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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 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 - Jul 13, 2017 7:00 PM
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Jul 27, 2017 7:00 PM

6. Call to Public
7. Old and New Business
a.
b.

Site Plan #17-014 Cobblestone Preserve PD - Amend Lot Coverage
Site Plan #17-010 Hunters Ridge - Fox Ridge - PD Amendment

8. Call to Public
9. Planner's Report
10. Committee Reports
[Brief Recess]
11. Work Session
a.

Work Session - Ordinance Review Committee

12. Adjournment
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HARTLAND TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING DRAFT MINUTES
July 13, 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
PRESENT: Joe Colaianne (7:03 PM), Larry Fox, Sue Grissim, Michael Mitchell, Keith Voight
ABSENT: Thomas Murphy, Jeff Newsom

Motion to Approve Agenda
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

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

5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
a.

Planning Commission - Regular Meeting - Jun 22, 2017 7:00 PM
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS]
Keith Voight, Secretary
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight
Murphy, Newsom

6. Call to Public
Charlie Myers, Vice-President of Hartland Estates Homeowner’s Association, gave his support for the Hartland
Estates PD Amendment.
(Commissioner Colaianne entered the meeting at 7:03 PM.)

7. Old and New Business
a. Site Plan #17-011, Hartland Plaza, LLC, Request to reconstruct the Dairy Queen building and renovate the
facade of existing buildings within the Shopping Center
Director Langer summarized the request.
Project A
· Existing building will be demolished and rebuilt.
· Dairy Queen would return to the new structure with a drive-through.
· There will be spaces for additional tenants.
Project B
· Renovate the former Food Town space and façade for a future tenant.
Mr. Frank Jarbou, Symmetry Management and & Realty, Inc., the Applicant, introduced himself and
stated the following:
· The second business shown on the plan is speculative at this time.
· Dairy Queen is staying.
· Looking for Site Plan Approval in a timely fashion as they are trying to work with the Dairy
Queen’s off season.
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4. Approval of Meeting Agenda

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 13, 2017

·

The building in the back should have been labeled future; there is no request for approval for the
future building at this time.
· Desire to update the exterior and make it more marketable.
The Planning Commission briefly discussed the Project B plans for the west façade of the former Food
Town space.

PROJECT A- Construct multi-tenant building with and one drive-through window (for Diary Queen)
Dimensional Requirements - Parking Lot / Driveway / Internal Roads Setbacks
Director Langer explained the Final Plan shows current parking 1.5 feet from east lot line and the
internal road 0 feet from west lot line similar to the existing setbacks. As this is a redevelopment, the
Planning Commission found that to be acceptable.
Site Requirements - Off-Street Parking
The Applicant stated the plans do not reflect the outdoor seating patio area and the elimination of one
parking space.
Director Langer asked the Planning Commission for their thoughts and reminded them of the
following:
· Outdoor seating is typically shown as part of the site plan.
· Good reminder to let applicants know that no signage, bright colors or logos are permitted in the
outdoor seating area. Generally, it is understood that the color scheme would be neutral earth-tone
type colors.
Chair Fox stated certainly an outdoor seating area is fitting for an ice cream store. He asked the
Planning Commission for their thoughts.
Commissioner Colaianne stated he has no problem with the concept but wants to remain consistent
with other restaurant outdoor seating areas.
Director Langer asked the Planning Commission to decide, since they have not seen how the patio
looks or fits, if they want this issue to come back for a decision at a later time or if they feel
comfortable with staff reviewing the revised plans and approving them in accordance with the PD
and/or zoning regulations.
Chair Fox stated he would support providing the information on the construction drawings to the
Ordinance Review and approved by staff. The Planning Commission agreed. The Applicant expressed
his appreciation.
Lighting - A. Light levels at Property Lines & E. Fixture Type
Director Langer stated the footcandles along the north property line are proposed at 1.1 fc very close to
the maximum allowed and the proposed LED light fixtures are two items he wanted to bring to the
attention of the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission briefly discussed Lighting, advancements in technology and PD
amendments. The Planning Commission found the proposed Light levels and Fixture type to be
acceptable.
Barrier-Free Parking
Commissioner Grissim stated the width of the ramp in front of the Barrier-Free Parking is not wide
enough as parked cars will encroach on the five-foot walk leaving only about three feet available.
Director Langer suggested they could either install bumper blocks or the doors could be shifted away
from the ramps.
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Chair Fox proceeded to highlight the staff report.

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 13, 2017

After some Planning Commission discussion the Applicant stated they could install bumper blocks.
Landscaping
Commissioner Grissim stated the Ordinance requires a Greenbelt area that was not in the letter. The
width is 20 feet but it has been reduced to 11 feet 4 inches on the proposed site plan. Director Langer
clarified the Zoning Ordinance has that requirement but the PD has waived some of the setback
standards.

Commissioner Grissim mentioned the following:
· Landscaping around the building.
· Screening the transformer.
The Applicant mentioned the existing screening for the Dairy Queen would be removed for the
outdoor seating area.
· Materials used for screening of the parking lot need to be adjusted; mix in some evergreen for
better screening.
Chair Fox asked if the addition of evergreen for screening the parking lot would fulfill the Landscaping
around the building requirement. Commissioner Grissim stated it would. Chair Fox also requested the
final materials be approved by staff. The Applicant agreed and the Planning Commission agreed.
Building Materials
Chair Fox mentioned the PD agreement prohibits the use of E.I.F.S. for anything other than trim and
asked if the Applicant would change it to the same brick used on the walls. The Applicant stated it
would be an added cost but did agree. Chair Fox explained some of the history of the PD agreement.
The Planning Commission supported the change in materials.
Chair Fox asked if the three additional doors indicate a possibility for as many additional tenants. The
Applicant stated there is room but part of the space may be needed for a riser room.
PROJECT B- Exterior renovations to an existing commercial building in Hartland Plaza/PD
Director Langer explained the west façade of the existing building will abut another building in the
future so the Applicant has requested to not install the same material that would not be visible in the
future. The Applicant mentioned the ribbon of E.I.F.S. shown on the plan will not go the length of the
building but will wrap the corner and stop. The Planning Commission made a note of that change.
Chair Fox mentioned the Target building has the same situation on one side due to a planned future
building. Chair Fox asked if it will be painted to match the brick. The Applicant stated it will be
painted to match in the back as well. He also stated more glass has been added.
Chair Fox mentioned a two-foot parapet wall is planned to screen the rooftop mechanical elements and
for noise. The rear of the structure will be painted. The Planning Commission had no issues.
Director Langer stated the plan shows future buildings but the Applicant is not requesting approval of
those structures at this time. They were shown merely as a representation of future plans. The
extension as drawn is not being approved in this request.
Commissioner Voight asked if the footprint of the new building in Project A will be approximately the
same size as the old building. The Applicant stated it is. Commissioner Voight also mentioned the
outline of a sign on the east façade of the Dairy Queen building stating a sign would not be allowed at
the location.
Commissioner Voight offered the following Motion:
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The Planning Commission discussed the Greenbelt area and the parking. The Planning Commission
found the proposed Greenbelt area to be acceptable.

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 13, 2017

1.

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

The applicant shall adequately address the outstanding items noted in the Planning
Department’s memorandum, dated July 6, 2017, on the Construction Plan set, subject to an
administrative review by the Planning staff prior to the issuance of a land use permit.
Applicant complies with any requirements of the Department of Public Works Director,
Township Engineering Consultant, and Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority.
The applicant requested to modify the site plan by incorporating an outdoor patio for the
Dairy Queen restaurant. The outdoor patio included the removal of the landscape island
and one (1) off-street parking space. The outdoor patio shall not have any logo/signage on
any of the outdoor patio equipment/furniture. The Planning Department staff shall review
and approve the outdoor patio in compliance with the outdoor patio standards.
The applicant shall install bumper blocks in the barrier free parking spaces to prevent
vehicles from parking adjacent to the sidewalk and the vehicle over-hanging the sidewalk
and thereby reducing the usable width of the barrier free ramp to access the sidewalk area.
Approval of the bumper blocks shall be approved by the Township Planning Department
prior to the issuance of any land use permit for the subject property.
The applicant shall adjust the landscape plan, by mixing the evergreen plants along M-59. A
revised landscape plan shall be submitted and approved by the Township Planning
Department, prior to the issuance of any land use permit.
Project B to change the final site plan to reflect the E.I.F.S. trim to come around on the return
on the west elevation.

Seconded by Commissioner Grissim.
Commissioner Grissim offered a Friendly Amendment; modify condition 6 to read as follows, and add
conditions 7 and 8:
6. The applicant shall modify the building elevations of the Dairy Queen building, associated
with Project A, so that the E.I.F.S. building material is replaced on the south, east, and west
building elevations and replaced with brick that matches the remainder of the building. In
addition, the applicant indicated they would not construct the building cornice on the west
building elevation, associated with Project B. Revised building elevations shall be submitted
and approved by the Township Planning Department prior to the issuance of any land use
permit.
7. The applicant shall adequately and properly screen the transformer on the same site of the
Dairy Queen building. A revised landscape plan shall be submitted and approved by the
Township Planning Department, prior to the issuance of any land use permit.
8. Approval of the site plan permits the back of curb of the parking to be located 11 feet 4
inches from the M-59 right-of-way.
The Maker and Seconder agreed. Motion carried unanimously.
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Move to approve Site Plan #17-011 a request to amend the previously approved plans for WalMart/Hartland Marketplace Planned Development, which includes razing the existing multitenant building (on Highland Road/M-59) and constructing an approximate 11,200 square foot
multi-tenant building on the same site, with one drive-through window dedicated to Dairy
Queen, labeled as Project A; and Project B which includes exterior façade renovations to the
existing vacant commercial building adjacent to the Dollar Tree; adding a dumpster enclosure;
and adjusting the square footage of four future retail spaces, located west of the vacant
commercial building. Approval is subject to the following conditions:

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

July 13, 2017

APPROVED AS AMENDED [UNANIMOUS]
Keith Voight, Secretary
Sue Grissim, Commissioner
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell, Voight
Murphy, Newsom

Director Langer summarized the project and location stating the subject property is on the east side of
Old US-23, south of Highland Road (M-59), and north of Bergin Road. The site is bounded by US-23
on the east. The applicant is requesting site plan approval for the construction of an office and
warehouse building, approximately 13,700 square foot on a 3.4 acre site.
David Willacker of Woodstream Building Company, the Applicant, introduced himself and stated the
following:
· Representing Dave and Carla Michael, owners of Ben Franklin Plumbing.
· Growing business needs a standalone building.
· Proposing this building to serve the business well into the future.
· Challenging timeline: hoping to be in by the end of the year.
Site Requirements - Loading
Director Langer stated there are overhead doors in the warehouse area but no designated loading area.
The Planning Commission must decide if that is sufficient to meet the requirement. The Applicant
explained that is the intent of the area. The Planning Commission agreed.
Landscaping and Screening
Director Langer explained there are Landscaping requirements for different portions of the site some
which overlap on this particular site. The Planning Commission must decide if they would like to view
all of the Landscaping as a whole for compliance or look at each individual area requirement which
could result in duplication.
Chair Fox reminded the Planning Commission that the requirements for some of the smaller sites if
taken individually, would result in a site with nothing but Landscaping with no room for the project.
Commissioner Grissim offered the following comments on Landscaping:
· Need a 7-foot sidewalk or bumper blocks.
· Proposed northern detention pond shall be modified to comply with the slope requirements or it
will need a fence.
· Proposed southern detention pond shall be made more natural in its shape and design.
· The Landscape plan shall identify the genus and species of all landscape plant material and the
landscape plan shall properly depict landscape plant materials. It should be resubmitted and
approved by staff.
The Planning Commission agreed.
Lighting
Director Langer indicated the footcandle level is over the maximum allowed. The Applicant stated
they would make the adjustment. The Planning Commission agreed.
Commissioner Voight asked about the wallpack lighting unit. The Applicant stated they will be using a
different fixture more down-shielded. The Planning Commission agreed.
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b. Site Plan #17-009, David Willacker, Request to construct 1 story office and warehouse building for
proposed Ben Franklin Plumbing, Mr. Sparky Electrical, and One Hour Mechanical

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 13, 2017

1.

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

7.

The applicant shall adequately address the outstanding items noted in the Planning
Department’s memorandum, dated July 6, 2017, on the Construction Plan set, subject to an
administrative review by the Planning staff prior to the issuance of a land use permit.
Applicant complies with any requirements of the Department of Public Works Director,
Township Engineering Consultant, and Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority.
The applicant shall install a 7-foot wide sidewalk, or install bumper blocks, to prevent
vehicles from overhanging on the sidewalk and reducing the walkable portion of the
sidewalk.
The slope of the proposed northern detention pond shall be modified to comply with the
slope requirements. The proposed detention pond exceeds the slope requirements, as it is
currently designed.
The proposed southern detention pond shall be made more natural in its shape and design.
The landscape plan shall be revised and re-submitted. The landscape plan shall identify the
genus and species of all landscape plant material and the landscape plan shall properly
depict landscape plant materials.
The light fixtures shall comply with the Township Standards. All light fixtures shall be
properly down-shielded. Light fixture diagrams shall be submitted to the Township that
comply with these standards.

Seconded by Commissioner Mitchell.
Commissioner Mitchell offered a Friendly Amendment to add condition 8 as follows:
8. A revised lighting plan shall be submitted to the Township that indicates the light levels do
not exceed 5.0 foot candles at the entrance to the building. The current lighting plan
indicates the light is at 5.4 foot candles at the building entrance.
The Maker and Seconder agreed. Motion carried unanimously.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

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

c. Planned Development Amendment #17-012, Amend PD for Hartland Estates to modify the lot coverage
standards for Hartland Estates
Director Langer explained the ongoing lot coverage issue at Hartland Estates and the need for the
Amendment. Staff created two site plan scenarios: one for 30% lot coverage and another for 40% lot
coverage. Staff feels that 30% is not enough and 40% is too much.
Commissioner Colaianne offered the following Motion:
Move to recommend approval of Planned Development Amendment #17-012, a request to
modify the PD Agreement for Hartland Estates to incorporate a maximum of 35% lot coverage
standard for the Hartland Estates condominium development, based on the following findings:
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Commissioner Grissim offered the following Motion:
Move to approve Site Plan #17-009 a request to construct a 1-story office and warehouse
building, approximately 13,700 square feet in size. Approval is subject to the following
conditions:

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 13, 2017

The entire Hartland Estates residential development already contains approximately 36%
open space within the, which is a unique feature for this development and allows the
individual site condominium units to have a higher lot coverage standard.
2. The Planned Development (PD) for Hartland Estates permitted smaller site condominium
units than would have been otherwise permitted in the SR (Suburban Residential) zoning
district.
3. Many of the existing single family homes on the individual site condominium units within
Hartland Estates already exceed the existing lot coverage standards.
Seconded by Commissioner Mitchell.
Commissioner Grissim commented she viewed the overall project using conventional zoning and the
open space stating this development would not be more dense.
Director Langer explained another difficulty with this development is all the garages are required to be
side load which increases lot coverage.
Chair Fox stated if you drive through Hartland Estates, nothing looks abnormal. They have been
getting the increased lot coverage all along; the Planning Commission is recommending the PD be
amended to reflect that.
Commissioner Mitchell asked if there were any built where the actual house footprint exceeds the lot
coverage. Director Langer replied the calculations include any impervious area, not just the house.
Staff did not calculate just the house but he would guess the houses and garages in the development
would comply.
The Planning Commission briefly discussed the following:
· Concerns about setting a precedent for other developments.
· 30% vs. 35% lot coverage.
· The owner’s responsibility to build compliant structures.
· PD allowance to reduce the size of the lots has impacted the lot coverage.
· Viewed under the SR regulations it is reasonably consistent.
· Not eliminating any benefits offered with the original PD.
· Most of the units already back up to open space or have a large area behind them.
· Many of them already exist.
· Must choose a number.
Director Langer stated if the change were to the Zoning Ordinance it would be much more difficult and
apply to a much larger area. This is a choice to modify this PD only. This change would be consistent
with what is out there now. He would not recommend this as a change to the entire SR zoning district.
Commissioner Voight stated he would not support the side load garage as a reason for this change as
that architectural feature is a choice made by the developer. In the future, the Township should work
with the developer to be more consistent with the lot coverage standards.
The Planning Commission discussed how lot coverage is calculated and the impacts in other areas of
the Township.
Chair Fox called for the vote. The Motion passed 3-1 (Mitchell).
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1.

