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Larry Fox, Chairperson 

Michael Mitchell, Vice-Chairperson 

Michelle LaRose, Commissioner 

Summer L. McMullen, Trustee 

Keith Voight, Secretary 

Sue Grissim, Commissioner 

Tom Murphy, Commissioner 
 

 

Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 

Hartland Township Hall 

Thursday, August 12, 2021 

7:00 PM 

1.    Call to Order 

2.    Pledge of Allegiance 

3.    Roll Call 

4.    Approval of the Agenda 

5.    Approval of Meeting Minutes 

a. Planning Commission Special Meeting Minutes of June 17, 2021 

6.    Call to Public 

7.    Old and New Business 

a. Site Plan #21-012 Hartland Crossing Planned Development (PD) Concept Plan 

8.    Call to Public 

9.    Planner's Report 

10.  Committee Reports 

11.  Adjournment 
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HARTLAND TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION DRAFT SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES  

June 17, 2021 – 7:00 p.m. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

   

1. Call to Order:  Chair Fox called the meeting to order at approximately 7:00 p.m. 

 

2. Pledge of Allegiance: 

 

3. Roll Call and Recognition of Visitors:   

Present – Commissioners Fox, Grissim, McMullen, Mitchell, Voight 

Absent – Commissioners LaRose, Murphy 

 

4. Approval of the Agenda:  

A Motion to approve the June 17, 2021 Planning Commission Special Meeting Agenda was 

made by Commissioner Mitchell and seconded by Commissioner Grissim. Motion carried 

unanimously. 

 

5. Call to Public: 

None 

 

6. Old and New Business: 

a. Site Plan /PD Application #20-012 Newberry Place Planned Development Preliminary 

Site Plan (Pattern Book submitted on April 15, 2021) 

 

Design Standards – continued 

Design Details 

Chair Fox stated the Pattern Book includes all the regulations no matter who develops the 

various pieces.  

 

Minimum Design Detail Requirements 

Chair Fox stated the Pattern Book replaces the Zoning Ordinance. In areas that are not listed, 

the Zoning Ordinance is followed. 

 

Minimum Yard Requirements 

Director Langer referred to the chart on page 15 of the June 3, 2021, staff memorandum stating 

the Pattern Book shows an 80 foot or 50 foot setback for the Commercial and Residential along 

M-59 & Fenton/Pleasant Valley. For most of the Residential one must refer to the diagram. 

 

Front setback 

 Single Family Detached 15 foot setback but some items are allowed to encroach such porch, 

steps. 

 Mixed Use Single Family and attached condominiums 15 foot setback. 

 Mixed Use Multiple Family 30 foot setback. 

 

Commissioner Grissim asked about the perimeter; the Residential and Mixed Use setback from 

M-59 & /Fenton/ Pleasant Valley roads meet or exceed the PD standards, the Commercial does 

not. She is concerned about the 50 foot Commercial setback as this use is so intense. She is 

hoping they will be able to downplay the intensity along the perimeter and use all of the buffer. 

Internally, things can be tighter, but she would like to explore the perimeter. 
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Distance Between Buildings/Side and Rear Setbacks 

Director Langer stated the following: 

 Single Family Detached five (5) foot side setback, 15 foot rear setback, 10 foot alley 

setback. 

 Mixed Use Single Family and attached Townhome 10 foot side setback, 15 foot rear 

setback, 10 foot alley setback. 

 Duplex Motor Court, 7.5 foot side setback, 15 foot rear setback. 

 Four (4) to six (6) Plex Motor Court, five (5) foot side setback, 10 foot rear setback. 

 Multiple Family (up to 14 units) 20 foot side setback. 

 

Commissioner Voight asked if the 10 foot separation meets Fire Department guidelines. Chair 

Fox indicated there was a letter in the packet and no it does not; there could be a sprinkler 

requirement. Commissioner Voight stated sometimes certain fire resistant materials are 

required. The Applicant stated the Fire Department’s comments are related to ingress and 

egress, not separation of structures but they will confirm with the Hartland Deerfield Fire 

Authority. 

 

Building Height 

Director Langer stated typically building height is limited to 35 feet measured between the peak 

and the eave. This Pattern Book lists 35 feet or three (3) stories whichever is less; however, in 

the 2016 Plan a fuel station canopy measured 43 feet to the top of the architectural feature on 

the canopy. There are no dimensions in the current concept plan for the Commercial/fuel station. 

He is noting for the record that it could be an issue. 

 

Parking and Loading 

Chair Fox stated parking will be handled at the Site Plan Review phase when more is known 

about the use. 

 

Landscaping 

Director Langer stated generally, they follow Landscaping required for Commercial areas. 

Mixed Use will also follow Mixed Use standards. Multi-family, Open Space, Greenbelt are the 

areas to address. 

 

Open Space 

Commissioner Grissim stated, as a whole, there are many inconsistencies which make the Plan 

hard to understand. The Applicant stated it is difficult to write an ordinance for all open areas, 

it is our intent to follow the Township guidelines, the specific landscaping for those areas will 

be determined at Site Plan Review. Commissioner Grissim stated photo examples are helpful 

to help understand the intent; the diagram does not really help. They are looking for a sense of 

the quality of materials, not quantities. She encouraged them to leave yourself some flexibility. 

 

Greenbelt  

Commissioner Grissim asked the Applicant to elaborate to let the Planning Commission know 

what they have in mind. They do not need the names of the plantings, but they do need the 

intent stated to show where a parking area is located, a greenbelt will be added. The diagrams 

provided are hard to read and do not show the intent to follow the Greenbelt requirements. The 

Applicant requested some guidance in this area. 

