property.
6.2
No existing vegetation as shown on the Site Plan may be modified or removed in
any manner by any person or entity except in accordance with the approved Site Plan, this
Agreement and applicable law.
6.3
It is Developer's present intent to develop the church building and related
improvements in one construction phase (except for those portions marked Future Residential
and/or Church/Recreation).
Article VII- Miscellai!WU!S froyisipns

7.1
This Agreement may not be modified, replaced, amended or terminated without
the prior written consent of the parties to this Agreement. Construction and development on the
Property shall commence within the time permitted under the Township Zoning Ordinance.
Except as otherwise provided by this Agreement or the Township Zoning Ordinance and so long
as Developer remains the owner of the Property, Developer and the Township shall be entitled,
but not obligated, to modify, replace, amend or terminate this Agreement by written mutual
consent without requiring the consent of any other person or entity whatsoever regardless of
whether such person has any interest in the Property including mortgagees and others.
7.2
If any provision of this Agreement conflicts with a provision of the Zoning
Ordinance or any amendments thereto, or any other ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation of
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the Township in effect on the date of execution of this Agreement, the provisions of this
Agreement shall control and the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance or any amendment thereto
or other ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation shall be inapplicable but only to the extent of
. the inconsistency.
7.3
This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws
of the State of Michigan.
7.4
This Agreement has been approved by Developer and by the Township through
action of the Township Board at a public meeting. Developer represents, warrants, covenants and
agrees that entering into this Agreement does not constitute a breach of any other agreement
arising out of or related to the Property and that the individual executing this Agreement on
behalf of Developer has the requisite authority and approval to enter into this Agreement and to
bind the Developer, its successors and assigns to the obligations imposed by this Agreement.
7.5
This Agreement may be executed in multiple counter-parts, each of which shall be
deemed an original and all of which shall constitute one agreement. The signature of a party to
any counter-part shall be deemed to be an original signature and may be appended to any other
counter-part.
7.6
This Agreement and the exhibits attached hereto shall be recorded with the
Livingston County Register of Deeds, run with and encumber the Property and shall bind and
inure to the benefit of the successors and assigns of the parties. In the event the ·Developer
assigns or conveys its interest in all or any part of the Property to a third party, the Developer
shall have no further obligations or liabilities hereunder but only with regard to the portion of the
Property assigned or conveyed.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Planned Development Agreement as of

;91/6//.1'/'" 20,2013.

[remainder ofpage intentionally left blank]
[signatures and notarizations on following pages]
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DEVELOPER:

'!

'flfliJE llUVER COMMUNITY CllflJRCH,
a Mi«:lhtigann ecclesiastic l co

By:
Its:

STATEOFMICHJGAN

)
)SS
COUNTY OF LNINGSTON)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 0\D day of fl-v_, u ,5-f
2013,
by Ma.rk f::l'e.go
2)~ of THE RNER COMMUNrtY CHURCH, a
Michigan ecclesiastiCal corporation, on behalf of the corporation.

iJJ2?cUYm· ~,

Notary Public
d
Couoty, Michigan
My Comm. Expires: 07 -.;3 h7o 1'/
Acting in Livingston Couoty, Michigan

W/a.....>
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PATRICIA M. FRANKLIN
Notary Public. State of Michigan
County of Oakland
My Commission Expires 07,t3.1·?019

Acting In the County of

•ll•aw%o»
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TOWNSHIP:
THE TOWN§JBIIP OIF HARTJLAND,

am~n~L-

~untain

By: William
Its: Hartland Township Supervisor

;/
~y:

tit/~~
~kills

Larry J_
Its: Hartland ownship Clerk

STATE OF MICHIGAN

)
)SS
COUNTY OF LIVINGSTON)
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ;lo day of {1. Lj j 4 st2013 by William J. Fountain, Supervisor and Larry J. Hopldns, Clerk for the Township of
Hartland, a Michigan municipal corporation, on behalf of the Township.

Notary Public
Cctft{g ,;
County, Michigan
My Comm. Expires: () 7 --.3/- d 0/Cf
Acting
m
Livingston
County,
Michigan

J

J

PATRICIA M. FRANKLIN
Notary Public, State of Michigan
County of Ooklond
My Commission Expires 07-31-2919
Acting In the County ol !.; ,], N1 S-\-o""

DRAFTED BY AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN
TO:
Donald C. Harms, Esq., Couzens, Lansky, Fealk, Ellis, Roeder & Lazar, P.C.
39395 West 12 Mile Road, Ste. 200, Farmington Hills, Michigan 48331
(248) 489-8600
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FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PLANS
FOR

""""""'"'"
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THE RIVER COMMUNITY CHURCH
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
PART OF S. 1/4, SECTION 19, TJN., R.6E.
HARTLAND TOWNSHIP, LIVINGSTON COUNTY, Ml
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Attachment: Recorded Agreement_River Church PD (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut

~

PHONE: 810-991-1116
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CONTACT: MARK FREGO

ARCHITECT:
LINDHOUT ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS
--_·..i 10465 CITATION DRIVE
BRIGHTON, Ml48116
'· CONTACT: DAVE RICHARDSON
810-227-5668
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Attachment: Recorded Agreement_River Church PD (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Livingston County Register of Deeds.

2013R-034163
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)

8.a.c

Packet Pg. 38

Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: 1st Amendment to PD RECORDED (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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8.a.d

Troy Langer
Jack Lansing II [jack@ccgbuilders.com]
Thursday, March 09, 2017 5:39 PM
Troy Langer
Walnut Ridge Trees

Attachment: Jack Lansing Email 3.09.2017 (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Troy,
Here is a list of what we would like to amend to the landscape plan:
1. Zelkova
Alternate‐ Tulip Ieera
2. Colorado Blue Spruce
Alternate‐ White Spruce
3. Legacy Sugar Maple
Alternate‐Green Mountain Sugar Maple
4.River Birch
Alternate‐Service Berry
Please let me know if this will work. Thanks for your help.
Sincerely,
Jack Lansing II
248‐467‐7864 cell
866‐859‐4093 fax

1
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Attachment: Walnut Ridge PD Apprd Sheet C3 122915 (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)

8.a.e

Packet Pg. 50

Attachment: Walnut Ridge landscape plan tree subsitutions (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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Attachment: SP #17-002 Proposed Sheet C3 022017 (2391 : Site Plan Application #17-002 Amend Walnut Ridge Estates Site Plan)
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