5.a
Minutes

Planning Commission
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:

July 13, 2017

APPROVED [4 TO 1]
Joe Colaianne, Trustee
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Colaianne, Fox, Grissim, Voight
Mitchell
Murphy, Newsom

Robert Gleason, Hartland Township, stated his is one of the Land Use Permits that has not been approved due
to this situation and requested the Township issue a provisional permit. Director Langer stated since the
Planning Commission has recommended approval for this change, he can work with homeowners on this issue.

9. Planner's Report
Director Langer reported the following:
· The Ordinance Review Committee has been working hard on a fuel station canopy lighting signage
regulations but the agenda has been full lately.

10. Committee Reports
None

11. Adjournment
1.

Motion to Adjourn
A Motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Mitchell and seconded by Commissioner Voight. Motion
carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:55 PM.

RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

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

Submitted by,

Keith Voight
Planning Commission Secretary
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8. Call to Public

HARTLAND TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING DRAFT MINUTES
July 27, 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: Thomas Murphy, Larry Fox, Jeff Newsom (7:04 PM), Sue Grissim, Michael Mitchell
ABSENT: Joe Colaianne, Keith Voight

Motion to Approve Agenda
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:
AWAY:

APPROVED [4 TO 0]
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Thomas Murphy, Commissioner
Murphy, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell
Colaianne, Voight
Newsom

5. Call to Public
Eleanor Conaway, 8425 Parshallville Road, gave comments on the proposed Millers Knoll development.
Concern about preserving the natural conditions associated with the property. Requested an environmental
impact statement for the property and that the Planning Commission give consideration toward developing the
property as a Planned Development (PD).
(Commissioner Newsom entered the meeting at 7:04 PM.)
Tom Rutherford, 8235 Parshallville Road, gave comments on the proposed Millers Knoll development.
Concerned about density and wetlands on the property. Suggested the proposed road be constructed of concrete
instead of asphalt.
Crystal Castle, 5850 Cullen Road, gave comments on the proposed Millers Knoll development. Concerned
about the proposed development and the impact on migratory birds that may exist on the property. She
suggested a study of the impact of this development on those animals.
Darrell Denkhaus, 8324 Parshallville Road, gave comments on the proposed Millers Knoll development.
Shared concerns about the survey on the property and that nobody gave him notice of the survey occurring on
the property.
Roy George, Tyrone Township, gave comments on proposed Millers Knoll development. He owns vacant 10
acres that are land-locked and supposed to have access to the property. He would have liked to have received
notice on the proposed development.
George Bracco, 10102 Ridge Run, gave comments on Hunters Ridge development. He is concerned about how
Hunters Ridge development would impact the private roads that also serve the Fox Ridge development. Also,
the name of the road shouldn’t be changed.
Jim Goik, 8019 Parshallville Road, gave comments on Millers Knoll development. He is concerned he didn’t
receive notice for this project. He was also concerned about the development and how it fits with the existing
homes.
Brenda West, 10122 Ridge Run, gave comments on Hunters Ridge development. Noted some errors on the
submitted site plans from the applicant.
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4. Approval of Meeting Agenda

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 27, 2017

Katherine Peters, 10250 Crossview, gave comments on Hunters Ridge development. Commented they only had
54 units in the Fox Ridge development and they had to pay over $100,000 bills from the development. She
shared concerns about sidewalks and roads.
Jeff Castle, 5850 Cullen Road, gave comments on Millers Knoll development. Mentioned the unique features
on this property and consideration should be given toward preserving those features.

Mike Zatroch, 10117 Ridge Run, gave comments on Hunters Ridge development. Mentioned concerns with the
construction traffic and offered other options for the developer to access the site with construction traffic.
Marla Gorosh, 5960 Cullen Road, gave comments on Millers Knoll development. Concerned about the Oak
Savannas and the Michigan Prairies that exist on the property; these should be preserved.
Brian Nolan, 7961 Parshallville Road, gave comments on Miller Knoll development. Concerned about the
water run-off from this development.
Bob Conaway, 8425 Parshallville Road, gave comments on Miller Knoll development. Concerned about the
existing wildlife and how that will be impacted as a result of the development.

6. Old and New Business
a.

Site Plan #17-006 Millers Knoll
Director Langer summarized the request and outlined the general location of the subject property and
the development as well as the process for the project.
Chair Fox asked the Applicant to come to the table to present the project.
Commissioner Newsom asked for clarification that this is the first time the project has been before the
Planning Commission and that there was not a notification requirement for this type of project.
Director Langer confirmed this is the first time the Planning Commission has discussed this project
and this development is not required to have notice.
The Applicant, Jack Lansing, and his engineer, David LeClair with Livingston Engineering, outlined
the development request.
Millers Knoll is a 27 unit development on 93 acres. Some of the lands are submerged under
Parshallville Pond. The property goes out to the centerline of the Parshallville Pond. The proposed
private road is approximately 3,600 feet in length. No lake access is proposed with this development,
with one (1) temporary seasonal dock for the development. The Applicant also compared the current
development to a previous development on the same property, called Millpond Place. The Applicant
also stated they are not proposing to install sidewalks within this development; the road length has an
emergency access point and future potential access connections; and they are requesting to not pave
Parshallville Road. The Applicant also indicated this area does not appear to be designated as an Oak
Savanna area.
Chair Fox proceeded to highlight the staff report.
CA Development Standards
Chair Fox explained that all of the proposed parcels comply with the minimum lot size requirement for
the CA (Conservation Agriculture) zoning district.
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Al Hurschman, 7849 Parshallville Road, gave comments on Millers Knoll development. Concerned about the
development, water run-off, and the existing road washing out.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 27, 2017

Chair Fox explained that all of the proposed parcels comply with the minimum lot width requirements
for the CA (Conservation Agriculture) zoning district.
Chair Fox requested Director Langer to outline what is included in lot coverage standards.
Director Langer defined the items included in the lot coverage requirement.

Chair Fox also indicated the setbacks, building height, and floor area would be determined at the time
of a Land Use Permit for each home. These items cannot be determined at this time.
Density and Open Space in Residential Districts
Chair Fox outlined this type of development is not required to comply with a Density and Open Space
requirements. Chair Fox asked the Planning Director to outline those standards.
Director Langer confirmed this type of development is not required to comply with a minimum or
maximum density. Each lot complies with the minimum lot size requirements of two (2) acres.
Chair Fox outlined the anticipated traffic volumes are well under the amount of traffic required to
warrant a traffic study for the proposed development.
Internal Vehicular/Pedestrian Circulation
Chair Fox asked for comments from other Planning Commission members on whether sidewalks
would be required for this development. The Planning Commission briefly discussed and agreed
sidewalks will not be required.
Chair Fox outlined Section 5.22 of the Zoning Ordinance that requires the development be accessed to
a hard surfaced road. Chair Fox requested Director Langer provide some background on this topic.
Director Langer outlined the requirements in the Ordinance and also indicated that the other
developments that have access via an unpaved road were all approved prior to the adoption of the
current regulations.
Chair Fox stated he believed the Planning Commission does not have the opportunity to deviate from
the requirement in the Ordinance.
Commissioner Newsom recalled this issue had come up in the past.
Chair Fox stated there may be some confusion with private roads versus subdivisions.
Applicant LeClair stated a requirement to pave the existing road would be a burden. He also indicated
the Ordinance had some language that was not clear.
Director Langer presented the Ordinance Section 5.22 to the Planning Commission. The general
discussion of the Planning Commission was the proposed subdivision would need access from a paved
road.
Chair Fox discussed the standards for the construction of a private road and the length of the private
road. Chair Fox pointed out other subdivisions exceeded the length requirement if they had an
emergency access, as this does.
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Chair Fox explained why the lot coverage standards cannot be determined at this time and will not be
determined until there is a Land Use Permit for a proposed house on each individual lot. Each home
will be different, so that is why it is not determined in the staff memorandum.

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 27, 2017

Director Langer made reference to a neighbor, Roy George, who spoke under public comments and
had concerns about getting access to Parshallville Road. Director Langer asked if consideration could
be given toward relocating the gate for the emergency access road in the event an agreement could be
made to share in the emergency access drive also serving as a shared driveway for Mr. George.
Applicant LeClair indicated there would be no objection to relocating the gate for the emergency
access and potentially sharing the emergency access with the neighbor.
Chair Fox discussed the shared driveway.

Chair Fox stated the utilities for this development consist of private well and private septic system.
Impact Assessment/Statement
Chair Fox discussed the submitted impact assessment statement provided by the applicant and asked if
the applicant wanted to add any additional information.
Applicant LeClair indicated an impact statement is not a full environmental statement.
Landscaping and Screening
Chair Fox stated the development plans appear to comply with the landscape requirements but
requested Commissioner Grissim provide some comments.
Commissioner Grissim indicated her concerns were related to the storm water detention/retention area.
Commissioner Grissim requested someone with knowledge of landscape architecture assist with
creating a landscape plan. The full names of the landscape plant material were not provided and the
retention ponds are required to be more natural in their shape. The plantings should be conducive so
deer don’t destroy the plantings. The landscape plan will require additional work and would be
reviewed in the next round of plan review. There is a median proposed and some plants could be
installed in the median area, and those plants should be better identified.
Exterior Lighing
Chair Fox outlined that exterior lighting would be part of the review of the land use permit for each
home.
Chair Fox outlined the letters from the Department Director of Public Works and the Township
Engineering Consultant.
Commissioner Grissim noted a comment from the Township Engineering consultant asking for a
forebay in the storm water detention/retention for silt collection.
Applicant LeClair stated he hasn’t fully designed the ponds, but they are proposed to be wet ponds and
would hold onto the water much longer before being released to the wetlands.
Chair Fox mentioned the approval letter from the Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority and the emergency
access would need to be kept clear in the winter.
Chair Fox asked for other questions.
Commissioner Newsom asked when applicant acquired the property.
Applicant Lansing stated about two (2) years ago he began to purchase some of the property.
Commissioner Newsom asked if all the homes would be custom homes.
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Applicant LeClair stated the shared driveway would be installed at the same time.
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Applicant Lansing replied he is the developer, building, and general contractor. He would be doing the
development and constructing all of the homes.
Commissioner Newsom asked about the tests for septic systems. Are those still valid septic system
sites.

Commissioner Newsom had questions about riparian rights with the water.
Applicant LeClair mentioned they are not proposing to do anything different than the normal rights
that people who own land adjacent to water would have.
Commissioner Newsom asked if those lots could have docks.
Applicant LeClair replied he believed there were pontoon boats and wasn’t sure how those boats got
into the water.
Commissioner Newsom had questions about a home owners association for the pond. He suggested
someone organize something like that.
Chair Fox asked if there was a conservation easement and asked if the applicant had given thought to a
conservation easement along the shore of the property.
Applicant Lansing stated he was working with some of the people that are interested in preserving this
property and is looking at preserving some of the steep slope areas.
Commissioner Murphy had a question about the water table, the wells, and expressed concern that
water levels could go down on the pond as a result of this development. Also, he is concerned about
the water levels on the lake and the weeds in the lake. Commissioner Murphy indicated that
consideration should be given toward a home owners association around the entire lake to help
minimize these concerns.
Chair Fox wanted clarification on the process of this development, which contains a preliminary phase
and a final phase. He also asked if there are changes required for this site plan, could the Planning
Commission wait to see those changes at the next step of this process.
Director Langer reminded the Planning Commission they have the option to require those changes
before the development project is moved along, or they could recommend approval with a condition
that certain changes to the site plan be made by the next step in the process.
Commissioner Newsom would like to see the issue of the paved road and the conservation easement
dealt with before this plan is moved forward.
Commissioner Murphy would have the same comments as Commissioner Newsom.
Chair Fox stated if you are asking them to make those changes to the plan are you telling them you
would look favorably on the plan once those changes have been made.
Commissioner Grissim would like to see a revised landscape plan.
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Applicant LeClair respondedthe locations are valid; however, they may relocate some of the proposed
septic systems away from the water side of the lots and have them located in between the houses and
the private road.
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Commissioner Mitchell indicated he would like to see those changes to the site plan as well, but he
could live with those revisions to the site plan when it’s submitted for the Final Review. This is a
preliminary plan and those are things that could be made as part of the final review.
Chair Fox asked if Final Review could be withheld if the Planning Commission were not satisfied with
the modifications to the site plan.

Chair Fox stated if these are the items you want to see on the final plan, it might make sense to
recommend approval and allow them to make those changes.
Commissioner Newsom asked if there is any proof of a nesting bald eagle on the property or if it was
just migrating. Commissioner Newsom would also like to review the impact statement further.
Commissioner Grissim asked about the environmental impact statement and at what point it could be
discussed in greater detail to determine if the Planning Commission wants to require an environmental
impact statement.
Director Langer responded the Planning Commission has discretion in when to require an
environmental impact statement.
Commissioner Grissim had questions for the other Planning Commission members on the Oak
Savannas and whether the applicant should provide additional information on that topic.
Director Langer asked if the Planning Commission could give as much feedback to the applicant on
what would be needed and how the Planning Commission might use that information as part of its
decision making review.
Commissioner Grissim commented on the Oak Savanna, the Bald Eagle, and the silt collection in the
Parshallville Pond.
Commissioner Newsom agreed those are concerns and stated he is not sure if an environmental impact
statement is necessary at this point.
Commissioner Grissim mentioned she was okay with moving forward with this project.
Commissioner Murphy had questions if the Planning Commission moved forward with this project
would they be required to have an environmental impact statement.
Commissioner Grissim offered the following Motion:
Move to recommend approval of the preliminary Site Plan #17-006, a request to develop a 27unit site condominium, Millers Knoll, to be located at Parhsallville Road, north of Clyde Road.
Approval is subject to the following conditions:
1.
2.

Hartland Township

The applicant shall adequately address the outstanding items noted in the Planning
Department’s memorandum, dated July 20, 2017.
The Planning Commission has determined that the length of the proposed private cul-de sac
is acceptable as proposed, despite being in excess of 600 feet in length, despite having only
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Director Langer replied the Planning Commission would have that authority. The Ordinance does not
specify what elements have to be approved in the preliminary and final phases. This process is
somewhat similar to the Planned Development (PD) process; however, this process doesn’t specify the
different elements of each phase like the PD process does.