 

The Planning Commission briefly discussed the expectations for the level of detail in the 

Pattern Book. 
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Schematic Landscape Plans for Streets 

Commissioner Grissim stated it is the same for Street Trees; we do not need to know the exact 

variety and locations but general areas and how far apart they will be planted. 

 

Greenbelt 

Commissioner Grissim stated it is the same as above for this item. The Planning Commission 

would like you to indicate in the areas where there are gaps, those areas will have solid 

screening noting the understanding the ordinance will be met. Berms may be used with 

evergreen material to provide a solid screen year-round. 

 

Walls and Fences 

Chair Fox referred to the first bullet point. Director Langer explained the Pattern Book states 

the communities Architectural Review Board could deviate from the Zoning Ordinance by 

allowing a fence or wall in the front yard. Chair Fox asked if that sentence could be eliminated. 

 

The Applicant stated residents can use some decorative fencing. Chair Fox replied what is 

being described would be more of a landscape feature although he understands the intent. 

However, if someone else builds this portion of the project, they may not interpret it the same 

way. Chair Fox requested some language be added clarifying it is not a perimeter fence. The 

Applicant will comply. 

 

Chair Fox asked about Greenbelt item 1.C which states “Any Greenbelt less than 20 feet in 

depth shall include an obscuring fence/wall with a height of six (6) feet…” Director Langer 

stated fences/walls are not permitted in the Greenbelt. A six (6) foot high wall along Highland 

Road may not be desirable. The Applicant stated they would like to remove that portion. The 

Planning Commission agreed. 

 

The Planning Commission briefly discussed the second bullet point referring to a four (4) foot 

limit on obscuring walls and fences.  

 

Director Langer stated if the Applicant intends different height limitations for different types 

of fencing, there should be some language defining which type of fence can be four (4) feet 

and which can be six (6) feet. The Applicant agreed. 

 

Other Comments related to Landscaping 

Chair Fox asked for additional clarification regarding the white-toned areas on the plan, the tip 

of each parking island. 

 

Commissioner Grissim stated the alley or service area is pretty brutal being all paved; it could 

use some street trees, also in the islands. The language needs to be in the Pattern Book for when 

each project comes in for Site Plan Approval, it is there. Right now, the language is not there, 

and those items are not shown on the Plan. 

 

Chair Fox mentioned an eight (8) foot wide parking aisle is required for parallel parking; the 

Plan shows six (6) foot wide aisles for the 100 foot and 110 foot boulevard streets. The 

Applicant agreed to modify the Plan. 

 

Chair Fox asked, on page 14 of the Pattern Book, a note be added stating “Not to scale,” related 

to the areas labeled as five (5) feet in width but are drawn at different widths. The Applicant 

agreed. 
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Open Spaces 
Director Langer stated the following: 

 PDs in general have 25 percent open space, 10 percent usable space. 

 Regulating Plan shows different districts (the colors) – proposing a certain amount of open 

space for each. 

 The open space cannot be determined for the entire project making it impossible to know 

if it complies with the standard. 

 Residential is stated to be 25 percent open space with 10 percent usable space; Commercial 

and Mixed Use is 15 percent with two (2) percent usable space. 

 

The Planning Commission discussed open space within the project. 

 

Char Fox stated the following: 

 It is a PD, and this can be waived. 

 The Pattern Book is a concept. 

 Will not know if it can be built with this amount of open space until the site plans are 

actually submitted for review. 

 This development will have 435 Residential Equivalency Units (REU) used no matter how 

it is configured.  

 Greater open space requirements for Commercial will drive the project to build up, have 

more intense uses or add apartments in order to use all REUs.  

 

Commissioner Voight stated requiring 25 percent in the Commercial areas is pretty open. The 

majority of the development is residential which will have 25 percent. 

 

Director Langer showed the Open Space Plan based on the Regulating Plan. He stated he cannot 

calculate the percentage but asked the Planning Commission to look at the visual. 

 

Chair Fox stated in the end, this project may look nothing like the Pattern Book representations. 

They may not have this road network. The Applicant stated the wording is what is being agreed 

to. They could keep playing with the drawing until it is exactly right, but he is unsure of what 

that would prove. They are agreeing to the verbiage; if it is not right in the plan now, it will be 

when the site plan is approved. Chair Fox stated it will have to be. The Pattern Book becomes 

the Zoning Ordinance for this development. The Applicant agreed.  

 

Chair Fox continued if the Planning Commission requires the Commercial and Mixed Use 

areas to have the same open space requirements as residential, something somewhere is going 

to be sacrificed. 

 

Commissioner Grissim asked if, in the past, other developments have been required to have the 

25 percent open space in the commercial portion. Director Langer stated he cannot answer the 

question as the larger commercial developments predate his time at the Township. The PDs he 

has dealt with have been residential. This is a very large project, and he is unsure if there is 

something comparable within Hartland Township. The Applicant stated they are complying 

with the residential; the commercial is a lesser component. 

 

Commissioner Voight stated he would not call it “breaking rules” as this is all a part of the PD 

process, allowing flexibility. He would not support requiring 25 percent open space in the 

commercial areas as it will force some of the other areas to not be as pretty as they could have 

been. 
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Commissioner Grissim agreed but continued she wants the Applicant to make use of the REUs, 

but she is unsure of the math. The Applicant started a greater open space requirement in the 

commercial area will have to come out of the residential and they do not want to decrease the 

residential.  

 

Commissioner Mitchell stated what he believes Commissioner Grissim is asking the Applicant 

to commit to 25 percent as an overall open space number for the whole project. The Applicant 

replied but they are not committing to that; they do not want to have to take away anything 

from the residential open space. 