5.b
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one point of public access, and despite the lack of access easements for a future private road
connection to any adjacent developable parcels.
3. The Planning Commission has determined that no interior sidewalks shall be required, nor
shall any sidewalks be required along Parshallville Road.
4. The Planning Commission has determined that the proposed development must be accessible
from a paved road, in compliance with Section 5.22 of the Zoning Ordinance.
5. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Department of Public Works
Director, Township Engineering Consultant, and Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority. The
applicant shall provide more information on the silt forebays, as outlined in the letter from
the Township Engineering Consultant’s letter.
6. The applicant shall update the landscape plan for the proposed development.
7. The applicant shall provide a conservation easement on the site plan for areas that could be
preserved.
8. The applicant has the ability to modify the location of the gate for the proposed emergency
access, in the event the applicant is able to work with an adjoining property owner to permit
them access to Parshallville Road.
Seconded by Commissioner Mitchell.
Motion carried. Recommended for Approval 4 to 1 (Newsom)
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
b.

RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [4 TO 1]
Sue Grissim, Commissioner
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Murphy, Fox, Grissim, Mitchell
Newsom
Colaianne, Voight

Site Plan #17-010, Fox Ridge/Hunter's Ridge
Director Langer summarized the request and outlined the general location of the subject property, the
development, and the process for the project.
· Requesting to complete the project as it was originally approved in 2004 with a new
owner/developer.
· One of the buildings is located adjacent to a common property boundary with the existing Fox
Ridge Planned Development but Fox Ridge Condominium Development would not grant access to
the attached garages.
· The modified building has been reduced in size from a 12-residential unit to a 6-residential unit
building.
· The Site Plan is the same using the same building materials, lighting, etc.
The Applicant, Mario Izzi of MJC Homes, introduced himself and stated the following:
· Thanked the Planning Staff and Chair for their time.
· Essentially asking for a renewal.
· Utilities are in, roads are paved.
· Requested any public comments be discussed at the end of the discussion.
· Would like some clarification on a couple of items in the staff report.
Chair Fox explained the two step process for this request as the Site Plan is approved by the Planning
Commission but for the PD Amendment, the Planning Commission is a recommending body and the
Township Board makes the final decision.
Chair Fox referred to the staff memo stating many items were approved previously and are compliant.
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The Applicant stated the following:
· They are finishers, finished existing buildings.
· Feel confident there is a demand for this product.
· They would start with Building 29 and Building 1 (the hybrid 2-story 6 plex), and then possibly
Building 2.
Chair Fox asked about the PD Agreement. The Applicant stated the following:
· Last minute corrections have not been reviewed by the Township Attorney.
· Home owner’s association has received a copy.
· Phasing is undetermined at this time, will be market driven.
Chair Fox asked if they typically build the units in a linear fashion from one end to the other or in a
patchwork way. The Applicant stated in this development because of the uniqueness of the existing
infrastructure, they would most likely progress down the road. Buildings 8, 9 and 10 would logically
flow after the initial buildings.
There was a brief discussion regarding existing utility infrastructure (Item #7 of the DPW comments).
The Applicant was encouraged to clarify this issue with the DPW.
Fox Ridge Planned Development Amendment
The Applicant stated the following:
· Corrections have been resubmitted
· As a courtesy, they will submit the marked up version to the Fox Ridge Home Owners Association
for their review.
· Suggested the HOA Attorney’s comments be directed at the Township Attorney for ease of
communication.
· Desires to keep the communication open.
· The document needs more work.
Chair Fox asked the Applicant about the concerns shared during the call to the public regarding
protection of the access during construction.
The Applicant stated the following:
· An access to Old US 23 would require a costly redesign and involve a conservation easement to
the north which would reduce the likelihood for that option.
· Typically construction traffic in a new development uses a road with the base course only and is
topped afterward. Sometimes this damages the base course and repairs are required but sometimes
it works out well.
· Topping in already completed.
· Have some faith in the road as designed.
· The amount of construction traffic will affect the curbs and gutters in front of the units being
constructed more than the asphalt surface and those will have to be replaced prior to a final
inspection anyway.
· Their goal is to sell units; they will not be able to sell units if the road is bad.
· They would offer to document via video the current condition of the access road and revisit the
issue in a year or three years from now.
Chair Fox asked why this will be divided into two separate Home Owners Associations.
The Applicant stated:
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Phasing
Director Langer explained the Applicant has stated they will be building each building one at a time
and not following a standard phasing process relying on the cash flow to drive construction of the next
building. It may take an undetermined amount of time to build all the buildings.

5.b
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There are two existing associations; one that covers the 12-plex units and another that covers the
single-story units. This would be a third association.
· There were meetings with the current association to discuss joining but they were not invited to do
so.
· Existing association could sell memberships for use of the pool in the future.
· Feels it would be mutually beneficial to have the new residents as part of the existing association
and share the cost and use of the common elements.
Chair Fox offered some advice as a resident and homeowner:
· Encouraged the members of the existing HOA and the Applicant to find a way to work together to
address issues such as road maintenance.
· The intent of the original approval for the complex was for shared use of the common elements,
such as the pool and club house, by the entire complex.
· Appreciates the fact the early owners have had to manage and support those elements with a
partially completed condominium complex.
· What will happen with the road, pool and exterior maintenance on the original aging units is the
cost to maintain will be divided among 50 owners rather than 200 plus. The existing HOA condo
fees will be $200 and the newer units $50. Which will sell faster?
· Take it from someone who has been there, done that; it just will not work.
· Thinking is shortsighted right now; it was intended to be one development and shared by all.
Commissioner Newsom stated the Planning Commission does need to think about it. He continued:
· Approving something that is landlocked.
· Does not have all of the amenities the original plan had.
· No access to the recreation area.
· No access to the pool.
· No access to Old US 23 except through a private road.
· Looking at a 200 unit development that has to be accessed through a private road and he does not
think that is sound planning.
· We cannot separate them into a Site Plan and a PD; must look at them contiguously.
· Hamstringing original development to foot the cost for the maintenance of the road that will now
have three times the traffic.
· Having a hard time with this.
· Must think of original homeowners and not approve it the way it is.
· It is unfair.
Chair Fox stated that is the point. They are doing it; the original owners and the new developers. They
have legal access.
Commissioner Newsom stated again this plan is unfair to everyone. There is no way the Planned
Development Agreement is going to get approved. He disagrees with it 100%. It needs to be a
contiguous development. That was the original idea, the original way the site plan was approved, and if
the Planning Commission moves forward any other way, they are doing a disservice.
Chair Fox stated he agrees; it should be one development.
The Planning Commission discussed the PD options and the HOA discussions.
Barbara Gates, MJC Companies, stated they met with the HOA Boards and they had concerns about
the following:
· The number of people who would attend the pool.
· The sense of community they had already built.
· They did not want us.
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She continued:
· Have to do another condominium Hunter’s Ridge due to the condominium law and they are past
the 10-year point.
· Wanted it to be a community within the master association but that is something they did not
want.
· They want to be separate from us and have signage posted stating they are separate.
· They understood what the consequences were.
· The road was discussed and we are responsible to pay a proportionate share of the wear and tear
on the road; it will be a nightmare to figure it out but it can be done.
· Met with Fox Ridge 1 Board of Directors, Fox Ridge 2 Board of Directors, and the Master
Association. Following meeting was with Fox Ridge 1 about the building to find out what they
wanted to do.
· Want to keep an open relationship with them.
· This is what they wanted.
· We are willing to do it either way.
· Need a 66 2/3% vote from each Association to be allowed into the Master Association.
· If the Boards of Directors are not behind it certainly they could not get the rest of the community
to be behind it. There are 15 people out of the 54 owners just on the three Boards.
· Their hands are tied.
Chair Fox stated if there is thought that this will be stopped by not being part of their Association that
is not going to happen. He believes strongly the one group is going to be substantially better than what
is going to happen here. He believes life will not be as good as it will be because nothing is going to
change; each will pay for their own part.
Ms. Gates stated people get comfortable with their community and with their neighbors; by opening
the Master Association up to another community there will be other people on the Boards. Nobody
likes change: it comes down to the unknown.
Chair Fox stated to the Planning Commission there are two things before you; the renewal of the Site
Plan and the PD Amendment. He stated he does not know if the Township can force the first groups to
join the new group.
Director Langer stated he did receive the Applicant’s email on the PD Amendment but it has not been
reviewed by the Township Attorney.
The Applicant stated he was not expecting it to be part of tonight’s review; he just wanted to get them
submitted so it was clear the revisions were made.
Chair Fox suggested approving the Site Plan and tabling the PD Amendment.
Commissioner Newsom stated he agreed and has concerns the Attorney used the word “may” in his
comments; that is a big red flag. It is an inconclusive comment.
Commissioner Mitchell offered the following Motion:
Move to approve Site Plan #17-010, a request to amend the previously approved plans for Fox
Ridge Planned Development, to reduce the total number of condominium units from 268 to 262
units and develop the remaining property as a multiple family condominium development, to be
consistent with the same design standards and site plans as were approved in the original
planned development and according to the terms of the Amended Planned Development
Agreement.

Hartland Township

Page 10

Updated 9/12/2017 12:36 PM
Packet Pg. 19

Minutes Acceptance: Minutes of Jul 27, 2017 7:00 PM (Approval of Meeting Minutes)

Minutes

5.b
Minutes

Planning Commission

July 27, 2017

Approval is subject to the following conditions:
The applicant shall adequately address the outstanding items noted in the Planning
Department’s memorandum, dated July 20, 2017.
2. The project may consist of several phases of construction however the project shall continue
to progress in timely manner. Should work cease for more than a period of one year and an
extension of time has not been requested by the developer prior to that time, site plan
approval shall be considered void.
3. Applicant complies with any requirements of the Department of Public Works Director,
Township Engineering Consultant, and Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority.
4. Any conditions associated with the original approval shall remain valid, unless specifically
modified.
Seconded by Commissioner Murphy. Motion carried unanimously.
The Applicant asked for clarification as to the process of the tabled PD Amendment, if it had to come
back to the Planning Commission for a recommendation. Chair Fox confirmed it would and then move
on to the Township Board for final approval. It will be approved; it is just getting some of the language
cleaned up. The Applicant thanked the Planning Commission.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:
c.

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

Site Plan #17-013, Yaldo - Auto Zone
Director Langer summarized the request to eliminate two access points and install a shared access
drive that will permit both properties to have a shared connection at some point in the future. He
continued stating the Applicant did start work prior to Site Plan Review, but has now stopped and is
here voluntarily.
The Applicant and property owner, Isam Yaldo, stated the following:
· Had a permit for Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT).
· Was unaware he needed to go through this process.
The Applicant offered some positive comments about the previous applicants, stating they are
experienced, reasonable and reliable; agreeing all of the associations should work together.
Chair Fox referred to the staff memo.
Chair Fox asked what is planned for the final grade and landscaping. The Applicant stated he has to
connect the sidewalks, and he intends to landscape the island.
Director Langer stated the landscaping in the island is tricky; there are provisions in the Ordinance but
it is completely within the MDOT Right of Way (ROW) with a fire hydrant in the middle. Director
Langer encouraged the Planning Commission to be sensitive to those issues but keep in mind, MDOT
may have the final say.
Commissioner Grissim suggested the Applicant take the Planning Commission requirements to MDOT
to at least try to communicate what Hartland wants and keep the Planning Department informed of any
changes.
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Chair Fox mentioned the HRC recommendation for a cross-access easement. The Applicant stated he
is working with the owner of the eastern property; they are currently reviewing the documents. Once
the language is finalized, it will be provided to the Township.
Chair Fox cited the Fire Authority requirement to relocate the fire hydrant in the island when the
vacant property is developed. The Applicant acknowledged stating he is axious to develop the vacant
piece.

Director Langer stated there is an MDOT approved plan showing the replacement/connection of the
existing sidewalk. Chair Fox clarified the location is acceptable for now but it will need to be removed
and relocated at the time the vacant parcel is developed and any demolished pieces must be removed.
Chair Fox confirmed the eventual removal of the fire hydrant. The Applicant stated he thought he had
to add one. Director Langer clarified at the time the vacant parcel is developed, the existing fire
hydrant will need to be moved and that relocation may impact availability to the other structures
possibly requiring another hydrant at that time.
Commissioner Newsom offered the following Motion:
Move to approve Site Plan #17-013 a request to amend the previously approved plans for Auto
Zone and Hartland Professional Center, by modifying the access drive to M-59, based on the
submitted site plans, dated May 3, 2016. Approval is subject to the following conditions:
1.

The applicant shall adequately address the outstanding items noted in the Planning
Department’s memorandum, dated July 20, 2017, on the Construction Plan set, subject to an
administrative review by the Planning staff prior to the issuance of a land use permit.

2.

The applicant shall comply with any requirements of the Department of Public Works
Director, Township Engineering Consultant, and Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority.

3.

The applicant shall provide a cross-access agreement, subject to review and approval by the
Township Attorney and Planning Department. The cross-access agreement shall provide for
the maintenance of the common or shared access drive, and requires the cross-access drive
to remain open and accessible for all patrons of both sites. The cross-access agreement shall
not be modified without approval from the Township.

Seconded by Commission Murphy. Motion carried unanimously.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

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

7. Call to Public
Katherine Peters, 10250 Crossview Trail, stated the Applicants asked to join the Master Association.
Development was designed with three associations; they want to work with them. She is concerned about
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Commissioner Murphy asked about the sidewalk. The Planning Commission briefly discussed the
process for having the existing sidewalk next to the curb on the north side of M-59 removed and
relocated for safety reasons as development occurs and property owners comply.
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Chair Fox replied much of that has been decided in the legal documents and cannot be changed; whatever the
legal documents say when the development was originally designed is how it is going to be unless the two
parties agree to change it. The Planning Commission cannot tell the Applicant they have to pay for the roads or
the Association should allow them to use the pool, much of this will be determined by what is in the agreement
signed 15 years ago. Chair Fox reiterated his advice as a neighbor, if you can find a way to work together, it
will be better. It depends on the documents and the Planning Commission cannot change that. The lawyers will
determine the details. They have access; the question is who is going to pay for the damage when it is done, and
there will be some damage with the construction of 200 units.
Denna Webb, 10098 Ridge Run, shared her concerns about sharing a small pool with 252 families and asked
about an alternate access for construction traffic.
Chair Fox stated the Livingston County Road Commission has regulations on the distance between driveways
which is 600 feet. They are not asking for that; they are asking for a renewal of an approved site plan; it is
different than a new proposal.
Mike Zatroch, 10117 Ridge Run, reiterated his concerns about construction traffic and again suggested
exploring an alternate access. Feels the Applicant is not listening to their concerns.
Joseph Swyrtek, 10131 Ridge Run, concerned about the lack of cooperation between the Applicant and the
associations. He is not anti-development but has concerns about some of the inaccuracies he has seen in the
documentation and what was said. Wants to see all of the associations work together.

8. Planner's Report
None

9. Committee Reports
None

10. Adjournment
Motion to Adjourn
A Motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Mitchell and seconded by Commissioner Murphy.
Motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 10:34 PM.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:
ABSENT:

Hartland Township

APPROVED [UNANIMOUS]
Michael Mitchell, Commissioner
Thomas Murphy, Commissioner
Murphy, Fox, Newsom, Grissim, Mitchell
Colaianne, Voight
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growth and construction traffic ongoing for the next five years. Suggested they get permission to use a different
access road behind Target for the construction traffic.
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Joseph W. Colaianne, Trustee
Matthew J. Germane, Trustee
Glenn E. Harper, Trustee
Joseph M. Petrucci, Trustee

MEMORANDUM
Date:

September 7, 2017

To:

Hartland Township Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Site Plan #17-014, request to amend the approved site plans for Cobblestone
Preserve Planned Development (PD) to incorporate lot coverage standards for
the development.

Applicant Information
Applicant:

Cobblestone Preserve Condominium Association

Site Description
Cobblestone Preserve Planned Development is located north of Bergin Road and west of Old
US-23, in Section 29 of the Township. The residential development, approximately 81.43 acres
in size, is zoned PD-SR, a Planned Development with SR Suburban Residential as the
underlying zoning district. There are 98 condominium units in the development.
Background
Recently the Township Planning Department has received land use permit applications for
construction of new homes, swimming pools, decks and other site improvements on
condominium units within the Cobblestone Preserve Planned Development (PD) subdivision. In
reviewing the requests it was discovered that many of the land use permits are not in
compliance with the lot coverage requirements; and therefore, could not be approved by the
Planning Department. Although Cobblestone Preserve was approved as a PD, there was no
formal amendment to the lot coverage standards; as a result, the SR zoning district regulations
for the lot coverage standards apply.
The Township’s position to require compliance with the lot coverage standards has caused
some frustration for the applicants as they are seeking to construct homes, additions, pools, and
other site amenities that they deem to be similar to what has been approved for other units in
the subdivision.
In response to this issue, the Planning Department has reviewed the site plan files for
Cobblestone Preserve PD as well as land use permits that were issued for many of the existing
units in the development. The Planning Department also focused on methods and calculations
of lot coverage to determine how land use permits had been previously issued for various
properties within Cobblestone Estates.
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Based on staff’s research it appears that a number of land use permits were improperly issued
and did not comply with the required lot coverage standards. Since the Township had recently
amended a PD for the Hartland Estate subdivision, it was initially thought a similar process
could occur for this development. However, that is not the case. The Cobblestone Preserve PD
was not approved with a PD agreement. Therefore, an amendment to the PD agreement is not
possible. However, it appears that the Cobblestone Preserve PD was approved with a site plan
that waived some standards, such as the minimum lot size requirement and some setbacks. As
a result, the Township could not simply amend the PD agreement in this case and instead
would need to amend the approved site plan.
History
In 1999 the 81.43 acre site was rezoned (REZ #270) from CA (Conservation Agricultural) to
PDSR, Planned Development with Suburban Residential as the underlying zoning district. The
Township Board granted final approval of REZ #270 at its regular meeting on August 3, 1999.
Concurrent with the rezoning, Cobblestone Preserve PD was approved by the Township Board
on November 16, 1999 under Site Plan (SP) #269. The plans included 95 lots/condominium
units ranging in size from 20,000 square feet to 44,385 square feet. The average lot size is
24,200 square feet. The residential development is located on 81.43 acres and 21.26 acres are
specifically dedicated as general common areas. This is approximately 26.1 percent of the total
area of Cobblestone Preserve subdivision that is being devoted to common or open space.
Recreational facilities are provided in the open space such as tennis courts, sports courts, and
recreational sports fields. Both the SR (Suburban Residential) and the PD (Planned
Development) districts require that residential developments contain an area of open space
equal to 25 percent of the total lot or parcel, thus the plan complies.
The PD option for a residential development allows for flexibility and permits the Township to
waive some of the zoning standards of the underlying zoning district in order to achieve a
recognizable benefit associated with the development. Also the allowed flexibility is intended to
encourage innovation in land use planning and design, in order to achieve a higher quality of
development than might otherwise be possible. Standards that could be waived as part of a PD
include setbacks, lot coverage, lot width, and lot size. Recognizable benefits associated with the
development could be open space, common areas, and recreational facilities within the
development for the common use by the residents.
The Cobblestone Preserve PD was intended to be developed in manner consistent with the SR
(Suburban Residential) zoning classification. The SR district requires a minimum lot width of
120 feet, and minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet with parcels that have public sewer and
water; or a minimum lot size of 32,760 square feet for parcels with no public sewer and water.
The approved site plan for Cobblestone Preserve (SP #269) show many lots that are
approximately 100 feet in width and 200 feet in depth, or approximately 20,000 square feet in
area. There is some variation in lot width and lot area throughout the development, with the
average lot area of approximately 24,200 square feet. Lot width varies from 96 feet to 203 feet.
During the discussion of the project under SP #269, the Township agreed to the proposed lot
layout with the smaller lots although the minimum lot size permitted in the SR district for
developments without public utilities is 32,760 square feet in area. Public utilities were not
available to this development in 1999 but the applicant intended to obligate the future property
owners to participate in a Special Assessment District to pay for future sanitary sewer
improvements. A 30-foot wide utility easement is provided along the front yard of each lot for
future utilities. The Special Assessment District has not occurred as of the date of this
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memorandum, thus the majority of the lots do not have public sewer or water. As a point of
information four lots near the entrance to the development from Bergin Road are served via a
sewer lead from the public sewer main along Bergin Road (Lot/Unit #49, 96, 97 and 98).
Additional background information is provided below under the “3rd Amendment to Cobblestone
Preserve Master Deed and Land Division #846.”
Although Cobblestone Preserve was approved as a PD, a Planned Development Agreement
was not provided. Instead, a Master Deed was employed as the PD document, having been
reviewed and approved by the Township as part of the PD documents in 1999 for Cobblestone
Preserve (SP #269). The original Master Deed was recorded on September 6, 2000 which
included the site plan dated March 13, 2000. The Cobblestone Preserve PD was modified
between 1999 and 2014 as outlined below.
1st Amendment to Cobblestone Preserve Master Deed and Site Plan #348 (2003)
Under Site Plan #348, the front yard setback was modified for nine corner lots (Units 11, 22, 44,
57, 60, 73, 74, 89, and 90). Building setbacks were established as part of the Cobblestone
Preserve PD, specifically requiring a 53-foot front yard setback, as measured from the private
road easement. The 30-foot wide utility easement is included as part of the front yard setback.
In an effort to add buildable area to some of the corner lots, the front yard setback was adjusted
for nine corner lots, with setbacks varying from 40 to 48 feet. The modification was approved by
the Township Board on July 1, 2003. The Master Deed and site plan were amended to reflect
the modified setbacks, as the First Amendment to the Cobblestone Preserve Master Deed
which was executed on July 3, 2003.
2nd Amendment to Cobblestone Preserve Master Deed (2008)
In 2008 the Master Deed was amended to provide language on landscaping; swimming pools;
and waiving of association dues for elected Board members of the condominium association.
The amendment was executed on January 31, 2008 and did not require approval by the
Township.
3rd Amendment to Cobblestone Preserve Master Deed and Land Division #846 (2014)
In 2014 the original developers and then owners of Unit 49 submitted a land division request to
the Township to amend the final development plan and divide Unit 49 into four units (units 49,
96, 97, and 98). As background information the applicant had anticipated to eventually divide
Unit 49 once public sanitary sewer became available, which occurred in 2014. Section 10 of the
original Master Deed references the possible division of Unit 49, subject to the approval by the
Township. The procedure for revising an approved site plan of a Planned Development is
outlined in Section 3.1.18.H. of the Township Zoning Ordinance. Using the criteria outlined in
Section 3.1.18.H.ii (“Minor Change“) the Planning Commission, at their regular meeting on
August 14, 2014, determined the proposed land division of Unit 49 was considered a minor
change to the Planned Development Final Site Plan (SP #269). Additionally the Planning
Commission approved the amended Master Deed which included the revised site plan showing
the four new units, and authorized Township staff to proceed with the land division request. The
land division request (Land Division #846) was approved administratively on August 25, 2014.
The 3rd Amendment to the Cobblestone Preserve Master Deed was executed on July 3, 2014.
The total number of units increased from 95 to 98 units as a result of the division of Unit 49 into
four units.
Setbacks were established as part of the final approved site plan for Cobblestone Preserve PD
(SP #269) and listed in the original Master Deed as follows: 53-foot front yard; 15-foot side yard;
and 25-foot rear yard.
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A drawing showing the setbacks is provided on the final approved site plan. As noted above, the
front yard setback was modified for several corner lots in 2003 as the 1st Amendment to the
Master Deed and site plan.
A lot coverage standard for Cobblestone Preserve PD however was not specified on the final
approved site plan. As a result, when the PD standards do not provide for specific regulations
on a restriction, the general standards of the underlying zoning district apply, which in this case
is the SR (Suburban Residential) zoning category.
The SR standards have the following maximum lot coverage standards:
Single Family detached dwelling with public sewer and water
(Minimum lot size required is 20,000 square feet)

20%

Single Family detached dwelling with no public sewer and water
(Minimum lot size required is 32,760 square feet)

15%

An interpretation by a former Planning Director determined that essentially, if the parcel has
public sewer, regardless of whether the lot is served by a well or public water, the lot coverage
would be 20 percent. Also, if the lot is served by private septic, whether it has a well or public
water, the lot coverage would be 15 percent.
Lot Coverage is defined in Section 2.2.138 of the Zoning Ordinance, as: The part or percent of
the total area of a lot or parcel that is occupied by buildings, and structures, and areas of
impervious surface, including accessory buildings and structures. Decks, porches, garden
houses, sheds, paved driveways, parking areas, game courts, and other man-made impervious
surfaces shall also be included in lot coverages unless otherwise stated in this Ordinance. For
single family lots less than 32,670 square feet, a fifteen (15) foot section of the paved or
impervious surface driveway measured from the front lot line to the front of the principal building
which serves as the sole vehicle access to the single family residential dwelling shall not be
included in the percentage allowed for lot coverage. For all properties, sidewalks and safety
paths located adjacent to or within the right-of-way shall not be included in lot coverage
calculations.
Section 3.25 of the Zoning Ordinance provides for a Single Family Lot Coverage Exemption in
the RR (Rural Residential), SR (Suburban Residential), MDR (Medium Density Residential), and
HDR High Density Residential) Districts. For single family lots less than 32,670 square feet, a
fifteen (15) foot section of the paved or impervious surface driveway measured from the front lot
line to the front of the principal building which serves as the sole vehicle access to the single
family residential dwelling shall not be included in the percentage allowed for lot coverage.
The lot coverage standards of the SR District are applicable to Cobblestone Preserve PD when
reviewing a land use permit application. Although the final approved site plan was approved with
many lots less than 32,760 square feet in area, the assumption at the time was that the lots in
Cobblestone Preserve would eventually be served by public sewer through a Special
Assessment District, thus permitting a maximum lot coverage of 20 percent. With the exception
of four lots, public utilities, and sewer in particular, are not available for Cobblestone Preserve.
As a result, lot coverage is limited to 15 percent when applying the SR lot coverage standards.
As noted previously, Planning staff has discovered many of the lots that have been issued land
use permits do not meet this standard and thus this issue needs to be addressed.
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Request
The applicant, Cobblestone Preserve Condominium Association, is requesting is to modify the
final approved site plans for Cobblestone Preserves PD to incorporate lot coverage standards
for the development. The request is to increase the lot coverage standard from 15% to a
maximum of 30% if documentation is provided from the Livingston County Health Department
(LCHD) showing the approved locations of active and reserve septic fields; or permitting lot
coverage of a maximum of 25% if no documentation from the Livingston County Health
Department is provided showing the approved locations of active and reserve septic fields. Lot
coverage would also be a maximum of 30% with municipal sewer.
As background information the approved final plan for Cobblestone Preserves shows the
locations of the well and active and reserve septic fields for each lot, as approved by the
Livingston Health Department (LCHD) on August 3, 2000.
Additional restrictions from the LCHD are outlined in section 11.16 of the original Master Deed.
Revisions to the approved plan require additional approvals from LCHD, such as the relocation
of the reserve septic field, if necessary. This could be applicable should the originally approved
location for a reserve septic field be in conflict with a proposed in-ground swimming pool as an
example. The reserve septic field would have to be relocated, subject to the approval of LCHD.
Using that example, a homeowner would first have to secure approval from the LCHD that
shows the approved locations of the active and reserve septic fields and provide a copy of the
approved plan as part of a land use permit application for the swimming pool. In this case the
maximum allowed lot coverage would be 30% under the proposed lot coverage standards. If the
applicant did not provide a copy of a an approved plan showing the locations of the active and
reserve fields from the LCHD, the proposed lot coverage standards would permit a maximum lot
coverage of 25%.
The original Master Deed for Cobblestone Preserves includes a section on “Building
Restrictions” in Section 11.15., such as the required minimum finished floor area of the house
and size and orientation of the garage. The minimum required finished floor area for the first
floor ranges from 1,200 square feet to 1,700 square feet depending on the style of house (1story, 2-story, or multi-level dwellings). A 1 ½ -story and 2-story dwelling must have a minimum
2,000 square feet of finished floor area (total). Each dwelling must have one private attached
garage for not less than two automobiles, but not more than three automobiles. Garage doors
are not permitted to face the street on which the front of the dwelling faces.
Per the Cobblestone Preserve Condominium Association these restrictions make it difficult to
comply with the current lot coverage standard of 15% coverage (maximum allowed). As noted in
their letter dated August 29, 2107 the Cobblestone Preserve Condominium Association, the
required square footage of the house alone could bring the lot close to 15% lot coverage and
adding in the driveway and deck would surpass the 15% lot coverage. The applicant is in full
support of the proposed amendment to the increase the allowed lot coverage as it would allow
new homes to be built in compliance and provide allowance for improvements to existing homes.
The Planning Department used the site plan for a current land use permit to install an in-ground
swimming pool at an existing lot, condominium Unit 69, as an example when reviewing this lot
coverage amendment request. Unit 69 is a somewhat typical size lot and house in Cobblestone
Preserve. The lot is approximately 20,000 square feet in area and the footprint of the house plus
garage is approximately 2,000 square feet. The Planning Department used the site plan for Unit
69 that was submitted with the current request to install an in-ground swimming pool as the
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base plan, and incorporated potential additions such as additional pool deck area, paver patio
and paver walk, expanded driveway, and additions to the house, just to see what 25% lot
coverage and 30% lot coverage would look like. The plans are attached for review, as is a copy
of the survey submitted with the current land use permit application for Unit 69 for an inground
swimming pool. A copy of the approved location for the relocated reserve septic field is also
attached as approved by the LCHD. When the house was built in 2000, staff estimated lot
coverage as approximately 16%.
25% Lot Coverage Plan
The 25% lot coverage plan shows a swimming pool and patio around the pool, both of which are
of typical size for this development. A deck is shown adjacent to the pool (of typical size for this
development) and a proposed addition to the house, on the east side of the house. The garage
is a 2-stall garage. The swimming pool itself is not counted as lot coverage. The swimming pool
and pool patio are located over the reserve septic field that was shown on the originally
approved PD plan (SP #269). In this scenario an approved plan from the LCHD showing the
relocated reserve septic field is not provided, thus the lot coverage is limited to 25%.
30% Lot Coverage Plan
The 30% plan expanded upon the 25% plan. The pool patio is expanded to the west; a paver
patio is added; the house addition is expanded; the garage is now a 3-stall garage; and the
driveway is expanded in length and width. The relocated reserve septic field has received
approval from the LCHD.
After reviewing both the 25% and 30% plans the Planning Department believes either plan
would be appropriate for Cobblestone Preserve subdivision, based on the existing site
conditions on many condominium units. The determining factor on what percentage of lot
coverage is permitted (25% or 30%) related to the ability to provide a site plan showing both
active and reserve septic fields that is approved by the Livingston Health Department prior to
the homeowner applying for a land use permit with the Township. The Township wants to be
assured there is enough room for the active and reserve septic fields as well as the house,
driveway, and other site improvements.
Process
The proposed adjustment of the lot coverage standards is considered an amendment to the
approved site plans for Cobblestone Preserve (SP #269). This requires the Planning
Commission to review the request and make a determination. Approval by the Township Board
is not required.
Other Requirements-Zoning Ordinance Standards
Nothing at this time.
Hartland Township DPW Review
Although the Director of Public Works did not provide a review letter, he expressed concerns
with the poor soils that are generally present in Cobblestone Preserve and reserving sufficient
land area that is dedicated for active and reserve septic fields.
Township Engineer’s (HRC) Review
No comments at this time.
Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Review
Please see the attached letter from Hartland-Deerfield Fire Authority, dated August 31, 2017.
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Recommended Motion for Site Plan #17-014
The Planning Department recommends the following motion to the Planning Commission for
consideration:
Move to approve Site Plan #17-014, a request to amend the approved site plans for
Cobblestone Preserve Planned Development (PD) to incorporate a maximum 25% lot coverage
standard for a unit that does not have an approved plan from the Livingston County Health
Department showing active and reserve septic fields; and a maximum 30% lot coverage
standard for a unit that does have an approved plan from the Livingston County Health
Department showing active and reserve septic fields.
Approval is based on the following findings:
1. The entire Cobblestone Preserve residential development already contains
approximately 26% open space within the development, which is a unique feature for
this development and allows the individual site condominium units to have a higher lot
coverage standard.
2. The Planned Development (PD) for Cobblestone Preserve permitted smaller site
condominium units that would have been otherwise permitted in the SR (Suburban
Residential zoning district.
3. The PD for Cobblestone Preserve has a significant amount of open space, as part of this
development.
4. Many of the existing single family homes on the individual site condominium units
already exceed the existing lot coverage standards.
Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Cobblestone Preserve Board letter, dated August 29, 2017
3rd Amendment to Cobblestone Preserve, dated July 3, 2014
Lot Coverage Interpretation, dated November 18, 2105
Hartland-Deerfield Fire Authority Letter, dated August 31, 2017
Lot 69 Land Use Permit Site Plan & LCHD Approved Plan
25% Lot Coverage Plan
30% Lot coverage Plan
Site Plan #269 Approved Final Plan dated November 8, 1999, PDF version only