 

Commissioner Grissim reiterated she would like to see 25 open space overall on the whole 

project but she does not know the math. She would like more information to see what they can 

do. The Applicant agreed to working on the math, but they are not agreeing to 25 percent open 

space in the commercial area. 

 

Natural Features 

Director Langer stated there are some regulated wetlands on the property which are under the 

jurisdiction of the State of Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes and Energy 

(EGLE formerly the MDEQ.) Work in those areas would require a permit from their office. 

The Regulating Plan did indicate some work in wetland areas. 

 

Architecture / Building Materials 

Director Langer stated the following: 

 The Plan shows a couple of styles of single family homes. 

 Trying to show illustrations of what they look like. 

 Generally, in PDs, the Planning Commission does not get too involved in the design. 

 

Director Langer displayed the five (5) unit attached condominium style, the duplex motor court 

and the four (4) to six (6) plex motor courts stating the Planning Commission typically does 

not get into building materials for this type of construction. Commercial and Mixed Use 

Commercial are similar; there are a variety of types displayed with statistics in the packet. 

 

Chair Fox asked for word clarification; he is seeing brick or block in places where what is 

meant is brick and it should be clarified. They are blended in together. The Planning 

Commission does not want to see a Commercial building that is 43 percent split-face block. 

Block can be used but the wording needs to be clarified.  

 

Architectural Drawings 

Director Langer stated an architectural rendering of the fueling stations, convenience store and 

canopies on the north and south corners should be provided in the Plan. The Applicant stated 

the Commercial buildings will have the flavor shown, the fueling station will have the same 

characteristics but may not be exactly as shown. Chair Fox stated if they do not address those 

items in the Pattern Book, they would have to follow the Zoning Ordinance. Director Langer 

concurred. The Applicant stated that is what they intend; it not their property for the gas station. 

They would defer to the Zoning Ordinance. Chair Fox reiterated when the Site Plan for those 

components comes it, it may not look as shown. The Applicant stated in the past, they had an 

architect from Florida draw one of the gas stations and it had a different flavor than the other, 

so they went back to the 2007 drawings feeling they better represent what is intended.  

 

Commissioner Grissim asked if they could add a photo or clarify what they have in mind. 
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Chair Fox stated he is going to disagree with the staff memorandum; it is conceptual. He asked 

how the Township can ask the Applicant to design a gas canopy they do not own. The Zoning 

Ordinance has standards. When the Site Plan comes in, it will have to meet those architectural 

standards.  

 

Director Langer stated his intent was to be sure there was a purposeful discussion for this item 

so everyone understands going forward how this will be addressed. 

 

Chair Fox stated again what is visually presented in the Pattern Book is conceptual. If an item 

is not addressed, the Zoning Ordinance will be used. The Planning Commission agreed. 

 

Signage 

Director Langer stated the following: 

 There are two kinds; Wall Signs and Monument Signs 

 For Wall Signs, they are deferring to the Commercial Wall Sign regulations in the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

 For the Monument Signs, there are 10 signs on the north parcel and 10 signs on the south 

parcel. Director Langer indicated the drawings in the Plan and their locations. 

 Ordinance limits Monument Signs to seven (7) feet, some are shown at 10 feet. 

 

The Applicant stated they submitted concept drawings but would be happy to comply with the 

Sign Ordinance height limit. He also stated they showed the maximum locations not knowing 

where they will actually be. As it went through the review process, it went from a little detail 

to a lot. 

 

The Planning Commission discussed the signage and the locations touching on the following 

topics: 

 Monument Sign size. 

 Location of Landmark Corner Signs. 

 Sign on the back wall of gas station. 

 Text defers to Commercial Sign regulations which may not permit a sign that size. 

 Needs to be more specific. 

 

Chair Fox stated it might be better if the signs were not shown but text added to indicate they 

will follow the Zoning Ordinance with the specific exceptions listed and shown. 

 

Access on Fenton Road 

Director Langer stated the following: 

 Last meeting questions were raised about the 2017 approval letter from MDOT. 

 Their traffic consultant stated the 2017 letter is still applicable to the current development 

program. 

 The Director contacted MDOT but has not heard back at this time. 

 Information from Livingston County Road Commission (LCRC) indicated, for the 

southern access on Pleasant Valley, they would need more information. 

 For the northern access on Fenton Road, LCRC stated they would need plans with more 

details. 

 Most of the discussion centered on the Fenton Road access. 

 

Comments from Public Hearing 

 Noise from Commercial - Chair Fox stated the size of the Commercial portion is nearly the 

same size as the Kroger, a little over 49,000 square feet, which is fairly small. 
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 Security – Chair Fox stated he would hope this development would be fairly nice and attract 

good citizens. Most are for sale and will be owner occupied although there could be some 

rentals. There are many good rentals too. Commissioner Voight stated the Planning 

Commission has no ordinance regarding rentals, the Township Board would have to act in 

that area. 

 Topography – Chair Fox asked if there would be a great deal of change in the topography. 

The Applicant stated he would like to see a flow with the grade to some extent, but 

moderated. They do not desire to make the entire space flat. 

 Type of buildings – Chair Fox stated he envisions mostly two story structures. 

 Fencing along north property line – Chair Fox asked about fencing. The Applicant stated 

they will do a combination of berm and landscaping to define the area and screen it. A 

fence will not stop anyone from accessing or leaving the area; they would just walk around. 

 

Director Langer stated the biggest issue in his opinion is the Applicant working with the 

Livingston County Road Commission to gain approval for the access point to Fenton Road. If 

the Planning Commission chooses to remove that access, it would create some other hurdles. 