T:\PLANNING DEPARTMENT\PLANNING COMMISSION\2017 Planning Commission Activity\SP #17-014Cobblestone Preserve Amendment\Staff
Reports\SP #17-014 Cobblestone Preserve staff report 090717.docx
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HARTLAND DEERFIELD FIRE AUTHORITY

7.a.e

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

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

August 31, 2017
TO:

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

RE:

Consideration for Lot Coverage Adjustment in Cobblestone Preserve.

Based upon review of the situation and information provided by the Hartland Township Planning Department
on 8/31/2017, the proposal is acceptable to the Fire Department, with consideration of the following:
•

Currently required set-backs are maintained, with particular attention to side set-backs.

•

If driveways are included in the calculation, any consideration of a shared drive should be subject to
review by the Fire Department, and likely a ZBA request.

Yours In Fire Safety,
Adam L. Carroll
Fire Chief
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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:

September 7, 2017

To:

Hartland Township Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Fox Ridge/Hunters Ridge
Site Plan #17-010
Site Plan Amendment to approved plans for Fox Ridge Planned
Development (PD) and Amendment to the Fox Ridge Planned Development
Agreement
Amendment to previously approved Fox Ridge Planned Development (PD)
approved under Site Plan #352. The applicant is requesting amend the PD
Agreement. (Parcel ID’s # 4708-21-300-036 & 4708-21-300-037, for vacant land)

Applicant Information
Property Owner/Applicant

Michael A. Chirco
MJC Fox Ridge LLC

Site Description
Fox Ridge Planned Development is located north of Highland Road /M-59 and west of Old US23 and is approximately 39.79 acres in area. As part of the initial phase of construction between
2005 and 2006, seven condominium buildings were built, with a total of 54 units, as well as an
outdoor swimming pool, clubhouse, and internal road system. The existing buildings are
generally located at the eastern end of the development.
The applicant and current owner of the remaining vacant land within the PD is proposing
continuation of the development, consistent with the originally approved plans for Fox Ridge
Condominiums. This portion of the development is called Hunters Ridge. The vacant land is
comprised of two tax parcels, #4708-21-300-036 (6.94 acres) and #4708-21-300-037 (23.98
acres). The site is zoned Planned Development Multiple Family (PDMR) and the original project
was approved in 2004.
Request
The applicant is requesting to amend the Planned Development (PD) Agreement. The applicant
is proposing to amend the Fox Ridge Planned Development Agreement, dated January 10,
2005, and has submitted the proposed document, 1st Amendment to the Planned Development
Agreement.
Previously, on July 27, 2017, the Planning Commission approved the site plan for the proposed
development; however, the Planning Commission did not act upon the amendment to the PD
request.

2655 Clark Road, Hartland, MI 48353 | (810) 632-7498 | HartlandTwp.com
Packet Pg. 49

Attachment: SP #17-010 Fox Ridge staff report 090717 (2556 : Site Plan #17-010 Hunters Ridge - Fox Ridge - PD Amendment)

William J. Fountain, Supervisor
Larry N. Ciofu, Clerk
Kathleen A. Horning, Treasurer

Overview and Background Information
Fox Ridge Planned Development (PD) was approved by the Township on August 17, 2004
under Site Plan (SP) #352. Rezoning #307 ran concurrent with the project to rezone the
property (39.79 acres) from PDMR-Planned Development Multiple Family Residential, PDGCPlanned Development General Commercial, and PDRR-Planned Development Residential
Recreational to PDMR-Planned Development Multiple Family Residential. REZ #307 was
approved by the Township on March 2, 2004. The approved plans for Fox Ridge PD included
ten 12-unit buildings; twenty-four 6-unit buildings; and one 4-unit building, for a total of 268
condo units. The dwelling unit density is 6.74 units per acre. Under SP #352, the project was to
be constructed in two phases and the timeline was specified in the Fox Ridge Planned
Development Agreement, dated January 10. 2005.
Two amendments to SP #352 occurred between 2004 and 2006 and as outlined below.
Site Plan #394
Under Site Plan #394, the landscape plan was modified to add stacked stone walls, benches
and additional landscape material at the main entrance to the development. This was
considered a minor amendment and was approved by the Planning Commission on July 28,
2005.
Site Plan #420
A major amendment to SP #352 occurred in 2006, which added a third phase line to the
approved plans, thus making the project a 3-phase development instead of 2-phase. The
request also included modifying the unit type for one building from a townhouse style to a ranch
style (Building 7 on the 2006 plans). The Township approved SP #420 on July 11, 2006.
Construction of the first seven buildings in Fox Ridge Condominiums occurred between 2005
and 2006, along with the in-ground pool, club house, internal roads, infrastructure (utilities) and
landscaping around the buildings and in common areas. The original developer abandoned the
project on or about the time of the recession and construction ceased. Shortly thereafter, the
original developer lost the property and it became under the ownership of the bank. The current
applicant acquired the property from the bank.
Current Project Summary
The current request is to amend the PD agreement. Please refer to the staff memorandum,
dated July 20, 2017 for additional background information on the site plan.
Planned Development Procedure
The applicant is proposing to amend the Fox Ridge Planned Development Agreement, dated
January 10, 2005. An amendment to the PD Agreement requires the Planning Commission to
forward a recommendation to the Township Board who will make the final decision tentatively at
their next available meeting.
Amendment to the Fox Ridge PD Agreement
The original Planned Development Agreement, dated January 10, 2005, was established as
part of the Fox Ridge PD along with the approved site, landscape, and architectural plans.
The applicant has submitted an amendment to the PD for the development of the remaining
property as residential condominiums, and to be consistent with the original plan. The First
Amendment to the Planned Development Agreement establishes terms for the development of
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The proposed amendments outline a difference in size to Building 4. Building 4 was reduced in
size because some of the attached garage units would have required access via an existing
paved driveway that is on the Fox Ridge development’s property. The applicant indicated that
an agreement with the Fox Ridge homeowners association could not be worked out to grant
access to those garage units, so the building needed to be modified by eliminating those units.
Other Requirements-Zoning Ordinance Standards
Nothing at this time.
Hartland Township DPW Review
No Comments.
Township Engineer’s (HRC) Review
No Comments.
Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Review
No Comments.
Hartland Township Attorney Review
The Township Attorney has requested an opinion from the applicant’s attorney that provides the
reasoning on the applicant’s rights to use the roadways. The applicant has also provided their
attorney’s opinion. The Township Attorney also requested some typographical errors be
corrected; and legal description and site plan be included as exhibits. Those items have been
done.
Although not included in the Attorney’s letter, the Township Attorney raised concerns in a
conversation with the Planning Director over the new residents in Hunter’s Ridge responsibility
to pay for road improvements within the Fox Ridge development. The Township Attorney
indicated that the Township should require language in the Master Deed and By-Laws for
Hunter’s Ridge that adequately puts new residents on notice that they will have an obligation to
pay their share of road improvement costs. The Township Attorney further suggested that this
language in the Master Deed be reviewed and approved by the Township prior to it being
recorded.
Recommended Motion for Site Plan #17-010 (Fox Ridge/Hunters Ridge)
The Planning Department recommends the following motion to the Planning Commission for
consideration:
Move to Recommend Approval of the PD Amendment to Site Plan #17-010, a request to
amend the previously approved Fox Ridge Planned Development, based on the following
findings:
1. The amendment to the Planned Development (PD) would clarify the existing Planned
Development by changing dates of various phases that have already expired.
2. The amendment to the Planned Development (PD) will permit a successor developer to
complete the previously approved Fox Ridge residential development.
Approval of the PD Amendment is made subject to the following conditions:

Packet Pg. 51

Attachment: SP #17-010 Fox Ridge staff report 090717 (2556 : Site Plan #17-010 Hunters Ridge - Fox Ridge - PD Amendment)

the remaining property for Hunters Ridge and amends certain sections and exhibits that are part
of the original PD Agreement.

1. The proposed amendment and Master Deed and By-Laws for Hunters Ridge shall
comply with the requirements of the Township Attorney.
2. (Any other conditions the Planning Commission deems necessary).
Attachments:
1. Letter from Township Attorney, dated July 31, 2017
2. Applicant’s Attorney Letter, dated September 6, 2017
3. Amendment to the PD Agreement, dated September 6, 2017
4. Site Plan, Exhibit B to PD Agreement
cc:
Mario L. Izzi
MJC Companies
HRC, Twp Engineer (via email)
R. West, Twp DPW Director (via email)
A. Carroll, Hartland FD Fire Chief (via email)
T:\PLANNING DEPARTMENT\PLANNING COMMISSION\2017 Planning Commission Activity\SP #17-010 Fox Ridge\Staff Reports\SP #17-010 Fox
Ridge staff report 072017.docx
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Fox Ridge/Hunters Ridge SP #17-010
September 7, 2017
Page 4

TO:

Troy Langer, Hartland Township Planner

FROM:

Michael D. Homier

DATE:

July 31, 2017

RE:

Hunters Ridge - Revised First Amendment to Planned Development
Agreement

The revised First Amendment to Planned Development Agreement ("revised First
Amendment") does correct the typos/words that we noted needed correction. The revised First
Amendment still needs an Exhibit A (legal description) and an Exhibit B (site plan). As
previously noted, the revised First Amendment gives substantial flexibility to the Developer in
timing and sequence of development.
I understand that the Developer is having discussions regarding the sewer special
assessment and the MDEQ conservation easement.
As stated in the Memorandum of July 26, 2017, it appears that if Hunter’s Ridge
owns the Future Expansion Area (as defined in the Fox Ridge condominium documents), then
Hunters Ridge likely has access to the roads, utility lines, parking lots and recreational facilities
in Fox Ridge I. It may be useful to have the attorney for Hunters Ridge provide an opinion to
that effect, setting forth that attorney’s reasoning. The Township could also make any approvals
subject to confirmation of such access (in case of legal challenge). Note that it appears that Fox
Ridge I may have the right to use any roads in the Hunters Ridge development.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.
MDH:SHH
18461:00201:3230991-1
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
(together with its Exhibits, the “Amendment”) is made as of ________________, 2017, by and
between MJC Fox Ridge LLC, a Michigan limited liability company (“MJC”), whose address is
46600 Romeo Plank Road, Suite 5, Macomb, Michigan 48044, and the Township of Hartland, a
Michigan municipal corporation (the “Township”) whose address is 3191 Hartland Rd.,
Hartland, Michigan 48353.
RECITALS:
A.
A Planned Development Agreement was recorded in Liber 4721, Page 338 et
seq., Livingston County Records, (the “Original PDA”) with respect to approximately 39.79
acres of property located north of East Highland Road and west of North Old US 23 in Hartland,
Michigan, to be developed as two residential condominium projects known as Fox Ridge I of
Hartland according to the Master Deed recorded in Liber 4721, Page 168 et seq., Livingston
County Records and known as Livingston County Subdivision Plan No. 331 (“Fox Ridge I”),
and Fox Ridge II of Hartland according to the Master Deed recorded in Liber 4721, Page 247 et
seq., Livingston County Records and known as Livingston County Subdivision Plan No. 332
(Fox Ridge II,” together with Fox Ridge I are sometimes collectively referred to as “Fox
Ridge.”)
B.

The Original PDA was fully approved by the Township of Hartland.

C.
Fox Ridge as envisioned by the Original PDA was never fully constructed and the
remaining property, which was not included in either of the Master Deeds for the Fox Ridge
Condominium developments and which is described on the attached Exhibit A (the “Remaining
Property”), has been acquired by MJC. MJC desires to finish development of the Remaining
Property in accordance with the Original PDA with certain changes outlined and agreed to in this
Amendment (collectively the “Amended PDA”).
D.
Except as otherwise provided, the Remaining Property is to be known as “Hunters
Ridge at Hartland” (the “Project”) and is proposed to be developed according to the same design
standards and site plans as were approved in the Original PDA and according to the terms of the
Amended PDA. The Project, which may be developed in any number of phases, will consist of
29 buildings, each containing either 6 or 12 attached residential units, for a total of 208 units (the
“Units”). A Preliminary Site Plan for the Project is attached as Exhibit B.

1
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E.
The Township believes that it is in the best interests of its citizens to allow
development of the Remaining Property as residential condominiums, together with the
necessary rezoning.
F.
The Township Board of Trustees (the “Township Board”) at a meeting duly held
on __________________, 2017, adopted a Resolution approving this Amendment and the
Amended PDA.
G.
The Township hereby grants approval of the final PDP subject to MJC’s
compliance with the terms and conditions of this Amendment, the Amended PDA, the approved
site plan, condominium master deed(s), and related documents, and applicable local, county,
state, and federal laws and regulations.
H.
The Township desires to ensure that the Remaining Property is developed and
used in accordance with the Amended PDA and all applicable laws and regulations.
NOW, THEREFORE, MJC and the Township have, in consideration of the mutual
covenants, promises and conditions described in this Amendment, and with the expressed
understanding that this Amendment contains important and essential terms as part of the final
approval of the Amended PDA, agreed as follows:
1.
Incorporation of Recitals. The parties acknowledge and represent that the
foregoing recitals are true and accurate and binding upon the parties, and are incorporated into
this Amendment.
2.