An alternate secondary access or emergency access should be considered.  

 

The Applicant stated they desire to have a secondary access however that can be achieved, a 

breakaway post or through the Commercial area. They do not want to sprinkle the entire 

northern portion of the development. 

 

Commissioner Voight stated the Livingston County Road Commission (LCRC) information 

approvals are available as part of the packet. 

 

Director Langer clarified the following: 

 Those LCRC documents are not approvals. 

 LCRC has stated it meets their sight distance and off-set requirements, but they need to 

submit the additional information required before it can be formally approved. 

 

The Applicant stated it LCRC has said the Fenton Road access meets the sight distance required 

and the stacking requirements, at that point they tell us what to do. 

 

Commissioner Voight stated there are turning modifications being discussed currently about 

right turns only and no cross traffic. 

 

Chair Fox stated yes, it is being discussed even without this development. 

 

The Applicant stated he believes the Fenton Road access will be a right in only which will 

change the traffic flow. 

 

The Planning Commission discussed the Fenton Road access. 

 

Chair Fox stated the Township can recommend a certain traffic flow, but essentially it is the 

County’s and Michigan Department of Transportation’s (MDOT) decision of how traffic will 

flow along their roads. 

 

The Planning Commission discussed the Mugg and Bopp’s access and the no left turn for the 

southernmost exit onto Clark Road feeling this is a similar situation. 

 

Chair Fox asked the Planning Commission if they are in favor of an access on Fenton Road or 
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not. 

 

Commissioner Voight stated he does not see any other choice but to allow it. 

 

Commissioner Mitchell stated this is conceptual drawing and this may change over time. He 

can see a possible redesign of the northern portion with a second access off M-59 farther west. 

 

Director Langer stated he is not MDOT and does not speak for them, but in his opinion, a 

second access off of M-59 on this site may not be possible. There may not be enough distance 

from the intersection with the spacing requirements.  

 

The Applicant stated he does not think MDOT would approve a second access onto M-59, and 

it took two years to get the first letter. 

 

Commissioner Mitchell stated he sees other Commercial development farther east on M-59 

where there are two access points. 

 

Director Langer stated there may be several parcels owned by separate entities where an access 

must be granted, but in this case, he does not believe it would be approved. 

 

Commissioner Voight stated interior loop roads have been encouraged to eliminate additional 

access onto M-59 and allow access to Commercial. 

 

Chair Fox stated he has been involved with the Planning Commission and this project for 17 

years. He has been in meetings with MDOT when this originally started. He can confirm the 

Planning Director’s statement about parcels with separate owners being granted access. He 

continued, for safety MDOT does not like many curb cuts and prefers service drives that are 

interconnected. They have all the power. Unless they have changed their philosophy, this is 

their choice, and this is what it is going to be. He cannot believe the Fire Department would 

approve this plan without a secondary access. The choices are limited. Chair Fox stated as for 

the turn limitation going north, there is a tremendous convenience to be able to pop into that 

location, get a propane refill, get and ice cream or get your hair done and return home by turning 

left. If you remove the Fenton Road access, you will have killed the Commercial portion of the 

project at that location because no one is going to circle back through all of it to get back out. 

He said previously, there is not that much Commercial here and it may be something else within 

the Mixed Use zone. He does not think there is that much traffic. The traffic is in the general 

residential as this is a huge magnet for families with school age kids. 

 

Commissioner McMullen stated the proposed changes to Fenton Road would be a mess. She 

has been in traffic at that location, it was stacked pretty deep; it is not good. 

 

Chair Fox stated the only help will come when MDOT does what they say they are going to do 

and install a signal.  

 

The Applicant stated the access off of Fenton Road will not tie easily into the residential area 

to avoid it becoming a cut through. Chair Fox replied that is true, but you do not own it; he sees 

both sides. The Planning Commission will have the opportunity during Site Plan Review for 

the gas station to make sure it is not a direct path. Whether one or all of the Planning 

Commission are still here when it comes through, it is our obligation to represent everyone in 

the community and those are the things that will not be lost. 

 

Director Langer explained MDOT is currently proposing, regardless of this project, that 
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through traffic would not be allowed either southbound or northbound from Pleasant Valley to 

Fenton Road but would be required to turn right onto M-59 and make a left turn at a turn-

around. The Township Board is discussing this issue currently. 

 

Chair Fox mentioned the way the Motion is written, the Applicant will work with staff for the 

changes. Director Langer concurred adding when the Applicant returns for Final Planned 

Development approval, they will show this Plan with those changes. Chair Fox stated this 

allows them to get to the Township Board. His suggestion is for the Applicant is to work with 

staff and others for the Landscaping. Without public water, the whole plan will change with 

the requirement of a private community well. 

 

Commissioner Voight offered the following Motion: 

 

Move to recommend approval of Site Plan Application #20-012, the Preliminary Planned 

Development Site Plan for Newberry Place, subject to the following: 

 

1. The Preliminary Planned Development Site Plan for Newberry Place SP #20-012, is 

subject to the approval of the Township Board. 

 

2. The applicant shall adequately address the outstanding items noted in the Planning 

Department’s memorandum, dated June 3, 2021, on a revised Preliminary Plan Site 

Plan, subject to an administrative review by Planning staff prior to the Final Review 

of the Planned Development.  This revised Preliminary Plan will also be presented to 

the Planning Commission and Township Board as part of the Final Review of the 

Planned Development. 

 

3. Applicant complies with any requirements of the Township Engineering Consultant, 

Department of Public Works Director, Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority, and all 

other government agencies, as applicable. 

 

4. Municipal water shall be available for this development.  In the event that municipal 

water is not available for this project, the developer shall re-submit plans to be 

approved by the Planning Commission and Township Board that provide an 

acceptable water source. 