Amended PDA Approval.

a.
The parties acknowledge and agree that the development of the Project has
been granted final PDA approval by the Township Board in accordance with the Township
Ordinance, subject to the terms of this Amendment. The Amended PDA takes precedence over
and supersedes any and all prior reports, agreements, plans and other submissions to and/or
approvals by the Township relative to the Project which may conflict with the terms of the
Amended PDA.
b.
MJC’s rights to develop the Remaining Property as provided for in the
Amended PDA are fully vested upon the Township’s execution of this Amendment, subject only
to obtaining the required permits under Township Ordinances. In the event that any part of this
Amendment is inconsistent in any way with the Township Code of Ordinances in existence as of
the date of the Original PDA Agreement, or any Township Ordinance that is enacted at any
future time, then this Amendment shall control. The Amended PDA shall not prevent the
Township from applying new or amended regulations that do not conflict with the Amended
PDA. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, MJC shall have no obligation to further
develop all or any portion of the Remaining Property.
3.
Amended and Deleted Provisions and Exhibits. The parties acknowledge and
agree that, in addition to the specific amended provisions contained in this Amendment, the
provisions of the Original PDA shall be amended in all instances to reflect that MJC is the owner
2
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of the Remaining Property and that the Remaining Property is being developed as Hunters Ridge
at Hartland. Further, the last sentence of Paragraph 4a, all of Paragraphs 4e and i, and Exhibit D
attached to and a part of the Original PDA shall be deleted in their entirety. Exhibit A and B shall
automatically be amended to remove any reference to phases or model buildings and to reflect
those buildings and Units which have already been constructed as parts of Fox Ridge I and Fox
Ridge II. The requirements of Exhibit C and D are no longer necessary or applicable as the
Township hereby confirms and acknowledges that these requirements have already been
satisfied.
4.
Development Sequence. The parties agree and acknowledge that the Final PDA
Plans represent the current intent of MJC to develop the Property, with the knowledge and
market condition information possessed by MJC as of the present date. The parties acknowledge
that housing market conditions may change over time, which could cause MJC to change its
plans or timing with respect to the development of the Project. The parties further acknowledge
that the buildings and improvements as shown on the Final PDA Plans may be constructed, if at
all, at different dates in the future, and that MJC may elect to develop such improvements in the
order and at such times as it determines necessary and appropriate in its discretion, if at all. Site
improvements reasonably necessary or reasonably related to any particular building, including
without limitation road improvements, storm drainage facilities, sidewalks and landscaping, will
be made at the time of construction of such particular building. The Project may be developed in
multiple phases and MJC has the right, but not the obligation, to create separate condominiums,
which may be named something other than Hunters Ridge at Hartland, and to create separate
condominium associations for the different phases and separate master deeds, bylaws and
condominium subdivision plans for the different phases. Provided that MJC is proceeding in
good faith to develop the Project in light of existing economic conditions, and is otherwise in
compliance with the Amended PDA and Township ordinances, the Township will not
unreasonably refuse to extend any time periods for Project completion for a reasonable time to
enable MJC to complete the Project.
5.
Reduction in Size of Building 4. In the sole discretion of MJC, building 4 as
shown on the original site plan may be reduced in size to include as few as 6 Units, which
change will, if necessary, be shown on the appropriate final condominium subdivision plan.
Regardless of any reduction in size, building 4 will be developed according to the same design
standards and characteristics as shown on the site plans. The Township hereby agrees to this
potential modification without the necessity of further Township review or approval.
6.
Severability. It is understood and agreed by the parties that if any part, term or
provision of the Amended PDA is finally held by the courts to be illegal or in conflict with any
statute, ordinance, rule, regulation or other applicable law, the validity of the remaining portions
or provisions of the Amended PDA shall not be affected, and the rights and obligations of the
parties shall be construed and enforced as if the Amended PDA did not contain the particular
part, term or provisions held to be invalid. In the event any changes in applicable federal or state
laws or regulations enacted after the date of this Amendment operate to prevent compliance with
parts of the Amended PDA, or render compliance impractical or unreasonably difficult, the
inconsistent provisions of the Amended PDA shall be modified, deleted or suspended as
necessary to conform to such changes in federal or state law.
3
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7.
Inconsistency. To the extent that the Amended PDA or its Exhibits conflict with
the Original PDA or Township Ordinance requirements, the terms of the Amended PDA and its
Exhibits will control. Any clerical errors or mistakes in the Amended PDA or its Exhibits may be
corrected by any of the parties, and all parties agree to cooperate in making such corrections in
order to effectuate the intent of the parties in entering into the Amended PDA. Remedial
amendments to correct errors and omissions may be approved and executed by the Supervisor so
long as they are consistent with the spirit and intent of the Amended PDA, in the Supervisor’s
reasonable judgment. In all events any reference to the Township Code of Ordinances shall mean
the existing Ordinances of the Township as of the date of the Original PDA Agreement.
8.
Authority. The signers of this Amendment warrant and represent that they have
the authority to sign this Amendment on behalf of their respective principals and the authority to
bind each party to this Amendment according to its terms. Further, each of the parties represents
that the execution of this Amendment has been duly authorized and is binding on such party.
Binding Effect. The Amended PDA shall not be effective until the Amendment is
9.
recorded in the office of the Livingston County Register of Deeds and a certified copy of the
recorded Amendment has been delivered to the Township. This Amendment shall run with the
land and bind the parties, their heirs, successors, and assigns. It is also understood that the
members of the Township Council or the Township Administration or its departments may
change, but the Township shall nonetheless remain bound by this Amendment.

[Signatures Appear on the Following Pages]
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MJC Fox Ridge LLC, a Michigan limited liability
company

By:
Its:
State of Michigan
County of Macomb

Managing Member

)
) ss.
)

The foregoing was acknowledged before me on ________________, 2017, by
___________________, Managing Member of MJC Fox Ridge LLC, a Michigan limited
liability company, on behalf of the company.

_____
, Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
Acting in ____________County, Michigan
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This Amendment has been executed on the later of the signature dates set forth below.

TOWNSHIP OF HARTLAND,
municipal corporation
By:
Its:

a

Michigan

State of Michigan

)
) ss.
County of Livingston )
The foregoing was acknowledged before me on ________________, 2017, by
___________________, the _____________ of the Township of Hartland, a Michigan municipal
corporation, on behalf of the corporation.

, Notary Public
My Commission Expires:
Acting in ____________County, Michigan
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 21, T3N, R6E, HARTLAND
TOWNSHIP, LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN; THENCE N02°38'53"W 1195.53 FEET ALONG
THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 21 FOR A PLACE OF BEGINNING;THENCE S53°19'16"W
367.60 FEET;THENCE S86°03'24"W 95.90 FEET; THENCE N01°38'13"W 210.74 FEET; THENCE
93.97 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 330 FOOT RADIUS CIRCULAR CURVE TO THE LEFT,
WITH A DELTA ANGLE OF 16°18'54", HAVING A CHORD WHICH BEARS N10°23'42"W 93.65
FEET; THENCE N67°12'16"E 131.19 FEET; THENCE N32°29'49"W 110.27 FEET; THENCE
N79°32'57"E 375.57 FEET; THENCE N37°04'26"E 109.59 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE
WESTERLY LINE OF "FOX RIDGE II OF HARTLAND", LIVINGSTON COUNTY
CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISION PLAN NO. 332, FOR THE FOLLOWING TWO COURSES: (1)
S22°16'53"E 180.48 FEET; (2) N86°07'18"E 87.84 FEET; THENCE S03°52'42"E 196.87 FEET;
THENCE S86°07'19"W 251.67 FEET; THENCE S53°19'16"W 2.48 FEET TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING, BEING A PART OF THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SAID SECTION 21, CONTAINING
4.80 ACRES OF LAND, MORE OR LESS. BEING SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS, CONDITIONS,
RESTRICTIONS AND EXCEPTIONS OF RECORD, IF ANY.

ALSO PART OF SECTION 20 AND 21, TOWN 3 NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, HARTLAND
TOWNSHIP, LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN, BEING DESCRIBED AS: COMMENCING AT
THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 21, T3N, R6E, HARTLAND TOWNSHIP, LIVINGSTON
COUNTY, MICHIGAN; THENCE N02°38'53"W 1195.53 FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID
SECTION 21; THENCE S53°19'16"W 367.60 FEET; THENCE S86°03'24"W 95.90 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE S86°03'24"W 696.00 FEET; THENCE N37°48'05"E 308.18 FEET;
THENCE N02°38'46"W 268.50 FEET; THENCE S86°10'04"W 209.85 FEET; THENCE N03°37'43"W
174.16 FEET; THENCE N79°07'16"E 134.18 FEET; THENCE S89°03'24"W 255.25 FEET; THENCE
N74°13'39"E 295.72 FEET; THENCE N81°50'03"E 351.57 FEET; THENCE N03°59'31"W 261.80
FEET; THENCE N84°26'20"E 1158.54 FEET; THENCE S03°59'31"E 754.16 FEET ALONG THE
WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF WHITMORE LAKE ROAD (OLD U.S. 23) (200 FEET
WIDE); THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF "FOX RIDGE I OF HARTLAND",
LIVINGSTON COUNTY CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISION PLAN NO. 331, FOR THE FOLLOWING
THREE COURSES: (1) S86°00'26"W 131.00 FEET; (2) 40.60 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 27.00
FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, WITH A DELTA ANGLE OF 82°09'47", HAVING A
CHORD WHICH BEARS N48°55'06"W 35.49 FEET; (3) N08°28'43"W 6.79 FEET; THENCE ALONG
THE WESTERLY LINE OF "FOX RIDGE II OF HARTLAND", LIVINGSTON COUNTY
CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISION PLAN NO. 332, FOR THE FOLLOWING SEVEN COURSES: (1)
191.49 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 301.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, WITH A
DELTA ANGLE OF 27°20'59", HAVING A CHORD WHICH BEARS N27°20'59"W 188.28 FEET; (2)
S44°25'20"W 40.99 FEET; (3) S20°21'17"W 67.67 FEET; (4) N72°03'33"W 129.94 FEET; (5)
N86°38'55"W 315.39 FEET; (6) N63°11'39"W 226.45 FEET; (7) S69°24'16"W 160.82 FEET; THENCE
S37°04'26"W 109.59 FEET; THENCE S79°32'57"W 375.57 FEET; THENCE S32°29'49"E 110.27
FEET; THENCE S67°12'16"W 131.19 FEET; THENCE 93.97 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 330
FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, WITH A DELTA ANGLE OF 16°18'54", HAVING A
CHORD WHICH BEARS S10°23'42"E 93.65 FEET; THENCE S01°38'13"E 210.74 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGGING CONTAINING 25.38 ACRES OF LAND, MORE OR LESS. BEING SUBJECT
TO EASEMENTS, CONDITIONS, RESTRICTIONS AND EXCEPTIONS OF RECORD, IF ANY.
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ALSO PART OF THE FUTURE PHASE IS A PARCEL OF LAND IN SECTION 21, TOWN 3
NORTH, RANGE 6 EAST, HARTLAND TOWNSHIP, LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN, BEING
DESCRIBED AS: COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 21, T3N, R6E,
HARTLAND TOWNSHIP, LIVINGSTON COUNTY, MICHIGAN; THENCE N02°38'53"W 1195.53
FEET ALONG THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 21; THENCE N53°19'16"E 2.48 FEET;
THENCE N86°07'19"E 251.67 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE N03°52'42"W
196.87 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE WESTERLY LINE OF "FOX RIDGE I OF HARTLAND",
LIVINGSTON COUNTY CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISION PLAN NO. 331, AND ALONG THE
SOUTHERLY LINE OF "FOX RIDGE II OF HARTLAND", LIVINGSTON COUNTY
CONDOMINIUM SUBDIVISION PLAN NO. 332, FOR THE FOLLOWING FIVE COURSES: (1)
N86°07'18"E 41.16 FEET; (2) S03°52'43"W 57.00 FEET; (3) N86°07'18"E 96.10 FEET; (4) 98.14 FEET
ALONG THE ARC OF A 669.00 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, WITH A DELTA ANGLE
OF 07°38'03", HAVING A CHORD WHICH BEARS N89°56'19"E 89.07 FEET; (5) S05°22'58"W
135.71 FEET; THENCE S86°07'19"W 204.29 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGGING CONTAINING
0.74 ACRES OF LAND, MORE OR LESS. BEING SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS, CONDITIONS,
RESTRICTIONS AND EXCEPTIONS OF RECORD, IF ANY.
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PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN HUNTERS RIDGE AT HARTLAND
(see attached)
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EXHIBIT B
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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:

August 17, 2017

To:

Hartland Township Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Automobile Fueling Station Canopy Lighting, potential amendment to the
lighting standards for Automobile Fueling Station Canopies

The Ordinance Review Committee (ORC) of the Planning Commission has examined the
current lighting standards that apply to automobile fueling station canopies.
Section 5.13.1 and 5.13.2 outline the standards for vehicular canopies. Sub-section D indicates
that “for vehicular canopies the level of lighting shall not exceed an average of 5.0 footcandles.
The canopy fixtures shall be installed so that the lens cover is recessed so that the fixture is
adequately shielded.”
The ORC has examined the provision that limits the footcandles to an average of 5.0. A prior
Planning Director conducted a fairly extensive survey of several other automobile fueling
stations and determined that a more appropriate illumination level would be an average of 25 to
30 footcandles. (Please see survey attached).
In addition, please find attached a document from the Michigan Association of Planning that
indicates special provisions for gas stations (up to 20.0 footcandles maximum under the
canopy). (Please see attached).
As a result, the ORC has proposed a change to the lighting levels from 5.0 footcandles to 20.0
footcandles.
The ORC would like to get input from the entire Planning Commission on this topic and proceed
with an amendment.
Attachments:
1. Gas Canopy Light Levels Memorandum, dated July 6, 2015
2. Spreadsheet of Survey, dated July, 2015
3. Michigan Chapter of APA exterior Lighting
4. Proposed Amendment for Automobile Fueling Station Canopy Lighting
T:\PLANNING DEPARTMENT\PLANNING COMMISSION\2017 Planning Commission Activity\ Work Session Meeting\Automotive Fuel Station Canopy Light\Staff
Memorandums\MEMORANDUM 08.17.2017.docx
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Supervisor
William J. Fountain

OFFICE OF THE PLANNING DIRECTOR
David R. Campbell, AICP

Clerk
Larry N. Ciofu

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

MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 6, 2015

To:

Hartland Township Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Commercial Land Use Lighting Levels
Field Research on Under Gas Station Canopy Illumination Levels

On the evening of Thursday July 2, I had a chance to take light level readings at sixteen
commercial locations mostly along the M-59 corridor. Eleven stops were under the canopies of
gas stations, and five were commercial parking lots. The locations were as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

White Lake Twp Meijer gas (west of Porter Road)
Howell Marathon (east of Michigan Ave)
Hartland Speedway
Oceola Sunoco / USA 2 Go (Latson Road)
Highland Citgo (Hickory Ridge Road)
Howell Kroger gas (Michigan Ave)
Highland BP (Hickory Ridge Road)
Hartland BP (formerly Shell)
Hartland Mobil (Clyde and US-23)
Highland BP (Ormond Road)
Highland Mobil / On the Run (west of Milford Road)
Shops at Waldenwoods (near UPS store)
Hartland Meijer
Hartland Walmart
Hartland Town Center (near Jets Pizza)
Fountain Square (near Fiesta restaurant)

At each location, I took three light level readings five feet off the ground using a five-foot stake.
I did my best to take each reading at what my eyes perceived as a location that was lit at the
approximate average lighting level for the area. In other words, I tried not to stand directly
under a light source or in a noticeably shadowy area. A table showing the results of this
exercise are attached.
Having visited 11 gas stations within a relatively narrow window of time, I believe I developed a
fair sense of the appropriate lighting levels under a gas station canopy along a State highway.
My conclusions are as follows:
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Treasurer
Kathleen A. Horning