 

5. After the Planned Development (PD) has been approved by the Township, the 

applicant/developer will be required to obtain Site Plan Review approval from the 

Township Planning Commission for any portion(s) of the development project.  

 

6. In the event that any portion of the project involves work, within a regulated wetland, 

the applicant/developer shall obtain all necessary permits from the Michigan 

Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE), as part of the Site 

Plan Review application to the Planning Commission. 

 

7. The applicant/developer shall obtain all required permits/approvals from the 

Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) and the Livingston County Road 

Commission (LCRC), as part of the Site Plan Review application to the Planning 

Commission. 

 

8. The applicant/developer will address the issues discussed at the June 10, 2021 Regular 

Planning Commission meeting and the June 17, 2021 Special Planning Commission 

meeting as well as the items listed in the staff memorandum dated June 3, 2021. 
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Seconded by Commissioner Grissim. Motion carried unanimously. 

 

7. Call to Public: 

 Barbara Krueger, Hartland Township; expressed concern about water and a community well. 

Concerned their wells will run dry. 

 Dick Krueger, Hartland Township; expressed concern about the elimination of the rural 

character of Hartland. He would like to see a sunset date for this approval once construction 

begins so that it does not stretch on forever. Has a concern about left hand turns into the 

development off Fenton Road due to topography in winter weather. 

 

8. Planner's Report: 

Director Langer stated this project involves the extension of a public water main down M-59. It is 

a specific condition of the approval. This project does not involve drilling a well or a community 

well. Water line extensions are paid for by water Residential Equivalent Units (REU) based on a 

certain dollar amount. The developer will pay those fees. Any property connecting to the water will 

pay those as well as projects are developed over time. 

 

Commissioner Voight asked if there are phasing designation dates for the project. Chair Fox stated 

it is a big project and realistically that is tough. Unfortunately, it is not going on now. 

 

9. Committee Reports:  

 

10. Adjournment: 

A Motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner Mitchell and seconded by Commissioner 

Voight. Motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:15 p.m. 
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Hartland Township Planning Commission Meeting Agenda Memorandum 
 
 
Submitted By: Troy Langer, Planning Director 

Subject: Site Plan #21-012 Hartland Crossing Planned Development (PD) Concept Plan 

 

Date: July 29, 2021 

 

Recommended Action 

No formal action shall be taken by the Planning Commission or the Township Board as part of a Planned 

Development Concept Plan review. The Planning Commission should provide comments to the applicant 

about the proposed Hartland Crossing PD Concept Plan and whether it is indicative of a plan that can and 

will meet the intent, design standards, and eligibility criteria of the Planned Development process.  

 

Discussion 

 

Applicant: Christopher Kojaian, K.I. Properties Holdings, LLC 

 

Site Description  

The proposed planned development (PD) property is located at the southwest corner of Highland Road 

and Old US-23. The approximate 29.85-acre parcel is undeveloped (Parcel ID #4708-28-100-014) and 

zoned GC (General Commercial).  

 

The subject parcel was previously designated as Commercial on the 2015 Future Land Use Map (FLUM); 

however, in 2020-2021 several amendments were made to the 2015 FLUM and Comprehensive 

Development Plan. The amendments were approved by the Township Board on May 18, 2021. One of the 

areas that was amended is the subject property, which is now designated as Special Planning Area (SPA).  

 

The parcel south of the subject site is the location of the Tag Sports Center (1535 Old US-23) consisting 

of ball fields with batting cage, concession stand, clubhouse and locker rooms, putt-putt golf course, 

restroom facilities, and parking. The parcel is zoned GC (Parcel ID #4708-28-100-018). Per the 2021 

amendment to the FLUM and Comprehensive Plan, this parcel is now designated as SPA (formerly 

designated as Commercial on the 2015 FLUM). 

 

Land to the west includes CARite used car dealership at 9990 Highland Road (Parcel ID #4708-29-200-

017) and Charyl Stockwell Academy at 9758 Highland Road (Parcel ID #4708-29-200-015). Both parcels 

are zoned GC and designated as Commercial on the 2015 FLUM and the 2021 FLUM Amendment.  

 

North of the site, on the north side of Highland Road is the Shops at Waldenwoods complex which 

includes Kroger Grocery, Huntington Bank (formerly TCF Bank), CVS Pharmacy, and a mix of smaller 

commercial establishments. This commercial complex is zoned Planned Development (PD) and 

designated as Commercial on the 2021 FLUM Amendment. 

 

To the east, across Old US-23, are Fountain Square Shopping Center, Hartland Town Center, and 

Speedway Fuel Station. All said properties are zoned GC and designated as Commercial on the 2021 

FLUM Amendment. 
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Public access to the development is via Highland Road with one (1) proposed entrance and two (2) 

proposed entrances on Old US-23. An internal access drive is shown on the plan, south of the commercial 

portion of the site, that runs east-west, from the most northern development entrance on Old US-23 to the 

internal drive associated with Cheryl Stockwell Academy and CARite on the west. Additional internal 

drives provide access within the PD site. 

 

Municipal water and sanitary sewer will be required for this development. 

 

An environmental analysis was not provided by the applicant however it appears there are several wetland 

areas on the site based on air photos. In particular, a wetland area exists on the south which generally runs 

east to west, with an upland area in the middle. This may be a regulated wetland under the State of 

Michigan/EGLE (Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes and Energy). An environmental 

analysis of the land, including a hydrology study, analysis of the soil conditions, and analysis of other 

significant environmental features, such as wetland areas, water drainage areas, and tree stands is required 

as part of the Preliminary Site Plan application. 