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

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The White Lake Meijer’s gas canopy is under-lit at an average of 10.9 fc. It felt
uncomfortable, and I think it would be difficult to search through my wallet to find the
right credit card or punch my PIN into the pump’s keypad with that level of illumination.
Several stations were noticeably over-lit, most notably the Mobil station at M-59 and
Milford Road (107 fc average) and the BP station at M-59 and Ormond (93 fc average).
Particularly at Ormond Road where there is no other exterior lighting in the vicinity,
pulling out of an overly-lit gas station onto the dark highway is a safety concern; your
eyes cannot adjust quickly enough when there is such a dramatic difference in lighting
levels. (The young man working at the Ormond Road BP came out to ask what I was
doing. When I explained it to him, his reaction was to confirm his belief that the lights
under their canopy were “way too bright”.)
The Citgo and BP stations on either side of Hickory Ridge Road in Highland Township
are a good juxtaposition of appropriate lighting (Citgo) and over-lighting (BP). The Citgo
seems dim from the road because of how bright the BP is, but once you’re under the
canopy, the Cito is very adequately lit at 33 fc. The disparity probably serves to show
why the station owners are motivated to light their canopies as brightly as possible; the
BP is much more apparent from M-59 than the Citgo because of how bright it is.
As a point of reference, Township Hall’s small conference room – a well-lit room with no
exterior windows – averages 60 fc. (It is interesting to note how much the light level
fluctuates depending on where you stand in the room, likely because the light source is
only 10 feet high and the readings were measured at 5 feet.)
As would be expected, commercial parking lots are much more dim than under gas
station canopies (around 1-2 fc). What is interesting is the light level at Hartland Town
Center (Kahuna Coffee, Jets Pizza, etc) is 2.8 fc, only 1.2 fc below the maximum 5 fc
permitted under a canopy by the Township’s Zoning Ordinance. It is hard to stand in a
parking lot at 2.8 fc and be convinced that 1.2 fc more would be a comfortable
illumination level at which to be pumping gas.
The best example of what I believe to be the most appropriate gas station lighting
level is the Oceola Sunoco-USA 2 Go at the southeast corner of Latson and M-59,
which had an average of 26 fc. (It is worth noting there were two readings of 28 and
32 fc, and an “outlier” of 19 fc. The true average for the canopy is probably closer to 30
fc.)
Other stations of comparable lighting levels to the Oceola Sunoco include the Howell
Marathon east of Michigan Ave., the Highland Citgo at Hickory Ridge, and the existing
Hartland Speedway (although the existing Hartland Speedway could improve on the
uniformity of their canopy lights). The Kroger gas kiosk in Howell averages 40.3, and felt
a little bright.
Hartland’s two other gas stations – the M-59 BP (formerly Shell) and the Mobil station at
Clyde and US-23 – are both over-lit at 60 and 76 fc respectively.

My recommendation for the appropriate illumination level for under the canopy at any
new gas station in Hartland Township is an average of 25-35 fc. My belief is that this is
enough light to make the customer feel safe and comfortable, but not so much as to
purposefully draw attention to the use and/or pose a public safety concern. Keeping the lighting
levels relatively uniform is also key to enhancing the perception of safety, as is using modern
technology bulbs that provide true color rendering (as opposed bulbs like yellow sodium vapor
that distort color).
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Land Use
White Lake Meijer gas (west of Porter)
Howell Marathon (east of Michigan Ave)
Hartland Speedway
Sunoco - USA 2 Go (Latson and M-59)
Highland Citgo (Hickory Ridge)
Howell Kroger gas (Michigan Ave)
Highland BP (Hickory Ridge)
Hartland BP (formerly Shell)
Hartland Mobil (Clyde and 23)
Highland BP (Ormond Road)
Highland Mobil - On The Run (Milford Road)
Outdoors on Thursday July 2, 2015 (partly cloudy)
Fountain Square (near Fiesta)
Hartland Town Center (near Jets Pizza)
Hartland Meijer
Hartland Walmart
Shops at Waldenwoods (near UPS store)
Inside small conference room (no windows)

Time
9:47pm
11:28pm
10:30pm
11:19pm
10:15pm
11:31pm
10:12pm
10:24pm
10:54pm
9:57pm
10:04pm
1:30pm
11:07pm
11:09pm
10:46pm
10:41pm
10:36pm
NA

Location of reading
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Under gas canopy
Twp Hall west parking lot
Parking lot
Parking lot
Parking lot
Parking lot
Parking lot
Indoors

Reading 1 Reading 2 Reading 3 Average
9.2
5.9
17.5
10.9
24
25
26
25.0
13
31
25.3
32
19
32
28
26.3
33
35
32
33.3
40.3
42
37
42
70
17
74
53.7
75
35
71
60.3
72
84
73
76.3
93
98
88
93.0
105
104
113
107.3
---3,200
0.2
0.6
0.2
0.3
0.5
1.5
6.4
2.8
1
1
1.1
1.0
3.7
1
0.7
1.8
1.3
2.1
1
1.5
76
70
40
62.0
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Michigan Association of Planning
A Chapter of the American Planning Association

Planning and Zoning Officials Academy Vol. 12, No. 7
The Planning and Zoning Officials Academy provides local elected and appointed
officials with both basic and advanced topics addressing issues that are unique to the
role as a local government representative. To suggest a topic, please contact Kelly
McIntyre at (734)913-2000.

Exterior Lighting
Artificial outdoor lighting now dominates the night sky of many communities. Such
lighting serves a wide variety of purposes; it attracts attention, entertains, enhances
security, warns of danger, and lights paths.
The character of outdoor lighting in any community is the result of many individual
decision by government, businesses, electric utilities, advertisers, and property
owners.
Theses decisions may be made without consideration of possible health, safety, and
welfare impacts, resulting in unwanted glare, light trespass, and light pollution
problems for neighboring properties and the community as a whole.
Put these in a shaded box to the side:
Glare is excessive brightness caused by an unshielded, high intensity light
source, which can be a serious safety hazard for nearby pedestrians and
motorists.
Light trespass is poorly controlled outdoor lighting that crosses property
boundaries, detracting from the quality of life of adjacent property owners and
confusing the instinctive daily and seasonal cycles of animals and plants.
Michigan Association of Planning
219 South Main Street, Suite 300 Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104
Phone: 734.913.2000 Fax: 734.913.2061 web: planningmi.org
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Light pollution is excessive, unshielded or undirected artificial light from signs,
parking lots, streetlights and other sources that reflects off particles in the
atmosphere, creating a characteristic “sky glow” which limits our enjoyment of
the night sky, even in more rural areas.
The zoning ordinance is an effective tool to address these issues. An exterior lighting
section should include each of the following elements.
Maximum Illumination Levels
Often the intensity of today’s outdoor light sources exceeds what is needed for
visibility, safety, and security at night. Illumination standards within a site and at any
property line or street right-of-way should be established to ensure that all sites are
adequately, but not excessively, lit at night. In general, a maximum illumination level
of 10.0 footcandles with a site and 1.0 footcandle at any property line is more than
enough for comfortable night visibility.
Photometric Grid
An outdoor lighting plan with a photometric grid showing illumination levels from all
exterior light sources on a site (parking lot fixtures, building lighting, sign lighting, etc.)
should be included with all site plans submitted for review.
Light Fixture Design Standards
Parking lot and building-mounted security lighting (often referred to as “wall-packs”)
should be “full cutoff” fixtures that are directed straight downward. High intensity
lamps should be fully shielded to prevent off-site glare by using louvers, guards or
reflectors. Sign lighting should be directed downward from the top of the sign to
prevent light pollution.
Standards by Type of Land-Use
Special provision for gas stations (up to 20.0 footcandles maximum under the canopy)
and automobile dealership sales lots (up to 15.0 footcandles within the lot) should also
be included to minimize off-site glare and light pollution problems from these highintensity users of light.
Exceptions
The ordinance should include exceptions fro holiday decorations, special events, and
decorative residential lighting. When reviewing an outdoor lighting plan, keep the
following questions in mind:
“Where is light needed…and where is it not wanted?” Adequate light should be
provided for high traffic areas, including sidewalks, parking lots, and building
Michigan Association of Planning
219 South Main Street, Suite 300 Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104
Phone: 734.913.2000 Fax: 734.913.2061 web: planningmi.org
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“How much light is needed for a particular site or level of activity?” The human
eye is the key factor in determining the proper light intensity for a particular activity.
Temporary “night blindness” can be caused by unshielded light sources that interfere
with the eye’s ability to adjust for low light conditions, or by extreme contrasts
between bright and dark areas of a site. One of the best ways to understand how to
particular light levels “feels” is to purchase or rent a small light meter and visit gas
stations, parking lots, and other sites a night to measure the on-site lighting intensity.
It will then be easier to judge possible impacts of proposed illumination levels shown
on a photometric grid upon people actually visiting the site.
“Which type of light fixture would be best suited for the task?”
Lighting decisions are often based on the lowest cost, rather than the best design.
Specific fixture design standards in a zoning ordinance help to promote the use of
better quality lighting. For more information about outdoor lighting design, visit the
Internation Dark-Sky Association (www.darksky.org), Indiana Council on Outdoor
Lighting Education (icole.home.att.net) or Illuminating Engineering Society of North
America (www.iesna.org).
In addition, Kim Lighting (www.kimlighting.com) and Lithonia Lighting
(www.lithonia.com) are two of the many lighting manufactures that have published
online catalogs with pictures and specifications for easy reference.
The zoning ordinance can be an effective tool for balancing outdoor lighting needs for
a particular site or use with the possible health, safety and welfare impacts on the
greater community. Exterior lighting provisions, combined with educational resources
available on the Internet, can be used by professional planners and planning
commissioners to promote high quality outdoor lighting design that preserves the
night sky for all of us to enjoy.

Michigan Association of Planning
219 South Main Street, Suite 300 Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104
Phone: 734.913.2000 Fax: 734.913.2061 web: planningmi.org
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entrances, but check plans carefully to insure that commercial and industrial sites do
not cause light trespass problems for neighboring residents and natural areas.

11.a.a

Zoning Ordinance
Proposed changes to Lighting Standards

Subject to the provisions set forth herein, open space and recreational uses, all non-single
family residential parking areas, walkways, driveways, building entryways, off-street parking and
loading areas, and building complexes with common areas shall be sufficiently illuminated to
ensure the security of property and the safety of persons using such public or common areas.
1. Permitted Lighting. Only downward-directed, fully shielded, concealed-source lighting
shall be permitted. Lighting shall be placed and shielded so as to direct the light onto the
site and away from adjacent properties. The lighting source shall not be directly visible
from adjoining properties. Lighting shall be shielded so that it does not cause glare or
interfere with the vision of motorists. Fixtures attached to canopies or eaves of a building
or structure shall be recessed and flush with the surface of the structure. Low voltage,
upward-directed lighting for flags, landscaping or other decorative feature, with the
exception of searchlights, may be permitted by the Planning Commission.
2. 2. Intensity. For commercial, office, industrial and multiple-family residential:
A. The level of lighting shall not exceed 0.5 footcandles at any adjacent residential
property line or 1.0 footcandles at any adjacent non-residential property line. The light
intensity shall be measured at 5 feet above ground level on a vertical plane.
B. The average footcandles shall be between 2.4 and 3.6 in the main parking area and
an average of 5.0 footcandles at the main building entrance and entry/exit drive
measured at 5 feet above the ground level on a vertical plane.
C. The level of lighting shall not exceed 10 footcandles at any location on the site.
D. For vehicular canopies the level of lighting shall not exceed an average of 5.0 20.0
footcandles. The canopy fixtures shall be installed so that the lens cover is recessed so
that the fixture is adequately shielded.
3. Height. Except as noted below, lighting fixtures shall not exceed a height of twenty-five
(25) feet or the height of the principal building, whichever is less, measured from the
ground level to the centerline of the light source. Fixtures should provide an overlapping
pattern of light at a height of approximately seven (7) feet above ground level.
4. Sign Lighting. Sign illumination shall be in accordance with the regulations set forth in
Section 5.26, Signs.
5. Soffit or canopy lighting shall be installed so the lens cover is recessed and the fixture is
flush with the building.
6. Subdivision Entrances. All subdivision and site condominium development road
entrances shall be lighted and shall be subject to review by the Planning Commission.
7. Site Plan Requirements.
A. All lighting, including ornamental lighting, shall be shown on site plans in sufficient
detail to allow determination of the effects of such lighting upon adjacent properties,
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5.13 LIGHTING

traffic safety, and overhead sky glow. The objective of these specifications is to minimize
undesirable off-site effects.
B. A detail of the lighting fixture, including manufacturer’s specifications for shielding,
wattage and illumination, shall be provided on a site plan. The location and height of all
fixtures shall be noted on the site plan. The Planning Commission may require a
photometric plan, if determined necessary to evaluate compliance with this provision.
8. Modifications. The Planning Commission may modify these lighting standards based on
consideration of the following: the position and height of buildings, other structures, and
trees on the site; the potential off-site impact of the lighting; the character of the
proposed use; and, the character of surrounding land use. In no case shall the lighting
exceed the maximum building height in the district in which it is located.
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11.a.b
Board of Trustees
Joseph W. Colaianne, Trustee
Matthew J. Germane, Trustee
Glenn E. Harper, Trustee
Joseph M. Petrucci, Trustee

MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 17, 2017

To:

Hartland Township Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Subject:

Automobile Fueling Station Canopy Signs, potential amendment to the sign
standards for Automobile Fueling Station Canopies

The Ordinance Review Committee (ORC) of the Planning Commission has examined some
potential sign regulations on automobile fueling station canopies.
The ORC has examined potential signs on automobile fueling station canopies. The existing
language that pertains to wall signs was used as a benchmark in crafting some potential
standards. Each commercial business is permitted a wall sign. The size of the wall sign is
measured to be two (2) square feet in area for each lineal foot of building frontage, with a
maximum size of eighty (80) square feet in area. In addition, if a business is located on a corner
parcel, there is the potential to have two (2) wall signs. Businesses on a corner parcel can elect
a second monument sign, in lieu of the second wall sign.
The ORC used these wall sign regulations as a template for draft language for signs related to
an automobile fueling station canopy.
Some of the items that were of concern from the ORC were:
The ORC had concerns with the signs being painted on the fascia of the automobile fueling
station canopy. Section 5.26.4.Q. of the Ordinance already states that no sign shall be painted
directly onto any building surface. The ORC wanted to incorporate similar language for the
canopies.
The ORC has had concerns with signs on the canopy that may extend above or below the
fascia; so, language was added to prevent signs from extending beyond the canopy fascia.
The ORC examined numerous photographs of various automobile fueling station canopy signs;
those photographs will be available for review at the meeting.