 

Site History 

Historically it appears that the property has been used for agricultural purposes.  

 

Planned Development Procedure 

Section 3.1.18 of the Township’s Zoning Ordinance provides standards and approval procedures for a 

Planned Development (PD). Approval of a Planned Development is a three-step process. A Concept Plan, 

Preliminary Plan, and Final Plan are all reviewed by the Planning Commission and the Township Board, 

with the Planning Commission making a recommendation and the Board having final approval at each 

step. The process usually requires a rezoning from the existing zoning district to the Planned 

Development (PD) zoning district. As part of the rezoning, a public hearing is held before the Planning 

Commission consistent with the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act; this public hearing is held at the same 

meeting during which the Planning Commission reviews and makes a recommendation on the 

Preliminary Plan. Approval of the Final Plan by the Township Board usually constitutes a rezoning of the 

subject property to PD. 

   

Proposed Concept Plan 

A. General 

The applicant has submitted a Concept Plan for a mixed use planned development with commercial and 

residential uses. The site plan is not drawn to scale. The commercial uses are grouped along the northern 

portion of the site, with access provided from the Highland Road entrance. The entrance drive from 

Highland Road travels south and connects to the east-west internal road. Once one enters the site, internal 

drives provide circulation to each business and associated parking, as well as access to the residential 

portion of the site to the south.   

 

The plan shows five (5) conceptual outlots which are meant to be place holders for future businesses. The 

plan does not state the overall size of the commercial area or for any outlot. The plan is not intended to be 

the final site plan for the commercial portion of the site. The following businesses/uses are shown, as 

possible options: two (2) fast food restaurants each with drive-through service; one (1) dine-in restaurant; 

one (1) multi-tenant building (restaurant and retail); and one (1) automobile fueling station. Other uses 

may be proposed once the project is further along in the PD process.  

 

The multi-family/residential component of the PD occupies approximately the southern two-thirds of the 

PD site. A total of seventeen (17) residential buildings are shown, with fifteen (15) buildings located 

between the east-west internal access road and the wetland area on the south.  
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Two (2) buildings are located south of the wetland area, which appear to be similar in design to the 

multiple-family structures to the north. The two (2) buildings on the south can only be accessed via the 

most southern development entrance on Old US-23. An internal vehicular connection between the north 

and south residential areas is not provided however two (2) pedestrian bridges over the wetland area are 

shown. The applicant has noted that alternate uses could be considered for these two buildings such as a 

daycare facility, medical offices, or a hotel. All proposed uses in the commercial or residential areas of 

the PD must be compliant with those permitted under the GC-General Commercial zoning standards. 

 

Conceptual building elevations of the residential buildings are provided as well as a conceptual depiction 

of a common recreation area, presumably for the residents in the PD. The architectural renderings show 

two-story residential buildings comprised with a mix of building materials (siding and stone products). 

The number of apartment/residential units is not stated. Building elevations were not provided for the 

commercial buildings. 

 

Section 3.1.18.E has specific requirements for information to be included within a planned development 

Concept Plan submittal. Given the size of the subject property (29.85 acres) and the scale of the proposed 

development (retail and residential buildings), the Planning Department feels the information provided in 

the submittal is sufficient to consider complete. 

 

B. Proposed Density 

Section 3.1.18.C. of the Zoning Ordinance states the residential density in a planned development shall be 

consistent with the density designation within the Township’s Comprehensive Plan. The subject property 

is designated Special Planning Area (SPA) on the recently adopted 2021 Comprehensive Plan and FLUM 

Amendment. 

 

The SPA designation for this site envisions a base density of up to four (4) dwellings per acers. Using the 

project area of 29.85 acres for density calculations and allowing a maximum density of four (4) dwellings 

per acre, a maximum of 120 dwelling units could be permitted. The Concept Plan does not provide 

information on the number of dwelling units or the proposed density; however, the applicant’s summary 

states the market for this type of development requires a minimum of fifteen (15) units per acre. 

 

Per Section 3.1.18.C.iv., the Planning Commission may agree to recommend up to a forty (40%) percent 

increase in dwellings on a site in recognition of outstanding attributes as listed in this section. The 

Township Board in it is sole discretion shall have the ability to approve such density increase up to forty 

percent (40%) subsequent to an affirmative recommendation from the Planning Commission.  

 

In this case if the planned development land area could accommodate up to 120 dwellings (29.85 total 

acres x 4 units per acre), in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, the planned development plan 

could include up to 168 dwellings (120 + 48 additional dwellings) if a maximum bonus of 40% was 

awarded by the Planning Commission and Township Board. 

 

Using the applicant’s density of fifteen (15) dwelling units per acre and using the entire land area of 29.85 

acres, the number of units equates to 448 dwelling units. This exceeds the number of dwelling units 

allowed even if a 40% density bonus should be awarded. The proposed plan may not be representative of 

accommodating that number of units (448 dwelling units).  

 

The 2020-2021 Amended FLUM provides the following designations for properties adjacent to the 

subject site:  
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North: Commercial (north side of Highland Road) 

South:  Special Planning Area 

East: Commercial (east side of Old US-23) 

West: Commercial 

 

C. Public Road Access 

As noted previously, public access to the development is via Highland Road and Old US-23 which are 

public roads. Two (2) access points are provided from Old US-23 and one (1) access point from Highland 

Road. Approvals from the Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Livingston County Road 

Commission (LCRC) will be required as part of the Preliminary Site Plan review. 

 

D. Traffic Generation 

The applicant has not submitted a traffic impact analysis as part of the Concept Plan submittal; this is one 

of the requirements for Preliminary Site Plan submittal.   