2655 Clark Road, Hartland, MI 48353 | ( 810) 632-7498 | Har tlandTwp.com
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William J. Fountain, Supervisor
Larry N. Ciofu, Clerk
Kathleen A. Horning, Treasurer

11.a.b

Automobile Fuel Station Signs
August 17, 2017
Page 2

The ORC has examined two (2) recent automobile fueling stations and their proposed signs.
The following chart compares the two (2) signs:
Canopy Area

Proposed Sign

Speedway

217’ x 28’

47.25 sq. ft. “Speedway”
17.00 sq. ft. “Café”
39.00 sq. ft. “made fresh for you”

Mobil

186’ x 24’

13.11 sq. ft. “Mobil”

Based on the proposed language from the ORC, the Speedway site would have been permitted
a forty (40) square foot sign, as it faces M-59, and a twenty-eight (28) square foot sign, as it
faces Old US-23. Mobil would be permitted a forty (40) square foot, as it faces M-59, and a
twenty-four (24) square foot sign, as it faces Clark Road.
The ORC also spent some time looking at the color bands and/or accent strips on automobile
fueling station canopies. However, the Planning Director determined that this would involve
more than just an amendment to the sign regulations. Section 5.24 of the Zoning Ordinance
outlines standards for colors; and this should also include an amendment to that section. The
Planning Director thought that an amendment from that section should get clarification from the
Planning Commission.
The ORC would like to get input from the entire Planning Commission on this topic and proceed
with an amendment.
Attachments:
1. Speedway Gas Canopy Sign Example
2. Mobil Gas Canopy Sign Example
3. Draft Automotive Fuel Station Sign Ordinance
T:\PLANNING DEPARTMENT\PLANNING COMMISSION\2017 Planning Commission Activity\ Work Session Meeting\Automotive Fuel Station Canopy Sign\Staff
Memorandums\MEMORANDUM 08.17.2017.docx
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The ORC also did not want businesses that were on a corner parcel, and would be permitted a
second canopy sign, to have that sign eliminated if a second monument sign were elected by
the property owner. The election of a second monument sign would essentially eliminate both a
permitted wall sign and a permitted canopy sign, which was not the desire of the ORC.

NOTE: AS AN AID TO THE CONTRACTOR VARIOUS UTILITIES AND UNDERGROUND
STRUCTURES ARE SHOWN ON THESE PLANS AND PROFILES. ALL INFORMATION
CONCERNING ALL UTILITIES SHOWN ON THE PLANS AND PROFILES IS TAKEN FROM FIELD
TOPO AND/OR AVAILABLE RECORDS, BUT THE OWNER AND ENGINEER DOES NOT
GUARANTEE THEIR LOCATION/ELEVATION, OR THAT ADDITIONAL UNDERGROUND
STRUCTURES OR UTILITIES MAY NOT BE ENCOUNTERED. IF THE CONTRACTOR DOES
ENCOUNTER A PREVIOUSLY UNIDENTIFIED UTILITY AND/ OR STRUCTURE, OR DETERMINES
THAT ONE OF THE UTILITIES/STRUCTURES SHOWN ON THESE PLANS IS INCORRECTLY
LOCATED, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE OWNER AND ENGINEER FOR
DIRECTION ON HOW TO PROCEED. THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL
DAMAGE TO EXISTING UTILITIES. NOTIFY "MISS DIG" AT 1-800-482-7171, 72 HOURS PRIOR TO
THE START OF ANY CONSTRUCTION.
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This drawing is the property of Speedway and is not to be used
or reproduced without expressed written consent of Speedway.
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BEFORE YOU DIG

CALL MISS DIG
1-800-482-7171
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10'-0"

11'-4"

FOOD

PLUS

4'

Ethanol
Flex Fuel

1 LINE READER

2 LINE
READER BD.

2914 SHAWNEE LANE
WATERFORD

1'

ALTERNATE COPY

6'

COFFEE

1.999
1.999

2'-0"

PLUS

6'-0"

DSL

7'-0"

UNL

PREM

F.
Matthew
Ray
Architect

1'-4"

MICHIGAN
48329
248-208-1655
FMRAYarch@comcast.NET

68 SQ. FT. MONUMENT SIGN

A

60 SQ. FT. MONUMENT SIGN

B

COPYRIGHT:
COPYRIGHT THIS DOCUMENT AND
SUBJECT MATTER
CONTAINED HEREIN IS
PROPRIETARY AND
PROPERTY OF F. MATTHEW
RAY ARCHITECT, WHOM
SHALL RETAINS ALL RIGHTS,
WITHOUT LIMITATION.

6'-10"

1'-11"

OVERALL GAS CANOPY

M

Client:
EVERGREEN - CLARK,
LLC
HOWELL, MI

13.09 sq. ft. 'mobil' gas canopy sign

3'-1 1/8"

15"

3'-1 1/8"

15"

Project
PROPOSED:

7'-2"

3'-11"

5'-2"

DRIVE-THRU HEIGHT BAR
REFER TO DETAIL #4 & #7, SHEET
A-2.2

d

MUGG & BOPPS
- DUNKIN
DONUTS

2.75 sq. ft. directional sign

SPEAKER POST

e

11055 HIGHLAND ROAD
@ CLARK ROAD
HARTLAND, MI

2'

15'-2"
c4x7.25 steel channel
formed letters

'E'
'A'

1'-6"

d

construction
.100 pan formed
polycarbonate face
"pantone green"

menu board

e
f

f

8'-3"

PERMITS: 06-22-2016
BULLETIN NO. 7
09-12-2016

22.75 sq. ft. "mugg & bopps" sign (2)

h

l

Issued/Date

5'-5 1/4"

BULLETIN NO. 8
09-21-2016

6'-2"

PROPOSED BUILDING

internally illuminated
box sign

4'-0 3/4"

internally illuminated
box sign

'd'
'a'

d
h
g

j

22.45 sq. ft. "dunkin' - baskin" wall sign

BULLETIN NO. 11
10-31-2016

50.88 sq. ft. "dunkin' - baskin" wall sign

g
l

BULLETIN NO. 12
11-11-2016

south (front) elevation

36" DIA.

f
internally illuminated
box sign

BULLETIN NO. 9
10-3-2016
BULLETIN NO. 10
10-7-2016
REV. #1 10-19-2016
REV. #2 10-24-2016

k

mugg & bopps
F. mugg & bopps WALL SIGN
L. reader board
C. MOBIL GAS CANOPY SIGN:

SEAL:

22.75 sq. ft.
32.0 sq. ft.
13.09 SQ. FT.

subtotal

67.84 sq. ft.

dunkin - baskin SIGNAGE

GAS ISLAND CANOPY

D

G. Dunkin - BASIN WALL SIGN:
J. MEDALLION SIGN

blank
'g'

7.07 SQ. FT. DUNKIN' MEDALLION WALL SIGN

J

C

50.88 sq. ft.
7.07 SQ. FT.

subtotal

57.95 sq. ft.

1'-6"

North (rear) elevation

C

mugg & bopps
F. Mugg & bopps sign
L. Reader board

4'-0"

M

internally illuminated
box sign

A

22.75 sq. ft.
32.0 sq. ft.

subtotal
dunkin-baskin SIGNAGE
H. dunkin - BASKIN WALL SIGN

54.75 sq. ft.

Checked By: FMR
Drawn By:

22.45 sq. ft.

subtotal

22.45 sq. ft.

DATE:

FMR

03-12-2015

west elevation
4.63 SQ. FT. 'DRIVE THRU' SIGN

K

Dunkin-baskin SIGNAGE
K. drive thru medallion
C. MOBIL GAS CANOPY SIGN:

monument sign (HIGHLAND ROAD):

HIGHLAND ROAD

SIGNAGE SITE PLAN
SCALE: 1" 30'

L

48 X 96
WALL MT.
CHANGEABLE
LETTER
ILLUMINATED
SIGN

4.63 sq. ft.
13.09 SQ. FT.

subtotal

8'-0"

4'-0"

CLARK ROAD

B

17.72 sq. ft.
68.0 sq. ft.

SUBTOTAL
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED
BOX SIGN WITH MANUAL
INTERCHANGEABLE LETTERS

32.0 SQ. FT. PRICE READER BOARD WALL SIGN

MONUMENT SIGN (CLARK ROAD):

68.0 SQ. FT.

TOTAL SIGN AREA

SIGN area calcs

1507
title:

SIGNAGE SITE
PLAN

60.0 SQ. FT.

SUBTOTAL
DIRECTIONAL SIGNS
3 SIGNS X 2.75 S.F. =
SUBTOTAL

Project No.

60.0 SQ. FT.

8.25 SQ. FT.
8.25 SQ. FT.
356.96 SQ. FT.

Sheet No.

A-2.0
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DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS

3'

PRE-FINISHED METAL
FASCIA TO MATCH
METAL ROOFING ON
BUILDING

F.
Matthew
Ray
Architect

steel column
per gas
company (n.i.c.)

PRE-FINISHED METAL
DOWNSPOUT TO MATCH
CANOPY SIDING
15'

2914 SHAWNEE LANE

48329
FMRAYarch@comcast.NET

COPYRIGHT:

note: see south elevation for balance of applicable
notes & dimensions.

COPYRIGHT THIS DOCUMENT AND
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RAY ARCHITECT, WHOM
SHALL RETAINS ALL RIGHTS,
WITHOUT LIMITATION.

norTH ELEVATION - GAS CANOPY
SCALE: 1/8" = 1'-0"
3'

DOWNSPOUT & PVC
BOOT WHERE INDICATED
ON PLAN

finish grade

illuminated (L.E.D.) blue fascia

Client:

24'-0"
6"∅ S.S. HORSESHOE
BOLLARD

1'

1/2" EMT CONDUIT TO
PYLON ICON FROM
LIGHT FIXT

illuminated (L.E.D.) blue fascia

3/4" EMT CONDUIT (LIGHTING)

ILLUMINATED (L.E.D.) WHITE FASCIA

mass concrete
footing and
reinforcing
per gas co.
contractor
(n.i.c.)

ILLUMINATED (L.E.D.) WHITE FASCIA

3'

Mobil
Project

steel column painted

downspout

pre-finished metal
coping & flashing

16" x 16" steel flush inspection
access door each side paint to match brick -typ.

℄

GAS DISPENSER
3' x 5' x 6"
CONCRETE ISLAND

PROPOSED:

'synergy' gas ICON pylon
w/ l.e.d. ltg.

MUGG & BOPPS
- DUNKIN
DONUTS

column bearing
plate elev. = 3'-1"±

11055 HIGHLAND ROAD
@ CLARK ROAD
HARTLAND, MI

3'

FINISH PAVING

15'

STEEL COLUMN BY GAS
CO.

'synergy' gas
ICON pylon
w/ l.e.d. ltg.

10'-10"

3'

4" FACE BRICK ON
4" CMU BACK-UP W/
HORIZONTAL JT. REINF. @
16" O.C.

EVERGREEN - CLARK,
LLC
HOWELL, MI

'mobil' illuminated individual
letters sign - 13.09 sq. ft.

sump
canopy
footing

GAS CANOPY - footing design

GAS CANOPY COLUMN DETAIL

2
A-4.3 SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"

1
A-4.3 SCALE: 3/4" = 1'-0"

construction

east ELEVATION GAS CANOPY

Issued/Date

west ELEVATION GAS CANOPY

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

PERMITS: 06-22-2016
BULLETIN NO. 7
09-12-2016

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

illuminated (L.E.D.) blue fascia

BULLETIN NO. 8
09-21-2016

'mobil' illuminated individual
letters sign - 13.09 sq. ft.

186'

BULLETIN NO. 9
10-3-2016
BULLETIN NO. 10
10-7-2016
REV. #1 10-19-2016
REV. #2 10-24-2016

ILLUMINATED (L.E.D.) WHITE FASCIA
3'

Mobil
STEEL COLUMN - PAINT

BULLETIN NO. 11
10-31-2016
BULLETIN NO. 12
11-11-2016

4" FACE BRICK

10'-10"

15'

15'

PREF-FINISHED METAL
COPING/flashing to match
metal roofing

concrete base

SEAL:

6"

CONCRETE ISLAND
FINISH PAVING

note: this sheet is being
re-issued in its entirety for
bulletin no. 12 due to
numerous sign revisions

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

186'

Checked By: FMR
27'

27'

27'

27'

27'

27'

12'

24'

3'

typ.

typ.

stainless steel 'horseshoe'
bollard

Drawn By:

3" x 4" downspout & 6"
pvc boot w/ cleanout
1'

1
A-4.3

4" brick veneer
on 4" cmu
back-up - typ.

indicates outline of
canopy - above
24'

3'

stainless steel 'horseshoe'
bollard

TYP. verify with column size.
'synergy GAS ICON PYLON @
EACH GAS ISLAND - TYP.

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

13'

5'

dual gas dispensers
(back to back)
6" raised concrete
island

03-12-2015

Project No.

steel column
1/2" fiber
expansion joint
- typical

FMR

11'

DATE:
2
A-4.3

3'-7"

12'

1507
title:

GAS CANOPY
ELEVATIONS

Sheet No.

A-4.3
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anchor bolts
per gas
company
contractor
(n.i.c.)

3'±

36" x 36" concrete
peir w/ smooth
finish

MICHIGAN
248-208-1655

all piers to be
on same level typical

4" brick on 4"
cmu by g.c.

WATERFORD

stainless steel
'horseshoe' bollard
(each side)

10" pvc storm
'boot' w/
clean-out

steel bearing
plate on
leveling plate
on non-shrink
grout pre
gas co.

11.a.b

TOWNSHIP OF HARTLAND

Section 5.26
N.

Automotive Fueling Station Canopy Sign: In addition to the permitted Wall Sign(s) and
the permitted Monument Sign(s), Automotive Fueling Stations shall be permitted a Sign
affixed to the Canopy over the fuel pumps, if such a canopy exists.
1. A permitted canopy sign(s) shall only be located on the vertical face of the canopy
fascia and may be permitted on any side of the canopy fascia. Generally canopy
signs should be located parallel to the road right-of-way of the automobile fueling
station.
2. A second canopy sign may be permitted, but no more than two (2) canopy signs in
total, if the automobile fueling station is located on a corner or double frontage lot.
One sign may be permitted on the canopy’s primary frontage and an additional sign
may be permitted on the canopy’s secondary frontage.
3. For automobile fueling stations that are permitted two (2) canopy signs, the second
canopy sign is be permitted even if the property is permitted to have a second
monument sign.
4. The maximum size of the canopy sign(s) shall be limited to one (1) square foot in
sign area for every one (1) lineal foot of canopy frontage, up to a maximum of forty
(40) square feet in size. Only one (1) canopy sign shall be permitted on the canopy
fascia.
5. The permitted canopy sign shall not project above the vertical face of the canopy.
6. The canopy sign may be illuminated in a similar manner to wall signs and the canopy
sign shall be individual letters or logos, similar to wall signs.
7. A logo or panel sign, as part of the permitted canopy sign, shall not exceed ten (10)
square feet in area, in combination with the maximum permitted size of the canopy
sign.
8. All panel signs that are part of a permitted canopy sign, which are within an internally
illuminated, shall be constructed with an opaque background and translucent letters
and symbols. (Opaque means that material must not transmit light from an internal
illumination source.)
9. Any sign placed on the automotive fueling station canopy shall be raised from the
fascia of the canopy and shall not be painted or flat against the fascia of the canopy.
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AUTOMOTIVE FUELING STATION CANOPY SIGNS
PROPOSED AMENDMENT

2017 Ordinance Review Committee Prioritized List of Projects

Ordinance to be Amended

SG

KV

TM

Total

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)

1
4
5
7
6
3
9
2
12
11
8
10

1
2
5
3
4
8
6
20
7
20
20
20

1
6
3
4
5
7
9
8
12
2
10
11

3
12
13
14
15
18
25
30
31
33
38
41

Special Event Ordinance Farmer’s Market
Private Road Ordinance, Section 5.23 Zoning
Outdoor Storage/Display Comm. Dev.
Sign Regulations – Enforcement
Landscape Requirements
Engineering Standards
Light Industrial (LI) and Industrial (I) Arch. Stand.
Site Plan Amendment Process
Single Family Residential Min. House Size
Special Event Winterfest
Lake Lots
Accessory Buildings

Other Ordinance Amendments, not yet ranked
Lighting Levels Under Gas Canopy
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