 

E. Internal Vehicular/Pedestrian Circulation 

Internally the development is served by a system of access drives, providing circulation to the commercial 

and residential buildings. An east-west access drive runs through the site from Old US-23 to the private 

drive associated with the CARite used car dealership and Cheryl Stockwell Academy. The northern 

entrance on Old US-23 connects to the east-west internal drive and allows for access for the fifteen (15) 

residential buildings. The southern entrance from Old US-23 provides access to the two (2) residential 

buildings that are south of the wetland area. As noted, a vehicular connection between the two residential 

areas is not provided. 

 

Internal sidewalks throughout the development or along Highland Road and Old US-23 are not shown. 

Two (2) pedestrian access bridges are shown on the southern portion of the site. These bridges provide 

pedestrian connectivity between the two (2) residential areas.  

 

F. Utilities 

The applicant will need to work with the Livingston County Drain Commissioner’s office on public water 

and sanitary sewer.  They will also need to work with the Hartland Township Public Works Department 

to acquire the necessary Residential Equivalent Units (REU)’s for this development. 

 

G. Design Details 

A Pattern Book with specific design details was not submitted with the Concept Plan, although a booklet 

was provided with a concept site plan and conceptual elevation drawings for the residential buildings. For 

a project such as this, additional design details should be provided as part of the Preliminary Site Plan 

application, such as detailed plans for all commercial and residential buildings, building material options 

(products, colors, percentage of materials), landscaping, streetlights (if proposed), entry feature, common 

space amenities, etc. 

 

Minimum design details are outlined in Section 3.1.18.C. and include minimum yard requirements and 

distance between buildings.  

 

H. Open Space 

Section 3.1.18.C requires a Planned Development to include open space; at a minimum that open space 

should meet the requirements of the site’s previous zoning district. Historically in other mixed use or 

residential planned developments, the following formula was applied: a minimum of 25% (of total area of 

site) should be provided as open space, and of that 25%, 10% must be usable open space.  An Open Space 

plan was not provided but will be required as part of the Preliminary Site Plan submittal.  
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The Open Space plan should show open space areas (open space and usable open space) and provide 

information on the size of each category of open space, percentage of open space (for each category), and 

a summary of what amenities are offered.  

 

I. Landscaping 

A landscape plan was not submitted. The Preliminary Site Plan will be reviewed for compliance with the 

landscaping/screening requirements of a planned development and applicable sections of the Landscaping 

Ordinance (Section 5.11).  

 

J. Exterior Lighting 

No exterior lighting plan was provided as part of the Concept Plan. The Preliminary Site Plan and/or 

pattern book should include the design and location of streetlights if proposed. 

 

Recognizable Benefits 

One of the eligibility criteria for a planned development is that it “shall result in a recognizable and 

substantial benefit to the ultimate users of the project and to the community and shall result in a higher 

quality of development than could be achieved under conventional zoning”. It is not clear based on the 

Concept Plan whether the proposed development satisfies these criteria.  It will be ultimately up to the 

applicant, Planning Commission, and Township Board to come to an agreement on the extent to which a 

recognizable benefit shall be provided for the proposed development.  

 

Other 

The Preliminary Site Plan will include significantly more detail with respect to design and engineering, 

landscaping, lighting, traffic impacts, wetland determinations, common space features, etc.  It would be in 

the Applicant’s best interest to provide a summary of design details (entryway feature, landscaping, 

amenities, common area features, etc.) as part of the Preliminary Site Plan.         

 

Hartland Township DPW Review  
No comments at this time. 

 

Hartland Township Engineer’s Review (HRC) 

The Township Engineer (HRC) noted that the next set of plans should show sidewalks along Highland 

Road and Old US-23, as well as stormwater detention areas. 

 

Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Review 

The Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority has provided a site plan review checklist for the applicant to 

review regarding concerns to be addressed on the next set of plans. 
 

Attachments:  

1. Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Site Plan Review Checklist – PDF version provided 

2. Applicant’s Summary – PDF version provided 

3. Aerial photograph of project area – PDF version provided 

4. Hartland Crossing PD Concept Plan 06.22.2021 – PDF version provided 
 

CC: 

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\2021 Planning Commission Activity\Site Plan Applications\SP PD #21-012 

Hartland Crossing PD Concept Plan\Staff reports\Hartland Crossing PD Concept Plan PC staff report 07.29.2021.docx 
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                              HARTLAND DEERFIELD FIRE AUTHORITY  
SITE PLAN REVIEW CHECKLIST 

 
PROPERTY INFORMATION 

 

Building/Project Name: 

Address/Location: 

Contact Person: 

Email Address: 

 
 
 

   Phone #: 

 

BUILDING 

Occupancy Type:   Anticipated Occupant Load: 

Square Footage:   No. of Stories:   Construction Type: 
 

YES NO N/A 
 
 

Fire Sprinkler System 

Standpipe System 

Fire Alarm System 

Commercial Kitchen Hood Suppression System 

Underground or Aboveground Storage Tanks 

Hazardous Materials 

Other:    
 

The items on the list below are the minimum requirements and must be addressed during site design. 
 
 
 

YES NO N/A 

SITE ACCESS 

Fire access roads shall be designed to support the imposed load of a fire apparatus weighing 84,000 lbs. 
gross vehicle weight. All-weather access roads shall be installed and maintained throughout construction 
and shall be installed prior to combustible materials arriving on site. (503.2.3) 

 
Access roads shall have a minimum unobstructed width of 26 ft. (FOC). Access roads that travel through 
parking stalls, stacking lanes, loading areas or other designated use areas require special approval from 
the fire authority. (503.2.1) 

 
Aerial access roads with a minimum width of 26 ft. (FOC) and located not less than 15 ft. and not greater 
than 30 ft. from the exterior face of the longest wall of the structure shall be provided for all buildings 
exceeding 30' in height. (Appendix D105) 

 
Access roads shall have a minimum of 13ft. 6in. vertical clearance including the 

future canopy growth of landscaping trees. (503.2.1)   
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permitted as emergency access road materials.) (503.2.3) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Approved turnarounds shall be provided for all dead-end access roads exceeding 150 ft. (503.2.5) 

YES NO N/A  
Access roads shall be constructed of an approved all-weather driving surface. (Grass pavers are not    

 

   Additional access roads shall be provided for commercial and multi-family developments. Single family 
home developments with more than 30 units shall be provided additional access. (503.1.2) 

 

   Required secondary/emergency vehicle access gates and security gates shall be submitted to and 
approved by the fire authority. (503.5 & 503.6) All gates shall be secured utilizing Rapid Entry Box, Padlock 
or Keyswitch. 

 

   Secondary/emergency vehicle access shall be constructed similarly to primary access at a minimum width 
of 20 ft. (503.1.2) 

 

   Fire access road grade shall not exceed a maximum of 10 percent. (503.2.7) 
 

   
Fire access road approach angles shall not exceed 8 degrees. (503.2.8) 

 

   Dead-ends exceeding 150 ft. resulting from a phased development shall be provided with a 
temporary or permanent approved turnaround. (503.2.5) 

   Fire access roads shall not be located more than 100 ft. from the building(s) or structure(s). 
 

   Fire access roads shall extend to within 150 ft. of all portions of the building or structure. (503.1.1) 
 

   Traffic calming devices (speed bumps, humps) are prohibited unless approved by the fire code official. 
(503.4.1) 

   The turning radii used for fire access roads shall be a 30 ft. inside and a 50 ft. outside. (503.2.4)  An 
emergency vehicle circulation plan shall be provided showing both ingress and egress travel routes.  The 
plan must be approved and will be verified at the time of construction. 

   Buildings of four or more stories shall be provided with stairway access to the roof. (504.3) Exterior 
doors shall be labeled as roof access stairs. 

   Address numbers shall be provided on the street side of each building.  Numbers shall be a minimum of 6 
in.  tall  and  1  in.  wide.   They  shall  be  visible  from  the  street  and  of  contrasting  colors  to  their 
background. (505.1) 

   Rear access doors shall be labeled with the address and name of the occupant. Numbers shall be a 
minimum 4 in. tall and 1 in. wide. (505.1) 

   Location of "No Parking Fire Lane" signage shall be shown. Provide a detail of the proposed signage. 
Signs shall be spaced an average of every 50 ft. (503.3) 
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Fire protection equipment, utilities and access doors shall be labeled and identified. Access shall be 

BUILDING ACCESS 
YES NO N/A  

Exterior doors and openings required by the Building Code shall be maintained accessible for emergency 
access. Walkways from access roads to exterior openings may be required. (504.1) 

   

 

   Obstructed doors or openings, or those for areas not accessible from the interior of the structure shall be 
labeled as such. (504.2) 

 
 

A minimum of a single Rapid Entry box shall be installed on all multi-family and commercial occupancies.  
   The number and location(s) shall be determined by the fire code official at the time of review. (506.1) 

The boxes shall be installed at a height of 60-66 in. 
 

   maintained at all times. (509) 

SITE WATER AND FIRE PROTECTION 
YES NO N/A  

Fire flow shall be determined through the use of Appendix B of the adopted fire code. (507.3)    

 
Fire flow shall be provided for all developments. Water supply for fire flow shall consist of water mains, 

   reservoirs, ponds, tanks, or other approved methods. (507.1 & 507.2) All existing hydrants, mains and fire 
protection water supplies shall be shown on the drawings. 

 

A minimum of one Fire Hydrant shall be provided within 400 ft. of all parts of facilities whether 
   alteration or newly constructed. Additional on-site fire hydrant(s) and main(s) shall be provided for 

facilities exceeding 400 ft. coverage measured as fire hose lays. (507.5.1) 

   All proposed fire hydrants or alternate water supply sources shall be identified on drawings. This 
includes proposed flow rates. (507.2) 

 

   Fire department connections (FDC) shall be located on the front (street side) of the building, and shall be 
located within 100 ft. of a fire hydrant. (912.2.1) 

 

All requirements are retrieved and interpreted from the 2018 Edition of the International Fire Code, as adopted by ordinance. Note: 
Alternative materials and methods for fire flow and site access shall be proposed in writing to the fire authority for review and 
approval. 

STAFF CONTACT INFORMATION 
                                                                   

                                                                    Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority 

3205 Hartland Road 
Hartland, MI  48353 

www.hartlandareafire.com 
 

                                                                      Jenn Whitbeck - Fire Inspector 

                                                                     Phone: 810-632-7676 

Email: jwhitbeck@hartlandareafire.com 
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SITE PLAN OVERVIEW - LYON TOWNSHIP DEVELOPMENT
29


	Top
	a.	Planning Commission Special Meeting Minutes of June 17, 2021
	PC 6 17 21 Draft Special Meeting Minutes

	a.	Site Plan #21-012 Hartland Crossing Planned Development (PD) Concept Plan
	Hartland Crossing PD Concept Plan PC staff report 07.29.2021
	1. Hartland Deerfield Fire Authority Site Plan Review Checklist
	2. Applicant&#39;s Summary
	3. Aerial photograph of project area
	4. Hartland Crossing PD Concept Plan 06.22.2021

	Bottom

